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ABSTRACT

The aim of my dissertation is to describe the caxifies of English as a lingua franca
(ELF) as it is used by a group of Erasmus exchatggents engaged in social practice. My
research was begun while | was working with the EBNproject, which made me realize that
for a better understanding of the Erasmus exchangkents’ linguistic situation, the analytic
focus had to be on language use in its social gani® that end, | adopted the community
of practice model, which relies quite specificalbyp ethnographic techniques for
collecting data, qualitative methods for analyzisgcial practices, and discourse
analytic methods for analyzing linguistic practic8$ie participants were 142 Erasmus
exchange students who studied temporarily at thieddsity of Szeged, Hungary. The data
collection spanned a whole academic year. The dataces included audio-taped and
transcribed interviews, audio-taped and transcrihaturally occurring interactions, field
notes, prompted e-mails, online posts by the stigcmd circular e-mails by the students.

By focusing on shared practices and resources ttiaatparticipants imbued with
meaning, the analysis indicates that the Szegeshttra students indeed built a community of
practice during their relatively short stay in Hang The shared practices emerged to achieve
the goal of building a friendship and “family” baskcal social network with a focus on fun
and self-confidence. The shared practices involisgbntaneous” as well as “ritualized”
code-switching, yet, most of the practices werkEnglish. In the Szeged Erasmus community
English was a key shared practice: it helped theiggzants to build shared negotiable
resources (1) for accomplishing everyday rituaksag2) for making humoin the language
and alsocaboutthe language; and (3) for repairing the problecnatoments of word search
and non-understanding. Given that for the vast rnitgjof the participants English was an
additionally learnt language, the analyzed lindgaigtractices are necessarily interpreted as
ELF practices.

The analysis indicates that for the Szeged Erastugents English was a facilitator.
In case of lacking other shared languages, it Wasrtost important means of connecting both
with the other Erasmus students and with the lpe&lrs. Further results of this study show
that through developing their shared resourcespéngcipants created through practice their
own “version” of ELF. That is, they made the flegti changeable nature of ELF “fixed” to
the extent that it helped them define themselvea goup. Furthermore, the participants of
the present study were users of English, in th& fatace, and learners of English in the
second place. That is, they exploited their nomveaess and demonstrated their “language
learner” roles by choice, as and when appropriage,a way of exploiting their shared
resources. Finally, the Szeged Erasmus studentstivaly exploited their plurilingual
repertoires. However, their code-switching was nforeéhe creation of humor, rapport, and a
“family” than for achieving intelligibility or sigaling linguacultural identities. The
dissertation points to the conclusion that thera iseed for a careful understanding of the
social context in which ELF is used or is develgpin
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1 INTRODUCTION

The aim of my dissertation is to describe the caxigies of English as a lingua franca
(ELF)* as used by a group of Erasmus exchange studegagenhin social practice. My goal
is to give fresh insights into how ELF and langusage general can be conceived of by
bringing the social into the linguistic. In the peective | take, language is understood as a
“living social practice” (Eckert and McConnell-Gin&992: 462). It is seen as rooted in the
everyday social practices of local communities, asduch, it is considered inseparable from
the other aspects of life salient to the individoathe group. Accordingly, in this endeavor,
my focus is not primarily on language use, but lva $ocial practices which are instantiated
through linguistic means. | start my descriptionEbf~ from the social, that is, the activities,
interests and views the Erasmus exchange studeatsds and then consider language insofar
as it was of relevance to the social actors invalWy goal is to illuminate the ways in which
the Erasmus exchange students, as purposeful agsmts, exploited the resources of ELF
(in combination with other languages) to constsattial meanings.

My research was begun while working with the Leaaqggs in a Network of European
Excellence (LINEE) project.In the first phase of the research, | had the dppiiy to
investigate the relation of English and multilingsia in the education sector at the European
level. With the team | worked most closélye sought out two groups of participants: local
secondary school students in Szeged and Pragu&rasmhus exchange students who studied
temporarily at the University of Szeged or at thefles University in Prague. Our aim was to
find out how experiences with ELF in internationebntexts changed the students’
perceptions of English and its speakers, the natfireommunication in English, and the
relationship of English and other languages. Outhods of data collection involved semi-
structured interviews, and two casual observatminthe Szeged Erasmus students at their

weekly gatherings in the university pub.

! Throughout the dissertation, | will use the acrrifLF” interchangeably with the notion “English asingua
franca” for there are cases where the acronym doiegut across the message so clearly and neatthedsrm
does.

2 LINEE (Languages in a Network of European Excel@nwas a linguistic project funded by the European
Commission’s 6th Framework Programme (FP6 — contramber 028388). The project started in November
2006 with the participation of nine institutionsr@gs Europe. It was divided into three phases. fireetwo
phases lasted for 18 months each, the third fomsimths.

3 Other participants of the Szeged team were Doktes and Erdke Kovacs.



During the fieldwork, the Erasmus students, bathSzeged and Prague, painted a
highly varied and multiplex picture of their socgtuation. Their emic views allowed three
major observations (for a more detailed analyst® Kalocsai 2009). First, the students
demonstrated a strong sense of belonging to ther &lasmus students in town. They saw
themselves as forming one big group, which, as ttiegcribed, was linguistically very
diverse. Two, given the diversity of the group ythused a variety of languages for a variety
of purposes, within which ELF was a key resourdeeyl were struck by the differences
between their local uses of English, and their iearexperiences with the English
language. They talked about the specificities @ithenglish with ease, and also with
much pride. To mark its distinctiveness, they vaaared names such as "Erasmus
English", "English as a code", “European EnglisHMTV English" or "world
English". Finally, the Erasmus community was a tdrelorthe safe place for many of
the visiting students. They contrasted the good oaprhere within the Erasmus
community with the negative experiences outsideitodnd thus, they occupied a
“third-place” (Kramsch 1993) between the local (lganian or Czech) students’ social
networks, and the native English speaking Erasnudesits’ communities.

What | found particularly interesting about theoab observations is that the
Erasmus students were all very positive about taaierging ELF practice. They used
ELF for negotiating meanin@gnd relations. In their case, ELF emerged in social
practice and was a way of life for the social plesymvolved. It little mattered whether
the English practices used were “right” or “wronlgy native speaker (NS) standards;
much more important was that they negotiated meprand successfully built a
community through such practices. In achieving tthggals, the students did not look
outside for norms of speaking, but created theinowrms. Hence, the specific names
(see above) to describe the kind of English thegksp As these observations were all
interview-based, my attention turned to collectilgguistic data and observational
data as a supplement to the interview data. Inrofeeds, | set the goal of examining
the ways in which linguistic and interactional pberena in an ELF context tied with
the students’ other social, non-linguistic actiggi

As stated on the Vienna-Oxford International Corpti€nglish (VOICE) website by
leading ELF researchers, ELF “serves as a commamsnaef communication for speakers of
different first languages” (www.univie.ac.at/voicdfrom another perspective, ELF is a
“bridging language” by speakers who are bi- or ingual in English, and whose diverse

linguistic repertoires overlap in English (Smit B0117). What makes ELF different from



interactions involving NSs (NS-NS), or native arahmative speakers (NS-NNS) is that it is
by definition characterized by a greater degreelieérsity and fluidity. The fact that ELF
speakers are bi- or multilinguals with differemduistic and cultural backgrounds, and likely
at different levels of proficiency, means that tloeeynot fall back on the same set of shared
norms for achieving understanding. It thereforasregoon them to negotiate the norms of
speaking “online”, on a moment-to-moment basishi winfolding interaction. In addition, as
NSs are not normally involved in ELF talk, or ifethare, they are not in a majority, their
norms of speaking may be nothing more than a ugeink of departure.

Some time after our interview-based study withime tLINEE project’ |
conducted a second study, this time for the purpadfethis dissertation. In keeping
with my goal to provide a more complete linguistiescription of the Erasmus
students’ language in Szeged on the basis of afidaexamination of the social, |
conducted a new set of interviews, and further exiga my data sources. My goal was
to gain a more thorough understanding of emic vieavsl to combine emic views with
interactional data. In an extended process of eagwmt with the participants, |
carried out participant observation, conducted ehdéferent types of interviews, sent
prompt e-mails to the students, recorded naturabcurring conversations, and
collected naturally occurring written materials Buegs Facebook posts and circular e-
mails by the students. The present study drawsuskatly on data collected in this
second round of data collection.

My project can be defined as an ethnographic stodgired by what is sometimes
referred to as grounded theory. That is, | engagedn ethnographic study in which my
interest and questions were outlined in advancetheufindings emerged iteratively over time
through my patrticipation in fieldwork. More specdily, first, in my work within the LINEE
project, my goal was to gain an insight into thadenus students’ perceptions of English and
other languages, and into how these perceptionsgelaa(or did not) as a result of their study
abroad experience. Then, | became determined tbagaore complete understanding of the
students’ linguistic situation in their temporagnemunity in Szeged. On the basis of my pre-
dissertation work, | determined that the methodeéded was ethnographic and that the
analytic focus had to be on language use in itekoontext. It soon became evident that the

current ELF perspective, which gives a specialustdb language use, does not in itself

* For the sake of the participants’ anonymity, | éadecided not to reveal the year when the study was
conducted. With the exact dates and the locatioa, group, and likely some individuals as well, coble
identified.

10



provide an appropriate analytical framework and hust looked for theoretical and
methodological tools elsewhere. My careful readihthe community of practice literature in
language and gender research, on the one handamgubage socialization research, on the
other, drew my attention to the great theoreticad analytical value of the community of
practice model (Wenger 1998). It seemed to be &usmmework with great analytical
potential. Thus, from the start | applied the comityuof practice framework to design my
study for data collection and analysis.

On the basis of Wenger (1998), at the theoretieakl, a major asset of the
community of practice framework is its practice qmment itself. Practices include
linguistic and non-linguistic social activities,ews, and interests, which the individual
members adopt (or resist) as a way of coordinaforgnot coordinating) their actions
and aims with those they want (or do not want) ébohg to a community with. This
includes the assumption that shared practices atie & resource in creating a group,
and an indicator of belonging to a group. The comityof practice model implies a
dynamic process: practices emerge to acheive a t¢joah they are solidified through
pratice, which in turn sustains the enterprise.tiBigration in shared practices requires
learning and results in a set of shared resouwbg;h are part of the indications that
new identities and a new community of practice hagen formed.

On the analytical level, as has been shown by lagguand gender and
language socialization research, the communityratpce relies quite specifically on
ethnographic techniques for collecting data, gaséie methods for analyzing social
practices, and discourse analytic techniques f@alyamng linguistic practices. To this
end, | strived at collecting interactional datavesll as emic data. | started the data
analysis with the participants’ non-linguistic salkipractices and their emic views.
They served as a basis for providing an ethnogapbcount of the community, and to
analyze the participants’ views on their own lingfid, social and interactional
processes. Furthermore, the emic data played armale in helping me identify the
significant or representative social interactioasd to develop the analytical criteria
for the interactional analysis of the naturally ooing spoken and written
communications in the Szeged Erasmus group. Thuosanalyzing the corpus of
spontaneous, everyday conversations, | focusedh@m@mena which were typical in
the data, which seemed to have characterized tlegesiz Erasmus community, and

which were meaningful to the members of the group.
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Before my fieldwork, and until very recently, we éam next to nothing about
how the use of ELF intersects with the speakersiviaes, views, and interests within
locally based communities. Since 2006 when leadiBgF researchers argued
convincingly for more “qualitative studies with d@rang ethnographic element” to be
undertaken in ELF (Seidlhofer et al. 2006: 21), BEeBearchers have increasingly turned to
gualitative research envisaged along exploratorysli Qualitatively oriented studies are now
becoming the “ELF mainstream” but, quite regrettakthe focus (still) remains on language
use defined in terms of linguistic data only. Besidhis, as Smit (2010: 80) points out,
due to the cross-sectional nature of current ELEeaech, researchers continue to
concentrate on once-off encounters, and offer E&frapshots” only.

To build explanatory power into the discussionsEifF, Seidlhofer (2007a)
encourages researchers to consider the notion afmumities of practice as an
alternative to that of speech communities. FollogviBeidlhofer’'s (2007a) advice,
many ELF researchers now opt for the community iidcpice theory; however, very
few of them consider the analytical value of thetiom. The few exceptions are
Ehrenreich (2009) and Smit (2009, 2010), who attiteia research goal, and follow a
research design very different to that of the “Em@instream” of the last few years.
They both view ELF as social practice, and place BLF community, rather than the
code center-stage. They work within the communitypmactice model, and follow a
richly contextualized, long-term, ethnographic aggrh. Moreover, to better account
for the dynamic and long-time development of digseuin context, Smit (2010)
adopts a longitudinal approach. This points to @ast two gaps in current ELF
research and theorizing.

Firstly, there is a need for more research into Edd-social practice. More
specifically, there is a need for more researcl IBLF as a community-based social
practice, and into ELF interactions whose interocs are engaged with one another
over a sustained period and on a long-term bassoi&dly, there is a need for more
research which does not only “use” the notion oimomunities of practice as a
theoretical background with no empirically-groundeddence, but instead “applies”
the concept as an analytical tool. My goal withdpian ethnography grounded in a
community of practice framework is to fill thesepga In the present dissertation, |
engage in an emic, richly contextualized, long-tequalitative investigation of ELF
while focusing on the elements of practice that aadient to the members of the

community. By examining students whose community pshctice centers around
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activities outside of school, the present dissetatis arguably the first linguistic

ethnography of a non-institutionalized ELF commuyrof practice.

1.1 Background
Erasmus is the European Commission’s EducationTaaching Programme, which

spans more than 4,000 higher education institutiori®l European countries. According to
the official website of the Programmét, enables more than 180,000 students to study and
work abroad each year, with a total of two millisiudents since its start in 1987. In addition
to mobility actions, the Programme supports “higaducation institutions to work together
through intensive programmes, networks, and mtétiéd projects”. The rationale under the
Programme is that “a period spent abroad not onhclees students' lives in the academic
field but also in the acquisition of interculturskills and self-reliance”. Its actions target
students studying abroad, students doing trainpgsibroad and students doing linguistic
preparation in the Erasmus Intensive Language @qid.C). The students studying abroad,
in particular, are given support to “benefit edimaslly, linguistically and culturally from the
experience of learning in other European countfi€sILC is a step forward in this direction.

It is a language preparatory course offered tdEt@smus exchange students whose aim is to
study abroad in a country with a lesser used amghtdanguage.

The participants of the present study were stimigad students in Szeged, which is a
thriving university town in the southeastern pdrtHungary. The University of Szeged has
been participating in the Erasmus Programme sii988.1In the first year, the number of
incoming students was 8, the number of outgoindesits was 41, and the number of partner
universities was 29. The number of incoming stusleahd that of partner institutions has
been on the rise ever since then. In the past sy the number of incoming students has
been over 100, the number of outgoing students 8@€, and the number of partner
institutions around 300. In the particular acadewyg@ar when the present research was
conducted,the University of Szeged received roughly 124 stislefrom 16 different

countries.

® See www.ec.europa.eu.

® A recent study called “2008 Study on the ImpactEsésmus on European Higher Education: Quality,
Openness and Internationalisation” has shown thatRrogramme has positive impact on the students. |
develops “stronger person skills” and “better aftided job aspirations”, and increases their chanoie
employability. However, as Phillipson (2010) notesiguage education and the language of instrugtene not

on the agenda of the research team.
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1.2 Research gquestions
A general aim of my dissertation is to describe BEhRhe context of the Szeged

Erasmus community’s social practices. More spadiffc | seek to understand the specifics of
how the Erasmus group achieves its goals througiredhlinguistic and non-linguistic
practices. To that end, | approach ELF through mroanity of practice lens. That is, |
combine current perspectives on ELF with the comityuof practice model. The former
requires interactional data, the latter richly estialized, ethnographically inspired data. The
ethnographic method brings into view the social mvegs with which the student participants
invested their linguistic and other social pracic&he research is guided by one major

research question as set out in three sub-questions

* How do the Szeged Erasmus students define themses a group? In other words, from
the community of practice perspective, what areirtheintly negotiated enterprises,

repertoires and resources?

a) What tools and resources do they bring to bear mgage in their jointly
negotiated practices reflecting a shared goal?

b) What does a closer examination of linguistic preesi in the community tell us
about ELF? That is, what does it mean to be a coempe=LF speaker within the
community?

c) What effects do the different linguistic resourtiest the students bring to the
community have on the overall practices of the gfodhat is, how do the
different linguistic resources intersect with idées demonstrating membership in

the group?

These questions emerged, on the one hand, on e didieldwork and the examination of
the data. On the other hand, they have been fobyedtie theory of community of practice
combined with insights from the current ELF persivec The overall question aims at
describing the practices — both linguistic and a&loei that identify the Szeged Erasmus
community of practice. In other words, it aims atiaventory of the richly contextualized
linguistic and non-linguistic social practices whithe participants purposefully adopted as a

way of obtaining and securing membership in theugrof the Szeged Erasmus students. The

" For a summary of the theory of community of pregtisee section 1.3; for a summary of the releiganes in
the current ELF perspective, see Chapter 2 below.
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guestion why the students, in the first place, wdsuch membership is to be addressed as
well.

The first sub-question through which the main tjoesis to be answered seeks to
describe the activities, interests and views whioé students adopted to create a shared
repertoire, in fact, a shared resource of evolyngctices. Such a repertoire is worthy of
examination as, in the context of a community a@fcpice, it functions as an indicator of the
Szeged Erasmus community of practice and of the bmesh dynamically developing
membership in it (e.g. Eckert 2000).

In the second sub-question, the aim is to focutheringuistic practices tied to group
membership with an even more particular focus orF Fitactices. In other words, this
guestion sets the goal of describing, in detailatnddounted as “ELF competence” within the
group. In keeping with the community of practicedty, in the context of the present study
gaining communicative competence is understoodasng control of the linguistic practices
which are appropriate to the shared goal.

Finally, the third sub-question aims at illumimgti the link between the inherent
variation underlying the Erasmus community anddifierent identities the students took on
to demonstrate themselves as members. This quesésnn part been motivated by the
perspective that participation in a community adqtice involves changing participation and
identity transformation (Wenger 1998: 4), identity this case being defined in terms of
central versus peripheral membership, or expegugenovice members. The participants of
the present study were students from different tas) with different linguistic resources.
Thus, the third sub-question is geared at examiningt linguistic resources were brought to
bear to express central versus peripheral memipershi

1.3 The community of practice model
As this study is rooted in the communities of picframework, | briefly discuss the

context formed by similar studies in the field ioiguistics, more specifically, in language and
gender research and language socialization reseaftotvever, | first present the key
components of the model. To that end, | turn tofiblel of education, where the concept of
communities of practice emerged for the first time.

The concept communities of practice arose as dtrekllave’e ethnographic work
among Vai tailors in Liberia (Lave and Wenger 199%hile studying apprenticeship as a

learning theory, they noted that the learning dbteng was more than the learning of a set of
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isolated or abstracted tailoring skills. It wasvadl experience in the group of apprentices and
masters. More specifically, the learning of taihgriskills was tied to the interactional and
other social contexts within which the apprentieegaged with each other and their masters.
Lave and Wenger coined the term “community of pcattto better describe the kind of
learning that underlies apprenticeship. Howevewas not long before they realized that
communities of practice are everywhere. In genéhaly described a community of practice
as a group whose members are 1) mutually involvethe realization of some 2) jointly
negotiated enterprise with the help of 3) a shaepertoire of negotiable resources (Lave and
Wenger 1991, Wenger 1998).

The three core dimensions of communities of praatieed some elaboration. “Mutual
engagement” means regular interactions (LangmaB:2l88) and requires the discovering of
how to engage in the community, the developmenleoke relationships (whether positive or
negative), defining identities, establishing whaviso, who is good at what, and who knows
what (Wenger 1998: 95). The “joint enterprise”he tmembers’ shared goal and the practice
involved in achieving it (Langman 2003: 188). Tlkisierges as the members’ collectively
negotiated response to what they understand tchdie situation (Wenger 1998: 78) and
involves the members struggling to define theiregmise, their aligning their engagement
with the enterprise, and their learning to beconceoantable and to hold each other
accountable to the enterprise (p. 95). Finally,“dteared repertoire of negotiable resources”
includes linguistic routines, specialized termirgyipways of doing things, ways of talking,
stories, jokes, concepts, physical artifacts, umagnts, and costumes (p. 83). They require the
participants to renegotiate the meaning of varglaments, produce, adopt, adapt, and import
new language, and create as well as break rougme35). Within communities of practice,
then, the shared goals, the shared repertoire adtipes, and even the forms of mutual
engagement, are under constant negotiation, meatfiey are being “defined” and
“redefined” in practice by the members. The proagasshich the members coordinate their
actions and views with those of the other membecessarily involves learning.

The community of practice, as one component ofcaabtheory of learning, offers a
different view of learning than the traditional netsl of learning (Wenger 1998). Within
communities of practice, learning has four key atpdt occurs irpractice meaning it is a
form of doing; it takes place in the contextooimmunitieso which one belongs, or wants to
belong, meaning it is a form of belonging; furthers learning involves the construction of
identitiesin relation to the group, meaning it is a formbecoming; and finally, learning

involves the construction and internalizationnoéaning which implies that it is a form of
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experiencing. Lave and Wenger (1991, Wenger 1988¢ribe learning within communities
of practice in terms of “legitimate peripheral pagation”. The notion is meant to imply a
gradual shift along the four key aspects of leagnfrom the “periphery” of the community to
the “core” (community), from the status of a “na&/icor newcomer to that of an “expert”
member (identity), and from lack of appropriate petencies and expertise to high levels of
competence and expertise (practice and meafibgirning in communities of practice may
therefore be summarized as “changing participaind identity transformation” through a

joint enterprise and mutual engagement by thegpatints (Wenger 1998: 11).

1.3.1 Previous approaches to the community of pract  ice model
The first use of the community of practice concieptinguistic research came from

Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1992, 1995). They adyuesry convincingly, for the need to
examine the analytical potential of the communitypactice for the field of language and
gender research. In the late 1990s and early 2088seral sociolinguists adopted and
successfully applied the notion as an analytical (for an overview, see Meyerhoff 2002).
Of particular relevance to this study is Holmes 8felerhoff’'s (1999: 175) observation that
the notion’s great asset is in offering a “framekvof definitions within which to examine the
ways in which becoming a member of a CofP [comnyunit practice] interacts with the
processes of gaining control of the discourse gppate to it”. To Bucholtz (1999: 207-210),
the community of practice has a greater value doradinguistic work than its alternative, that
is, the speech community, for it allows greatexifidity in the type of (social) practices
around which a community may be built; second,llives the examination of difference,
conflict, and individual variation within the commity; third, it acknowledges the internal
heterogeneity of community members; fourth, it agpep the way for examining individual
variation and agency; fifth, it allows the activenstruction, or rejection, of identities and
various other social meanings in the ongoing proek practice; and finally, it gives
preference to local interpretations based on engsgectives. Against this theoretical
background, argues Bucholtz (1999: 204), socioistgumay well reverse the direction of
analyses. Instead of asking how social informatiooounts for linguistic phenomena, they

may ask how linguistic data illuminate the socialrld. In other words, instead of asking how

8 Note that the three research questions abovetsastamine these key aspects of the students'ifearthe
first research questions illuminates the participashift from the periphery of the community teetbore, the
second research question from lack of appropriatepetencies and expertise to high levels of conmgéte and
expertise, and the third question from the stafuswice to the status of expert members.
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identities are reflected in language, they may rask how identities are created in and
through language and other social practices. Ircasg, the community of practice opens up
the way for examining how ELF identities are crdateand through practices.

Gender and language research taking a communityactice approach culminated in
Eckert’s (2000) ethnographic work in a suburbarhtgghool in the Detroit area. As a result
of her two year engagement in the field, she amayimguistic data that, as Milroy and
Gordon (2003: 69) note, are difficult to match botherms of quantity and quality. She spent
her time outside of classroom, in public areaghm library, and in the cafeteria, observing
and casually interacting with the students. Oneelsid gained the trust of her participants,
she engaged them in interviews. Her insider petsgegave her access to the students’
speech as well as to the social meaning of théialder. She observed a range of students,
and later analytically defined two groups: “Jockspresenting middle class cultures, and
“Burnouts” representing working class culturesidentifying the two categories, she did not
rely on a priori values, but rather consideredgrectices in which the students engaged, and
which were meaningful to them. These practices liraa styles of movement, dress,
smoking, school orientations, gang orientations tamily relations, to mention just a few.
The study revealed that the categories of JocksBamdouts did not exist independently of
the above practices, but rather the students cre¢hése categories and they filled them with
meaning in and through their day-to-day activitiese above practices (e.g. hangout places)
were thus resources on which the students drewpcess their membership in one or the
other group.

Eckert's (2000) study also illuminates the rolelaiguage in the mosaic of social
practices. Language was part of the symbolic resowrhich the students strategically
employed to situate themselves socially in relatorothers in the high school. The Jocks
were found to use more of the supra-local (stafjdaatures, whereas the Burnouts more of
the local features. The linguistic features thedshiis adopted had further social meaning
outside the school, of which the students were awaney chose to use linguistic features
whose social meanings they considered most usaftihéir own purposes. Thus, with the use
of the standard features, the Jocks expressed,caotbar things, their career aspirations and
motivations to enter a university; by contrast, #ernouts, with their use of the local
features, displayed their rebelliousness, toughnasd orientation towards the urban job
market. The longstanding patterns, that is, theltoation of features that each group used
came to characterize that particular group. In oteards, they became their group style. In

this sense, then, the Jocks had their own spegtdy anhd the Burnouts had their own. By
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adopting one speech style or the other, the stadeete strategically expressing with which
group they identified themselves, and from whicbugrthey distanced themselves.

Furthermore, Eckert's (2000) study points to ddgfeze and variation within
communities of practice. Despite the inter-grougtidctiveness that characterized the Jocks
and the Burnouts, their practices were orientechtdw/the goal of being “cool”. In this sense,
then, the Jocks and Burnouts formed one commuritpractice, whose members were
oriented to the same goal but not in the same \magddition to the inter-group variation, in
the group of Burnouts there was some intra-groufatran as well. The so called “Burned-
Out Burnout girls” participated in the Northern i€g Vowel Shift at a greater rate than did
the rest of the group. They were more extreme thanothers and defined for the entire
community what it meant to be a “real” Burnout. Yiveere in the role of innovators leading
linguistic change. To sum up, then, Eckert’'s (20§t0dy is particularly useful in illustrating
how the notion of communities of practice may hdtfully applied to the examination of
linguistic variation across speakers who are atstrmae time speakeasd social players, and
individualsand members of groups.

The community of practice approach has provedaldé for language socialization
researchers as well, but for different reasons.iaBpation is the process whereby a
newcomer to a group develops the ability to paéte as a competent member through
repeated engagement in and experience with thdigegacof the target group (Hall 1993).
Language socialization is the same process witlatluitional gain of learning language and
developing linguistic competence (e.g Schieffelimd @Ochs 1986; Ochs and Schieffelin
2008). In the process of language socializatiosretiore, language is both theeansand the
goal of learning “culture”. For language socializatiogsearchers, and particularly for L2
socialization researchers, a fundamental questiomsk is how novices to a particular
“culture” acquire the types of knowledge that wilake them communicatively as well as
culturally competent (Duff 2008a,b). The commumitad practice model, commonly used in
education research (e.g. Duff 1995, 2004; Hark@0]1 2000; Kobayashi 2004; Morita 2004,
Talmy 2008a,b, 2009), has drawn the L2 socialiratesearchers’ attention to the importance
of studying access, negotiation and renegotiatma, roles in L2 learners’ movement from
beginner to advanced L2 speaker status. Duff (28@%) summarizes the most frequently
raised research questions in studies employing mnamities of practice framework as
follows: “How do newcomers to an academic cult@ah how to participate successfully in
the oral and written discourse?” “What effect daexialization have on the learners’

evolving identities?” “How does interaction withgye and teachers facilitate the process of
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gaining full membership?” and finally “How do theagtices and norms evolve over time?”
As the above questions indicate, this line of rededoregrounds themes such as the L2
learners’ agency (e.g. Morita 2004), identity (elalmy 2008a,b, 2009; Toohey 2000),
investment (e.g. McKay and Wong 1996), access (R0f67), and power relations (Willet

1995).

Of particular relevance to the present undertalsiguff's (2006, 2007) study, which
applies the notion of communities of practice @reup of exchange students. This interview-
based study of the 45 Korean exchange studentsCainadian university reveals that their
socialization is complicated by issues such assacerultidirectionality and hybrid identities.
Upon arrival in Canada, the Korean students’ bigdegpe is that they will successfully
integrate themselves into the local Anglo-Canagiaears’ English-medium social networks.
Over the course of time, however, they realize thath a goal is neither feasible, nor
desirable. This is so because, first, they havemlamited meaningful access to the Anglo-
Canadian students’ groups; second, they have ilittt®mmon with those students; and third,
differences in linguistic backgrounds often bringpat a feeling of anxiety or discomfort
between them and the NSs of the language. Thiszatah makes them redirect their
energies from the Anglo-American student groupthtoKorean exchange students’ and the
non-Korean-Asian students’ social groups. By songpithey establish themselves as
members of two separate communities of practiceh esith its own norms, values and
stances. In sum, their language socialization isnted toward multiple communities of
practice, involves the construction of multiplentées, and takes place in a kind of “third
space” created by and for the participants.

The community of practice notion has been partitylaelpful for L2 socialization
researchers in dismantling the “idyllic’ pictureaththe cross-cultural studies of L1
socialization painted about the processes and mé&sof language socialization. Based on
her insights into the Korean exchange studentsguage socialization at the Canadian
university described above, Duff (2007) highligistsveral differences between L1 and L2
socialization. One of the major differences betwésn two types of socialization is, she
notes, that the latter involves dealing with cheldior adults who have gone through, at least,
one process of socialization already, and possaspextoire of linguistic, discursive, and
cultural traditions and community affiliations. Ather difference is that L2 learners may not
experience the same degrees of access, acceptan@scommodation within the new
communities as their L1 counterparts do. Besidegandless of the target community’s

attitudes towards them, learners, that is, noviceay not be fully invested in becoming
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socialized into the target community. This is egfctrue if their future trajectories do not

require them to be (fully) committed to the targgtguage and culture. L2 socialization thus
leads to “other outcomes” (Duff 2007: 311), such @9 hybrid practices, identities and

values; (2) behaviors, attitudes and identitiestiogent on others in the community; (3)
multiple identities; (4) incomplete or partial appimation of the target community; (5)

rejection of the target norms and practices; andaf@bivalence about becoming (fuller)
members (Duff 2007: 311).

Furthermore, the community of practice model helpdd L2 socialization researchers
reveal that L2 learners may not always readily ptdke target community’s behaviors,
views and values. Quite the opposite, L2 learnassnovices) may attempt to change the
target community’s (that is, the expert membersgcpces so that they would better satisfy
their own needs. An example is Ming, a Chinese ignarit woman, who in her new
community of practice does not, as a passive rexipl'pick up” the L2 requesting behavior
made available for her, but rather engages in atramn process with the more expert
members (Li 2000). In addition, the community ofgiice approach has been useful in
demonstrating that not all communities of practi@e novices and experts as members,
meaning not all (L2) learning is with the partidipa of members who are seen as experts
and members who are considered as lacking in egsperAn example comes from Potts
(2005: 155). The online community he analyzed eeergut of the interactions of class
members with each other and their personal invastimethis mode of learning”, rather than
out of some experts guiding novices in the directiof some readily defined target
competence. Finally, the community of practice apph has pointed to the need for a critical
analysis to be undertaken in L2 socialization resgeaAn example of a critical perspective is
Morita (2004) who sheds light on the meanings leingie in classroom, or Willett (1995) who
illuminates how gendered ideologies dominating ti@ssroom practice may seriously
disadvantage some learners.

In conclusion, the present study seeks to addaeapbry power to our understanding
of ELF as a tool for social interaction. More sphieeily, the present dissertation seeks to
provide fresh insights on how ELF takes on theipaldr forms it does by focusing on the
elements of practice that the members of a spdelfle community imbue with meaning and
importance. To that end, the dissertation illumesahe shared and evolving practices through
which the Szeged Erasmus community achieves ités goam its early formation till its
break-up. As the community of practice as an amlytool is quite unknown in the field of
ELF (but see Smit 2009, 2010; and Ehrenreich 2009, present study has looked to
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language and gender studies, on the one hand, 2sddialization studies, on the other, for
impetus on the use of the communities of practomr@ach in linguistic research.

Next, | will continue by providing an elaboratefidéion of ELF, and by reviewing
the relevant literature in ELF (chapter 2). Thifind necessary as | place my data in the
context of ELF research. This will be followed byetdescription of the research site and
context, and the data collection and data anafysisedures (chapter 3). Then, | will present
findings that emerged from my data and, where gppate, | will compare my findings with
that of other studies (chapters 4-7). Finally, Il ummarize my findings, evaluate my

results, and draw conclusions (chapter 8).
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This work combines a community of practice approadth current perspectives on
English as a lingua franca (ELF). The present arapill be divided into three parts: the first
part will clarify the methodological and ontologigaositioning of ELF; the second part will
present an elaborated definition of ELF; and thedtpart will provide details of previous
findings. The first part is an introduction to tield of ELF, and leads to the discussion of my
specific methodology in the following chapter. T¢econd part defines ELF for the purposes
of the present dissertation. Finally, the thirdtpaviews literature that will help to inform the
analysis of the data collected in the sttdyowever, first, | offer a brief summary of the
sociolinguistic realities of the spread of English.

Researchers started turning their attention to BLfRe late 1990s and early 2000s as
a result of the global spread of Englidthe changing function of English around the world
has been well documented (e.g. Crystal 2003; Gila2idac). Already a decade ago it was
noted that the non-native speakers of English (NNB$numbered the native speakers of
English (NSsY in a ratio of 5:1 (Kachru 1996: 241). The numbENBISs has been growing
quickly ever since (Crystal 2003), and the spreb@mglish has reached a point where the
majority of the interactions in English world-widee between NNSs without the presence of
NSs. The sociolinguistic realities of the spreadEwoifglish may be described in terms of
Kachru’s (1992) three-circle model, which has isitations, but is arguably the most useful
point of departure here. English is increasinglgdus the Outer Circle countries, that is, the
postcolonial states where English has a specitlsstand in the Expanding Circle countries,
that is, the countries where English is learnt ambken although it does not serve
institutional purposes. In the Outer Circle, Englis for the most part used for intra-national
purposes within national groups, whereas in theaBgmg Circle, it is used for inter-national
purposes across different national groups.

The type of English mainly used in the Outer Cirideunderstood as English as a
second language (ESL), whereas the type of Engligimly used in the Expanding Circle is

® Here I will not give an overview of recent empilivork for such an overview is available elsewh&ee, for
instance, Knapp and Meierkord (2002), Seidlhofé@0@®, Seidlhofer at al. (2006) and Seidlhofer araind
(2009).

9 Here | resort to the most practical labeling e the next section for its limitations and foeaiatives.
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understood as English as a foreign language (EFBnglish as a lingua franca (ELE)In
the case of EFL, English is taken to be taughtdommunication with the NSs of the
language; whereas in the case of ELF, English ieduas a convenient means of
communication (Seidlhofer 2005: 156), which mayi,itgliteral sense, basedwith other
NNSs, rather thatearnt through interactions with NSs. However, this does mean that
NSs are excluded from ELF communication. ELF beingadditionally acquired language
skill, it is not native to the NSs, either; theytwill need to acquire it to communicate
effectively (Jenkins 2011). In this sense, thenELF interactions NNSs participate on an
equal footing with the NSs. ELF, which thereforelies both NNSs and NSs, is pervasive
from casual small talk to business negotiationmfréace-to-face interactions to virtual
communication, from interpersonal exchanges toelaggoup meetings in the great many
countries of the Expanding Circle.

The increased use of ESL and ELF has had a majmequence on the development
of the English language. Crystal (2004: 40) chamts the situation as “unprecedented,
with more people using English in more places thaany time in the language’s history.
Building on Crystal (2004: 40), Seidlhofer (2007#®tes that the norms of the English
language have been diversifying and changing aingnecedented pace, to an unprecedented
extent. Language spread has triggered languagegehavhich, in turn, has triggered the
development of new varieties of English. It is fhestcolonial uses of English which first
gained recognition as legitimate varieties. Wittiie World Englishes paradigtithe “New
Englishes” of the postcolonial states are consuatiémetheir own right, and not in terms of
their differences from a particular native varieBdternations from the more traditional
(native) varieties are not described as “errorsit tather as local features resulting from
appropriation. Alternatively, appropriation is thmocess in which speech communities
engaged in a process of societal learning (Bruii&r 2002) adjust their language to meet
the needs of their multilingual realities. By sardp they make their “Englishes” into a tool,
which effectively serves local needs, and impastall tradition and cultural values (Kachru
1991).

With the increased recognition of the postcolonis¢s of English as indigenized or

institutionalized varieties on their own, there eathe recognition that the views underlying

1 The alternative perspectives on the internatiadelelopments in English include International Estyli
(Gorlach 1990), World Standard Spoken English (MbAr 1998) and World Standard Spoken English (@tyst
2003).

12 Taken from the website of Vienna-Oxford InternagibCorpus of English (VOICE).

13 For the first attempts at a comprehensive themketiccount, see Phillipson (1992), Crystal (1967)
McArthur (1998).
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the World Englishes paradigm need to be extenddded=xpanding Circle countries. ELF
researchers raised the concern that ELF sits coablgrwithin the world Englishes paradigm,
and that it has to be considered on equal footiitg thie other native and non-native (New
Englishes) varieties. They emphasized the “vapetgntial” of ELF, and argued for the need
to describe and codify its forms.

Recently, ELF researchers have distanced themsdfoes the World Englishes
paradigm and have looked more and more to the Gltglishes paradigm as an alternative
(Jenkins 2011). According to Pennycook (2009: 1%bh a shift has a major advantage:
researchers may now try to “come to grips with a-oentrist understanding of English as an
international language that is dependent neithdregemonic versions of central English nor
on nationally defined new Englishes”. Within theo@l Englishes paradigm, ELF is
considered a unique phenomenon, which does not @@ tp any varieties of English, be
they native or non-native varieties. Pennycook @0Q15) further emphasizes that
researchers seeking a better understanding of B kb “account for the ever-changing
negotiated spaces of current language use”. Thdtag have to pay a special attention to the
fluidity of norms (e.g. Canagarajah 2007; Pennyc2@®9). In line with the above arguments,
ELF is no longer treated as a variety in need dfif@ation, but rather as language in use,
which is differently co-constructed in every specdontext of interaction. The shift from the
World Englishes framework to the Global Englishesrfework has had major theoretical and

methodological implications, which will be taken mgathe following section.

2.1 The methodological and ontological positioning of English as a
lingua franca

Methodologically and theoretically, ELF is seercaaght between variationist studies
and interactional approaches to language and diseo(Dewey 2009). This unique

positioning of ELF may in short be explained thus:

“ELF is [...] best understood as a dynamic, locaglized enactment of a
global resource, best conceptualized not as a mmifset of norms or
practices, but as a highly variably, creative eggi@n of linguistic resources
which warrants a distinct analytical framework. eiidey 2009: 62)

In more detail, ELF shares some common ground wvatfationist studies in that they
are both concerned with describing and analyzirmgosioguistic variability with the ultimate
goal of making conclusions about the linguistictegs as a whole. In the conventional
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variationist tradition, that is, in the quantitatiyparadigm researched by William Lab8v,
researchers examine surface-level linguistic formnsl their distribution across different
groups of speakers. By correlating language ude sdtial categories such as class, age, sex
and ethnicity, variationists seek to uncover sogiabnings, that is, they seek to show which
linguistic forms “mean” being a male, an adolescemtan African-American Vernacular
English speaker in a given speech community. Tindedying assumption is that social
categories exist before language — they imposeainertorms of behavior on people, and
language reflects or mirrors the speakers’ memheiishthose categories. In other words,
linguistic forms are seen as having stable socedmings-

In much the same way, ELF research began with asfan surface level forms.
Variation was defined as deviation from the NS r&rithat is, surface forms were checked
for features where the speakers diverged from tBendrms. The aim was to identify core (or
typical) features, and thus provide a basis forctidification of one or more varieties of ELF.
The main question guiding empirical work was “wlidtanything) notwithstanding all the
diversity emerges as common features of ELF usespective of speakers’ first languages
and levels of proficiency” (Jenkins et al. 2001:).18Vith such a research goal, ELF
researchers meant to promote a better understaoditige nature of ELF, and to provide a
basis for more informed decisions in language padied language teaching (McKay 2002).
With respect to teaching, they expressed hopeBEb&tmight become a “feasible, acceptable
and respected alternative to ENL [English as aveatinguage] in appropriate contexts of
use” (Seidlhofer 2001: 150). In keeping with thewad goals, ELF researchers accumulated a
relatively large body of research on the linguistlescription of ELF. Research was
undertaken at a number of levels, including phogwi@enkins 2000), pragmatics (Meierkord
1998); and lexicogrammar (for an overview of sudarky see Seidlhofer 2004). However, as
more and more empirical data became available, EelSlearchers had greater and greater
unease with the conventional variationist tradigsma frame of reference.

Over the past several years, ELF researchers hegenbto explicitly question the
adequacy of the concept of variety in ELF (e.gdbeifer 2005, 2007a, 2009a). If the notion
of variety is understood as a fixed set of normareth by a homogenous social grouping
determined by geographical location (e.g Gumper82)9ELF clearly does not fit the
category. In light of the emerging empirical fings ELF is heterogeneous, ad hoc, fluid and

14 See, for instance, Labov (1963, 1966, 1972), Veoiff1969) and Trudgill (1974, 1988).
15 For critical views on the assumptions underlyitagsical, descriptive variationist studies, seejrfstance,
Eckert and McConnel-Ginet (1992), Cameron (2009) Bicholtz (2009).
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flexible. ELF speakers do not fully comply with aggt of external norms but negotiate their
own norms of speaking. As Kaur (2008: 55) point$, @o ELF encounters “meaning is
created and recreated as the participants applynomsense procedures and methods that are
jointly negotiated and made relevant to each imlligl interaction”. However, this is not to
say that the pre-set and fixed (NS) norms are cetelyl irrelevant in ELF. In fact, as Smit
(2010: 58) notes, they are important in at least wmays: one, in relation to the language
acquisitional processes ELF speakers have gonaghy@nd two, in relation to the language
code that they draw on when engaging in ELF intevas, which more often than not
overlaps with what they were exposed to at scHodhis sense then ELF speakers do rely on
NS norms, which serve as a useful point of depaitituestablishing more locally relevant and
appropriate norms.

In co-constructing locally relevant norms, ELF dpra adopt and adapt the language
to their own needs. This involves them creativelgleiting their multilingual resources and
the “potential tendencies in English” known as twal English” (Widdowson 1997: 18). Such
a creative use of linguistic resources does nog tt@vesult in hampering the communication.
Quite the opposite, it may help the speakers raatefligibility more efficiently (e.g. Cogo
and Dewey 2006; Hiulmbauer 2007, 2009). Fluidityinobewey’s (2009) terms, “heightened
variability”, is a key aspect of ELF talk.

The above insights would not have been possible Hidel researchers not taken a
theoretical and methodological re-orientation rélgernn current ELF research concerns do
not end with surface linguistic forms, but rathessearchers increasingly look to the
underlying communicative processes, that is, thévaiing forces which have given rise to
the observed features. As Seidlhofer (2009a: 42)y&eently put it, from an ELF perspective,
it is theoretically less helpful to think in termo$ “distinct varieties of language”, and more
interesting to think in terms of “what underliesriasion”. ELF researchers are now shifting
from the classical variationist studies to the materactionally oriented fields of linguistics.
ELF is increasingly seen as an interactional phesran although ELF research is “far less
interested in the finely detailed analysis of mionoments than is the case in interactional
sociolinguistics” (Dewey 2009: 61). In current Ek&search, then, the naturally occurring
spoken data are seen as products of ongoing dsscamd a discourse-analytic perspective of
some kind is present in all studies. Before summagithe main findings of current ELF
research, | define ELF for the purposes of thegiredissertation.
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2.2 English as a lingua franca defined
ELF is best defined on the basis of three factanamely, the speakers involved, their

“old” and “new” linguacultures, and their commurtiga purpose. In the following sections, |
will present current perspectives on these cebtratather controversial factors as they are to
be understood in the context of the present detsent

2.2.1 ELF speakers
Since ELF is commonly defined as the common me&nsramunication for speakers

who do not share a common langudysuch a claim allows different groups of speakers t
be included in the definition. The different grougfsELF speakers may be conceptualized in
different ways. One possibility is to draw the divig line between NSs and NNSs of
English; the other possibility is to differentidtetween L1 and L2 speakers of English; and
the third is to make a distinction between monalaigand bi- or multilingual speakers of
English. Next, | briefly describe what implicatiotise above notions have, and how they
contribute to the theory of ELF.

The notions “NS” and “NNS” are of limited value ELF research. While they are
fruitfully employed in the description of the solanguistic realities of the spread of English, a
wider application of the notions is now carefulioaded. Current ELF researchers reject the
idea of conceptualizing ELF speakers as mainlyghanot exclusively, NNSs of English for
fear that it would imply that ELF speakers are passnitators of some external, idealized
norm (e.g. Jenkins 2000; Seidlhofer 2001; McKay 200These fears are rooted in
mainstream second language acquisition (SLA) rebeavhere the above implications have
currency. The SLA literature does not provide aclkeut definition of a NS, but the widely
held belief is that it is a monolingual speaker wiag learnt their mother tongue in childhood
and has developed an innate competence in it (AieBa2003). It follows that a NNS is
someone who speaks and learns a language, whighh#venot learnt in childhood, and in
which they “lack” an innate competence. To compengar their “lack” or “deficiency”,
NNSs are expected to look outside to NS norms.N$e are seen as providing not only an
alternative, but in most pedagogical approacheqdhdy) legitimate teaching and learning
model for the NNSs. Their intuitions of grammati@dcuracy and their sense of proper
language are considered as a basis against whehNMSs’ linguistic performance is
matched. The NNSs are therefore conceptualizedan-followers, aiming at the norms of

18 Taken from the VOICE website.
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some idealized NS. Such an understanding of the Bdffures up the picture of a second
language (L2) learner who is on the way to becommoge native-like but is doomed never to
get there (Cook 2005: 3). Thus, it is these impilices of the NS-NNS dichotomy which
current ELF researchers wish to avoid in referéadelF speakers.

The ELF researchers’ arguments against the NS-Nbt®tmy is in line with recent
trends in SLA, which challenge the dominant view_&flearning as an individual cognitive
process. SLA researchers who take a sociocultenaippctive on learningcaution against
the use of the NS-NNS dichotomy, too. They point that referring to a NS model as the
target for L2 learners is counterproductive forsaes of identity, norms, goals, agency and
voice!® To start with the NSs’ identity, it is an idealizan, and so is their linguistic
competence. From a sociocultural perspective, laggknowledge develops in “culturally-
framed and discursively patterned communicativevidies” (Hall et al. 2006: 228), meaning
language knowledge is “rooted in and shaped by$acjal practices” (Firth 2009: 131). This
being the case, it cannot be assumed that NSsagetred same innate linguistic competence.
Quite the opposite; their linguistic competencaesadepending on the nature of experiences
they have had with the language. Moreover, in tloegss of language learning, or better still,
language socialization (e.g. Watson-Gegeo 2004)s Nquire not only linguistic
competence, but also sociocultural knowledge, thaviews, beliefs, stances and attitudes
instilled in the community to which they belonggeRampton 1990, 1995; Norton 1997,
2000). What this then implies is that native-speades cannot be restricted to the linguistic
competence of an idealized speaker isolated frensdisial context.

Further, SLA researchers critical of the traditio88A thinking draw attention to the
learners’ agency (e.g. Siegal 1996; Pavlenko amitadlfa2000; Morita 2000; Norton and
Toohey 2001). They argue that L2 learners, as eg@articipants of the learning process, take
decisions about whether they wish to negotiateva (INS) identity, and by so doing, whether
they want to become, in the traditional sense, ¢essful learners”. Their relationship with
the target (NS) culture is crucial and so is theiwvestment” (Norton Pierce 1995 cited in
Norton and Toohey 2001) into the learning. Both grecess and the outcome of their
learning is unpredictable — they largely dependhmnL2 learners’ desire (or lack of it) to

learn and practice.

" The sociocultural perspectives on learning incltidelanguage socialization theory (e.g. Shieffali Ochs
1986), the situated learning theory (Rogoff 20G8)d more specifically, the communities of practmedel
(Lave and Wenger 1991; Wenger 1998). What they haveommon is the interest in the highly social and
situated nature of language learning.

18 See, for instance, Rampton (1990, 1995); Nortendei (1995); Siegal (1996); Norton (1997, 2000)rKsch
and Lam (1999); Pavlenko and Lantolf (2000): Mo(2800); Norton and Toohey (2001); Duff (2007).
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A final but equally important issue that comes itite equation is the L2 learners’
identity and voice (e.g. Kramsch and Lam 1999).nkseh (1998: 82) notes that the cultural
identity of speakers mediating between several daggs and cultures is made up of a
“multiplicity of social roles and ‘subject positishwhich they occupy selectively, depending
on the interactional context”. Thus, speakers mayptwo remain “true to themselves” and
express “their own voice”, rather than display safistant NS identity. While in most of the
cases the L2 learners “express their own voicedugh signaling their first language (L1)
identity, in other cases they may choose to givieevto their “hybrid” identities (e.g. Duff
2007). Hybrid identities are not a given, but acevaly created by the L2 learners occupying
a “third-culture” (Bhabha 1994) or “third-space” D 2007). This is typically the case when
L2 learners feel as though they have taken a cedigitance from both their L1 culture and
the assumed (NS) target cultdPeThe bottom line is that current ELF researchershvid
avoid the view of a “NNS” associated with a passham following L2 learner.

Conceptualizing the majority of ELF participantss MNSs is problematic for another
reason. The NS-NNS dichotomy is based on the dichptof L1 versus L2 speaker, which
has its own implications to the speakers’ languaigdiciency. First, as Jenkins (2009: 89)
points out, for the majority of ELF speakers Englis only one of the languages in the
speakers’ linguistic repertoires, which makes fifficlilt to decide which language is a
speaker’'s L2 or L3. Second, labels such as L1 ghddeakers imply that the single most
important criterion for language proficiency is thiler of acquisition, and that a speaker can
be completely proficient only in a single langudgarnt from birth can be completely
proficient. This is indeed misleading for, as S(@@10: 52) points out, the point of reference
in identifying an L2 or an L3 may not only be theler of acquisition of languages, but also
the self-reported language proficiency of the speathe functional breadth of the language,
or the speakers’ feelings of linguistic identitytiird problem is that the notion “L2 speaker”
does not describe the speaker in relation to gdire linguistic repertoire. In the case of ELF
speakers, for whom English is only one of the laggs in the speakers’ linguistic repertoires
this may be a weakness of the term.

To overcome the problems the NS-NNS dichotomytesgaELF researchers have
looked for alternative labels. Jenkins (2009: 2@)ines that the “degree of proficiency or
expertise is an eminently (and possibly the moséful way to approach the English of its
entirety of speakers nowadays, regardless of wifierecome from and what other languages

19 For more on this, see the next section.
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they speak”. In making this claim she draws on Ramg1990), who argues that expertise is
a more appropriate concept for English than thatadiveness. He uses the term in reference
to all accomplished “users” of Engli$hWhile the notions of expert and non-expert usérs o
English are an improvement on the terms “NS” antNSX, they are not without problems,
either. As Jenkins (2009: 90) notes they imposené&tbing of a value judgment of the term
‘NN,

To foreground the degree of proficiency, but withmaking any value judgment on
the speakers’ linguistic repertoire, Jenkins (208&0; 2009: 90) suggests the labels of
“monolingual” versus “bilingual English speakerV]JES versus BES. She reserves the
category of MES to those who speak no other languag English, and she applies the
category of BES to proficient speakers of Englisld at least one other language, regardless
of the order of acquisition. Smit (2010: 51) extentenkins’ (2009: 90) system with the
notion of multilingual English speakers, which slses in reference to speakers with three or
more languages in their linguistic repertoires. fibdons have been effectively employed in
reference to the individuals’ linguistic repert@irebut they have been of limited use in
reference to their languages. In particular, whamkihs (2000) and Smit (2010) run into the
problem of how to account for the difference in timguistic repertoires of those bi- or
multilinguals for whom English is the first learf@nguage versus those for whom it is a
second or third learnt language, they both adaptfdalowing strategy: they use the labels of
MES and BES in reference to individuals, and LisuerL2 in reference to the order in which
the languages have been.

Finally, bilingual speakers for whom the only sfthmedium of communication is
English were until very recently seen as constiggth community of practice, which is “an
aggregate of individuals negotiating and learningcfices that contribute to the satisfaction
of a common goal” (Meyerhoff 2002: 538 The first suggestion to treat the ELF community
as constructing a community of practice came froous¢ (2003), and then from Jenkins
(2007) and Seidlhofer (2007a). ELF researchersthawnerits of the notion “community of
practice” in that it allows the examination of lingtically heterogeneous, temporary, and
often dislocated communities, which cannot be aaset with a linguistic variety in any
traditional sense of the term. Thus, after carehnsiderations of the fact that ELF is, by

definition, multilingual, and ELF speakers use Ineita variety of their own “making”, nor

% The notion “L2 user” comes from Cook (2003: 5) wises it in reference to speakers who use an Lthéor
needs of their everyday life.

2L For a more detailed definition, and for a histakioverview of the major linguistically orientedidtes in the
community of practice framework, see section 1.3.
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look outside to NS varieties for norms of speakitiggy claimed that the communities of
practice framework best suits the lingua francaeads??

However, the idea to treat all ELF speakers astitatisg a single ELF community of
practice has met some criticisms lately. Ehrenrg2009) rightly, in my view, draws
attention to the problematic nature of such an @ggr. Firstly, using the communities of
practice framework as a theoretical backdrop whefadt “detailed and empirically grounded
explorations of this concept are still scarce” @reich 2009: 127) is problematic and creates
an “empirical gap” (Ehrenreich 2009: 136). Secondlye domain of the concept of
communities of practice is smaller than that ofegecommunities. What ELF researchers
describe as communities of practice are perhaps feesnsidered as “constellations of
interconnected practices” (Wenger 1998: 127). Rmnah the light of Wenger's (1998)
definition communities of practice (see Section),1speaking or using ELF is too broad in
scope, and too abstract to “represent a meaningfd explanatorily productive” joint
enterprise (Ehrenreich 2009: 134). Thus, Ehrenré2€l09) does not deny that ELF speakers
can usefully be conceptualized as members of contiasiof practice, but warns that such a
conceptualization has to be based on empiricatygried evidence in local communities of
practice for which there exists a more specifiagrij@nterprise”. Based on the little empirical
data available at the moment (Ehrenreich 2009; 2600, 2010), it seems that ELF speakers
who are in regular contact with each other andeslhacommon goal are indeed capable of
creating an ELF community of practice with theirroworms of speaking, but surely more

work needs to be done in local contexts.

2.2.2 Linguacultures in ELF settings
After some initial debate on whether ELF is simplyneans of communication or a

means of identification as well (House 2003 refeyrio Hullen 1992), by now most ELF
researchers agree that it is botfBased on current research into ELF as a tool pfessing
social and cultural identity, ELF researchers naletthe perspective that culture features in
ELF interactions in complex ways. Inspired by workhich stresses that verbal
communication is “indissociable from the creatiamd a@ransmission of culture” (Kramsch
1993: 9), ELF researchers “allow” the possibilitiy aultures being brought into the ELF

interactions and created by them. In other wordsieat ELF researchers take the view of

22 gee, for instance, Cogo (2010).
% For early work see House (1999, 2002) and Meierk@8000, 2002) and, then, for a change in perspsti
see Polzl (2003); Polzl and Seidlhofer (2006); Cf07, 2009); and Klimpfinger (2007).
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culture being both a product and a process in Eit€ractions. To emphasize the close link
between culture and language, they use the notidfinguacultures” in reference to the
cultures in ELF contexts (e.g. Po6lzl 2005: 95).

Leading on from the discussion of ELF speakersaaguage “users” negotiating their
own norms of speaking in the previous sectiongitdmes clear that the NSs’ culture cannot
be considered the dominant linguaculture in ELHakt, the native culture is seen as having
very little, if any, role in ELF. Given that a lamgge is normally associated with a native
culture, some ELF researchers have felt the neetht& the distinctiveness of ELF, and have
proposed the notion of “culture-free code” in refege to it. P6lzl (2003: 5) suggests the label
of “native-culture-free code” instead, thus makicigar that ELF is devoid of the native
English culture but has room for the creation arahdmission of other cultures. To the
guestion which linguacultures may potentially featin ELF interactions, ELF researchers
offer the following answer: the linguaculture asated with the speakers’ L1, the local
linguaculture, and the so called ELF “inter-cultufideierkord 2000).

The linguacultures associated with the speakersreltypically brought into the ELF
contact situation as a product. ELF speakers haga bhown to have a variety of strategies at
their disposal for making their L1 linguaculturedient in ELF. They may switch to their L1
(e.g. Cogo 2007, 2009), or adopt L1 linguaculturatms such as L1 discourse markers,
discourse strategies and turn-taking managemenitpees (e.g. Polzl and Seidlhofer 2006).
According to Polzl and Seidlhofer (2006), ELF sperakare most likely to enrich their use of
ELF with their L1 linguacultural norms when theif linguaculture overlaps with the local
linguaculture, and most of the participants are iliamwith it. This view points to the
potential influence of the actual physical locatminthe face-to-face interaction or, in Polzl
and Seidlhofer's (2006: 173) terminology, the “Habfactor”. Thus, ELF speakers are most
likely to be influenced by the “habitat factor” atal“localize” their ELF when they feel on a
“home ground” in the local linguaculture (P6lzl aBdidlhofer 2006: 162) and it is the main
linguaculture across the participants. Smit (2@5): expands on this view and argues that if
the participants form a community of practice amd angaged in ELF practice over an
extended period of time, “the ‘habitat factor’ wépply also for those originally unfamiliar
with the local linguaculture”. As an example shentians the individually mobile students
who become temporary residents in the place of gtedies.

In addition to the L1 linguacultures and/or locamiguacultures, which the speakers
bring along into the ELF interactions and makewvai in different ways, they also co-create

a new or hybrid culture. Here, culture as a proceakes it mark. Speakers develop — out of
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the contact of different linguacultures — a lodaLF culture”. Such a hybrid culture has been
elsewhere called a “third-culture” (Bhabha 1994)“tird-space” (Duff 2007); in ELF in
particular it has been labeled as “ELF inter-c@tuiMeierkord 2002: 120, Pdlzl 2003: 6), or
“intersociety” (House 200ZY The ELF inter-culture is created in the commurveaevent
itself, and the form it takes depends on the comaative goal of the interaction, the
linguacultural background of the participants, #mel context of the communicative situation
(Meierkord 2002; Po6lzl 2003). The ELF inter-cultureay, as an example, be focused on
showing L1 linguacultures as described above, anaddtilingualism and multiculturalism
(e.g. Pdlzl 2003; Cogo 2007, 2009). Whichever tecthe participants will readily switch to
and borrow frorf® their L1, or from a co-participant’s L1, which @& additional language
(Ln) for them (Pdlzl 2003; Cogo 2007). This beihg tase, in ELF no language or code, be it
the participants’ L1 or Ln, has a fixed social megnbut rather the views, beliefs and values

they signify are negotiated in the actual inte@t{iCogo 2009).

2.2.3 Communicative purpose
While in the previous section we saw how speakeag want to use up the available

“space” in ELF for making their desired linguacués salient, the linguacultural factors are
not the main motivating force underlying ELF intdrans. Where English is intended to
serve as a lingua franca, its use is essentialtyvated by communicative needs, that is, by
the goal of successful international communication.

Seidlhofer et al. (2006: 7-9) point out that thgecbve of achieving intelligibility
across languages manifests itself in different waysdifferent ELF contexts. They
differentiate between two major types of ELF cotdgein scripted conference presentations,
international publishing, on official political oasions or in formal business correspondence,
to give but a few examples, prestige and communiEaffectiveness are seen to be strongly
correlated with linguistic correctness. NS normd emlture are not privileged as such, but are
accepted as “the unquestioned (unquestionable@%tyek” (p. 7). ELF speakers strive at NS
norms and often see themselves as still learningligfn By contrast, in informal written

genres such as interactions in electronic chat sopamong teenagers, but even more so in

24 But note that House (2002) does not believe tratramunity as fluid, fleeting and changeable & figpical
ELF community is capable of creating an “intersbgier a cultural symbol to identify with.

% polzl (2003: 9-10) provides a useful definitiom tmde-switching versus borrowing in ELF. Borrowirgders
to the process of incorporating words from one leagg to another, e.g. to express specific cultoatepts, or
to share them with the community; code-switching,tiee other hand, involves the socially-significase of
different languages within the same conversatioeven utterance, e.g. to express group membership.
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spontaneous spoken interactions, such as casuatrsations among friends, or discussions
at a business meeting, English is indeed emplageHLF. It is appropriated by its speakers
and is used with very little reference to NS nor@peakers in contexts such as these may
well see themselves as learners of English or s ws English in their own right (Seidlhofer
et al. 2006: 9).

What this then implies is that there is a subsabgtoup of ELF speakers (within the
latter group above) who use ELF to reach intelligband not with the primary goal of
learning English. Since such users of ELF have hesditionally categorized from an SLA
perspective as L2 learners, and their languageuptmoh has been matched against that of the
NSs, the focus of current ELF research is on tleig/\group of ELF speakers. The ELF
approach concerns itself with language use invitss oght (e.g. Seidlhofer 2001). It does not
describe ELF users in relation to their languagefigiency achievements, but rather in
relation to their communicative success. Comparigsoth NS norms is seen as both
unnecessary and inappropriate.

The thrust of the empirical work on ELF has beershow how ELF speakers not
directly oriented towards learning English invemidareinvent the norms of their English
“online” to reach their communicative goal. In atheords, ELF researchers explicate the
communicative processes through which their paiais, for whom learning English is not
(the single most important) reason for engagenvenrts towards intelligibility. However, this
is not to say that the use of a language can baraepl from learning it, or vice versa.
Recently, several ELF researchers have raisedadieetn that the learning of English is not
the main goal of or reason for engagement in ELifversation but it does take place anyway.
In particular, Widdowson (2009: 214) claims thattunally occurring spoken ELF is
“language learning put to use”, in which ELF speakadjust their language to make it
function appropriately and effectively. Seidlhotard Widdowson (2009) draw attention to
the “non-conformist forms”, which deviate from tHdS norms, but do not hamper
intelligibility and at times even enhance mutuatlerstanding. They argue that such forms
are creative exploitations of the “virtual langugglat is, of the potential tendencies in a
language, and are best seen as evidence of sudcksshing. Finally, Firth (2009: 132)
points at a wide range of interactional strategibgh a group of ELF speakers “contingently
and situationally” implement for their communica&ipurpose. He then claims that the
adoption of such strategies, including the flaggofgone’s own unidiomatic or marked

utterances, the acknowledging of the partner's camaoative difficulty, and the sharing of
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non-standard resources, “in all cases would appearequire and entail learning-in-
interaction” (Firth 2009: 132).

As follows from the above quotes, ELF researchees mow increasingly drawing
attention to what can be considered learning in ftven of “local context-sensitivity”
(Pekarek Doehler and Wagner 2010). The assumptiderlying this kind of learning is that
“if communicative competence is a fundamentallyang, inchoate, transitional, situational,
and dynamic process, then any language users dingldboth L1 and L2 users) will always
be “learners” (or “acquirers”), regardless of tleeial setting” (Firth and Wagner 1998: 91).
This kind of learning takes place “online” throudghe participants assessing what is
appropriate; further, it happens incidentally asside-effect (or side-process) in the
collaborative “work” for intelligibility. The objec of learning is not some NS target or
“standard” form, but particular strategies which Iphethe participants reach their
communicative goal (Firth 2009).

Further, learning in the form of local context-siémity is not the only type of
learning ELF speakers not directly oriented towdedsning English may experience. ELF
speakers who meet repeatedly and are engaged'iEL&mpractice” for an extended period of
time likely undergo a change in behavior, which na#tgrnatively be described in terms of
“pattern development” (Pekarek Doehler and Wagrg&02 At present, research into this
kind of longitudinal learning is still scarce in Eltesearch but the results are very promising.
They explicate the processes of group formation iaeatity transformation among ELF
users. In particular, Ehrenreich (2009) providesmpirical analysis of one ELF community
of practice at a German multinational corporati8he finds that her participants build their
ELF interactions, as much as their entire condfitiusiness, around the goal of efficiency.
This obviously requires learning. First, the papants have to learn that in their local
professional community there are different measwésappropriateness than in other
communities of practice, such as the ELF classrobiore specifically, they learn to tie
appropriateness to efficiency. Second, they lehat there are certain locally negotiated,
dynamically developing “patterns” in their professal community, which serve as a resource
in accomplishing efficiency. Based on these findinghrenreich (2009: 146) states that ELF
speakers who traverse different communities of tpracare repeatedly faced with the
“challenging task of acquiring [a] new sociolingisscompetence”. She concludes by saying
that ELF speakers who interact with each other esbers of a group, each with its distinct

norms of speaking and behaving, are necessarigtlting learners” (Ehrenreich 2009: 146).
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The other work available on leaning as pattewvebigment in ELF is that of Smit’s
(2009, 2010) study. The participants are the stisdefna classroom community, where ELF is
used as the medium of education. They do not eniga§eF interactions to learn English per
se but rather, as Smit’s (2010: 149) ethnograpppraach reveals, to familiarize themselves
with an area of professionalization, and to devedofemporary community. Still, through
their use of ELF over an extended period of tinmeirt ELF undergoes some change. The
change is most evident in the following three atpet the classroom interaction: seeking
understanding, jointly constructing objects of feag, and negotiating and constructing
knowledge. What makes Smit's (2009, 2010) approdcbher” in comparison to
Ehrenreich’s (2009) investigation is the explicihgitudinal approach, which enables her not
only to point at learning outcomes in the aboveedadreas, but also to show the steadily
developing and changing interactional practiceaichearea. As an example, she shows how in
the classroom talk problems of intelligibility deeise with time, and how readiness of all the
participants to bring to the exchanges whatevanteractionally necessary increases with

time.

2.3 Details of findings: CA and ELF perspectives
Current ELF researchers who focus their attentiorih@ underlying processes rather

than on surface forms emphasize that successful fald: perhaps more than any other
natural language, depends on the speakers’ coaperas Seidlhofer (2001: 143) puts it “at
the most general level [...] ELF interactions oftee aonsensus-oriented, co-operative and
mutually supportive”. ELF researchers recognize major kinds of cooperative strategies —
namely, “accommodation” and “negotiation of meanisgyategies. Accommodation means
the process in which speakers “usually unconscuadjust their speech and non-verbal
behavior, fine-tune these to become more accesaitde more acceptable to each other”
(Seidlhofer 2005: 160%. Through the accommodation strategy of convergémeg co-create

a shared ELF repertoire, which may or may not bammgful outside the local context. As
regards the negotiation of meaning strategies, tdoggern the processes in which speakers
indicate, react to, interactionally manage, andmaitely resolve non-understandings (Pitzl
2005: 14, 56-58).

% But see also Giles and Coupland (1991: 60-67) evhphasize that speakers may want to make theicspee
resemble that of their interlocutors not only thamce intelligibility, but also for affective reasoto signal
solidarity and invoke approval.
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The empirical work has further revealed that thepewative strategies may serve
multiple purposes. First, they may enhance mutuadketstanding; second, they may project
linguacultural identities; and third, they may admite something positive at the
interpersonal level of talk, that is, they may teea “feeling of shared satisfaction”
(Hulmbauer 2007: 10), express solidarity (e.g. C@pd7, 2009), and establish rapport
(Kordon 2006). In all this, as Jenkins (2011) nptegeakers “prioritise communicative
effectiveness over narrow predetermined notions‘cofrrectness’™. The most widely
researched cooperative strategies involve negmtiatif meaning strategies, pre-empting
moves, repetitions, a range of other interactistraltegies, and code-switchifig.

Next, | present ELF research findings on the alstkagegies, but before | do so | offer
a brief review of how the same phenomena have bheafyzed in other fields, mainly in
Conversation Analysis (hereafter, CA). This | findcessary as most of the interactional
phenomena ELF researchers currently examine (amchvitiey consider key aspects of ELF
talk) were first recognized and analyzed by CA aesieers. In other words, it is mainly CA
which has provided ELF with the type of featuresotzk for in the naturally occurring spoken
data. Importantly, though, | do not take CA orfitglings as a priori important for my own
study, but rather | mean to set the findings whielke emerged from my own ethnographic
method and analysis in juxtaposition with CA andFEtesearch findings. First, a brief
definition of CA is to be provided.

CA is a distinctive methodology and a powerful lgtieal tool for the study of spoken
interaction?® It defines talk as a social action, and aims stldsing the ways in which it gets
socially and interactionally organized. The assuomptinderlying CA work is that talk is
“deeply ordered” (Hutchby and Drew 1995: 183), thé order it rests on is not a given, but
rather an interactional achievement. Speakers lyoimrganize their talk by using
commonsense procedures and practical methodsctirtli@y co-construct their talk in situ, in
an ongoing manner. In order to disclose the pr@sesd play, CA researchers draw on
empirical procedures grounded in the actual talkeyT limit their analyses to naturally
occurring spoken interactions, while maintainingatttonly those aspects of talk are

interactionally significant which the participantisemselves make relevant in the minute

27 For further strategies of interest within ELF, lsws the use of idioms or strategies enhancing aoriuative
effectiveness, see Pitzl (2009) and Hulmbauer (200@9), respectively.

2 For detailed discussions of its theoretical uniripgs and methodological orientations, see, fstance,
Wooffit (2005) and Heritage (1989); for empiricaldings emerging from studies applying CA techngjisee,
for instance, Atkinson and Heritage (1984) and Daedt Heritage (1992).
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details of talk. References to pre-establishedonstimental phenomena in the form of “mind

reading”, or participant views are all stronglye@gd.

2.3.1 Negotiation of non-understandings
The question of how participants make sense af ifierlocutor’s contributions to the

unfolding talk, or how they accomplish and displengerstanding, is a central concern in CA.
CA’s approach to the study of understanding tieghwhe notion of “intersubjectivity”
(Heritage 1984a: 256; Schegloff 1992:1295-1300 @ksumption is that understanding is a
negotiated and locally accomplished matter, whicbantinuously displayed in the actions of
the participants (Heritage 1984a). The action aeramce accomplishes is determined by the
sequential context, that is, by its placement witthie turn-to-turn sequence of talk. The
current turn makes relevant, or implicates, a paldr next action to be accomplished by the
next speaker in their turn. In this sense, thea,txt turn is the locus for participants to
display their understanding of the prior turn thgbuhe production of a relevant next action
(Schegloff and Sacks 1973; Heritage 1984b; PsatB8%). Further, the second speaker’s
understanding is publicly available for the firpeaker to check what sense they have made
of their utterance (Heritage and Atkinson 1984)isTthen allows the first speaker to provide
repair in the third turn if necessary (SchegloffdaBiacks 1973). Repair is defined as

“practices for dealing with problems or troublesspeaking, hearing, and understanding the

talk in conversatioh (Schegloff 2000b: 207 Third position repair, as one type of repair,

constitutes an action through which the first speaduts right the problematic understanding
of the “trouble source” (Schegloff 1992). Howevdrthe first speaker does not take the
opportunity in the third turn to provide repair,ist assumed that shared understanding has
been reached. Thus, in CA understanding is perdeag an interactional achievement,
resulting from the dynamic process of collaboraaod negotiation between the participants.
The interactional view of understanding as defime CA is also compatible with the
view of understanding as a continuum (Bremer efl8@86). While mutual understanding is
desired, speakers may not always reach completeerstadding. Their degrees of
understanding may vary from complete understandingon-understanding, with various

degrees of partial understanding in between. FatigwBremer et al. (1996: 40), a “non-

29 Eor early work on repair in the CA tradition, séa,instance, Jefferson (1972, 1973), Sacks €tlal4), and
Schegloff et al. (1977).

39



understanding occurs when the listener realizes, 2fhe cannot make sense of (part of) an
utterance.® In the case of a non-understanding the listeney ofamose to signal their
difficulty in understanding through overt meang(day saying “I don’'t understand”), or they
may choose to display it covertly by not taking thp turn, or not offering a relevant next
turn. Such a public display of a problem is oftakein as a request for repair. If repair does
take place, it is once again offered in the thiokipon. However, this time third position
repair is not initiated by the trouble source speakut by the recipient.

Much CA-based work has been undertaken into thectsire of repair, that is, who
initiates repair, where it is initiated in relatitm the trouble source, and whether the problem
is resolved or abandoned. This practice of repgiisnseen as disruptive by CA researchers,
who maintain that a repair activity interrupts treural flow of the conversation, and has the
potential to “supersede other actions”, that isstap the speaker from saying what they were
to say next had the problem in understanding n&rged (Schegloff 2000b).

“Problematic talk” of the kind described above bagn widely examined in NS-NNS
type of conversations in fields such as IntercaltuCommunication, Interactional
Sociolinguistics, Intercultural Pragmatics and $ecd.anguage Acquisition (SLAY, and
more recently from an ELF perspective in NNS-NNK.t&LF researchers break with the
tradition of viewing non-understandings as disngp&nd problematic, and promote a view in
which non-understandings are seen as part andlpsredl natural languages, and thus of
ELF, too. In particular, their interest is not dretproblematic nature of talk, but rather on
how ELF speakers, as successful communicatorsewaehihared understanding (e.g. Pitzl
2005; Mauranen 2006; Cogo and Dewey 2006; Cogo ;2R@udr 2008, 2009). To this end,
they explicate the processes through which speatamesfully and skillfully negotiate and
jointly construct understandings despite initidfidulties. They, too, maintain a distinction
between non-understandings and misunderstandiegs {ar instance, Cogo 2007: 73-74).
The notion of non-understandings is used to referfdiled, or partly successful,
understanding, of which, at least, one of the p@dnts is aware. By addressing and
remedying the “problem”, speakers avoid the nonesstdnding turning into a
misunderstanding of which the recipient of talkn@® aware. Researchers also converge on

the point that understanding is not “a passiveitgbilbut “an interactive and jointly

% This is not the same as a misunderstanding, wheréistener is not aware of the fact that theieripretation
of the previous turn is not what the prior speakas intended.

3L In fact, in these research trends, problematik i®lseen as a key concern and a main charaatedsti
intercultural exchanges resulting from the particis’ systematically different linguistic and cubil
backgrounds (e.g. Coupland et al. 1991).
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constructed process which is dynamic and co-operagéind which all participants of a
conversation continuously engage in” (Pitzl 200%). 5

In identifying, describing and analyzing the prasessthat ELF speakers employ in the
collaborative process of meaning-making, ELF redeas tend to draw on Varonis and
Gass’s (1985) model. Despite the limitations ofritadel (e.g. Pitzl 2005: 57-58; Cogo 2007:
76; Lichtkoppler 2007: 56-57; Kaur 2008: 63), tremknowledge its usefulness in explicating
the ways in which speakers indicate, manage, jommggotiate and ultimately repair moments
of failed understanding. ELF researchers identifgt describe a wide range of strategies used
in the face of non-understandings. These involyeetidons, paraphrase, confirmation and
clarification practices, and the use of multilingwepertoires. They highlight the different
function of repetitions in the negotiation of meaniprocess. They point out that repetitions
may serve the purpose of signaling a non-undersignghowing understanding, or repairing
a problem (Cogo 2007: 84-10%).

Studies covering a variety of settings, from bussn@eetings (Pitzl 2005) to academic
settings (Mauranen 2006; Kaur 2008, 2009) througbual conversation (Cogo 2007), all
point to the conclusion that non-understandingsrare in ELF, but when they do occur,
speakers deal with them “most adequately and nuwspetently” (Pitzl 2005: 69), and almost
always reach a shared understanding. Another soatelghs surprising finding of ELF
research is that the negotiation sequences may calstsibute something positive at the
interpersonal level of talk, that is, they may h#ip speakers express solidarity and show
affection (Cogo 2007, 2010). Finally, research immn-understandings has had another
striking finding which concerns the speakers’ pto@cwork in talk (Mauranen 2006).

2.3.2 Preempting moves
CA refrains from separating the functions repttegies perform in terms of whether

they resolve a problem of understanding or averbtantial problem. The conceptualization
of repair in CA presupposes a problem, and it iemla remedy to £ However, ELF

researchers believe that there is much to be gdnoed differentiating between repair as a
remedial process and repair as a proactive strgeegyKaur 2008). To throw further light on

the processes by which ELF speakers jointly constumderstanding — rather than repair

32 For more on repetition, see section 2.3.3 below.
3 For a definition, see the previous section.
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problems of understanding in the narrow sense ®ftéhm — they have turned to SLA for
insights.

In SLA, within the interaction theory frameworkgetie is a relatively long tradition of
examining how speakers check, monitor and clanifgenstanding (e.g. Long 1981, 1983a,b;
Pica et al. 1987). Researchers have found thants common practices involved in the so-
called “negotiation of meaning” processes are fatation and confirmation requests by the
second speaker, and repetitions, rephrasals omsxe of the trouble source by the first
speaker. What the various negotiation of meaniraggsses have in common is that they
involve the speakers modifying or restructuring ititeraction with the purpose of averting a
potential problem or repairing an actual problermhil/in SLA, the notion of negotiation of
meaning is used as a cover term for both remeddipaoactive strategies, in ELF research it
is reserved for remedial processes (as shown irtitleeof the previous section), and the
notion of pre-empting strategies is used in refeeen proactive strategies.

Influenced by SLA, ELF researchers argue that sgrsaklo more than signal and
repair non-understandings. They also make spetiainpts to pre-empt, that is, prevent
problematic moments, thus ensuring the smooth ngnoif talk (Cogo and Dewey 2006;
Mauranen 2006, 2007; Cogo 2007; Kaur 2008, 200@seRrchers identify a variety of
proactive strategies. First, self-rephrasing whba speakers retain the meaning while
changing the form (e.g. Mauranen 2006: 138-140htkappler 2007: 53-54; Kaur 2009:
110); second, additional explanations when, fortaimse, speakers insert an idiomatic
expression from their L1 and, in their anticipatioha problem, offer an explanation to it
immediately (Cogo 2007: 98-101); third, negotiatonf topic when speakers introduce a
topic or referent by using a noun phrase and afe@mtial subject pronoun (e.g. Mauranen
2007: 253); fourth, discourse reflexivity when, fostance, speakers use the word “ask” to
prepare the ground for the question they are atmotdise; and finally, the coconstruction of
expressions at moments of word search (Mauranef:2IBb). This last strategy occurs at
moments of word search when the current speakehaisng a difficulty expressing
themselves, and their interlocutor offers h&lmportantly, they do not wait for the current
speaker facing a moment of word search to requeki bvertly, but they offer help
voluntarily. In other words, they supply the migsgxpression in a co-operative spirit, and by

doing so, they jointly construct the utterance.

34 For a definition of word search, see section 2.3.4
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Pre-empting strategies are offered when theraasisk of encountering a problem.
Speakers anticipate difficulties and act upon padeproblems. Their proactive strategies are
aimed at improving clarity and increasing expliegs. Such strategies reflect the speakers’
ability and willingness to adapt their speech ® tcommunicative situation by adjusting their
speech to their interlocutors’ linguistic and cudiluexpectations. They also serve as evidence
of the speakers’ awareness of, and sensitivitthedifferences in their linguistic and cultural
backgrounds. All things considered, then, pre-engpsitrategies enhance intelligibility, while
at the same time they also function as accommauaimtegies for convergence (Cogo
2009).

2.3.3 Repetitions
Both CA and ELF researchers recognize the key negetitions play in negotiating

and securing understanding when shared understarichallenged in some way. But what
are repetitions? In the CA literature, repetiti@me defined as the exact re-saying of a prior
utterance. In this sense they are differentiatechfthe practice of paraphrase, which involves
a change in grammar and lexis, and which is seenva$sing “very different uses for, and
procedures of, constructing an utterance” (Schédlep6: 179). Generally repetitions are
classified into two groups depending on who perforthe practice of repetition: same-
speaker or other-speaker repetitions. If it is mesapeaker repetition, they may be repeating
an earlier segment of the ongoing turn or of a gulety turn; if it is an other-speaker
repetition, they are necessarily repeating allastof a prior turn. As Wong (2000: 408-409)
notes, CA researchers “take as a basic premisadtien that these forms of talk are not
produced accidentally, haphazardly, or automatichllt rather they are motivated”. She then
invites researchers to ask, “what the practicegepkating might be doing in terms of
actions”.

Those who have looked into the functions that liépes serve in the interaction agree
that it is a valuable resource. In general, rejpett may serve three major goals. Firstly, they
are used as a tool for enhancing shared undersgandls Merrit (1994) points out, if other-
repetition is performed in rising intonation, itgsals a potential or actual problem, and
implicates a confirmation, a clarification, or armxtion. Since, however, the practice of
confirmation may also come in the form of repettioepetitions can be seen as a tool for
both initiating and performing repair. Further, saapeaker repetition, whether preceded with
a request for repair or not, enhances compreherwsigeroviding the recipient with another
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opportunity to perceive the information. Thus, tdm:n has an element of redundancy
(Tannen 1987: 582), which further facilitates skanaderstanding.

Moving on to the other functions of repetitionsjsitan interactional strategy, and as
such, it makes the conversation smooth and sucté3sflore specifically, it allows the
speaker to hold the floor, to gain planning timed ao simplify speech production. In
addition, repetitions have been shown to expresmlseelationships, agreement, interest or
surprise (Norrick 1987; Tannen 1984, 1987). Tammef984) notion of “interpersonal
involvement” is a useful cover term here; it camolwve a whole range of effects such as
interest and enthusiasm in the subject of talk, aalidarity and rapport with the co-
participants. The created effects are best undmtsgs following from the metamessage
(Bateson 1972 cited in Tannen 1989: 29, 52) thatstieakers send about their relationship to
the subject of talk, on the one hand, and to thearticipants, on the other. Tannen (1984)
further emphasizes that the metamessage undergbstastial negotiation in the process of
interpretation so that the actual effect may nmotrespond to the intended one, but more
interesting than that, it may be different for drint participants (Tannen 1984). In sum,
repetition is said to play a role in speech product comprehension, interpersonal
connection, and interaction.

As regards the functions of repetitions, ELF reseas very much in line with CA
findings. ELF researchers also identify multipladtions. As has been pointed out above, the
role of repetitions is acknowledged in the ELF ritere on the negotiation of meaning
strategies. In addition, their role is highlightedthe ELF accommodation literature (Cogo
2007, 2009; Cogo and Dewey 2006) and in the Eldrditire on identities (Pdlzl 2003; Pdlzl
and Seidlhofer 2006). Starting with the role treggatitions play in the process of negotiating
and constructing shared understanding in talk, #ayance intelligibility in various ways
(Lichtkoppler 2007; Cogo 2007). They make the cosaton more intelligible and successful
through facilitating rhythm and group synchronysering the smooth development of talk,
buying time to think, providing time to catch up thre missed discourse, and by facilitating
the production of language. Lichtkoppler (2007)fafiéntiates between six groups of
repetitions in the function of promoting intelligiby. One, self-repetitions, which help the
speaker produce fluent speech while thinking abwbat to say next; two, utterance-
development repetitions, which involve the speak&rmulating their utterance until a more

satisfactory, and likely more intelligible utterancs reached; three, prominence-providing

% For more on interactional strategies, see the seotion.
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repetitions, which involve the speaker giving anpbatic stress to the utterance they cannot
reformulate in a more intelligible way; four, repieins as acknowledgement tokens, which
simultaneously indicate involvement, participaticsmd listenership; fifth, repetition as
cohesion, which involves the speaker using “old’rdgothat are known and understandable
by both or all the participants; and finally, reapeh as “borrowing”, which involves the
speakers repeating old words for easing production.

Out of Lichtkoppler's (2007) six types of repetitg) repetitions as acknowledgment
tokens and repetitions as cohesion are particuiambprtant at moments of word searti\s
Klimpfinger (2007: 49) notes, when a co-participaas supplied the missing utterance, the
current speaker has the opportunity to repeat thgpled utterance, thus showing their
listenership, acknowledgment of the help and thmegognition of the word. As regards
repetition as cohesion and borrowing, Lichtkopg2007) suggests that by repeating old
words, the speaker can ease both the compreheastbthe production of utterances. More
specifically, by repeating words that are known amerstandable by both or all the
participants, the speaker can produce a text wikiamore comprehensible for all, while at the
same time they do not have to search for new wadd, can thus produce an utterance
relatively easily. Repetitions in this very lasnféition can be associated with the so-called
“‘idiom principle”, which concerns the use of “prenstructed phrases” for effective
communication and economy effort (Seidlhofer 2009b)

In addition to enhancing intelligibility, repetitis have a second function, which Cogo
(2007, 2009) calls the show of cooperation, andhikicppler (2007) names as the show of
attitude and opinion. When the second speaker teplea first speaker’s utterance, they are
adapting their language either to sound similathieir co-participant, or to align to their
strategic use. By doing so, they ensure the snmooithing of talk, and at the same time, show
alignment and solidarity with the speaker of thestfturn. Finally, repetition as a strategic
resource may also be used to express identity onbeeship in a particular group. If, for
instance, a speaker repeats the first speakers-eodched utterance, they may be seen as
expressing membership in the same group of mudtith ELF speakers (Pdlzl 2003; Cogo
2007; Cogo 2009).

%8 For a definition of word search, see section 2.3.4
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2.3.4 Interactional strategies
As has been noted in connection with repetitionsvapinteractional strategies make

exchanges smooth and successful. Their use hasdieseribed from numerous perspectives,
including pragmatics, discourse analysis and CA, dways in relation to the turn-taking
system. Given that each turn follows from a presiturn and projects a next turn, with their
focus on interactional strategies, analysts seekntb out how speakers co-construct their
turns to make exchanges successful.

A key and highly influential finding of early CA search, based on spoken American
English, is that “one party talks at a time” (Saeksl. 1974: 706). Such a claim is based on
the assumption that speakers have the ability ¢gegl; and interlocutors to foresee when a
transition relevance place is approaching. A ttérsirelevance place projects a decision to
give up the floor, and implies that the interloguttay opt for taking ovel’ The one-party-at-
a-time principle suggests that interlocutors dotaké over during a turn but rather wait until
the current speaker reaches a transition relevalace. By doing so, speakers carefully avoid
simultaneous talk. Although simultaneous talk igdesirable, it does occur from time to time.
Sacks et al. (1974, 1978) offer different explasadi One possibility is that the interlocutor
begins their turn as a result of the speaker’s rojsption of a transition relevance place. If
so, they may have to fight for the floor, that fis, the right to use the space allocated for
talking. Another possibility is that the interlooutoegins their turn at a place which cannot be
considered a transition relevance place. If so, dimultaneous talk can be seen as an
interruption, which disrupts the flow of the consation, and is intrinsically problematic.

However, it would be wrong to assume that all siemeous talk is disruptive and
problematic (Sacks 1992). In some cases, afterothexlapping talk, one or the other
participant leaves the floor naturally. Most CA@aschers agree that this typically occurs
when simultaneous speech begins at or near aticanstlevance place, rather than before it
as it is often the case with interruptions. Suckesaof simultaneous talk cannot be seen as
competitive. Quite the opposite, they are coopesaith the sense that they help the smooth
progression of talk. In addition, researchers whandt use CA, and maintain an interest in
the functions of overlapping speech, emphasize $iraultaneous talk can be linked to
emotional and affective meanings such as the shoengagement, support, camaraderie,
rapport and listenership (e.g. Ferguson 1977; [snn1983; Murata 1994; Tannen 1984,

37 For more on transition relevance places, partitlan how they are signaled, see Schegloff (19886) and
Szczepek Reed (2004).
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1994), or in one notion, interpersonal involvem&rithus, cooperative simultaneous talk is
designated not with the notion of interruptions,jehhhas negative connotations, but with the
notion of overlaps.

Within cooperative overlaps, much attention hasbgeen to collaborative utterance
building and to backchannels. Speakers may engageollaborative utterance building both
when the current speaker is facing a moment of weatch, and when they are not lacking
any notion. The notion of “word search” has beegdus reference to problematic talk, where
the speaker, typically, in the mid-course of tloaibie-source turn, displays difficulty with the
formulation of some word or utterance (Goodwin &abdwin 1986; Lerner 1996; Kurhila
2006). They may signal their difficulty by hesitagi in finishing the utterance, or by
producing longer than normal pauses, sound streteéheomplete wording and/or repetitions
(Goodwin and Goodwin 1986; Lerner 1996). As seifiations of repair are typically marked
with the same verbal and non-verbal features (Soffegt al. 1977), Kurhila (2006: 91)
suggests that word search is best treated as @uHfisgype of “self-initiation of repair”.
Further, the search may be “self-directed” or ipemt-directed”, depending on whether the
speaker holds the turn for self-repair, or whethey give up the turn in anticipation of other-
repair (Kurhila 2006: 96, 107). Schegloff (2000ajl Murata (1994), in particular, note that if
a word search has been indicated, and the cumpeaksr has not (yet) given up their turn, the
interlocutors may cooperatively supply the endhef titterance in an overlapping speech. The
overlap is cooperative as the interlocutor is syipglthe word the current speaker is looking
for, and they are giving a backchannel which shdéigtenership and engagement in the
conversation. Cooperative behavior of this kindasceptualized as “collaborative utterance
construction” by Schegloff (2000a), and somewhati@aidingly as “cooperative interruption”
by Murata (1994).

Furthermore, as has been implied above, the imigido may overlap with the current
speaker when there is no indication of any troulsldight of Schegloff (2000a), this kind of
overlap has two types. One is the so called “teamaverlaps”, the other the overlapping
“continuers”. The former is cooperative insofarttktizey are offered at or near a transition
relevance place and the current speaker is indeisthihg their turn. If they are not, and they
have the intention to continue their turn, the &mring speech is considered an

interruption®® As regards “continuers”, also called backchanrasl “acknowledgment

3 For a definition of interpersonal involvement, $lee previous section.
% This view is not necessarily shared by those whaat work from a CA approach but use a differentrf of
discourse analysis. For instance, Tannen (19844§0dentifies a type of overlap, which does natessarily

a7



tokens” (Lerner 1996), they involve verbal and mvambal signals such as “yeah”, “uh-huh”,
“‘mm”, head nodes and smiles. These can be usedptess listenership, acknowledgment of
what the current speaker is saying, and to inditeethe current speaker can continue their
turn. These functions apply both when they arereffemmediately after the prior turn, and
when they are provided during the current turn.(8minner 1979; Sacks 1992; Schegloff
2000a).

Of course, the above strategies are of interest amdy when they occur in
simultaneous talk, but also when they are offeneahédiately after the prior turn, as has been
noted in connection with the continuers above. Thih® speakers may engage in a
collaborative utterance building immediately aftdwe prior turn as well. Collaborative
utterance building, also called “collaborative cdetipns” (Gardner and Wagner 2005: 8) and
“anticipatory completions” (Lerner 1996), involveke speakers providing the syntactic
continuation of the prior turn. This may happen emitivo circumstances (Sacks 1992, vol. 1)
One, when the current speaker is “at loss of wortlgd, when they are not facing any
problem. More specifically, the interlocutor maypply the notion the current speaker is
looking for, or they may supply the end of the entrspeaker’s utterance when no difficulty
has been indicated. As with the other interactiosi@htegies, CA researchers are not
interested in why speakers may want to jointly piean utterance, but rather their interest
lies in the ways in which an utterance is co-cartdéd in the turn-taking system. With regard
to collaborative utterance building at moments ofdvsearch, Sacks et al. (1974: 702) notes
that for a turn constructional unit to be complétes essential that the turn projects how it
will end. When speakers make sounds such as “utéldy it shows that a turn has begun but
it has not been completed. Further, it shows thatiicular word is needed so that the
speaker could finish their turn. By supplying théssing notion, the interlocutors actually
help the current speaker finish their turn.

With respect to collaborative utterance buildingenéhthere is no indication of a word
search, Tannen (1984: 56) gives a useful descniplibe second speaker picks up the first
speaker’s thread, and supplies the end of thesrarite, which the first speaker then accepts
and incorporates into the original utterance. Usingdifferent form of discourse analysis,
Tannen (1984) also elaborates on the functions @ahptocess like this may have in the
ongoing interaction. She argues that it generatyes to make the conversation smooth and

cooperative.

start at or near a transition relevance placejsstill cooperative. She calls it “overlap-as-argiasm strategy”,
and argues that it primarily serves to establigipoat, and to make the talk easy and satisfying.
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In the field of ELF, interactional strategies haeeeived comparably less attention
than some of the other strategies. Kordon (2008)@wogo (2007) explicate the processes of
backchanneling, and Cogo (2007) examines simultan¢alk, and collaborative utterance
building. Within backchannels, Kordon (2006) deses the participants’ agreement tokens
and laughter; within simultaneous talk, Cogo (20@Xamines three bigger groups of
practices. Firstly, “backchanneling overlaps”, whéine speaker offers a backchannel in an
overlapping speech; secondly, “completion overlapglhere the speakers engage in
collaborative utterance building of some kind; &indlly, “misjudgment overlaps”, where the
speaker starts speaking in an overlapping turnpaocause of their intention to take over the
turn, but rather because they have misjudged tamesitton place. Cogo (2007) further
examines collaborative utterance building offeradnediately after the prior turn, which she
calls “utterance completions”. Within the differeilypes of collaborative utterance building,
she differentiates between those cases where tiwoicutors are supplying a missing notion
“as a way of helping out”, and between those whiey are (simply) showing their
involvement and listenership.

ELF researchers emphasize two main functions imection with the observed
interactional strategies. One is what Kordon (20€d)s the “flow-function”. It serves the
purpose of making the communication smooth andessgfal. This function is most evident
in the case of backchannels where an agreement sek&ls the message that the speaker is
listening, and the current speaker may continue then. The other function concerns the
speakers’ show of interest, involvement and invesiinm the conversation, and this to a point
where they can guess what the current speaker saytamext (Kordon 2006; Cogo 2007).
Kordon (2006) emphasizes that in this latter fuorgtithe above strategies help the speakers
create a positive atmosphere, display friendlinems] establish positive interpersonal

relations. Based on these insights, she callddtier function “rapport-function”.

2.3.5 Code-switching
Another strategy that has played an important mlehe ELF literature is code-

switching. Code-switching concerns the phenomenbema speaker alternates between the
use of two or more languages or language varietiéisin one single conversation (e.g.
Myers-Scotton 1993) or in different domains in @iffint conversations (e.g. Heller 1988).
Long before ELF researchers entered the scene;switithing had been described from a
number of approaches. ELF researchers are not mwmttevith the SLA approach, which
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analyzes code-switching in terms of the speakéngulstic proficiency as a compensatory
strategy, nor with the approaches that have bdemnti specify the linguistic factors which
constrain such behavior. Rather, their focus istlen sociolinguistic approaches to code-
switching, which examine the social dynamics oftskhing.

Recently, code-switching research has seen a rslijbr Initially, code-switching was
seen as a response to a set of macro-level featuhesh determined the symbolic value of
different languages or language varieties (hergaftedes), and had implications for the
choice of code to be used in different domains. (Eighman 1972, 1980). In other words,
bilingual speakers were seen as adjusting theguage to a set of external norms, which
deemed one code appropriate for one domain, arthemaoode for another domain. Gumperz
(1982) refers to this kind of code-switching adifational code-switching”, and argues that
the switch is necessarily between a “we-code” arthay-code”. The former is used in
familiar situations, and indicates social proximégd domestic matters, while the latter is
normally used in formal situations, and signalsatise and power.

Gumperz (1982) further argues that bilinguals maigch codes not only when there
is a change of domains, but also within the saneedp exchange when the setting and the
participants are the same. He introduces the natidnonversational code-switching” to set
this kind of utterance internal code-switching agesm situational code-switching. In this
case, code-switching is not treated as a respomseaét of contextual features, but rather as a
strategic use of available linguistic resourcesctmstruct social meaning. The possible
meanings involve discourse functions such as hggthg quotations, specifying an
addressee, or marking interjections. In this serm#e-switching is comparable to other
resources called *“contextualization cues” which veersimilar functions. The other
contextualization cues are prosody and variougant®nal features. However, there is an
important aspect in which code-switching differsnfr other contextualization cues, that is, its
association with the “we-code” and the “they-cod&'hen speakers switch to the “we-code”,
they most likely want to signal a shift to a monéimate conversation; similarly, when they
shift to the “they-code”, they most likely wish teignal a change to a more formal
conversation. All contextualization cues, includic@de-switching, are part of the discourse
community’s norms, meaning in using and interpgetimlem, members of a community rely
on some shared background knowledge. Their shawmkgbound knowledge allows
community members, but not “outsiders” to the comityl to express and interpret

contextualization cues in socially appropriate ways

50



In much the same way, for Myers-Scotton (1993), tbe different codes symbolize
different social values. She maintains that langsagre associated with social rights and
obligations, and that these are external to theraction. Thus, bilingual speakers either
choose the code which reflects pre-existing sawggits and obligations, or the code which
runs against social conventions. By running agagrgbectations, and making socially
significant language choices, they, as rationaivaagents, create social meanings such as
intimacy or distance.

Auer (1998) offers another interactionally oright@pproach to code-switching. He,
too, shares the view that code-switching is stiatagther than responsive, but denies the
idea of external symbolism. In other words, he dsuihe link between code-switching
patterns and the language-external social valuashestd to particular languages. Instead, he
emphasizes that when speakers switch codes, teegtibuting a certain meaning to their
switch. Likewise, when speakers make inferencesy; whterpret meanings locally, on a turn-
by-turn basis, rather than look outside for glokslles as it is suggested by Gumperz (1982)
or Myers-Scotton (1993). In this sense then codiécbmg is always indicative of something,
but its meaning is not to be determined by macvellgalues, but rather locally and from the
perspective of the actual speakers. Auer (19985 aath researchers to examine code-
switching as a tool for structuring local conveiwas. To that end, he recommends he
combination of conversation analytic and ethnogi@plameworks.

ELF researchers have, in many respects, followeith @umperz’'s (1982) and Auer’s
(1998) footsteps. They view code-switching as ausse which speakers creatively exploit
for a variety of communicative and other goflsBefore specifying the most common
functions and goals code-switching in ELF can soeasted with, two general observations
emerge as Cogo (2007: 169-170) points out. Onbaisih ELF contexts, speakers alternate
not between two codes, but between many, and tiser® single code that is generally
recognized as “we” or “they”. The other is thatBhF, code-switching is not “flagged” or
signaled unless it is used as a compensatory gyratea problematic moment. In other words,
ELF speakers tend to hesitate or take a pausevamiy they are faced with a moment of
word search or temporary memory lapse; otherwisy tend to switch without drawing
attention to the switch itself. According to Cogd0Q7: 170), the absence of flagging
indicates certain “normality” in the switch, on thasis of which she then claims that code-
switching is “part-and-parcel of the [ELF] partiaimts’ usual discourse practice”.

0 See Polzl (2003), Polzl and Seidlhofer (2006), €207, 2009, 2010), and Klimpfinger (2007, 2009).
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In section 3.2, it has been noted that ELF speakexg strategically switch codes to
express social identity. In this section the foisugn additional functions code-switching may
serve. Research has shown that ELF speakers mbaywguwell switch codes to enhance
intelligibility beyond cultural differences. Klimpfger (2007, 2009) and Cogo (2007) identify
three functions promoting mutual understanding. sEhare as follows: to specify an
addressee, to appeal for help at moments of woadclseand temporary lapses, and to
introduce another idea. Cogo (2007: 181) notesithttis function, code-switching provides
an extra resource which monolingual speakers ldokvever, Klimpfinger (2007: 49, 53-54)
warns that this extra strategy available to ELFagpes does not always prove efficient.
When, for instance, ELF speakers switch codes feapfor help, they engage in a risk-
running enterprise for there is no guarantee tmatcb-participants will understand the code-
switched request, and/or that they will be ablefter help (Klimpfinger 2007: 49, 53-54).

Finally, Cogo (2007, 2009) sheds light on the acomaative function of code-
switching, and on the ways in which it is furthesed to express social relationships. She
claims that when speakers shift to their L1 or anthey act upon the assumption that the co-
participants are multilinguals who will be ablenb@ke sense of the code-switched element. In
this sense then their code-switching is an attampkpress more nuanced meanings while at
the same time adjusting their language to the Istguand cultural diversity characterizing
the ELF situation. When, in return, a co-participegpeats the code-switched element, it can
be regarded as another instance of accommodatiaofivergence. By picking up the code-
switched utterance, the co-participant is expressolidarity with the interlocutor, invoking
approval and/or showing membership in the same ammtgn of multilingual speakers.
Finally, when in response to a code-switched utiezathe second speaker does not (only)
repeat the code-switched utterance, but they swibckes and thus make a new contribution,

it is another instance of accommodation for coneecg.

2.3.6 The use of humor
In CA there exists no straightforward definition fwr approach to the study of humor,

but there is a good deal of work on laugHfewnhile laughter plays a key role in helping the
analyst identify how humor has been perceived €édsbih et al. 1977), it does not always
reflect humor. Thus, ELF researchers interestdtlimor do not use CA but another form of

discourse analysis as a framework of reference.

1 See, for instance, Jefferson et al. (1977); Ma@d01); and Wagner and Vége (2010).
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Humor has been extensively examined by Janet Hokmne her colleagu&sin NS
business interactions. Holmes (2000: 163) definesdr as utterances, which the analyst “on
the basis of paralinguistic, prosodic and discdurases [identifies as] intended by the
speaker(s) to be amusing by at least some pantitshdn Holmes’ (2000, 2006) perspective,
humor is a context-dependent, interactive and lbofiaive achievement. That is, speakers
jointly construct humor by building on one anotlenumorous comments (Holmes 2006).
Since, however, successful collaboration in huneguires shared understanding and shared
perspectives (C. Davies 2003), humor has the patettt create solidarity between the
participants (Holmes 2006). More specifically, ablbrative humor “constructs participants as
equals, emphasizing what they have in common aagirg down power differences”
(Holmes and Stubbe 2003: 80). This being the dasmor has particularly great relevance at
the interpersonal level of talk. It creates intespeal rapport and fosters good relations
(Holmes and Stubbe 2003).

To date, the use of humor in ELF has received iveligt little attention. It has been
most thoroughly examined by Stark (2009). Her wisrknotivated by the question of how
humor is enacted, and what role it plays in busineteractions. Pitzl (2009) does not directly
address the question of humor in ELF; rather, hirést is in creativity and metaphoricity in
ELF. Nevertheless, she finds that ELF speakerserpgnd on, and play with, NS metaphors
in a very openly humorous way. Both Stark (2009) Bitzl (2009) point at the strategic use
of humor, and emphasize that it plays a key rolecamstructing and nurturing good
relationships. Stark (2009) in particular shows hokair and staff alike use humor to
establish common ground and create rapport, wiieh serve the basis of creating pleasant
atmosphere and building good workplace relatiorss.aA example for creating rapport, she
presents a case where speakers are understoodutwhbeging expressed their meaning
explicitly. Stark (2009) further demonstrates howrtor may be used to mitigate power, and
thus to increase solidarity between chair and .staff

Stark (2009) further notes that ELF speakers atly ftapable of using humor
collaboratively. That is, they are able to buildeath other’s way of talking, and to extend on
their humorous comments in most subtle and compkeys. For purposes of illustration, she
analyzes an extract of talk, where the productibimwmor is shared between three of the

participants. She also claims that her ELF paricip are able and willing to jointly repair

42 See, for instance, Holmes (2000, 2006); HolmeshMada (2002, 2004); Holmes and Stubbe (2003).
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failed uses of humor. Her example concerns a cdmrena speaker fails to understand the
point of a humorous utterance because of his ldck lexical item. The first speaker then
rephrases his point, and thus clarifies the meaoirgs utterance.

Stark (2009) finds that, in general, humor in EEFEontext-based, rather than culture-
specific. While her participants carefully avoidaay reference to cultural knowledge (which
would have likely created a problem in understagdire point of humor), they did their best
to exploit their other resources. Thus, to accoshptheir interpersonal and other goals, they
used a variety of strategies, such as quick witasan, subtle irony and language play. The
examination of language play, that is, humor foecgsin the language itself, has revealed that
ELF speakers may readily play on their multilingsia, which in turn demonstrates “the
multilingual [ELF] speakers’ natural interest imtguage” (Stark 2009: 169). Furthermore,
language play, more than any other strategy, ikbss the protean and spontaneous nature of

humor.

2.4 Summary
The discussion above has clarified that ELF resealares some common ground

with variationist studies, on the one hand, andhwiteractional approaches to language and
discourse, on the other.

ELF has been defined as language in use among biutilinguals whose primary
concern is to reach intelligibility in the only skd language available to thernm and
through ELF, speakers transmit “old” and co-create “newigtacultures, and learn
appropriateness for momentary effectiveness aednaltively for long-term group formation.
It was pointed out that the notion of speech conitrasis inappropriate in relation to ELF
speakers, and that they are more usefully conclepgdaas communities of practice. | briefly
noted that this has two major reasons: one, tloemeunities are linguistically heterogeneous,
and often dislocated; and two, they do not speafargety in any traditional sense of the
notion, but rather negotiate their norms of spegKionline” in the dynamic process of
learning appropriateness and efficiency. This lats#sf to the obvious conclusion that ELF —
at least, in its current understanding — is basethe “function that it performs rather than on
the form that it takes” (e.g. Kaur 2008: 54). Ihetwords, ELF does not claim for itself the
status of a variety, but rather concerns itselfhwite function that it performs in the

interactions.
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Empirical work is now undertaken to show how ELEaers creatively exploit their
(plurilingual) resources to reach their communigatand interpersonal goals. Researchers
emphasize, above all, the cooperative nature of tall; and the role of accommodation for
convergence in accomplishing mutual understandiihng. most widely researched strategies
include the so called negotiation of meaning stjiae pre-empting moves, repetitions, a
range of other interactional strategies, and ced&lking, which are now considered as the
main features of ELF talk. Thus, the bulk of cutrBhF research focuses on the “code” and
not so much on the context, which presents a gaguirent ELF research and theorizing.

With my methodology described next, | wish to addrthis very gap.

55



3 METHODOLOGY

It was my participation in the LINEE research pobjevhich initiated the present
study. LINEE was an EU-funded linguistic proje2006-2010), of which the University of
Szeged was a partner institution. In the first phak LINEE, research was conducted in
twelve work packages. | was the member of Work Bgek7, which was led by Don
Peckham. Our research team sought to contrast wwewiEnglish as a lingua franca (ELF)
among experienced and inexperienced users of ELK. t8am collected eight group
interviews with Erasmus exchange students in SzagddPrague, and two group interviews
with local secondary school students in Szeged witotal of 32 informants. The interviews
were unstructured, open-ended and conversation-Akeeach interview was collected by
myself and another PhD student (& Kovacs), | had access on them at once, andein th
process of transcribing the data, | already madeemaus observatiorfs.While the above
interviews arenot included in the present analysis, they are of kdgvance to the present
undertaking. They drew my attention to the fact fbathe Erasmus exchange students ELF
is a way of life, which can be best described amalyaed by focusing broadly on language
use in its social context.

Thus, | designed my data collection with a viewattopt an ethnographic approach.
An ethnography aims to understand and interpreb#feviors and values of a social group
“with particular reference to theultural basis for those behaviors and values” (Duff 2008c:
34, emphasis in the original). From another penspecethnographies aim to “learn about
what counts as membership and appropriate pattioifa(Green et al. 2003: 210) in a
specific community. They enable researchers to e@rhow language use relates to the
conditions of people’s everyday activities, to dser how and why certain language
practices gain significance in people’s lives, amavatch processes unfold over time (Heller
2008: 250). By making the community’s tacit cullukaowledge explicit (Spradley 1980),
ethnographies are helpful in capturing complexitesmtradictions, and consequences (Heller
2008: 250). In general, ethnographies can be usdddcribe what is going on, explauhy it
is happening in the way it is happening, or to iegbé what difference the observed
phenomenon makes to whom (Heller 2008: 259).

More specifically, as noted in Chapter 1, | adopted communities of practice
framework (Wenger 1998), which relies quite speeify on ethnographic techniques. Thus,

3 For some of the result, see Peckham et al. (2808)Xalocsai (2009).
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in the present study, the community of practice ehbads been used as a framework to design
the data collection and analysis from the sta8uch an approach has had at least one major
implication — namely, that the focus of analysis ot been on the ELF participants’
language use per se, but rather on their sociatipes instantiated through a variety of
means, including linguistic means. My goal with mpian ethnography grounded in a
community of practice framework has been to unceékerpractices that are important to the
members.

In what follows, | will articulate the epistemolagi assumptions that the present
study follows. | will then weave together detaieicriptions of the research site and context.
This will be followed by detailed descriptions bktethnographic methods for collecting data,
and of the qualitative and discourse analytic mgshfor analyzing data.

3.1 Epistemological assumptions
The present study can be seen as taking a sociatraotivist approach. As such, it

has drawn on the assumption that meaning andiesaéite constructed, not just discovered
(Duff 2008c: 56), and the researcher’'s engageméhtthe participants and with the research
itself plays a crucial role in the type of realdgpicted (Duff 2008c: 56). Concerning the first
point on the nature of realities, like Lave and \Wen(1991: 51), | have assumed that
“objective forms and systems of activity, on theeohand, and agents’ subjective and
intersubjective understandings of them, on therptmeitually constitute both the world and
its experienced forms”. Bearing this in mind, | ideed my data collection in such a way as
to elicit the participants’ emic perspectives ansights. | did not elicit emic views with the
intention of matching them against some externghtr simply because there existed no such
truth out there — but rather with the intentiorntlmowing new light on the phenomenon under
investigation (Codd 2008: 162). Once the participaniews were available for analysis, |
triangulated them with my etic observations. Whall wventually emerge out of this
undertaking is best seen as a “version of trutliritip produced by the researcher and the
participants of the research.

As regards the second point on the researchesimotreating a version of reality, |
was reflexive about my influence on the data thhmug the process. When analyzing
interviews, | treated the data as jointly negotasguated performances (Heller 2008: 256)

conducted with a specific purpose for a specifidiaoce (Duff 2008c: 133). That is, | was

“ For the theoretical perspectives on the commufifyractice model, see section 1.3.

57



fully aware of the fact that the elicited intervieweflected a careful consideration of who the
interviewer/interviewee was, what they presumalbigw, and what their relation to each
other was. The same applies to the prompted e-nfsglgegards the observational data —
where | aimed at a quasi-insider view — they, teflect the participants’ understanding of
what my role in the field was, and what the natafeour relationships were. All things
considered, then, while the present study has dmawa systematic enquiry, and has been
conducted according to well justified principlesprovides an “account” for which | as a
researcher am responsible (Heller 2008: 251-2544. dther researchers undertaken the same
study, it is quite likely they would have produaedifferent version of reality.

Furthermore, the present study can be seen asiaogeaphically inspired, qualitative,
applied linguistic inquiry. As has been articulatedhe introduction to the present chapter, an
ethnography aims to understand the culturally-bgssdpective that underlies knowledge,
guides behavior, and shapes interactions withinvangcommunity (Watson-Gegeo 1997).
Consequently, an ethnography needs to learn as ahmit the participants and their views
as possible. To that end, the present study hastedl@n emic, contextualized, naturalistic,
log-term and longitudinal perspecti{®The emic perspective has required a well-found
understanding of the participants’ views, beligfisl attitudes; contextualization has required
a thorough emic understanding of the research gfie; naturalistic perspective has
necessitated the examination of language in ugie actual setting; the long-term perspective
refers to the duration of the project and has retzed a prolonged engagement in the field;
and finally, the longitudinal perspective concethge analytical focus of the study, and
stresses the dynamic nature of linguistic and calltknowledge. Therefore, the present study
examines, by using ethnographic and discourse tmadchniques, how a group of Erasmus

exchange students, while engaged in ELF practadeeaed their shared goals.

3.2 Research site and context
The study was conducted in Szeged with the padiidp of 142 Erasmus exchange

students who studied temporarily at the local usitg*® For ethical considerations, which
are to be discussed in greater detail below, | haade a special attempt not to make the
participants recognizable. Firstly, | have not ufegl students’ real names, but pseudonyms;

> In this sense, it is closest to Smit’s (2010) inginto ELF.

“® Not all the 142 participants were equally invohiadhe present study. Some participated in a agédata
collection methods, others participated only in thethod of participant observation. The numbertofients |
worked most closely with was 15, including the sdled “key participants”. For details, see secol.1 below.
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and secondly, | have not given the exact dateefitita collection, but have revealed only the
approximate time frame. The study spanned one auadgear while | was working as a
LINEE researcher between 2006 and 2010. The paatitcs came from a wide variety of
universities, with a wide range of linguistic andtaral backgrounds. Most of the participants
were undergraduates who received transfer crealithé& academic work they had completed
at the University of Szeged. Some had to take rooueses than the others depending on how
many credits their home universities required, hod close they were to the end of their
studies. Their fields of study varied from econocnend law to foreign languages and
journalism, from music and painting to sports sceeand computer science. They were free
to take courses at whichever department at theddsity of Szeged so long that the courses
were open to Erasmus students. They had the omigrtio study in English, German and
Hungarian, with English being a far more populavicé than the other two. This has partly to
do with the students’ lack of competence in Gerrmad Hungarian, and partly with the fact
that the vast majority of courses that they colldose from were offered in English. In some
cases they attended courses together with the kiodents, in other cases they attended
courses organized for Erasmus students only. Anabigon was the so called consultations,
which meant no regular courses but private meetmitisteachers.

The participants arrived in Szeged in three phaSesie chose to come a month
earlier to learn Hungarian, others came at therimegg of the first term, yet others at the
beginning of the second semester. Out of those aanee in the first or second phase, some
stayed for one semester only, others for a fulldaodc year. This means that when the
students in the third phase arrived, there wetkrstatively many “old” Erasmus students
around. Precisely, in the first semester the totahber of the Erasmus students in Szeged
equaled 81 and in the second semester 61. Ouedittstudents of the second semester, 26
were “oldtimers” from the first semester. In adulitj in both semesters, there was one student

studying on Rotary scholarshipwho socialized with the Erasmus students.

3.2.1 Data sampling
Before | began my research, | first asked for theraval of the General Secretary of

the university. Once | got her permission, | stértentacting the students. | invited them to

participate in my research by introducing mysekplaining them about my research goals

47 . . . . . . . . .
Rotary International is an international organizatof service clubs run by business people ancepsidnals
who have certain social service goals.
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and data collection methods, and by handing outletigrs of invitation (see Appendix 1).
The students arrived in three phases, and accdydihgnvited them to participate in the
research in three rounds.

First, at the beginning of August, that is, a mdodifiore the official start of the school
year, there arrived a group of students in Szegddarn Hungarian. They were participants
of the European Commission’s language preparatouyse called EILC® Only two of the
participants of the course were planning to dortbiidy abroad in Szeged, others elsewhere
in Hungary. During the course, | established agmakcontact with both of the students. | did
this in an informal way by addressing them in thieinch hour in the hallway of the
university. | gave them my letters of invitationotB students confirmed me of their wish to
participate.

Secondly, at the beginning of September, thereveiria bigger group of Erasmus
students. My first contact with them was formalfdde the orientation week, | had asked the
organizers if they could allocate some time forimée program so that | could address the
students in public. My wish was to let all of thdmow about my research as soon as
possible. They approved. Therefore, the same dayhas the department coordinators gave
their welcome speeches, | had the opportunity tooduce myself, tell them about my
research goals, and to distribute my letters oitation. | encouraged them to take the letters
home, read them carefully, and ask me if they hmdcuestions, uncertainties or objections.
While in the next few weeks, several students esqw@ a great interest in the research and
requested further information on it, nobody raisedoncern against being included in the
research.

Finally, towards the end of January and early Fatyruthere came a smaller group of
students. My meeting with them was truly inform@h the first night of the orientation week,
one student from the second phase gave a gooddrie Since the Erasmus coordinators, in
fact, Erasmus Student Network (ESN) representdfivhad invited the newly arrived
students, that is, roughly 20 people, the new sitisdand the “old” students from the first
semester had the chance to introduce themselveado other. In this context, it was all
natural for me to introduce myself, too. | took thgportunity to introduce myself as a student
researcher, tell them briefly about my researcld draw their attention to my letters of

invitation which | was to send out in the next felays. Since, however, not all the new

“8 For the aims of the EILC course, see section 1.1.
9 The Erasmus Student Network (ESN) is a non-praiternational student organization providing
“opportunities for cultural understanding and sidfrelopment under the principle of ‘Students Hejpin
Students™. For more information, see www.esn.org.
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students arrived in Szeged in good time to attéedorientation week, | made sure to meet
the rest at a later event.

After my initial contact with the students, | beg#m introduce the different data
collection methods (see Figure 3.1 below). Firginly attended the social events that were
organized for, and by, the Erasmus students. Attad become friendly with the majority of
the students, and had established a good leveusif with many of them, | started to send
prompt e-mails. Based on the answers | receivednfpfirst two prompt e-mails, | selected
my key participants (for a definition of key andnAkey participants, see the following
paragraph). From then on, | only prompted the kayigipants with questions. | continued to
raise my questions in prompt e-mails, and startewlacting face-to-face interviews as well.
In the mean time, my attention turned to the pigaiats’ Facebook posts and circular e-mails.
They became available, so | collected them as Wéle last data collection technique |
introduced was the audio-recording of naturallyusdog conversations, which required the

mutual trust of the participants and the researcher

Figure 3.1 Data collection procedure: A timeline
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From the start | had the intention of choosing ftausix focal or key participants who
would help me gain a better insight into the emmeggcommunity. My focal participants
emerged out of those who took time and energy pty r® my first two prompt e-mails. |
selected a few responders, and asked them in pérd@y wanted to be more involved in the
research. This strategy was different from my oagjiplan. As the letter of invitation shows
(see Appendix 1 again), | originally intended ttesethe focal participants out of those who
volunteered at the start. However, the new strasspgmed more sensible at the time, and
effective in the long run. In selecting the focalrticipants, | aimed at maximum variation
sampling (Duff 2008c: 115) in terms of the studehisbackgrounds, fields of studies, study
abroad experience and past experience with ELFth&listudents | asked agreed to become
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more involved in the research. | ended up with fmoal participant from the first group of
incoming students, three from the second group,tandrom the third group. It needs to be
emphasized that the point of choosing key partidpavas not to trace individual trajectories,
but rather to gain a closer insight into the ELFoaunity, from its early stages of formation
in September to its break-up in June the followyegr. With my choice of key participants,
and with my ten-month ethnographic work in genetaliovered the trajectory of the

community of practice as | originally intended ($égure 3.2 below).

Figure 3.2 Data collection with key participants: A timelif@ interviews
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3.2.2 The researcher and the researched: Joint part icipants
The relationship between the researcher and tleargsed plays a fundamental role in

the data that will emerge from the inquiry (HelB&08: 254-255). Hence, in reports, special
attention has to be paid to the researcher’s rotbe research process and their history with
the participants or with the research site (Duf@@gf 130).

My researcher position on the field can be desdribe an active participant. In
choosing the most appropriate identity, | took ictmsideration four features of fieldwork
identity as it is suggested by Atkinson and HamhegrEl994: 249). Specifically, the first can
be associated with my need for observational datéh required regular and relatively close
contact with the participants. To build close relas with the participants, it was necessary to
join the group at social events, and to participatieir activities.

The second and the third features are closely abede The second concerns the
guestion of whether the participants know that tlaeg dealing with a researcher. My
participants all knew that | was a researcher slmoade it explicit for them, both in speech
(when | introduced myself to them) an in writingh@n | circulated my letters of invitation).
The third issue can be associated with the follgwgoestion: if the participants know that

there is a researcher around, are they informeditalvhat exactly he/she is after? My
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participants were told that the nature of my redeavas linguistic with a special focus on the
culture of their group. So that they would not bennidated by using English in my presence,
| emphasized on several occasions that my intevastnot in how “correct” they were, but
rather in how they were using English to build encaunity.

The last problem that | had to take into considenatvas my orientation to maintain a
dual identity, that is, to position myself both @s insider and as an outsider. My outsider
position had to do with the fact that at the tinhi¢he@ investigation | was not studying abroad.
Thus, | was not away from home, | did not havekimel of “freedom” the students reported
on, | did not have as much free time as them, amalsl not in urgent need of establishing new
relationships as was the case with them. By cantnag insider position had to do with the
fact that | was also a student, | was only a fearyeolder than the majority of them; and
English was not my mother tongue, eitfThe fact that they perceived me as an insider is
well illustrated by the following two examples. $tirwhen a student was leaving, the other
members of the group prepared a small booklethimt in fact, a careful selection of photos
and good-bye messages. The students typically ibated to these booklets with their
messages or signatures at parties. When | wagedsent, they also asked me if | wanted to
contribute. Secondly, when they were to leave Stetley said good-bye to me as well, and
some thanked me for my friendship. Both of theseaecher positions had their advantages.
My outsider position allowed me to ask questionsiclv from an insider would have sounded
awkward; at the same time, my insider position &thime to give a detailed description of
the phenomena, which were taken for granted bypéntcipants. All things considered, then,
| played both the roles of a researcher and of dicggant, which, in Atkinson and
Hammersley’s (1994: 249) terms, best corresportdeg@ole of an active participant.

The role of an active participant enabled me toldowapport, and comfortable
relationships with my participants. This is besistrated by the fact that they did not only
tolerate my presence, but also invited me, as dngranember, for many of the big social
events such as parties, trips, paintball playimgcart racing, caving, bowling and swimming.
Besides this, at one of their big weekly gatherimgthe university club, they celebrated my

birthday as well. They even prepared a cake forFn@m time to time, they also invited me

*0 several years before the study was conducteddiestion Erasmus scholarship in Durham, Englandfdior
months. One may expect that this experience heipedelate to my participants as an insider. Howetis is
not the case at all. While | was in Durham, thesrewery few Erasmus students in town or | did kretw of
them. Further, | was not living with other studeintstudent accommodation or in a rented flat,voas assigned
a home stay at a local family. This being the caseprimary contacts were not Erasmus students] didinot
have any sense of belonging to an Erasmus community
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for small group events, mostly dinners. Being iedifor small dinner parties was real honor
because the hosts typically had hard time in degiavho to invite without offending those

not being invited. Furthermore, some of my paraais, key and non-key, had more trust in
me than in other members of their community of ficac This became apparent when they
revealed secrets in front of me, told me aboutrthevate life, and asked for my advice in

guestions that they did not openly discuss witheghmembers. In sum, | developed
harmonious social relationship with most of my ggrants, and became close friends with
some of them. This, however, means that | havadagproach my data with a pinch of salt,

as will be evident from the following section.

3.2.3 Ethical questions
Researchers are faced with a range of problemsatkag¢thical. There are two major

areas of ethical issues, in fact, responsibilities: first concerns the ethics of fieldwork, the

second the ethics of publications. Starting wita #thics of fieldwork, in my case, all the

participants were informed about the research #haims, both in writing and in speech.

Permission for recording was obtained from all freaticipants who were to be audio-

recorded. As the key participants were audio-remdnegularly and frequently, | did not ask

for their permission every time | was to set ugrdaarview, but rather when [ invited them to

be my focal participants. They all gave their pession. Other students were audio-recorded
on an ad hoc basis in spontaneous everyday comemsavith peers. | asked for these

students’ permission before the actual recording wwaake place. Only once was permission
denied. Most students seemed to have no problethsbeing recorded in interviews and/or

in naturally occurring conversations.

Moving on to the ethics of publications, in theg@et report | have taken special steps
to preserve the participants’ anonymity. As a fistep in this direction, | have used
pseudonyms. While | have avoided using real narhdsave given cross reference to
information such as their field of study, their otny of origin, and their linguistic
background. | am fully aware of the fact that disahg such information makes my
participants more traceable; yet, this kind of imiation is essential in the description of the
multilingual nature of the Erasmus group, and itsaimically developing group formational
processes. To compensate for the information whmibht make the participants more

recognizable, | decided not to reveal the exaat @déithe data collection. By so doing, the
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participants’ identities are more likely to remaimrecognizable, though as long as excerpts of
data are included in the report, there is alwaysesohance of being traced.

Respecting the participants’ privacy and gettingjrtpermission for recording is only
one dimension of the researcher’s responsibilityweler, not to do any harm, however, is
not enough. Researchers should also work to giveetong back to the communities they
investigate. In fact, “research should benefit tmenmunity as well as the investigator”
(Milroy and Gordon 2003: 84). Thus, in additionnty roles as a researcher and a participant,
| also played various other roles in order to diaek to the community. Already at the start |
made it clear for the students that | was gladeip them with whatever | could. The students
seemed to have understood this and, occasiondy, did ask for help. For instance, | was
asked to escort a student to the doctor’s, helm théh finding a flat, sort out bills, talk to the
neighbors, check out bus and railway timetables, lagp with Hungarian homework. My
other strategy was to do things which | knew thppraciated. Occasionally, | invited my
participants for a drink, an ice-cream, or a pie€eake, and on one occasion | cooked a
Hungarian dinner for a bigger group of studentsrthar, if | was having a casual
conversation with someone who | knew was highlyimadéd to learn Hungarian, and sought
out for opportunities to speak Hungarian, | did netessarily wait for them to switch to

Hungarian, but rather I initiated the switch myself

3.3 Data collection: An ethnographic approach
An ethnography requires researchers to collecvaelelinguistic data and to analyze

them with a consideration of the physical, socidtloal, and linguistic contexts in which
language is used (Duff 2008c: 138). To that enseaechers collect different kinds of data
and link them together (Heller 2008: 258). As Sitwan (2006: 67) puts it, they look, listen,
record and ask, and thus combine observational data interview data. In fact, the
triangulation of multiple sources and methods i&key aspect ethnographies, and so is
singularity, which refers to the small number ofliinduals or social entities (cultures)
examined (Duff 2008c: 23).

The present study meets both of the above crit@uacerning singularity, the data
were collected from the members of one particutanmunity, that is, the Szeged Erasmus
exchange students’ community; as regards the r@etiidngulation, the data were collected
from a variety of data sources through a varietynethods and from a variety of participants.

First, the multiple data sources include audio-laped transcribed interviews, audio-taped
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and transcribed naturally occurring interactiongldhotes, prompted e-mails (or online
journals), circular e-mails, Facebook posts, anefkective journal. Secondly, the multiple

methods involved observing and recording the Szdgradmus exchange students in their
everyday activities, collecting their written maaés, meeting with them for interviews, and

finally prompting them with questions in e-maile¢sTable 3.1 below). Finally, multiple

participants meant including key as well as non-geticipants, and their Erasmus Student
Network (ESN) coordinatorin the data collection.

Table 3.1Ethnographic approach: Triangulation of sourcesthimds, and participants

Data sources Method Participants
ethnographic interview key participants
‘interactional’ interviews varied participants
retrospective interviews the participants of the
interview transcripts audio-recorded
interactions
casual conversations varied participants
semi-structured interview ESN coordinator
naturally occurring transcribed audio-tapes researcher + varied
conversations participants
fieldnotes participants observation researcher
online journals sending prompt e-mails key partaiis
Facebook posts collection of online texts variedigip@ants
circular e-mails collection of online texts varigdrticipants

Note: varied participants = both key and non-kefippants; ESN = Erasmus Student Network.

51 See Footnote 49 above and section 3.3.2 below.
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3.3.1 Interviews and casual conversations with the students
My participants engaged three types of interviews (for the sample questiosed in

two of them, see Appendix 2). All the interview &gpwere conducted in English, the chosen
lingua franca of the community, face-to-face witldividual informants. They were recorded
and fully or partially transcribed. The location thie interviews was largely chosen by the
participants themselves. Eventually, the majoritythee interviews were conducted in the
students’ home, and only a small minority of théeimiews were carried out in the PhD
student office at my department, or in the unitgrébrary. The length of the interviews
varied substantially, depending on their type.

The first type is what | have referred to as “etimagphic interviews”. These are open-
ended interviews, and as such their major chaiatiteis “active listening” (Noaks and
Wincup 2004: 80 cited in Silverman 2006: 110), whiovolves giving the participants the
space to talk. As Appendix 2 shows, | conductedseahmterviews with the help of an
interview guide, that is, a set of issues and pdsgjuestions that | collected prior to the
interviews. | intended these questions as a chectiat would help me deal with all the
relevant topics. The actual wording and the ordpahthe questions varied from interview to
interview. While the participants did the talkiigook notes on the participants’ utterances,
and when raising my next questions, wherever plessibmade a link to their previous
answers.

The ethnographic interviews were carried out witte tkey participants at the
beginning of the term and at the end of it. At beginning of the semester, | asked them
about their backgrounds and reasons for partidpain the Erasmus Programme. More
specifically, | asked them to tell narratives imnection with three major questions: first,
their foreign language learning experiences, witlpaaticular focus on English or ELF;
secondly, their student-life in their home courdriand finally, their expectations about their
life in Szeged. By contrast, at the end of the tdralicited narratives in connection with the
participants’ experiences in Szeged. | asked thérat whey were doing, how they felt about
it, and what they learnt. Although | designed timterview type for the key participants,
occasionally, | elicited similar narratives frometimon-key participants as well. This was
typically the case when during other types of wmiaws with non-key participants | felt that
these kind of narratives would help gain a bettstenstanding of the situation, and would
add to the richness of the data. The interviewedhapproximately 30-40 minutes on average
and each was fully transcribed.
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The second type of interviews | conducted is thecalted “playback sessions” or
“retrospective interviews>® The point behind these interviews was to invite plarticipants
of the recorded interaction for an interview antjle/their memories about the event are still
fresh (Kobayashi 2004: 99), elicit their independ®actions to the interaction (Tannen 1984
39). My wish was to engage as many participanthefrecorded interaction in an interview
as possible. Thus, in this kind of interview, b&#y and non-key participants were included
so long that they agreed to it. Originally, my imien was to set up the interviews after | had
transcribed and studied the data, but | soon clthnyemind. Producing a transcript of a two-
hour naturally occurring conversation with the mdpation of six speakers was so time-
consuming that, if | was to do a transcript fitbie playback session would have necessarily
been delayed by weeks, if not, months. By postgpnie interviews to a date when the
memories are not “fresh” anymore, | would have@esiy threatened the efficiency of the
protocol. Therefore, when dealing with lengthy miate | did not start transcribing the data
right away, but rather listened to the recordedenat several times, took notes, searched for
key incidents, and once | had identified the fesduof interest, | set up the interviews
immediately.

The protocol of my retrospective interviews was iEmto that of Tannen’s (1984:
39), with the difference being that | had two vers of them. One involved listening to the
whole interaction, as in Tannen (1984), the otheolved listening to some parts of it. When
the goal was to have the participants listen taathele interaction, they were in control of the
device. They were instructed to stop the file wheey felt they had something to say, give
their comments, and then continue with listeningthiey did not comment on the key
incidents | had singled out for analysis, or on diaga the other participants had commented
on, | drew their attention to the segment of irgef®y asking questions adopted from the field
of folk linguistics (Niedzielski and Preston 20@D). That is, | asked them to comment on
what is being said, how and why it is being sarmt] avhat their reactions are. By contrast,
when they were exposed to certain parts of therdaog only, | controlled the device. |
played them the parts which | found interesting] #mey commented on them. Before each
new excerpt, | offered a brief contextualizatiortlod data. So that they would not lose sight
of the questions along the lines of which they wexpected to comment, | printed out the
guestions | adopted from Niedzielski and Prest@®(2 30), and placed them in front of them
on the table. | did not originally mean to be sel&; but given that some of the recordings

%2 For this technique, see, for instance, EricsonSintbn (1993).
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were more than two hours long, it seemed neceskalig. not mention what | thought was
going on or what others had observed unless thdynb¢hing to say. During the playback,
when the participants did the talking, | took nodésheir utterances, and saved them for later
discussion (see the next section). | closed thpe tyf interviews by asking the participants
how they in general felt about the recorded corates, both at the time of the recording and
when listening to it in retrospect. These internseyenerally lasted one-and-half to two hours
and were partially transcribed depending on whatdged relevant for the purposes of the
present analysis.

The third type of interviews is what | have refert® as “interactional interviews”.
The purpose of these interviews was to get theiggaahts to reflect on their linguistic
practices and show how they are using them. Tcetindls | gave the participants room to point
out things they noticed, or that were importanthiem, and which | may not have noticed or
considered important. | began prompting the keyig@pants with general questions such as
“How would you describe your using English with tbéher Erasmus students?” “What
sounds awkward in the community?” “Are there thiygs are not sure of the meaning of?”
or “Are there expressions or structures which haeeome part of your routine here?” Once
these general questions were answered, | narroad the focus by eliciting examples or
short stories.

Originally, my intention was to carry out theseemtews with the key participants
only, but later | decided to include the non-keytipgants as well. Once the non-key
participants were invited for a playback sessibeytwere available for further questioning.
Had | not engaged them in this kind of interviewsagell, it would have felt like | had missed
a great opportunity. Thus, when the retrospectinerviews were over, | pointed out that we
were moving from the recorded interaction to thealoErasmus students’ interactions in
general. | raised the same kind of questions am the key participants with one difference.
When it seemed right, | referred back to the thwgsdiscussed in the retrospective interview
by making a link between what they pointed outonreection with the recorded material and
what was to be discussed next. To make these hindss, it was necessary that | take notes
during the retrospective interviews. The lengthttedse interviews varied substantially, the
average being 20 minutes. The interactional inésvgiwere all fully transcribed.

The above interviews have had, at least, three maajeantages. First, they helped me
elicit emic views based on which | can develop #immegraphic account of the participants’
culture; secondly, they helped me elicit emic viemnsthe interactional practices within the

community; and finally, as Kobayashi (2004: 101)ng® out, they helped me build rapport
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with the participants, which has further supporédin-depth understanding of the situation
(Silverman 2006: 110). Establishing rapport with garticipants required “attempting see the
world from [the participants’] viewpoint without égng native’™ (Fontana and Frey 2000:
655).

In addition to the formal interviews described abol also engaged in casual
conversations with the participants. During the &agial events that | attended, and at the
one-to-one informal meetings, | communicated infaltygnwith the participants. We talked
about a variety of topics, including private andi®mes matters. As part of these casual
conversations, | often engaged the participan@nimnformal interviewing. In this manner, |
prompted them with on-the-spot questions that welevant for my research purposes. The
shift was smooth, and without any orientation.d dot audio-record these conversations, but
| did record them in my fieldnotes. The informak& perhaps, above all, helped me get to

know my participants as people, and build rappatt them.

3.3.2 Interviews with the student coordinator
| conducted two semi-structured interviews of apprately 40 minutes with one

student coordinator who played a central role ia #tudents’ community. He was an
undergraduate and one of the representatives dbta¢ Erasmus Student Network (ESN),
which is guided by the principle of “Students HalpiStudents”. With his small team, he
helped the students find decent flats, acted astarmediary between the students and the
owners of the flats, helped the students find thnvy in Szeged, and suggested places or
events to go to. Very often, he did not only adwise students where to go, but took the
responsibility to take them out, which was particlyl useful when the students were new in
town. Moreover, he and his team organized the weghtherings in the university club,
which, according to many students, were the higitdigpf the week. In sum, he spent a great
amount of time with the students, both as an imsihel as an outsider, which made him a
good candidate for the triangulation of outsidespectives.

| timed my interviews to coincide with two criticphases in the trajectory of the
students’ community, namely, the change in memaktise end of the first semester, and the
fast approaching break-up of the community towahgsend of the second semester. During
these interviews, | first asked him about his oWNeirapression of the Szeged Erasmus
community, and then narrowed the focus on languagters. | asked him to contrast the
current Szeged Erasmus students’ use of Englislotred languages with the language use of
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the former Szeged Erasmus students (for the saquestions used in the interview, see

Appendix 3). These interviews, unlike all the othavere conducted in Hungarian.

3.3.3 Observations
| did my fieldwork in naturally occurring settingbjoined the participants in their

weekly organized European club evenings, houseeparinformal dinners, gatherings in
pubs, trips, sports and other activities, and mrtiHungarian language classes. At the big
social events, there gathered roughly 30-40 stgdahta time, and about ten students at
smaller events. Before | began the data collectiaggt the goal of spending as much time
with the group as possible. | pursued this poliotil@about the middle of the second semester,
when | felt less participation was enough. By thmany of the “old” students from the first
semester had left, and the new ones had settlethththere was a stage of “quiet”. Towards
the end of the second semester, things changed. &z to the fast approaching break-up of
the community, the students became very activenagaid their emotions were high. Thus,
towards the end of the second semester | agairedaut as much participant observation as
possible. In the majority of the cases | learntuatibe upcoming social events from the e-mail
messages which the participants, and to a lessemtexheir co-coordinators circulated among
the members through an e-mail list (see Sectiorb28low). In addition to my participation
in group events, | occasionally met up with indivadl members as well in order to keep up
contacts with them. In each situation, | playedrtile of an active participant. The Hungarian
language classes were an exception. At these eJegtsetly watched and listened, and |
only participated in the activities if | was inwitéo do so.

As a participant observer, | looked, listened awbrded. Specifically, in the first one
and a half months, that is, from September till thieldle of October, | only looked and
listened carefully. On the spot | rarely took notgken | did, | took notes of the participants’
verbatim utterances. My main strategy was to takiekgnotes right after the observation —
which was mostly at night as the participants tgfjcmet in the evenings — and on the
following day expand them into detailed narratidesmy fieldnotes | put down all the pieces
of information which | thought might be of interest help in the data analysis. | made a
special attempt to keep my observer comments sepfoan the description of the observed
events. To this end, | put my observer comments parentheses. This approach left me with
hundreds of pages of fieldnotes and a great amoiunéluable data, which has helped me
give a “quasi-insider” description of the studerasliture.
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The recording of naturally occurring conversatiazeame later. Following Heller
(2008: 257), | began recording naturally occurmmogversations only after | was reassured in
the belief that my participants knew me and hadrss of what | was doing. Besides this, by
the time | started recording interactions in thelale of October, | had developed friendly
relations with most of the community members, whiids a huge advantage. In the months
that followed, | managed to record spontaneous @safions between friends at a variety of
places with a variety of participants. My intentimas to record small group discussions (i.e.
three to seven participants, including myself) wehéne participants are seated, and the
chances are that they will pursue a longer contiersavithout the group breaking up or
splitting into small group discussions. An equathportant criterion was the setting. Since in
the vast majority of the cases the participantsah@ubs and clubs, or at house parties where
there was much background noise (i.e. music, mhratbnversations at the surrounding
tables), | had to restrict myself to those intamatt where the background noise was
tolerable. Whenever | expected a meeting withoutl Imusic, and small group discussions, |
had the recorder with me, ready to use. If the dppdy arose, first, | always asked the
participants if they agreed to being recorded, iamd-one objected, | placed the recorder on
the middle of the table. During the recordings, abgervation was that the participants forgot
about the recorder. | recorded more interactioas thhat | actually transcribed and analyzed.
For the purposes of this dissertation, | transcriged analyzed those interactions where, for
most of the time, the participants communicatedrasbig group, rather than split into small
groups. This left me with a corpus of six hoursanfdio-recorded conversations. These
involved three dinner party conversations recordedhe home of the students, and one

conversation in a pub.

3.3.4 Online journals (Prompted e-mails)
The focal participants were asked to keep onlingnals throughout their stay in

Szeged. This type of journals was different frone tinaditional ones in at least two
fundamental ways. First, it allowed immediate feszk Once the participants had made an
entry into their diaries, they sent it to me, whiaglead with very little delay, usually the same
or the following day. Secondly, and more importgnthis writing process was guided. That
is, the students received prompt questions thredgtails and the collection of their answers
made up their journals. Although the plan was tk 8 an online diary from the key

participants only, at the beginning of both sentsstsent out my prompt questions to all the
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participants. Once the key participants were setkdt stopped sending my questions to the
whole group, and carried on prompting the key pgodints only. In fact, the key participants
were selected out of those who responded to miytfus prompts (see Section 3.2.1).

The frequency of the prompt e-mails was subjechteh negotiation. At the outset, |
set the goal of prompting my key participants vatle set of questions every week. Contrary
to this, | ended up sending one set of prompt quesh every three or four weeks. The
reason for this was that the participants genetattk much more time answering the e-mails
than | had expected. Despite my effort to eliciektively quick reply to my e-mails (i.e. in
each of my e-mails, | asked the participants tpard within a few days, if possible), some
of the participants did not respond for two or éhreeeks. The three-week delay was
documented in the second semester, and happenedhasie key participants who arrived in
the first semester and had been involved in théngrof the journal for at least seven months
by then. This, | assume, was the result of fatiswleen my participants were more than two
weeks late, | gently reminded them of the prompesfions. Even if they were late, they
always answered my questions. Only one of my ppaits had an internet cut-off for some
time and asked me if | he could answer the quesiiospeaking instead. | complied with his
wish. | always sent out the new prompts after | hackived an answer for the previous
prompts from all of them. Finally, in the secondnsster | sent a few ad hoc prompts to my
former key participants, that is, the key partioifsaof the first semester who had left Szeged
at the end of the first term. A few months aftezytihad left Szeged, they had a big reunion
with the members of their Erasmus community. A f@ays after the meeting was over, |
prompted them with another e-mail.

Regarding the questions themselves, | used a sthpdampt, with some modification
from time to time. The prompt placed the emphasisewents and elicited narratives. It
consisted of three sub-questions, that is, “Whaeheu been doing?” “How have you felt?”
and “What have you been learning?” The questioaretbre required the participants to look
back on the events during the time span betweenutrent and the previous prompt, and tell
about their experiences in the form of narrativ¥een | sent out my standard prompts for the
first and second time, | made sure to explain mgstjans, and give hints along what lines to
think (for a sample e-mail, see Appendix 4). | pgpcial attention to the question eliciting
narratives about learning in Szeged. Assuming that participants would associate this
particular question with learning culture, | emphead that by learning | did not only mean
culture, but also language or language use. Tleewaa noted above, | occasionally made my

prompts more specific by asking the participant®twus on a particular event, e.g. the dinner
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at a friend’s place, the reunion with the membéter dhe Christmas holiday, or the farewell
party of one of the central members of the communihe prompted e-mails, or online
journals, produced a written linguistic data bawenfiy study.

A disadvantage of this data elicitation techniqueshat it intimidated those who had
difficulties in writing. Particularly at the begimy of my participant observation | realized
that some students were concerned about writing ‘Baglish”. | anticipated this problem
and took steps to deal with it. In the first fevomipt e-mails | emphasized that in answering
e-mails it was content, rather than grammaticaluey, that mattered. The participants

seemed to have understood this.

3.3.5 Mailing lists and online posts
The idea of subscribing to a mailing list was etéid by one of the student

coordinators as a way of facilitating communicatiand spreading news between the
members. Many students recognized the advantadgesmaj a member. Through membership
of the list, they were sure to receive the latest most up-to-date information concerning
events, but more important than that, they couldt gbeir own items and thus plan and
organize events on their own. In any case, theesitisdsent a great number of messages.
Typically, they used the list to initiate ideas fuarties, travels, and sports activities, but also
to spread information that was of great concerthémn, e.g. the disappearance of an Erasmus
student in Budapest which happened that year.

However, the mailing list was not the only meansnaking public notices within the
community. The free-access social networking webskacebook” became an equally
important means of sharing thoughts and picturéseMthe students arrived, there were some
who were members already. By discussing each athpsts, they aroused the interest of
those who had not yet been registered. By the énldedfirst semester, the vast majority of
the students had become members. They used théevidrssending messages, both private
and public, commenting on each other’s photos,ipgstideos and links that they thought
were of interest by the others, and making annaueo¢s regarding the question, “What’s on
your mind?” The public messages posted on eacér'sthwall”, and the comments about
each others’ photos are a valuable source of irdtom, which, together with the mailing list

postings, have contributed to a better understgnafithe Erasmus students’ community.
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3.4 Data analysis procedure
| have employed an inductive data analysis tectmighe analysis has had three main

stages. The first phase of data analysis went irehdnd with the data collection and
involved transcribing and a very rough coding cf thata. Since transcribing is in essence a
representation (Cameron 2001: 31), and is bestdedaas the first step in the analysis, it
requires careful decisions on the part of the mebea about what to transcribe and how.
Transcribing is thus a challenging procedure totbayleast and, as Kaur (2008: 84) rightly
points out, it is “especially challenging in theseaof ELF data where the occurrence of non-
standard forms and usage is largely to be expectedhe transcribing of my ELF data, in
line with Ochs (1979), my main goal was to strikbadance between the need for accuracy,
on the one hand, and the need for readabilitylmpther (Kaur 2008: 98). Therefore, rather
than including too many (unnecessary) details énttanscripts, | included those features only
which | thought were relevant for my purposes. Smadly, | first decided on the amount of
detail necessary for the analysis of naturally odog conversations, and later when
transcribing the interview data, | narrowed dowr #et of symbols to the needs of a less
detailed linguistic analysis. | transcribed all thaturally occurring conversations and
interviews in their full length, the only exceptitieing the retrospective interviews which |
transcribed selectively, depending on what | judgedtie relevant. | did not follow any one
set of transcription conventions but adapted twanyoown needs. Specifically, in designing
my own transcription conventions, | primarily drem Tannen’s (1984) conventions which
were designed for the analysis of interactional npineena similar to the present ones.
However, to capture the specific features of spokefi data, | felt it was necessary to
expand my set of symbols with some of the Viennde@kInternational Corpus of English
(VOICE) mark-up conventions (see Appendices 5 gnd 6

The transcribing of the non-standard pronunciatiand pauses in the data required
some decision. When | encountered non-standardupouations, | used standard orthography
unless the non-standard pronunciation was seerake ra difference. In such cases, | used a
modified orthography, which | placed within squdmackets next to the word in standard
orthography. As regards pauses, | first markedgoallses with one or two dots in brackets
depending on whether they were longer than onensed@ter when a more detailed analysis
began, and if | judged a particular pause to beveslt for my research purposes, | timed the
pauses in question and changed the dots in braketsmbers. With these considerations in
mind, | prepared the transcripts which served aasas for much of the data analysis in the
next phase.
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The second stage of the data analysis had begwewanfonths before the data
collection finished and continued several montherat. It involved a very detailed analysis,
including coding, generating and refining workingpbtheses, and reflective journal writing.
The procedure was to analyze each data set oneebyl thus analyzed the different data sets
in the following order: fieldnotes, transcriptstbe ethnographic interviews, transcripts of the
naturally occurring conversations, transcriptshaf tetrospective interviews, transcripts of the
interactional interviews, prompted e-mails or tleecslled online journals, Facebook posts
and, finally, circular e-mails. In each data setptled four main types of practices. | started
with the non-linguistic social practices, thattise social activities in which the participants
engaged. | continued with the views and opinionssogial activities. Then came the
linguistic practices, that is, language use anerautional patterns. Finally, | finished with the
views and opinions on linguistic practices.

In the third stage of data analysis | used the temiscomparative method. That is, |
read and reread the transcripts and other data asdstook notes on the recurrent themes
related to the participants’ linguistic and othecial practices. When a particular theme
previously coded emerged, | compared it with thevjmus instances. By constantly
comparing the coded elements, | constructed teetatategories and sub-categories. By
cutting and pasting the appropriate units of temtf the original data sets, which | could
easily manage on a computer, | collected the d&tiahM believed belonged to a particular
category in a separate document. When | added ainéwo a category, | sought for patterns
and associations among the new and previously codiggl To easily distinguish between the
actual data and my interpretations of the dataghlighted my interpretations with yellow.
By so doing, | ended up with five coding schemedftierent analyses:

1) one for non-linguistic social practices (codingetie 1)

2) one for views on non-linguistic social practicesdimg scheme 2)

3) one for interactional patterns (coding scheme 3)

4) one for language use (coding schemes 4)

5) one for the emic views on linguistic practices (ogdscheme 5; for all the coding

schemes, see Appendix 7).

The practical steps of analysis can be formulatedodiows. | coded all my data
sources with coding schemes 1, 2, 4, and 5, plaestridnscripts of naturally occurring

conversations with coding scheme 3 as well (forsinmmary of the data analysis procedure,
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see Table 3.2 below). Thus, | coded all my datacgsufor all the four main types of practices
(that is, non-linguistic practices, linguistic ptiaes, participants’ views on non-linguistic
practices and participants’ views on linguistic gtiges); yet, not each data source proved
equally useful for the analysis of the differenagiices. The interview transcripts, prompted
e-mails, circular e-mails and the researcher'sdfietes have been particularly useful as a
source to provide an ethnographic account of thangonity and to analyze participants’
views on their own linguistic practices. The nallyraccurring spoken interactions and the
participants’ written communications in the formasfline posts have in turn been particularly
useful as a source to analyze language use anmddatitaal phenomena.

In coding language use and interactional phenoménaas focusing on those
elements of practice which, in light of the papmmts’ emic views, were salient to the
members. It turned out that most of the featuras were identified by previous studies as
characteristic of ELF tafk were imbued with meaning and importance in theg&dé&rasmus
community as well. That is, strategies such astitepes, cooperative overlaps, collaborative
utterance building, pre-empting moves, repair sgigs at moments of non-understanding,
code-switching, which have been highlighted in pres studies, emerged from my data, and
became part of my coding. In addition, the use whbr, which is just beginning to gain
attention in current ELF research, emerged as aoitant element of the ongoing practice in
the Szeged Erasmus community, and was part of dyngptoo. In addition, | managed to
identify features which the previous studies did. Adwus, | ended up with a coding scheme
which at the same time aligns with earlier findiragsl expands on them.

The ultimate goal of my analysis was to make sevfs¢he codes, themes and
relations, and to generate working hypotheses' It tentative categories, and my initial
hypotheses in a reflective journal. The reflectjparnal helped me refine the categories,
establish the relationship between the variousgecaites, and continue the analytic approach

to the data analysis.

%3 See the literature review section in Chapter 2.
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Table 3.2Data analysis procedure

Order Data sources Social | Views on | Linguistic Views on
of practices social practices linguistis
analysis practices practices
1 fieldnotes CS1 CS2 CS4 CS5
2 interview transcripts: CS1 CS2 CS4 CS5
ethnographic interviews
3 naturally occurring CS1 CS2 CS 3and CS5
conversations CS4
4 interview transcripts: CS1 CS2 CS4 CS5
retrospective interviews
5 interview transcripts: CS2 CS3 CS4 CS5
‘interactional’
interviews
6 online journals CS2 CS3 CS4 CS5
(prompted e-mails)
7 Facebook posts CS1 CS2 CS4 CS5
8 circular e-mails by CS1 CS2 CS 4 CS5
participants

Note: The shaded boxes indicate which of the aitalysteps taken have been particularly fruitful.
CS=coding scheme.

The final stage of data analysis has occurredarptiocess of writing the dissertation.
As Kobayashi (2004: 105) points out, a number @litptive researchers (e.g. Merriam 1998)
have expressed the view of “writing as integraldada analysis”. Indeed, by choosing the
words to summarize and reflect on the complexityhef data, | have engaged in an act of
interpretation (Rossman and Rallis 1998: 105 aelobayashi 2004: 105). A final but an
equally important step in the data analysis has ltlee linking of the codes to the themes in
the current literature. In sum, the whole data ysialprocedure, including the process of

writing up of the findings, has been an analytid arterpretive act.

3.5 Summary
To reiterate, the present study engages in theysinabf ELF practice in the

framework of communities of practice. Even thoudlFEesearchers increasingly emphasize
the need for an ethnographic approach, the ELFppetive has rarely been combined with
the communities of practice model (but see Smit92aM10; and Ehrenreich 2009). My

approach in the present study varies from the “ste@am” ELF approach in at least one key

respect. That is, it seeks to uncover practicet dha important to the participants, in this
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case, to the members of a local community of pracfio meet this goal, the present study
was designed to carefully examine both linguisticl anon-linguistic social practices. The
non-linguistic social practices were to be used assource, first, to provide an ethnographic
account of the community and, then, to identify linguistic practices that the community
members imbued with meaning and importance.

The ethnographic method for data collection sparm&dhole academic year. As the
result of the nearly one-year data collection pdoece, | compiled a large corpus of interview
data, prompted e-mails, and observational data.fif$tetwo types of the data were elicited
by the researcher, while the third type of data w@ected in natural settings by recording
naturally occurring spoken interactions, and bylemting other forms of expressions. The
different kinds of data were collected with theemtion of learning about the participants’
activities and their subjective reactions to them.

The data analysis has necessarily employed bothtajive and discourse analytic
methods. In the process of analyzing the datayé leamed at describing the practices that
were important to the members and also at aligtiiege practices with what | knew about
language and interaction, which included insightsmf CA and ELF literature. In the
following empirical chapters | will present findieghat have emerged from my data, and at
various points in the analysis, | will compare niydfngs with that of other studies. More
specifically, 1 will relate my findings to the disarse analysis oriented studies on ELF, thus

showing where the major overlaps and differences ar
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4 AN ETHNOGRAPHIC ACCOUNT OF THE SZEGED
ERASMUS COMMUNITY

Next, | will present my data in four data chaptefie first chapter will be an
ethnographic account of the Szeged Erasmus comynufite ethnographic sources are
interviews, e-mails, participant observations amdine@ documents; conversations are not
analyzed here. The linguistic data will be presesieparately in the subsequent data chapters.
Nevertheless, they are to be interpreted withir‘fiteene” described here.

The present chapter will follow the three dimensiof the community of practice. It
will provide an account of 1) the jointly negotidtenterprise, 2) the forms of mutual
engagement and 3) the shared negotiable resourcmaddl practices. Within the joint
enterprise, | will describe how the shared goalshed during a year’s time, and how they
were hierarchically organized. Within mutual engagat, | will shed light on the social
activities in which the participants engaged, ahd nature of relationships that they
developed during their mutual engagement in aawitFinally, 1 will describe ways of doing
things, views, beliefs and attitudes, which thetipgrants accumulated into a shared
negotiable resource. Here the focus will be on ehpsactices which are not directly
connected with language use or interactional pagter

4.1 The joint enterprise
The “enterprise” is the members’ “collectively négted response to what they

understand to be their situation” (Wenger 1998: #8pther words, it is a shared goal which
the members collectively negotiate in and through process of pursuing it. It is both the
goal and the practice involved in achieving it. ireag in this area involves struggling to
define the enterprise, aligning the participantsgagement with the enterprise, learning to
become and hold each other accountable to the peiseer and reconciling conflicting

interpretations of what the enterprise is (p. 98)e notion of being accountable to the
enterprise, in particular, concerns questions sisctvhat matters, what is important, what to
do, what to pay attention to, what to display (b). Appropriateness is defined in relation to
the enterprise so that the things the members tiagtian to, talk about, and display, are

either appropriate (in relation) to the enterprenot.

80



4.1.1 “l want to get a friendship in another langua  ge” — Goals at the start
The rationale for the Erasmus Programme, as stateéde website of the Programme,

is that “a period spent abroad not only enrichedestts' lives in the academic field but also in
the acquisition of intercultural skills and selfiamce.™ For students studying abroad, in
particular, it sets the goal of helping them “béneflucationally, linguistically and culturally
from the experience of learning in other Europeamries.®

Likewise, when the participants opted for a stuldsoad in Szeged, they each claimed
they had a clear reason for relocating themselnes foreign country. Some set language
related goals, others were more concerned withstfogal side of living abroad, yet others
sought to make progress in their studies. Those wisbed to gain linguistically typically
shared one or more of the following aims: to imgrdkeir English, to practice their other
additionally learnt languages (Lns) with the nathpeakers (NSs) of those languages, and/or
to learn a new language, which in their case wasgddan. Those who expressed the desire
to gain socially typically mentioned the wish ta ge know and make friends with people
from different cultures, to learn about their coied and cultures, to gain first hand
experience of the local culture and of the neigimgpcountries which they planned to visit, to
make time for themselves, and to use their free fimways that they found most enjoyable.
Finally, those who aimed at improving in their sagj planned to do some serious work such
as the taking of a set of carefully selected caumethe collection of data required for their
thesis. While the students had a range of diffegeratis, there was one goal which they all
adopted over the course of time. The goal whicly tteme to jointly practice was that of
building a friendship and family based social systeith some special characteristics.

At the start, the shared goal of building a frigmgsand family based local Erasmus
network was typically aligned with other goals. Bscerpt 4.1 below demonstrates, for Lucia
the shared goal tied with her wish to gain selffctance in English. For her, making friends
in English was desirable as it served as evidemaieshe was able to communicate in English
well, a desire that fit in well with her more gealegoal to “learn and improve [her] English”.
The second quote (see Excerpt 4.2 below) comes Jemard whose main goal was to learn
and experience new things, whether it was throwgking to people or through visiting

places. By building an Erasmus network his hope twascchange ideas and views with other

> See www.ec.europa.eu.

® A recent study called “2008 Study on the ImpactEsésmus on European Higher Education: Quality,
Openness and Internationalisation” has shown treErasmus Programme has indeed a positive impeaitteo
students. It develops “stronger person skills” dmetter articulated job aspirations”, and increabesr chances
of employability. The language education and timglege of instruction were not on the agenda ofébearch
team.
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students. Finally, Excerpt 4.3 comes from Micha séh@oal of making Erasmus student

friends emerged in fear of solitude.

Excerpt 4.1

I came here uhm:: besides to learn and improve nyligh, because | want to meet people
from other countries and make friends abroad andto to to find a or to get a friendship in
another language to prove that | can communicateeply in English (interview, October 25)

Excerpt 4.2

when | came here | wanted to make friends and, ,ykabw many people from different
countries. Just exchange some point of views, $pgatbout everything and, uh have some
trips and move, not stay just here in Szeged oHumgary. And also have some parties
(interview, October 14)

Excerpt 4.3

| usually do not go to discos, parties etc, siricenostly results in torment for my ears.
However, here | decided to weaken this principleatf going to such events in order to not
get separated from the community of all the othaisEhus students. [...] | have no other
choice than this [the Erasmus students’] commuaitypecoming lonely, which is not an
option. (prompted e-mail, September 15)

Excerpt 4.3 brings us to our next question. Thatwhy these students aimed at
building a local Erasmus network, or a “family”, taey called it, and why they did not seek
to join local student friendship groups. To thisestion, Micha offers a possible answer. In
Excerpt 4.4, he expresses a view which many othasrizus students shared. In one of his

prompted e-mails he speculates thus:

Excerpt 4.4

I do not have any other friends here -- and itesywunlikely for me to find many others
because of the lack of Hungarian language skitisnpted e-mail, September 15).

Excerpt 4.4 implies that the students who did peta& good Hungarian felt “limited” in their
social contacts in Szeged. Influenced by the assamghat the local students do not speak
English, they believed that they had no legitimatxess to the local students’ social
networks. Thus, Micha and many other students wHadt originally speak Hungarian set
the goal of orienting themselves towards the Erasstudents’ community, rather than to the
local students’ social networks. In this sense,dbteast some students, the building of an

Erasmus “family” was not so much a choice as aéssity”.
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In conclusion, while some students arrived in Sdegith the goal of making Erasmus
friends; others realized the benefits of, or thedhr, Erasmus friendships over the course of
time after they had reconsidered their goals amatipes. It is this transformation of goals to

which | now turn.

4.1.2 “Without kidding, | have to concentrate on wo  rk by now!!” — Change
in goals and priorities

A few weeks after the beginning of the term, selveadents who did not originally
seek to make friends with the other Erasmus stsdexpressed the view that they underwent
a change in goals. They typically mentioned twasoea for this change: they either found
that making friends with the Erasmus students wasenimportant, or that it was more
feasible than their original goals. Some studeatsly compromised their original goals in
favor of making Erasmus friends; others gave upotiginal goals temporarily to come back
to them later; and yet others had a difficult titnging to strike a balance between their
original goals and their new priorities in SzegEdr purposes of illustration, | present the
case of four participants. Excerpt 4.5 below corfresn Micha whose main reason for

coming to Hungary was to find new impetus for hissis:

Excerpt 4.5

Mhm, I'm here until January, (..) because uh | wantto finish my thesis in (..) in summer,
next year, so ((coughing)) I am, (..) | am, stdled some time to, to finish it. And just here to,
to, to get like the, the basic ideas, to, to gattstl, to know what | really going to write about.
Unfortunately, | still don’'t know, I'm here for onmonth and | don’t have the real starting
point yet. (interview, October 10)

In Excerpt 4.5 he makes the impression of a farhbitious student whose only concern is
his studies. However, contrary to his goals, he md end up working as much as he
originally envisaged and that was because of fas tleat he might get “separated from the
community of all the other Erasmus students”. Oneavas overcome by this fear, he soon
reconsidered his goals and priorities in Szeged.E&serpt 4.6 below demonstrates, he
devoted less time to work and more time to the faussstudents:

Excerpt: 4.6

I don't find enough time to @work on it@ ((laughimpice)). Maybe because because |
always fell- feel obliged to go to this party andhat party, and to do this and that (interview,
October 10)
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His using the notion of being “obliged” to attendriies expresses his attitude towards
making Erasmus friends. The building of a localdamas network was not something he
originally wanted or desired, but something thatcbasidered a necessary compromise for
his well-being in Szeged. In the months that fokolwhe frequently went out with Erasmus
friends and, to his great surprise, the more haabbped with them, the more he enjoyed being
with them. After a certain point, he no longer felbliged” to go out with them; far form that.

As Excerpt 4.7 below shows, he started to haveete@bout not having spent more time with
them right from start. This is most evident in B&ying “I uh missed some uh opportunities

to, to party longer”:

Excerpt 4.7

maybe | felt all the better uh, the, towards thd bacause | was enjoying it more, (.) than at
the beginning. At the beginning | think | was maee¥ious about working, so | (.) uh, missed
some uh (.) opportunities to, to party longer,ansthing like this. (interview, January 28)

Over the course of time he became less serioust dmwork, and more keen on partying.
Nevertheless, he managed to strike a balance betiived¢wo desires. Work and friends came
to be equally important considerations for him. &ot the end of his stay, when sitting in a
restaurant with friends, he made an ironic commehich, | believe, demonstrates this point.
He and the small group of people sitting aroundt#iide were brainstorming ideas for the
report that they were supposed to produce after theurn to their home countries. In the
report they were expected to reflect on their elepees as Erasmus students. Micha

suggested the following:

Excerpt 4.8

in it [we] can put that the university courses wshit, and that [we] had no connections.
(fieldnotes, January 14)

As Excerpt 4.8 shows, out of the many things tleatduld have mentioned in this situation,
he stressed courses and “connections”, that &tioakhips. Although the whole utterance is
perceived by the others as ironical and they aktbout laughing, it clearly reflects where his
interest lay and what his biggest “occupations”’ewehile in Szeged.

The second example comes from a student calleca Kb, upon arrival in Szeged,
voiced two major concerns. One was to get stariddiver thesis, the other was to make local
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student friends. To achieve the latter goal, sheedanto a flat with two Hungarian students,
who, to her great regret, moved out within lessttveo months. Her original goal of making
Hungarian friends did not work out but, as she faarout, she still “needed social contacts”.
Thus, after a certain point she began to redirectemergies towards Erasmus friendships.
However, there was a major difference between hdrMicha. While Micha did manage to
strike a balance between his two priorities, Kdrthnot. In Excerpt 4.9 she explains how she
kept postponing her work until the very end of seeond semester:

Excerpt 4.9(Karla, Researcher)

K: [...] the whole year | should I should | should my thesis.

R: So you mean that it was on your mind?

K: Yes it was on my mind so ((laughs)) but I didij’t.] I think at the end of May, | really starte8lo
like the last two months, | really started to work my thesis so | arranged interviews. You even
helped me translating (.) two or three times, I'dmmember.

R: Two

K: Two times. Yes so (.) because actually of couveen | came here | said like oh maybe | can write
my thesis here but like my minimum goal was to gelkbhome with literature and research data
like data like export-import data or and the intew. So that was like the most important.
Otherwise, it's like a failed (.) year, yeah bis ot failed. ((laughs)) (interview, July 14)

As Excerpt 4.9 reveals, she only started work iryMhaat is, nine months after her arrival in
Szeged. Throughout her whole stay in Szeged sheedishe would get back her motivation
to work. As she states, during all those nine merste kept reminding herself “I should |
should | should [work] on my thesis”, but there was change in her attitude. Instead of
working, she was either building friendships, orshg often noted in casual conversations
with me, she was “enjoying being lazy”. As the setpart of the quote above shows, the fact
that she kept postponing her work so long meartsihe could not fulfill her original goal of
writing up her thesis during her year-long stayi#eged. Rather than fulfill it, she refined her
goal and convinced herself that collecting data g@sd enough and that the year in Szeged
was still not lost.

Karla’s experience with her local flatmates andh&'s assumptions about the Hungarian
students that they do not speak English are indeaif the fact that gaining access to the
local student networks was by no means easy forettehange students in Hungary.
Some (like Micha) believed it was not a realistézget, and did not even attempt to
make local friends; others (like Karla) did makeatempt, but with little success. The
difficulty in gaining access to the local studentgtworks is not entirely new in
academic contexts. Duff (2006, 2007) shows whatbjgms a group of Korean

exchange students at a Canadian university encoethtevhen they were seeking
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meaningful access to the Anglo-Canadians’ sociavoeks. To deal with the problem,
both the participants of the present study andehafsDuff’'s participants had the same
solution: after a certain point, they began to redi their energies from the local
students’ social networks to the exchange studerdsivorks.

The next example (see Excerpt 4.10) comes fronrdlefd my first interview with
him, he explained that his intention was to strikdalance between the time devoted to
Erasmus friends and the time devoted to his stutlesever, despite his original plans, he
devoted most of his energy and time to friendsr iRstance, he went out partying with them
much more often than what he envisaged at homeheAgut it in the interview, “I wasn'’t
used to to go to parties like that in France”. Hgwed the time he spent with the Erasmus
friends but, like Karla, he felt uneasy about titeagion. Thus, in the last couple of weeks he
made his studies his first priority again. The dexi he took towards the end of his stay in

Szeged sounded like this:

Excerpt 4.10

Without kidding, | have to concentrate on work oyt (prompted e-mail, November 25)

Finally, Excerpt 4.11 introduces two friends whtammed their trip to Hungary
together. One of them called Jake had Hungariaoeteents, and he realized an old dream
by coming to Hungary. His intention was to get tmW the Hungarian people and learn about
their culture. His friend, William, did not haveyaspecial reasons for coming to Hungary, so
he adopted his friend’s goal. However, contrarytheir plans, in the first semester, they
hardly made any Hungarian friends. It is not theyt did not succeed in it, but rather that
they did not even attempt to make local friendsEkterpt 4.11 William offers a possible

explanation to why they failed to realize theitimligoals:

Excerpt 4.11

We didn’t plan this kind of but when we got togetheith the Erasmus students], there were
so cool people there that, you know, that (.) wst gouldn’t say no. ((laughs)) And also we
wanted to go because it was good fun. Very nicelgeand (.) very colorful group of people.

(interview, July 9)

As the above quote reveals, at the beginning ofitekesemester William and Jake met the
Erasmus students, had fun with them, and got mmadenzore involved with the group. They

went with the flow, so to say; but if they had wehtto, they could, and as he noted, they
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surely would, have said “no” to them. That this diok happen, and that they (first) made

friends with the Erasmus students, rather than thighHungarian students, was the result of
the fact that they had such “good fun” with thedbnas students. Redirecting their energies to
the Erasmus group was a conscious choice.

In sum, the Erasmus students came to Szeged witriety of different goals and
expectations. As a group, the primary goal thatrgetkwas to make “social contacts” with
the Erasmus students, and to build a friendshipfamdy based social network with them. In
the following section, | move on to explore how thiendship and family based Szeged

Erasmus community sustained itself.

4.1.3 Participants’ views on building a community w ith a shared goal
Once the goal of building an Erasmus community badtallized in the Erasmus

students, about 30-40 of them, with the same n@jacern, gathered in what they called a
“subgroup” within the Erasmus students’ entire groGiven that in the first semester, the
total number of Erasmus students was 81 and irs¢khend semester 61, the roughly 30-40
students indeed represented a “subgroup” of roulgalof the complete group of Erasmus
students. In the “subgroup” the building of a conmiyiwith the other Erasmus students was
a primary goal, whereas for the rest of the stuglénwas a jointly shared yet a less important
concern. The subgroup initiated the joint actigtiand they defined the forms of participation
for the entire group. Through joint engagement \glch other, the members began a process,
which is best seen as the formation of a commuwfifyractice.

The students described the dynamic shaping of ttweirmunity in their own terms.
The first thing they noticed was that all of a sewldthey were surrounded by “nice” and
“friendly” people who wanted to talk and who thegnted to get to know more. For purposes
of illustration, | provide two quotes by two difeat participants:

Excerpt 4.12

They always are friendly and want to talk. [...] sany interesting people..wish to know them
more (prompted e-mail, March 1)

Excerpt 4.13

You think that they are nice uhm (..) and friendlyd you would like to know them better.
(interview, October 10)
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The two quotes above express a similar view. Tudestts felt that the people around them
were just as interested in making friends as thegewOnce they had made this recognition,
they were only a step away from engaging themsalveshared activities. However, they
noticed that the various students did not partteipathe shared activities to the same degree.
The central members explained the peripheral meshbenited participation in shared
practices by the claim that that their primary iagts in Szeged lay elsewhere. The example

comes from an interview excerpt with Micha:

Excerpt 4.14

we’'re all here together to, to enjoy this, to h&we together (.) to, to, to meet new people, but
this isn't true for the whole Erasmus group. Thigust (.) true (.) for the part who frequently
meets together. (interview, January 28)

As Excerpt 4.14 illustrates, Micha was fully awafdéhe fact that the “subgroup” was formed
by those who considered the building of a localsEras network their single most important
concern in Szeged. Therefore, in the Szeged Erastoosmunity there was only one
“subgroup”, which was defined in relation to theasdd enterprise. This is in sharp contrast
with the “subgroups”, which Smit (2010: 122-123gmdifies in her data collected from a
group of exchange students in Vienna. In Smit’sL@®0.22) data, the international students
had a “tendency towards language-based subgrotipmgsning the L1 speakers of the same
language established their own subunits.

In Szeged, those sharing the primary goal of malgngsmus friends met in the
institutional context as well as outside of it lyeit own choosing. That is, they met at the
weekly European Club Evenings, which were organifed them (by the local ESN
coordinators), and at parties, which were organimetthem. As is the case with communities
of practice (Wenger 1998: 74-75), at these meetihgsstudents mutually engaged in some
activities. In the following section, | move on &xamine in more detail the participants’
shared activities, which, together with the appiadprrelationships, was a key aspect of their

mutual engagement and, in a dynamic process, sadtthe enterprise.

4.2 Mutual engagement
According to Wenger (1998), mutual engagement meagidar meetings between the

members. This involves the learning of the appsadpriforms of participation in shared

activities, and the learning of the nature of ielahips appropriate for mutual engagement.
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That is, over time the members need to find outtviths that they deal with together, and

what kind of relationships they need in order tafiags together.

4.2.1 The shared activities of the “Erasmus sharks”
Through mutual engagement in shared activitiesSiteged Erasmus students further

negotiated the social goals which they could, tvaaying extent, all embrace, and the
activities in which they could, to varying degreal participate. They described this process
by emphasizing the recurrence of people, activdie$ meetings. For purposes of illustration,
| quote three participants. The first stated:

Excerpt 4.15
always people which do the same what yoyidterview, July 14)

Other students concurred:

Excerpt 4.16

all together eighty people or at least fifty whoahah uh always meet and (.) we meet, yeah
quite often (interview, November 20)

Excerpt 4.17

| think there was about thirty, thirty people, bjgoup and always together. (interview,
December 30)

As shown above in Excerpts 4.15 through 4.17, tteon of “always” was a key concept in
the students’ understanding of their situationstiyr all the three speakers stressed that there
was a recurrence in meetings. The central membetsegularly and frequently, which made
the impression that they were “always togethere,ias Excerpts 4.16 and 4.17 reveal, there
was a recurrence in people. In the first semettergs the same group of roughly 40 students
who met; in the second semester, it was the samepgof roughly 30 students who got
together. Moreover, there was some continuity m ¢bntral members from the first to the
second semester. Out of the 47 central membeetifebd in the first semester, 24 stayed for
the second semester as well, and most of themnematito project central member identities.
When at the beginning of the second semester theshalents arrived, they joined the group
of the “old” students, rather than creating a neaug. Thus, the recurrence of people, which

some of the interviewees pointed out, added t@dmtinuity of the community and its shared
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goal. Finally, as Excerpt 4.15 suggests, there mgastition in the activities as well. The
students looked to each other to find out how Eage.

Depending on their degree of participation in sbdaactivities, the students belonged
to one of three groups: students outside the “saugjr(peripheral members), students within
the “subgroup” (central members), and “Erasmuskstiain the eyes of the participants, an
“Erasmus shark” was one who patrticipatedaihthe activities of the “subgroup” (the most
extreme central members). The “subgroup” definedfdrms of participation for the entire
group. The students outside the “subgroup” alstigyaated in the shared activities, but to a
lesser degree and more randomly.

Parties were the students’ main form of engagenidrdre were parties almost every
night. Several students raised the concern th8zeged they went partying much more often
than in their home countries. Micha, for instanegplained that in his home Germany he
“do[es] not go to discos, parties etc” but, in Smbdhe had decided to “weaken this principle
of not going to such events in order to not geasaed from the community of all the other
Erasmus students”. Micha’s quote already foreshadbe “shared discourse” (Wenger 1998:
126) on the reasons for organizing and attendingynparties. Parties were a necessity. They
lived in different flats, scattered in differentrigaof the city, and they attended different
classes, while some had no classes at all but ltatisos with the teachers only. This “life-
style”, they argued, prevented them from meetingnduthe day. Thus, if they wanted to keep
in touch with the Erasmus students with whom theyeanot sharing a flat or attending the
same classes, they had no other choice than toupehiring the evening.

As my participant observation has revealed, inrtiagority of the cases, the parties
were organized on short notice: two or three sttedenthe afternoon would decide that they
would meet up in the evening in the home of onéhefstudents. Due to the “rapid flow of
information” (Wenger 1998: 125) among the Erasntudents, by 11 o’clock in the evening,
the flat was always crowded with students (and sioccally by girlfriends/boyfriends and
visitors from the students’ home countries). In iaarty of cases they planned their parties
one or two weeks ahead of time. If so, they sene-amail around with all the necessary
details concerning the time and venue. Each centexhber organized at least one party
during their stay in Szeged, most likely in colledteon with their flatmates. However, the

“Sharks” threw not only one, but several partiesriytheir study abroatf. The many parties

%% In fact, for the purposes of the present disseriat identified central versus peripheral membsased on
their regular (or irregular) participation in paiand on their readiness (or not) to throw paitigkeir flats.
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show that the students were concerned with “comtpunaintenance” (Wenger's 1998: 74).
That is, they put time and effort into building theommunity, and keeping it going.

European Club Evenings were a special type of patigy were organized not by the
students, but rather by the ESN coordinators oneakly basis. Initially, the coordinators
socialized the students into the activities theystdered appropriate for the occasion, such as
eating, drinking, dancing, and the playing of gamesaddition, each week they appointed a
group of students the role of organizers, who waengposed to buy the drinks, prepare the
snacks, and introduce the games. The groups wengpsen the basis of “nationality”, and
they rotated on a weekly basis. For instance, agekwt was the students from Germany, next
week the students from France who organized thedean Evening. The students followed
the coordinators’ instructions, but they also pgaiad “innovation” (Wenger 1998: 125). For
instance, when there was an lItalian Evening, tigaroeers self-selected a student who was
both a disk jockey and a “showman”, as they calied. He played music and when the
games began he engaged both the players and tlenegidy asking questions and making
funny comments. He was a great success, and fremdh, the organizers of the following
weeks appointed a “showman”, too. This thereforashthat the students looked to the other
students for “right” forms of engagement, and bydsing, they continuously negotiated and
re-negotiated the appropriate forms of engagertient.

The preparation for the weekly European Eveningegaly required much time and
effort on the part of the students, as these egenirere a joint project which involved careful
planning and close collaboration between the mesalbérstly, the students had to plan who
was to cook, who was to buy the drinks and puthe decorations; secondly, they had to
decide on the games to be played and the prop® tosbd (for instance, toothpaste and
toothbrushes, bananas and lipstick); thirdly, thag to arrange who was to buy the drinks
and the necessary ingredients for the meals; arallyfj they had to arrange who was to
coordinate the games and who would be in chargeeoimusic. To do so, they had first to
establish who was good at what, and who knows \Wvanger 1998: 95). After the planning
phase there came the preparation phase. Usuadlgytbing went as planned, but when there

emerged a problem, there was always a “quick setfapproblem to be discussé&titp. 125).

>" For the shared repertoire of practices at Eragraties in general, and at the European Eveningariticular,
see section 4.3 below.

8 Characteristics such as the above mentioned “réipit of information”, “community maintenance”,
“propagation of innovation” and “quick set-up opeoblem” are not obligatory components of a comryuaf
practice; rather, they indicate that the three abneensions of a community of practice are preserd great
degree. In other words, they help reconfirm théntlthat a community of practice has been formed r{yée
1998: 125-126).
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As an example, when in one flat the oven broke damd the student in charge of the cake
could not finish her cake, she went to some othetents’ flat to prepare the cake. Finally,
when the day of the European Club had come, thaests helped each other carry the food,
the drinks and the ingredients to the venue. Thilthe table, put up the decorations, and set
up the equipment for music in a highly cooperatipgit. The “organizers” always did a good
job, and the rest of the participants looked fooMarthe event with much excitement.

The second primary form of mutual engagement waseting. The students generally
traveled at the weekends. In both semesters, abiggup of 15-20 students traveled to
Budapest, Prague, the Lake Balaton, and to Traasiv The purpose of the trips was
sightseeing in all but one case. Each trip was rorga by a different participant. The
planning typically began weeks before the propodai® of travel. First, the students who
took up the role of organizers sent round a circetanail with preliminary information, and
asking the members of the big Erasmus group if these interested in participating. Soon
there followed a second and a third e-mail with endetailed information about the place
they were going to stay at, the means of transpontéghey were to use, the proposed dates of
travel, and the estimated costs. If in the meaee tinere was a European Club evening, where
most of the big Erasmus community were present,otiganizers took the opportunity to
make a public announcement. Finally, when the datdeparture was close, the organizers
called on a meeting where they made more spedditsp They browsed the internet together,
and decided on what they were to visit, and in wirater. However, following Wenger
(1998), mutual engagement through parties andlgaveuld not have been possible had the
participants not developed the relationships bychhey could do whatever they wanted to
do.

4.2.2 The nature of relationships
Through mutual engagement in parties and travieésStzeged Erasmus students learnt

to develop two kinds of relationships. One is whiaave called “family relations”, the other
“friendships”. The first, “family relations”, comd&som their notion of “family”, which they
used in reference to the entire Szeged Erasmup g®shown by a Facebook post: “Micha is
missing his Erasmus family”. “Family relations” inived a feeling of being connected with,
and/or being close t@ll the Szeged Erasmus people. As shown in Excergt @ntl 4.19
below, the participants developed their family tielass as a way to avoid solitude. The
examples below are from Micha and William, respesyi:
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Excerpt 4.18

And these these students are like their family laakfriends. It's a kind of oh to be alone in a
foreign country so that's a kind of get them togetimore. They organize dinners and parties
and going to places and that makes them closetratdecomes their family. Because their
real families are are in other country. (intervidwne 18)

Excerpt 4.19

Usually we have dinner together somewhere and oftest we spend the evenings together
(and also together with the others). This prevemsrom feeling lonely or getting homesick,
since | already feel like sharing something likeal large family relation with the other
Erasmus students (prompted e-mail, September 15)

As the above excerpts indicate, the students want&dow that they all belonged to
some group in Szeged, and that they were closts tmémbers. To achieve this particular
goal, they organized meetings where they couldilj®ngage in activities. Their meetings
were successful: through participation in dinngrasties and trips, they got closer to each
other, and developed a sense of belonging. As affillnoted, after a certain period of time,
they began to feel like “a real large family”. Thudents did not have to know each other
well to have this kind of relationship. “Family relats¥ndeveloped even among those who
participated in the community’s shared activitiestlimited extent only.

“Friendships”, the second type of relationshipsremeot a substitute, but an extra to
the “family relations”. While “family relations” amnected all the members of the big Erasmus
community; friendships simultaneously connectedaterstudents onlylike anextralayer of
ties If “family relations” meant feeling close to allglpeople of the community, friendships

meant feeling even closer to some. The followingtguy Jerard helps clarify the notion:

Excerpt 4.20

| uh just find really nice people and interestirepple and | think that's more than that here.
It's just really strong friendship with some peapiaterview, December 30)

“Friendships”, unlike “family relations”, developebetween people who, through
mutual engagement in shared activities, got to keash other well. In the beginning, most
of the participants split into small groups wittose whom they shared an apartment with, or
with whom they shared an L1 with. Most studentsdf@e got to know their flat-mates
and/or the other L1 speakers of the same languaste dnd it is them with whom they
entered “friendships”. To demonstrate this, | pdeviwo quotes. Excerpt 4.21 was made by
Maria, Excerpt 4.22 by Lucia:
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Excerpt 4.21

Well, I think [who makes friends with whom] depead who lives with whom and on the
nationality mostly. Because if you live with thgseople and not the others, not the other ones
then you get to know each other in the flat and gouhings together. So I think it's about the
flat and the nationality, let's say. (interview, Al

Excerpt 4.22

because we are a big group and it's also easieihta: join people from your country or
people you feel closer /? / to you. We havaleniittle groups, you know? (interview,
October 25)

This finding resonates to some extent with SmiZ81Q) findings. In the classroom
community of practice Smit (2010) examines, thelstus initially made friends with the L1
speakers of the same language, too, but in thee& tan-linguistic factors (such as sharing an
apartment) did not initially play a role. Furthen Smit's (2010: 122) case, L1-based
friendships led to the creation of L1-based “subcmmities”, with very little cross-tafk
across the different subgroups in the first few ther(Smit 2010: 125-126). By contrast, in
the Szeged Erasmus group, the small friendshippgrbad more permeable borders from the
start. That is, most members were keen to makefnemds and sought out for opportunities
to get to know people other than the L1 speaketBeofame language and/or their flatmates.

The students used the big social events where ofidke Erasmus “family” gathered
for building new friendships. They arrived for thig parties and trips in the company of their
friends, but once they were in the big group, tbeyld take steps to get to know people other
than the ones they came with. Once they had madefmends, they started meeting up in
pairs or in small groups. With “friends”, they map during the day as well. Thus, with
“friends” they could do things which they did nairmally do with the “family”. They went
to the library together, they went for coffee tdget and they did their shopping together.
William’s prompted e-mail below provides an examfide small group meetings between

“friends™:

Excerpt 4.23

end of January when the old erasmus students wavnt..i had some meetings with some
people i really call my friends..(prompted e-mbdarch 1)

%9 | am using the notion of cross-talk here to biirig line with Smit's (2010: 5) approach to treagithe
examined classroom community of practice as engagidiscursive practice only.
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Some students had more friends, the others lesaditarla noted, “everybody [had]
at least one person he [was] the closest to”. Heéi$€¢ made a major difference in Szeged. For
purposes of illustration | provide two quotes. IxcErpt 4.24 below, Micha explained that in
the company of his friends he shared some intimatenents, which in turn made mutual
engagement in parties and trips an even greatariexge. In Excerpt 4.25, Lydia clarified

that it is friends who made her stay in Szegedsalea

Excerpt 4.24

if there’s not such a big party, where there'res lof different people, but more of /it's/ small

party with people you, you are closer to, you kratter, than (.) uh, than there is a kind of (.)
like intimacy between us, so- because we know e#uér than we know what will happen so
(.) so maybe that’s could be called, or could banflnential factor on this party spirit, what's,

what makes a party special. (interview, January 28)

Excerpt 4.25

| made some very good friends, who make my stag kery pleasant, because | can talk
with them and spend time with them. (prompted ekrkaibruary 28)

Even if the students had “found [their] own littgroup”, as Lucia put it, they
maintained their “family ties” as well. That is, keep the community running (Wenger 1998:
74-75), they invested both in their “family relatgy and friendships until the very end of
their stay in Szeged. Firstly, they arranged jgsinany big group gatherings at the end of the
semester as at the beginning. Thus, the claimsthiegt “always meet” and that they are
“always together” proved true until the very endtiogir stay. Secondly, they gathered for
each other’'s birthday, made birthday cakes, brougipes for the parties, gave Christmas
presents, and when at the end of the term they wwdeave Hungary for good, they prepared
the little albums or booklets for each other, whinlbst members of the “family” signed.
Thirdly, when a student was to leave Hungary foodyahe other members of the “family”
walked to the station with them, and they waveddgbyge.

The students further built and maintained theiniilg relations” and friendships by
openly declaring their feelings towards one anothkrs involved them mentioning, time and
time again, how much they loved each other, and hmuweh they missed each other. They
typically voiced their love for each other whenythead returned from a trip (where they got
even closer to each other), or when towards theoétite semester, they began to realize that

the end of the “Erasmus-life”, as one of them putvias coming to its end. As regards the
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other type of claims, they typically noted thatythmissed each other while they were on a
short visit back in their home countries, or aftexy had left Hungary for good. In cases like
this, they used the virtual space of Facebook taticoe their community building. For
purposes of illustration, | first provide three Ehook posts of the “miss-you-all” type of

messages, and three of the “I-love-you-all” typenafssages:

Excerpt 4.26

Micha has arrived at home and is missing his Eradianmily (Facebook posting, February 3)
MISS uuuUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUU (Fak@osting, January 31)
miss U all fuckin much already (Facebook postimguary 31)

I LOVE YOU SOOOOO MUCH EVERY PEOPLE!I VIVA THE FIRTS

FIRST SEMESTER...I LOVE YOU!l THE BEST! NO COMPARONS...! (Facebook
posting, January 28)

CAN'T WAIT TO MEET THE OTHER ERASMUS HAPPY PEOPLEFOTHE

FIRST SEMESTER! | LOVE UuUuUUuUuU!! MISS UUUUUU!!! Facebook posting,

March 16)

The posts in Excerpts 4.26 clearly show that thelesits were overcome by a feeling of
nostalgia after their return home. As some of tremphasized, they missed not only their
friends, but the entire Szeged Erasmus group coeddéy “family relations”.

Finally, both “family” relations and the friendslsipvere designed with the goal of
building a community with a focus on self-confidend@hat is, both “family” relations and
friendships helped the students become more seffdeant members of their emerging
community, which came to be a key aspect of theniti@ they were building. First, in the
area of “family” relations the students learnt thathin the Erasmus “family” everyone was
“accepted”. This had major implications. One ig i students learnt that if there was to be
a party or a trip, all the members of the “familyére to be informed about it. The other was
that even if some students were not directly invi{fperhaps because they could not be
reached), they were all welcome to go, which imtoreant that any student could join any
party without imposing themselves on others. Thil lof learning was useful in the sense
that it prevented the students from feeling lonély.Karla explained in Excerpt 4.27 below,
throughout the whole year in Szeged, she was irséifie knowledge that there were people

she could go out with, which prevented her fromifgegonely:
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Excerpt 4.27

Well actually during the whole year, | figured dbere’s some people sometimes | can go
out in party with them. So sometimes it was regtipd because otherwise | would not have
somebody elseo | would have been alone sometimes. (interviesdy, 14)

In the above quote, Karla used the notion “somedintwice. This was not accidental.
As she explained in one of our casual conversatishe did not belong to the “Erasmus
Sharks”, or the “hard core party people”, as sherred to them. Rather, her original goal was
to make local student friends. Thus, when there avahance for her to spend time with
locals, she preferred their company to the Erasstudents’ company; however, when she
had no other company, she was happy to spend tithelve Erasmus students. She knew, as
much as the other students of the “family” knevgttthey did not have to join every single
party to be welcome. They could stay away from“thmily” for some time, and “re-join” it
later, without feeling out-of-place.

Concerning the question of how friendships helgesl students become more self-
confident members of their Erasmus “family”, thesaint that there were, at least, a few
people within the large “family” who “wanted” thesompany. The notion of “being wanted”
comes from William, who claimed that one night ardunidnight he received a phone call
from Franco, in which he was asked, “Hey mate, elae you? want totalk to you”. From
this phone call William concluded that there waeast one student in the big “family” who
counted on him, and took him into consideration nvbeing with the “family”. As Excerpt

4.28 below demonstrates, this recognition meaat tlhim:

Excerpt 4.28

He rang me. Hey mate, where are you? | want tottajlou, you know. | was like wow such
uh so good, yeah it was so good feeling. Reallyenag day that day. It was like late in
evening, at twelve o’clock or something. It was, smnazing feeling. So (.) yeah. (interview,
November 8)

Once the individual students felt more self-coafitj they took careful steps to “give
back” to their friends by making them realize thhey, too, counted on them. As an
illustration, a few days after Franco had invitedldm to a pub, William asked Franco if he
wanted to play basketball with him. The knowledgat there was someone relying on them,
and that they had someone to rely on, clearly nilaglstudents more self-confident members

of the emerging Erasmus “family”.
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What is particularly interesting about the abawelings is that the participants needed
both family relations and the friendships for thgeneral well-being in Szeged. In other
words, the students gained self-confidence fromfalethat they had friends in Szeged, but
also, and equally importantly, from the fact thiaéyt belonged to a “family”, which they
could join any time they needed company. In cohtiasthe case of Smit (2010: 124), the
participants relied on (L1-based) friendships (anad on a sense of belonging to a wider
group) to deal with loneliness and homesickness.

4.3 The shared repertoire of resources
In their pursuit of a shared enterprise, the mesdra community of practice

develop practices, that is, local ways of dealinthwhe enterprise (Wenger 1998: 83-84).
The local ways in which the members work towards filifillment of a shared goal may
involve shared ways of doing things, routines, worshared stories, inside jokes, actions,
gestures, local lore, and knowing laughter (p. 1Z8gy are created out of the resources the
individual members bring to the community throughavation and adaptation (p. 83, 125).
That is, the members rely on their inventive resesy but at the same time they also look to
each other’'s resources, and by adapting their videbefs and attitudes to those of the
others, they co-create a shared repertoire, wisdhoth a constraint and a resource. It is a
constraint in the sense that it has a recognizaitery, but is a resource in the sense that it
can be creatively used in the production of new mmggs. Thus, within a community of
practice, activities, views, beliefs and attitudes measured in terms of their appropriateness
to the enterprise (Ehrenreich 2009: 139), rathantto some external criterion. Although
there are clear implications for English as a ledtanca (ELF) concerning this, in this
section the focus remains on those elements ofcindy negotiated repertoire which are

related to but not directly connected with language.

4.3.1 The “schema” or “frame” for partying and trav eling
Through mutual engagement in parties and travlks, participants accumulated a

wide repertoire of resources. As they met up fatyrag almost every evening, the shared
resource related to partying developed very quickhe “schema or frame” for partying, as
one of the participants put it, involved a “warm-up a flat or at a pub, a main party in a
disco club or some bar, and an “after-party” in ofh¢he flats again. The “warm-up” parties

could be small or large. If they were small, thedsints generally cooked as well and they
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dined together. They usually prepared a cheap disist likely pasta with some vegetables,
and drank beer or wine. If, however, they were akena big warm-up party, the hosts rarely
cooked (except for crepes), and the snacks andrithies were both on the guests.

Many of the shared ways of doing things at the wamparties aimed at maintaining
a good mood. In fact, the majority of the sociahgbices the students accumulated into a
resource served the purpose of having fun, whiakr tiivne came to be seen as part of the
jointly shared enterprise. The students generatythree strategies for ensuring a good mood
and fun. The drinking of alcoholic drinks can bersas the first related practice. They had
many drinks at each of their parties, and usuadtydyunk very quickly. Many of them noted
that, in their home countries, they did not drirkk much alcohol as in Hungary, but in
Hungary, like they said, drinking was their “migsio In one flat, one of the students
collected the bottles they had emptied, and, whéeheaend of the semester, they looked back
on them, they were filled with “pride”, as theirdédook posts revealed.

The second consistent practice for ensuring gooddmneas the playing of games,
often drinking games. The students generally playea kinds of games at their warm-up
parties. One type of games involved sitting in r@lej and asking some very personal, and
likely very “naughty” questions. If they answerediwa “yes”, they were “allowed” to drink.
The second type of games involved card games, asi¢jungle speed”. The students played
this game with cards with some special symbolst.irAi the same moment, two students
turned one card each, and if the symbols in theds<matched, they had to touch the totem, a
piece of wood, in the middle, as fast as they codil who was faster, got rid of one of their
cards, and he who had no more cards, won the gimegame was different to the other one
in the respect that it did involve drinking but, Besard, a great fan of the game, explained, it
was very funny if they played it when they weresatty tipsy.

The third practice for having fun was engaging imaithey called “crazy things”. To
give but just a few examples, at one birthday pdhgy smashed the birthday cake in each
other’s faces, at another party they sprinkled edhlbr with water. Sometimes at the middle
of the party they went out onto the streets. Onantasion, they made themselves wet in the
fountain, on another occasion, they dressed upttiiges in the town.

Drinking, the playing of games and the “crazy’neéts were a key resource not only
at the warm-up parties, but also at the main parti¥hen shortly before midnight the
guestion where to continue partying came up, thdestts had a playful argument. They were
vehemently arguing in favor of one or the othervarsity club. If they could not reach a

decision that pleased everyone, the group split $mwaller groups and everyone went to the
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place of their preference. This negotiation worls\ea much part of the “schema” or “frame”
for partying as was the drinking or the dancing folowed in the clubs. It showed that the
students wanted to stay together in one big groughle main party as well, and they only
split when there seemed to be no other satisfyahgisn.

In the clubs, they were drinking, dancing, andifig. Some were only kissing and
flirting without any further intentions, others werbuilding romantic relationships.
Eventually, quite a few of them had establishedossr relationships, mostly with local
students. When the party was over, the studentereiteaded to the McDonald’s to have
something to eat before going home, or to one @fldhge flats for an “after-party”. At these
early morning parties, they shared the food thal had all the furniture that seemed suitable
for sleeping. Some ended up sleeping in bed withartwo other students, others in the sofa,
and yet others on the floor. Whether they sleghgir own flats or in some other student’s
flat, they usually slept in quite late.

The shared resource during European Club Evenimgdved a very similar set of
practices as the warm-up parties and the maingsarBuropean Clubs generally started at
around 9 p.m. So that they would not miss the fadl free drinks, most of the students were
on time. Once the majority of the Erasmus “familyas present, one of the organizing
students welcomed the guests and opened the bUHist.was what the students had waited
for. They quickly helped themselves to food anahkij and within less than half an hour, the
food was gone. In the next one or two hours, thedesits had some more drinks and, with
cans or plastic glasses in their hands, they wwemh fgroup to group, and thus chatted with
different people. Some of them also took the chaoakance.

The games were an integral part of the routineh which they organized their
European Club evenings. The games were always glay¢éeams, and those who did not
participate were cheering. The games began witlotganizers of the evening specifying the
number of volunteers they needed. As encouragernigy, only mentioned that the game
would entail drinking alcoholic drinks. The ideafcége drinks was attractive enough, and they
needed no further encouragement. The groups foxqueakly, the organizers explained the
rules, and the games started. Although each gaeyeplayed was to some degree different,
there were some recurring elements. These invdivedeams lining up in front of a table,
and the contesters, one by one, emptying the glassét. Sometimes there were some new
elements added which made the task a bit morecdiffand thus more exciting. For instance,
in one of the games they were not allowed to tahehglasses with their fingers; in another,

they had to fill their glasses first, and then gmiptand in yet another, they had to light a
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candle first, drink their drinks, and then blow ¢l candle. By the time the games finished,
most of them were drunk.

They looked for “crazy” elements in whatever théy. @he sometimes “crazy” games
were just the beginning, and what followed was domes even more foolish. Many of their
crazy activities followed from their re-using thaissets, that is, the props of the games. For
instance, one evening they used lipstick in thamgs. Once the games ended, they started
drawing lips and flowers on each other's face wthk lipsticks. Later it was not only
flowers, but “make-up” everywhere. The same was far the leftovers and the decorations.
As an example, one evening there remained manygasigrom the dinner, which they then
re-used for taking funny pictures. More “crazy” hthese, they continued drinking until early
morning, and then started it again in the evenighe European Club evenings the question
of whether to go to another club never came up.e&oray have left and checked what was
going on at other places, but then they returned,séayed until early morning.

However, partying was not the only form of mutwalgagement in the Szeged
Erasmus community, and the participants also deeeloa shared repertoire of resources
around the other main form of mutual engagemerait, iy traveling. As soon as they had
reached their destination, they headed to thewraotodation, which more often than not was
a hostel. They left their luggage there, and thetrosit for sightseeing immediately. As they
were a big group of 15-20 people, they had to acsodate many different interests. On the
first trip they were not fully successful in sayisig the different aims: despite their original
intention to stay together in one group, they sptib three smaller groups for most part of the
trip. However, on the rest of their trips, they fimoved” in this respect: for most part of the
trip, they stayed together as a group. In the exgifirst, they went out for a dinner, and
then, as Micha put it, they were “enjoying [thenlse in some bars and clubs”. After a long
day of sightseeing and a long night of partyingytiheturned to their accommodation. They
preferred sleeping together in one big room topsiee separately in smaller rooms. When
they returned to Szeged, they were overwhelmed rhgtiens. They talked about their
experiences a lot. They typically described theipst with notions such as “fabulous”,

“amazing” and “nice”. The following quote is an exple of that:

Excerpt 4.29

(Facebook posting, October 11)
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4.4 Discussion
A close examination of the social practices in evhithe Szeged Erasmus

students engaged has revealed that they built ameonty of practice in Szeged. That
is, they learnt new forms of participation (relatedpartying and traveling) and new
identities (concerning how to project central vexrsperipheral membership) while
abroad in Szeged. Their learning evolved over timgwo developmental stages, and
with very little institutional influence. The firslevelopmental stage coincided with
the first semester. In this phase of the communpitypractice, the only institutional
influence came from the few local ESN coordinatondjo maintained the role of
“experts”. Apart from them, the students were aléwcomers” to the group. That is, a
great part of the students’ learning in the fireim&ster was in response to other
novices’ forms of participation. Such learning sagp L2 socialization studies (e.qg.
Potts 2005), which emphasize that learning in a roomity of practice need not take
the form of experts guiding novices.

The second developmental stage coincided with sleeond semester. It
involved the continuation of the practice with batld and new members. By the time
the second developmental stage began, a littlethesss two thirds of the students from
the first semester had left Hungary for good. Thad® stayed for the second semester
as well were joined by a new group of students.nitchange in members there came
a change in the power relations, too. The “old”detats with a particular set of
practices now became “expert” members to whom twwaomers could, and to some
extent did, look for “right” forms of behavior. TBuin the second developmental stage
there was still “room” for the negotiation of pramds, but learning was mainly in the
form of experts guiding novices. Since, howeverg thexperts” were students
themselves, learning in the Szeged Erasmus commumiay be summarized as
students learning from students.

The building of the Szeged Erasmus community @&fcfice was motivated by
the primary aim of building a friendship and fambgsed local Erasmus network with
a focus on fun and self-confidence. This raisesdhestion why the participants did
not seek to join the local students’ networks, eatthan build a “family” of their own.
The analysis has shown that some of the membersahdider the possibility and the
chances of making Hungarian friends, and some ¢vek steps to make local friends.
Yet, not many of the participants took the troubdebuild, and even less participants

succeeded in making, local friends. The focus ef phesent study has not been on the
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students’ experiences outside of their Erasmus comiy of practice (but see
Kalocsai 2009). Nevertheless, it has shed lightaasrucial issue. That is, most of the
participants did not join the local students’ séan@tworks due to the their lack of
Hungarian, which they considered a major drawbackaining meaningful access to
the local students’ groups.

Further, the findings support Duff’'s (2006, 200¢pnclusions that some
exchange students may end up in a “third spacetheir country of residence. The
Szeged Erasmus students, like Duff's (2006, 2003@ytipipants at a Canadian
university, occupied a “third space” between théimme countries and the host
country. That is, during their study abroad theyevaot actively involved in any of
their home country or host country social networkst rather created a new space for
themselves. The Szeged Erasmus community of peagtas a happy and a safe place,
and in the majority of the cases, the studentsethikbout it in positive ternts.

The finding that the Szeged Erasmus community afcpce was a happy and
safe place needs some further elaboration. It waappy and a safe place because its
members had both the ability and the willingnesshape it to their own needs. That
is, they successfully built a community with a fecan fun and self-confidence, as
they desired. Firstly, to achieve the shared gdahaving fun, they accumulated a
range of practices (such as the drinking alcohdtiaks, the playing of games, and the
performing of “crazy” things), which they enjoyeddiconsidered funny. Secondly, to
fulfill their goal of becoming more self-confideniembers, they collectively built and
maintained friendly and family relationships, whibklped them avoid loneliness and
homesickness. The participants’ jointly negotiatedterprises were accomplished
through both linguistic and non-linguistic resowscas shown in Figure 4.1 below.

In this chapter, | have provided a critical evalmatof the Szeged Erasmus students’
group as a community of practice based on thegpaatits’ non-linguistic social practices. In
the following three chapters, the attention wilifsto the linguistic practices which became
part of the shared negotiable resources. More fepedty, | will now show how, through a
careful use of language, the participants sougheatize their shared goal of (1) building a

friendship and family based network with a focug@nfun and (3) self-confidence.

% While this should indeed leave us optimistic, thés a need for a reconsideration of the EU’s goals
with respect to the Erasmus Programme. Does thegaan Commissiomwant the exchange students
to occupy a “third space” between their home coiestrand the host country? Further, if the above
guestion is answered with a “No”, the next questiorask is, “What can the European Commission

in order to facilitate the exchange students’ asdesthe local students’ social networks?”
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Figure 4.1 An overview of the joint enterprises

BUILD AN ERASMUS "FAMILY" - HAVE FUN/ <

—» GAIN SELF-CONFIDENCE

MAKE HUMOR

SOCIAL PRACTICES

LINGUISTIC PRACTICES
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5 LINGUISTIC PRACTICES RELATED TO THE GOAL OF
BUILDING AN ERASMUS “FAMILY”

With the present empirical chapter, the attensibifts to the linguistic resources with
which the Szeged Erasmus students created thedslemerprise of building a local
community with a focus on fun and self-confidenkethis chapter, in particular, my focus
will be on that part of the shared linguistic res@ms which served the purpose of building a
friendship and family based social network. To tlead, | will look into the linguistic
practices which the participants used to accompliial activities at particular times,
namely, at evening parties and at weekends tripge [hguistic rituals for which the
participants typically drew from a shared resounmude swearing, teasing, greeting, leave
taking, addressing, congratulating, apologizingn#ting, “party conversations” and so called
“real conversations” outside the parties. Thus,the present chapter | will show what
particular form (or meaning) connection the studemad for the purpose of small, single-
word type routines as well as for large, conveosatype routines.

For a particular form to become part of the shanegotiable resource, it was
necessary that the participants repeat them. Haw#we kind of repetition evidenced in the
building of a shared negotiable resource is diffefeom the kind of repetition English as a
lingua franca (ELF) researchers have examined faus Here repetition concerns the
repetition of “old” utterances stored in the lomgrmh memory, whereas in current ELF
research, repetition concerns the repetition ofgher turn, which activates the short-term
memory. A further difference between the preseatyais and that of current ELF research is
that repetition is not only seen as a strategy ptorg mutual understanding and expressing
solidarity, approval and rapport, but also, and enarportantly, it is viewed as a practice in
the service of building a friendship and “familyaded social system. Thus, while the Szeged
Erasmus students did practice rapport, their “warigs not just a general human attempt to
be cooperative, as Grice's (1975) cooperation placwould imply, but something more
profound accomplished through mutual engagemestaned practices.

A large part of the ritual practices that were dndvom a shared resource involved an
act of code-switching. That is, when the membershef community were, for instance, to
greet each other or address each other, they wpeeted, often, to make a language choice

and switch codes. The type of code-switching tabalyzed here is different to the type of

105



code-switching current ELF researchers exarfiinelere code-switching does not mean
spontaneous code-switching which creates sometiemagon the spot, but rather “repetitive”

or ‘“ritualized” code-switching which recycles *“old’tode-switched utterances. The
participants of the present study used ritualizedeeswitching to create specific social
meanings. In line with current ELF research findindpey switched codes to promote mutual
understanding, as well as to accommodate to edarsdtnorms, thus showing solidarity,

approval and rapport. However, unlike in currentFEkesearch, their code-switching

simultaneously served a higher level goal. It washarily motivated by the desire to build a

friendship and “family” based social system.

Code-switching in the Szeged Erasmus community treaitching from English to a
variety of other languages. This being the casellitbe essential, firstly, to examine how the
use of English (used as a lingua franca) becameyaskared practice within the evolving
Szeged Erasmus community (see section 5.1); theill tnake claims about the practice of

code-switching for ritual activities (see sectio)5

5.1 English as a shared practice
The members of the Szeged Erasmus community camrerfrany different countries,

and had a variety of languages as their L1. Intamdias is often the case with ELF speakers,
they were mostly plurilingual speakers with twot Bometimes, three or more additionally
learnt languages (Lns) in their linguistic repedsi This huge variety of languages was
coupled with a variety of language related goatsn& students had the desire to “practice” or
“learn” English® other students wished they could use other Lnsthigir linguistic
repertoires. From another perspective, some weterrdmed not to use their L1 while in
Hungary, whereas others “did not mind” which lamge@) they used. With so many
languages and different language related goals@mable, it is not surprising that the choice
of language was subject to much negotiation whishared practice for when to use which
language developed.

Over time, English (used as a lingua franca) emeegea key shared practice within
the Szeged Erasmus “family” or, as one studenttpiitcame to be seen as the “first language
in Hungary”. As a shared practice, the use of Ehglvas in the interest of the group: it

®1 See section 2.3.5.

®2\When presenting data, here, as well as in theesulest data chapters, | use the notion of “Engliak’it is
this notion with which the students described tlaiguage use in the Szeged Erasmus “family” (artteir
wider context in Szeged). Since, however, for thst ajority of participants English was an Ln, dla¢a has to
be (and will be) interpreted as English (used) ksgaa franca.
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created and maintained the shared enterprise. Theisstudents who sought membership in
the group were expected to use English in all giwige communications. However, in small
friendship groups, the students could and did usange of other languages depending on
which languages suited their individual purposestmio the following sections, firstly, I will
examine how English (used as a lingua franca) eedeag the “accepted” or “right” practice
at the level of the group; secondly, | will showhsome students breached the norm, and
how the norm-followers attempted to socialize th@emmviolators into the appropriate
linguistic practice; and finally, | will point owvhat individual arrangements the students had

for their small group interactions.

5.1.1 English as the “first language in Hungary” — Arrangements for the

group
English as a shared practice concerns arrangerf@ntnd serves the interest of, the

entire group or “family”. In some cases the studemidividual interests overlapped with the
group interest. Problems emerged not when the ligeed, but rather when some members of
the “family” did not immediately realize (or did hwant to realize) that at the level of the
group different norms or practices applied thasnmall friendship groups.

A widely shared view within the Szeged Erasmusroomity was that English was the
best linguistic resource for establishing the grag “family”. The participants came to this
conclusion based on the following line of argumdiriglish was not so much a choice, as a
need. The need emerged out of the fact that theyali speak each other's L1 or the local
Hungarian. Thus, to communicate with the groupytheeded a “common language”, in
which their linguistic repertoires overlapped. Tha “common language” became English,
rather than anything else, was the result of toetfaat “everybody was speaking English”, or
as another student put it, it was the language“ftiay] all shared”. English was “the only
way” they could talk to each other. It enabled thentalk to people with whom they would
not have been able to speak otherwise. Consequémdly were all very positive about the
role English played in their lives in Szeged. Incéppts 5.1 and 5.2, Jerard and Karla,
respectively, emphasized the idea of English emgrgut of need, and that it was the “only
way” they could talk to each other; in Excerpts &rl 5.4, Karla and Maria, respectively,

expressed the view that having a common languagée'nee”:
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Excerpt 5.1

It was really good because that was (.) almostotilg way we had to talk uh except with
French people but we couldn’t speak Hungarian)jogt had to speak English and it was, no,
it was very good because everybody was speakinfisBrignterview, December 30)

Excerpt 5.2

For me it's okay, | mean it's the only way is soimets you can communicate with them, so
(.) I need to talk them in English and (.) it's gkar me. (interview, October 16)

Excerpt 5.3

At least it's nicethat you have a common language that you cantglisto each other, it's
really nice. | mean if we all would have to speakHungarian, we wouldn't speak to each
other because it's not possible. (interview, May 22

Excerpt 5.4

Yeah, | think it's quite a nice feeling that uh p&ofrom different countries and they can
speak the same language. (interview, February 19)

The view that English was the best arrangement ther group had its own
implications, the most important of which was titahad tobe used when meeting in the
group. However, the situation in which the L1 smgakof the same language found
themselves was not without any problems. It is tilu& they were in a larger group of
Erasmus students who likely did not speak their it to talk to each other, they “[didn’t]
really need English”, as one of the students nowWwden the L1 speakers of the same
language opted for English, as the group norm iedplmany of them thought that they had to
“give more energy” or that they had to “make aroeff Further, they felt “a little stupid” and
found the whole situation “a bit strange” or “weéirds they claimed. Thus, when they entered
the group, they had to decide whether they (stiflhted to comply with the arrangements that
applied to the group or not.

Some L1 speakers did not always observe the group, and thus emerged as norm-
violators. This typically happened with those Lleakers who were relatively many within
the Szeged Erasmus group, or as Micha put it, Witrenmajority [was] for instance French”.
The French speakers were in a majority, and thegew to alternate between the use of
English and French within the same conversatiomat 1) when a group of French speakers
were sitting at a table with a group of non-Frespkaking students, they would use French
amongst each other and English with the other stgd&any students, including some of the
norm-violators, described this kind of practiceniegative terms. They considered it “a bit
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rude”, “impolite”, “lazy”, and “not nice”. When askl about the reasons, they explained that
by using their L1 in the “family”, they “excludedhe other students from their conversations,
“close doors” by not giving them the chance to “ersand what [they were] talking about”,
and made it more difficult for them “to come togathas a group. This last point is
particularly important as it suggests that by usingir L1, rather than the “all-inclusive”
English, the norm-violators risked the break-ughef Erasmus community. Or as Micha put
it, they risked the separation of the group intatwtould be considered “the French speaking
part and the rest”. In Excerpt 5.5, Jerard, a Hrespeaker, explained why he rejected the
practice of French students speaking French inctimepany of students who did not speak
French; in Excerpt 5.6, a German speaker calledkdlexplained why she avoided using
German with her German speaking flatmate in thegsree of their French speaking flatmate:

Excerpt 5.5

Uh 1 think it's good to speak French only when gbedy can understand. Because if you
start speaking French and there is one or two pegpst hear and they don’t understand
anything that's not so good. Not to be polite bthihk (.) yes, something like that. We can't
just speak French all together without, with exatgdsome people from the talks. (interview,
November 20)

Excerpt 5.6

And even if if Alyson is just sitting here in theoming, doing her bread, and she is not really
noticing anything is going around, we try to spé&aiglish and | think sometimes it's strange
Okay you could just speak in German because Alysaybe is not listening and but
sometimes then | think (.) it's like uh uh (..) dika_wall that you build up. (interview,
December 9)

As Excerpts 5.5 and 5.6 illustrate, both JerardMeike were concerned with the idea
that languages were either excluding or includieggte. They considered the use of L1
inappropriate whenever there was the fear thataduldy exclude some members of the
community from the conversation.

Students who shared Jerard’'s and Meike’s views #ept use of L1 in group-wide
communications to the minimum. That is, they rarslyitched to their L1 with the L1
speakers of the same language, but if they didr, toele-switched utterance was brief, and
they soon switched back to English. Then they ofigologized or summarized what they had
talked about in their L1. Besides that, as the lpdak interviews revealed, they were fully
aware of their “good practice”. The example conresnf Lena, an L1 speaker of German,
who made the following remark, “I think we [Germapeakers] are very good in speaking

English because you know [...] we don’t switch oweotr language”. Then, she pointed out
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that they only switched to their L1 when “it wasettmething important [...] interesting for
the whole table”.

To give credit to her claim, | went back to thenseripts and the recorded material to
identify the instances of code-switching among tlespeakers of German. | found that
during the two-hour recording, she and the other b speakers of German switched to
German only a couple of times, and that their dvaiscwere indeed about unimportant things.
An example would be when Lena remarked to one efdther German speakers that she
wanted to “steal” her lighter. Another example isemn they switched briefly, and then burst
out laughing. After the laughter, Lena waited utti# non-German speakers came to a turn-
taking point, and offered a summary in English. Tifermation she offered in English was
not important (see Excerpt 5.7), but there was Hgerg which she thought needed some

explanation.

Excerpt 5.7

| said to her she could regret that we have noovidemera to watch her eating
because sometimes she does crazy things with theengaaturally occurring
conversation, October 15)

5.1.2 “Stop! English!” — Socializing practices
To ensure that language use would not break updhenunity, some members took

steps to socialize the norm-violators into the appate linguistic practice. In Duff's (2007:
316) terms, some students took up the role of Bpicig “agents”, and thus attempted to deal
with the norm-violators. To this end, they “taugktich other ways of thinking, believing and
acting. Typically, the students socialized eacheothy using one of the following three
expressions: “Switch over!”, “Stop! English!” or ff8ak English!” When a speaker had
switched to their L1 when English would have beemwarappropriate, they instructed them to
use English. In the majority of the cases the $iagig practice was initiated by the speaker
who felt excluded from the conversation, and in lsmménority cases by the norm-violators
themselves. For instance, in the middle of a Fresmhversation, Jerard, a French speaker
himself, was often heard reminding his French simegieers of the need to “speak English”.
Some students experimented with other socializimagtices. Micha, for instance, did
not explicitly instruct the other students to spé&alglish, but instead, like he said, he made a
special attempt not to use his L1 German unleswd® “in a flat where like only German

speaking people [were]”. Furthermore, when he veke@d why he did not speak in German,
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which did happen from time to time, he answered higadid not want to “exclude anybody
from conversations”. He felt his practice, or “abias he called it, was successful: he
managed to “convince”, at least, some of the stisdaround him of the need to use English
in group-wide interactions.

Lena also experimented with new socializing pragtidnitially, she, too, applied the
shared socializing practices described above, ithtthve French speakers, she found them to
be of little help. As she explained in an interviemhen she asked the French speakers to
“switch over”, they “made it [for] five minutes [buthen every- everybody [was] speaking
French again”. This recurred several times, andfaleather upset about it. Eventually, she
came up with two solutions. One was to “teach” ti{&mat is, teach them a lesson) by putting
them into the same situation as they had put herafirthe other students who did not speak
French. When she was on a trip, she suddenly dettidignore the French speaker present in
the room, and she started talking in her L1 Gertoatme German speakers. Her aim was to
demonstrate to the French speaker what it feltbdiag neglected. She definitely reached her
goal as the French speaking student opened a disnusn the question of the appropriate
language choice, and they exchanged views. Fromntieaent on, this particular French
speaker changed his linguistic practices fundantiignitdicha, who was also involved in this

episode, reflected on this change as follows:

Excerpt 5.8

then, Xaviere (.) started (.) really (.) to speal&Einglish. A lot more, than before. He really
made an effort to, to speak in English, almosttadl time. (.) So, he really changed, and (.)
this was not bad, this was | appreciated it. [...]Jdeeided and (..) he stuck to it. (interview,
January 28)

The other socializing practice Lena adopted tiethvane of the card games the
students played on their trips. The game offerg¢s” for the students to invent rules, and
make the other students perform them. When Lenahedhance to enforce a new rule, she
formulated the following rule, “You are not allowén speak another language than English.”
All those who disobeyed the rule then had to driskkhough this socializing practice was
introduced in the context of a drinking game, itrkeml out very well on the rest of the trip.
As one of the students reported, the French spedkeally made an effort” to speak more
English and less French. However, as soon as tbeyned to Szeged, where they were
“reunited” with the rest of the French speakers, same problem Lena had tried to solve re-

emerged.
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One last socializing practice involved the uséaofjuage forms, which, while drawn
from a shared negotiable resource, helped the stsidecomplish everyday important ta8ks.
More specifically, the last socializing practicevatved the use of the Hungarian foigen
“yes”, and its variations in other languages, whigtre part of a shared negotiable resource
and were primarily used to express agreement. Hery@&hen used as a socializing practice,
they came in rapid-fire type of repetition, and tieice of language was adjusted to the
norm-violators’ L1. For instance, if the French akers shifted to their L1 French, those who
did not understand them started sayiggnigenigen‘yesyesyes” olouiouioui “yesyesyes”.
Likewise, if the Spanish speakers violated the nam shifted to their L1 Spanish, the other
students started sayirsigisi “yesyesyes”; or if it was the German speakers iMeached the
norm, the students present sg@fhja “yesyesyes”. In most of the cases, one studeniedta
the rapid-fire yeah’s, and one or two other stusigmined in. As William explained, their goal
was to “remind” the L1 speakers that they weredah&wo, and that their switching back to
English was highly desirable. Even if some minldsr the L1 speakers returned to their L1,
when they heard a group of people chanting “yess&sin their L1, they usually became

silent for a while, and everybody started laughing.

5.1.3 “[D]Jon’t you mind when we talk in French?” — Individual
arrangements

Individuals who met frequently on a one-to-one ®asiin small friendship groups in
the day-time (rather than in the evening with thegé group) often negotiated their own
norms of speaking. That is, they made arrangenientieir individual purposes, which may
or may not have matched the group norm. As a reduthese arrangements, individuals
ended up using a variety of languages for a vanéfurposes in a variety of contexts. Thus,
the Szeged Erasmus community was an “English plusther than an “English-only”
community, with English being used for group-wiaderenunications, and the other languages
being reserved for small friendship group intex@cii

The small friendship groups had three major kindaraangements: firstly, the use of
English, which was an Ln for the vast majority bé tstudents; secondly, the use of L1 with
the L1 speakers of the same language; and finié/use of an Ln with the L1 speakers of
the language (or, from another perspective, the afsel with the Ln speakers of the

language). Firstly, in their small friendship grsughe students opted for the use of English if

53 See section 5.2.5 below.
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their linguistic repertoires matched in no othemgaage than English, or if they came to
Hungary with the direct goal of improving their Hisg. Excerpt 5.9 presents evidence for the
latter case. Marianne, an L1 speaker of Frenchallyiused her Ln Spanish with her Spanish
flatmates. However, later they changed the linguiptactice of their friendship group to

English as the Spanish speakers were particulaokyvated to use their English, rather than

their L1, in Hungary:

Excerpt 5.9

Knowing that she speaks Spanish and Portuguesk Hea [Marianne] what language she was
using with her Spanish flatmates. She says in #ggnbing they were speaking in Spanish but
then they agreed on using English for they areunddry to use English. (fieldnotes, January
12)

Secondly, the use of L1 with L1 speakers of theesdamguage was an option for
those who formed a relatively large group withie tamerging Szeged Erasmus “family”,
such as the French, the Spanish and the Italiatests. When amongst each other, the L1
speakers used their L1 with each other most nd&yufikle they said, and the question of using
an Ln did not even come up. This view comes cletimgugh from the following quote made
by Micha, an L1 speaker of German, who noted thatburse we are speaking German if we
are all on our own”.

Finally, the use of an Ln with the L1 speakers ludttlanguage was documented
among those who came to Szeged with the desireatdige their Ln with the native speakers
(NSs) of the languages. To give but a few examplieguel, an L1 speaker of Spanish noted
that he “trifed] to practice Italian or French alg8 Karla, an L1 speaker of German that she
wanted to “refresh” her French, and Micha, anothkerspeaker of German, that he would
“rather like to learn French than English” while $zeged’ These and other students with
similar motivations established, on an individuakis, the language that they were to use
with the L1 speakers of the language. They opeisigudsed the language of their preference,
often by asking a “don’t-you-mind-if-we-speak” typé question. In Excerpt 5.10, Micha, an
L1 speaker of German reported on how he and thtespkeakers of French usuatiggotiated
their language choice; in Excerpt 5.11, Karla, haotL1 speaker of German explained how
she and an L1 speaker of French decided to speeak BEmglish, rather than French, with one

another:

% For more on the students’ initial goals, see secfi.1.1.
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Excerpt 5.10(Micha, Researcher)

M: [...] And also uh, the others French people, theyeral times ask me do you prefer talking
English or don't you mind when we talk in FrenchecBuse | don't mind because |, | can
understand.

R: So what do you usually say them?

M: Mhm, | usually say them, | prefer them talking fFrench. Because | rather like to learn
French @than English@. (M laughs)). (interviewyslimber 20)

Excerpt 5.11

then she started to speak in English with me, aweag nice because she said that Oh she
should do it more often and if | don’t mind to skesith her in English, and | said No, of
course we can talk in English if you would likesfgeak English. (interview, November 20)

As the excerpts show, language choice was ofteopanly debated and negotiated question
between students who frequently met individualher than in the big group only. While in
the majority of the cases, they managed to “agree”’a language that suited all the
participants involved, it was not always the cdsemy fieldnotes, | recorded one episode
which struck me as strange. At a party, | overhéanal flatmates talking with each other in
different languages: Sabina, an L1 speaker of R@nawas speaking in her Ln French;
Jerard, an L1 speaker of French, in English. Lafeund out that this was something of a

power play between two individuals with conflictidgsires. In my fieldnotes, | wrote thus:

Excerpt 5.12

| ask Sabina if she normally uses French with ttesmé&h and Belgian people here. She says no
as they have told her that they don’t want to sg&akch but English. (fieldnotes, September
18)

Sabina, therefore, would have liked to practice lberFrench with the French speakers but
she did not manage to fulfill her desire as then€inespeakers had told her that they would
rather use their English with h&During the months that followed, I only heard $&band
Jerard speak in English, meaning Sabina, with &edés practice her French, “gave in” to
Jerard, who was highly motivated to practice higlish. The fact that in this case French
“gave in” to English is not surprising given thatthe wider context, that is, in the group-wide

communications, English was required as a key shanactice.

% This seems to contradict the claim | have madbeeanamely, that the French group were the biggesm
violators of English. However, the French speakezse only reluctant to use English when they wak®lved
in a mixed group of different L1 speakers and tiveye interacting with other L1 speakers of Frenehen they
were involved in an interaction with L1 speakerstifer languages, they readily used English.
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In conclusion, the Szeged Erasmus students négpbtianglish as shared practice
dynamically. While there developed the practice using English in all group-wide
communications, there developed shared practiaegeidorming ritual activities in English,

as well as in a range of other languages.

5.2 The shared negotiable resources
Using the students’ terminology, in this sectionwill move from the level of

“common language” to the level of “common sayingBhat is, in the following sections, |

will examine the shared negotiable resources tieHnglish as a shared practice. By shared
negotiable resources | mean a set of forms that¢ weed to accomplish everyday important
tasks (or routine activities), such as greetingvéetaking, teasing, swearing, addressing,
apologizing, thanking, “party conversations” and cadled “real conversations” outside of

parties. The analysis will show how these resouvom® a set of nested levels of specificity
in terms of the language (from single words to @eation type), and the extent to which

they relied on the students’ ability to switch cede

5.2.1 Greeting
The ritual practice of greeting others involvedettnmajor kinds of practices: English

practices, Hungarian practices, and practicesramge of other languageBhat is, when the
students were to greet each other, they could eh&oglish, Hungarian, or other language
forms as all of these were part of the shared regjetresource.

Firstly, when the students chose to greet eachratlth an English utterance, they
almost always said, “Hi! How are you?” and receitbd following answer, “Fine, thank
you.” That this form became part of the shared tiagke resources is surprising for at least
two reasons. On the one hand, it required moraileguand socialization than the other ritual
practices for greeting; on the other hand, moddesits did not like this particular form (and
meaning connection) at all. Starting with learnifgy, many of the students this form of
greeting was totally new. As Excerpt 5.13 belowvehioFranco did not understand what the
point in asking “How are you?” was when they cowllieady anticipate the answer.
Therefore, he had to learn that in order to exphéssnembership in the emerging Szeged

Erasmus “family”, he had to answer some “strangef by all means useless questions:
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Excerpt 5.13

between Erasmus students they ask very much howoarevhen we meet. It's quite strange
for me because maybe we have met just one dayragemalays before or () and so. @I am
the same@ ((laughing voice)) and if | don’t havituaor cold, | am okay, why do you ask me
how | am? It's quite strange for me yes, and evedyty.) has it. (interview, March 19)

For some other students the greeting itself wasneat but the way in which it was
approached. For instance, some German speakerd thate in their home Germany, they
only raise this question if there is a real intele=hind the question, and when they expect a
true answer. By contrast, in the Szeged Erasmusmconity, they were struck by the
recognition that “nobody cares” how they are. Tisathe other students “don’t want to hear it
if [they] are good or fine or bad or whatever”, atitey only raise the question “for
politeness”. Therefore, these German speakers, esibers of the Szeged Erasmus
community, had to learn that in response to theeting, they either said “Fine”, or nothing.
Excerpt 5.14 below is a summary of how Lena changedroutine practice for greeting

others:

Excerpt 5.14

But uh much people don’'t want to have an answere,hs. They say hey, how are you
((gives two kisses)) and then, at the first tinstakrted to explain yeah I'm uh good but many
work blabla but they don't listen really so (.) amolw I, | don’t say something so when they
say hi and how are you and | only give the kissidaak (interview, December 15)

The above excerpt begs the question who thesendfidecializing agents were. As a
participant observer, | drew the conclusion (whiater two of my participants confirmed)
that this practice was seen as locally construbtethe L1 speakers of French and Spanish
(rather than adopted from American English). Sinwewever, the French speakers were
greater in number and were more central membensthi@Spanish, it was mainly the French
speakers who were seen as socializing the otherghe “right” ritual practice of greeting.
When the French speakers arrived at a party, thested everyone with “Hi! How are you?”
gave two kisses, and then they either stayed fehat small talk, or not waiting for an
answer, stepped to the next student. It was stinedyelement that they did not wait for an
answer which made the German speakers say thatutlents using the ritual practice “Hi!
How are you?” “don't listen” and “don’t car@®

Besides that, the majority of students talked alibathow-are-you type of English
practice in negative terms. Some voiced the vieat thwas “strange” to them, others that

% Of course, this did not apply to the “more darlfrignds”, about whom they “really” cared. See ecd.2.2.
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they “did not like” it, and yet others that theyated” it. Some disliked it simply because they
felt it served as a lead-in to “party conversatipnghich was another largely unpopular
routine practice (see section 5.2.6). This raikesquestion why, despite their strong dislike
of the practice, the participants still adoptedstpart of the shared negotiable resources. The
students were all very straightforward about thenaer: they adopted the “new habit” in order

to align with the group norms. This view comes diethrough in Excerpt 5.15 by Meike:

Excerpt 5.15

I I 1 don't like this really (..) but but | say ecause everybody says it (interview, December
9)

Secondly, moving on to the Hungarian routine pcastj the English practice had its
equivalent, namel$zia, hogy vagy™Hi! How are you?” To this ritualized practice tlo¢gher
students would typically respond withlol, kodszi or JOl, kdszondm“Fine, thanks”.
Interestingly, while this was the translation e@l@nt of the English ritual practice, in
Hungarian it was not used as a greeting, but asa’question, which explains why the
students liked it despite their strong dislike loé EEnglish greeting. The Hungarian practices
for saying hello and good-bye further involved say$zig SziasztokSzevaszHi” without a
“how-are-you”, J6 napot“Good afternoon” andViszlat “Good-bye”. These practices were
frequent, not only in speaking, but also in writwhen posting a message on Facebook, or
sending a circular e-mail. The Hungarian practicegreeting and leave taking had a special
status in the students’ shared resources. They uss@ widely for there was the assumption
that everyone within the emerging community undedtthem.Szia, for instance, was
acquired by the majority of the emerging group &edame part of the shared negotiable
resources as early as the second week of the coitynformation.

Thirdly, when the students were to say hello anddgbye to each other, they did not
only switch to Hungarian, but also to the othemglaeges in their linguistic repertoires. They
could often be heard greeting each other in Spahatan, or French, as the majority of them
had one of these languages as their L1, or in tikture of some languages as@mo Barat
“Hi Mate”, or Ciao Mon Ami“Hi My Friend”. An example of that is when at arpaDenis
drew on the shared resource to greet three studalhtsf them L1 speakers of different
languages) in three different languages. The ndrvey fadopted was to greet each other in

each other’s L1, at least, from time to time, amehtcontinue the interaction in English. Thus,
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their practice of code-switching was meant as d-leaor as Franco put it, it was an attempt
“Just to introduce yourself, just to start [the]ra@rsation”.

In line with Polzl (2003), the participants hadeadency to switch into an Ln routine
practice regardless of whether they were fully cetept speakers in the target language,
learners of the target language, or had just takemhe co-participant’s L1 as their target
language. In the latter case, that is, when thdesiis did not have any prior knowledge of
their co-participant’s L1, they often elicited tteeget language form from the L1 speakers of
the language. This involved learning and the exipansf their linguistic repertoires, as
shown in the following quote from a prompted e-mhilit, the author, Maria, wrote that she
had learnt “some basic words in the languages ®fBrasmus people (e.g. hello, cheers,
goodbye)”.

Thus, the Szeged Erasmus students were each sogwializing agents, a finding
which aligns with Potts’ (2005) claims for studerdscializing students. When at the
beginning of the second semester a new group dests arrived, those who stayed for the
second semester played an important role in seiiglthe newcomers into the “right” ways
of greeting. An example is when William repeategdigeted the new students he met on the
street by using one of the Hungarian routineshinkieginning, they ignored him, and it took
him some time to realize why: they did not underdthis Hungarian form. Yet, he did not
stop usingSziaandSziasztokvith them; rather, what he did was greet them lotHungarian
and in English. This did not last long as the néwdents adopted the Hungarian routines for
greeting fast, and they started say8mjaback.

Finally, given the relative distribution of Engfi versus other language greetings, one
cannot but wonder how the students knew which m&atd do in what setting. Some students
had a routine practice for greeting a particuladsnt with a particular form; other students
chose the form on the spur of the moment. Howeagidpong as they drew from the shared
repertoire of negotiable resources, they made ghttichoice. That is, they used an
appropriate form, regardless of the choice of laggu In the following quote, Jerard reports

on a Turkish speaker’s practice of greeting hirhisi\L1 French:

Excerpt 5.16

I’'m sure that every time, | will meet Hasad, helwpeak to me just one or two sentence in
French or (.) that's a kind of routine (interviegcember 30)
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As is evident from Excerpts 5.16, the studentsndidonly acquire new Ln practices, but they
also developed the ability to use their Ln practiappropriately. That is, they acquired how
to communicate in a specific context in a speddimguage “well”. In the sense of Hall et al.
(2006), this serves as evidence for the particgamhiaving further developed their

multicompetence as members of the emerging Szegends community.

5.2.2 Teasing
In the emerging Szeged Erasmus “family”, teasirasg wnother important daily task

and a highly ritualized activity. In fact, it wasrigualized form of humor, through which the
participants playfully made fun of each other. YRldly” is a key notion here. As Maria
emphasized at an interview, teasing was “all [apmking andnot to be rude”, meaning “it
[was] not hostile” at all. The shared negotiableoteces built around teasing were one of the
four main types of negotiable resources accompigshitual tasks and creating humorous
effects®’ The shared humorous practices (that is, practiGswere meant to be amusing for
the co-participants) further refined the joint joenterprise. That is, they created the shared
goal of building a friendship and family based lagetwork with a focus on humé¥.

A great part of the shared negotiable resourcésdround teasing was on the topic of
parties. When the students did not know who woutd up at a certain party, or even more
so, when they did not expect many people to attbedparty, it was appropriate to refer
(through a ritualized practice) to two “Erasmus 188§ who were known to attend all the
parties. The shared practices took the followingnfo*Chloe is going” and “Marcel will be
there”. Another shared practice typically occurrgaen the students did not have a place to
throw a party. In cases like that, they would say dsk) “Party in Marcel's flat”. Marcel
became the target of this shared practice dueetdattt that he was the shortest and thinnest
of all the Szeged Erasmus students, but he waisigethie largest apartment of all the students
in Szeged, which the students found funny. The daungorous practice came up in a circular

e-mail as well, as shown in Excerpt 5.17 below:

" The other three negotiable resources with humoetfests meant to accomplish addressing, sweaaind,
small rituals such as thanking, apologizing, anaigeatulating. See sections 5.2.3, 5.2.4 and 5.&&Wb

% |n the Szeged Erasmus community, humor played/an more important role than what the shared nabieti
resources built around ritual activities might isngFor the remaining shared practices creatingettterprise on
humor, see Chapter 6.
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Excerpt 5.17

hey Chloe,

where is the the party tonight!!???

What time?

Marcel's Flat??

Szia, Jerard. (circular e-mail, November 22)

A third shared practice drawn from a shared resowentered around the topic of
sausages. For one of the European Club Evenings peepared a huge pot of sausages.
Normally, all the food disappeared very fast, Ing sausages did not. Towards the end of the
evening, when it was evident that no-one was edtiegsausages, they started playing with
them and took many humorous pictures of them. Taethe end of the party, Lena collected
the sausages and the following day she brought tbaimeir house party. When the students
saw the sausages, they started screaming, ando#itesaid, “Oh no, you've brought the
sausages!” A few minutes later Lena and the hosit weund with the huge pot, asking the
guests to help themselves to some sausages. Fabmight on, there was much talk about the
sausages, and there emerged several ritualizeds fllom which the students could draw
from. The most widely recurring form, addressed_¢ma, was “Where are the sausag&s?”
In response to this ritualized question, Lena prd¢e being annoyed, a practice by which she
showed that she was a partner in creating the dghanéerprise. At one interview, she
laughingly remarked, “the most times somebodylldrtg about sausages when | am around”.

The next example built on the topic of chicken. t®air trip to Prague, Marianne, who
had the guide book, told to her travel companidrad, tat a certain hour, the golden chicken
on top of a tower would move. The students waitedabout half an hour for the chicken to
move, but they did not. As Mike explained at arimtew, following this incident, they began
to tease Marianne with the question, “Why didn'¢ tthicken move?” Marianne pretended
being furious. She squawked, and thus said, “Fgckimcken! Next time the, the, the chicken
will move for sure”. Sometimes she even added, il talk to the chicken in person. It will
move next time”. Marianne’s anger (as much as L®naas strategic. As she explained, by
displaying anger, she (only) wished to demonstifzie she was a partner in building humor.
Later the students realized that it was enoughhtow in the key words (i.e. “Chicken,
chicken!”) only, and they would reach the desirédat.

The shared negotiable resources with which thg&k&rasmus students teased each

other involved many similar expressions as the gmesented above. Further examples are

% Right because of the sausages, Lena was the tfrgeme other humorous ritual practices. Seeaeéti2.3.

120



“Ah, I love it!", which was drawn from a TV showijt‘can be dangerous”, which was picked
up from one student who claimed that eating icestrafter swimming was dangerous; and
“yekyekyek”, which originally came from the Spanistudents who had difficulty with

pronouncing the name “Jack”. All these examplesesas evidence for the students’ desire to

create a community with a focus on fun.

5.2.3 Addressing
In the Szeged Erasmus “family”, addressing washaraitual practice. That is, there

developed a negotiable resource of shared praaticeshich the members of the “family”
could draw when they were to address other studé@niarge part of the negotiable resource
emerged and was maintained through code-switcings, there existed ritualized practices
in English, Hungarian, French, German and Sparahof which the students considered
funny, irrespective of the language. Thus, whenstihdents drew form their shared resource
to perform the task of addressing others, theyasgad their desire for creating a friendship
and family support system with a strong emphasiswonor.

The English address forms, in particular, involggdup names as well as individual
names. When addressing the entire Erasmus “fantity, participants used forms such as

“babies”, “Erasmus guys”, “my friends” and “crazgqgple”. Out of these four, “crazy people”

was used most widely and, as Excerpt 5.18 belowshib had many variations:

Excerpt 5.18

Hello crazy Erasmus people!!! (circular e-mail, &epber 4)

Hi crazy partying people (circular e-mail, Octobgr

you crazy bunch! :-) (Facebook posting, February 1)

The shared practices for addressing the group marely used in writing. In speaking, they
typically occurred at the European Club Eveningsene the students gave welcome speeches
and made announcements for the entire “family”.idBes that, they were particularly useful
when the participants of the European Club Evenimgse about to play a game, and needed
volunteers; or when they wanted all the peopleni@ photo.

The English practices used for addressing indalidgtudents, on the other hand,
involved forms such as the “Queen of Sausages”,sbidnd”, “Wife”, and “Second
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Husband”. Lena (who was repeatedly teased with doestion of “Where are the
sausages? was often addressed as the “Queen of Sausages’priltice was initiated by
Marianne, and was picked up by the other studenssrelatively short time. Lena responded
to the shared practice by displaying anger and »pressing her objection to the name.
However, at the retrospective interview, she mddarahat she did not mind the practice.
Quite the contrary; she considered it funny. Bytgmding being angry, she only meant to
show that she was a partner in creating a humaefiest.

The shared practices building on the forms “HusgbarfWife”, and “Second
Husband” were used by a small group of friends. &wening, when they went out for a
drink, they started talking about their plans t¢ gerried. At some stage, Hasad jokingly
asked Lucia whether she would like to marry him.lddng on Hasad’s humor, Lucia
answered with a “yes”. It was not long before Haaad Lucia developed the shared practice
of addressing each other with the forms "Wife” dhdisband”. Some time later Xaviere also
began addressing Lucia as “Wife”. In an attemptgwe back” to him, and express her
appreciation of his efforts to build a friendshiogp and create a humorous effect, she started
calling him “Second Husband”. The three studentstamed their shared practice until the
very end of their stay in Szeged.

The shared negotiable resource further involvadtires that required the speakers to
switch codes. For instance, Lena, an L1 speaké&esman, was not only addressed as the
“Queen of Sausages”, but alsoBedemeistetlife guard”, plus her surname. The practice of
addressing Lena in her L1 German developed whema e a few other friends, including
Zeynep, went swimming. As soon as they enteredsthienming pool, it turned out that
Zeynep was not a good swimmer. Lena jokingly remdrthat she should teach her how to
swim, and to progress that idea, she offered thds®ademeisterZeynep, an L1 speaker of
Turkish, picked up the German form, and soon dgexloa practice of addressing Lena
through her newly learnt Ln form. In a retrospeetmterview, Meike, an L1 speaker of
German, expressed the view that Zeynep’s use dbdmeman form was very funny. No matter
how many times she repeated it, “it [was] alwaysnfgi. As Lucia in the previous example,
Lena also felt the need to “give back” to Zeyneperg time she posted a message for Zeynep
on the Facebook, she signed it as “YBademeister; plus her surname. Zeynep’s practice of
addressing Lena &ademeistebecame part of the shared negotiable resourcetbecather
students began to use the same address form

0 See section 5.2.2.
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Finally, the male students of the emerging “farhiieveloped a wide repertoire of
shared practices for addressing other male stud@&hts majority of their forms were in
Spanish, one possible reason for which is thaSghenish male students were in a majority in
comparison to other male students. Their forms vesrdollows,Amigo “friend”, Hermano
“brother”, Tio “dude” andMaricon “male gay person”. The students who were not caempe
in Spanish asked the Spanish speakers what theimgeafrtheir recurring forms were. Once
they were provided with translation, they startgegezimenting with the forms, and it was not
long before they took them up as part of their stlaesource. Thus, to accomplish the task of
addressing the members of their emerging grouppéngcipants took up the other students’
L1 as their Ln. Furthermore, they used address damHungarian and in French, such as
Barat “mate” andMon ami“my friend”, respectively. The Hungarian form wgaarticularly
popular with two male students with Hungarian gielids. They used the form between each
other as well as with other male and female stiddrite French form, on the other hand, was

mostly used by an L1 speaker of Turkish when headasessing L1 speakers of French.

5.2.4 Swearing
For the Szeged Erasmus students, swearing walsesirdtial activity tied to a shared

negotiable resource. Many of the shared practieeisgb the negotiable resource built around
the notion of “fuck” and “fucking”. For instance,h&n Marianne was teased with chicken,
she mocked anger and swore thus, “Fucking chick€n#& students could say “fucking” with
another adjective, as in “fucking good”, with amatimoun as in “fucking fuck” or “fucking
shit”, or could take up phrases such as “I donitega fuck”, “fuck you”, or “fuck off”".
Furthermore, in their building a shared resourgesfeearing, the students made good use of
their code-switching skills. As in the case of othkared practices requiring code-switching,
in the case of swearing, too, they typically swadho Hungarian and to each others’ L1.
Acquiring and maintaining the shared resource daearing required quite some
effort. At a retrospective interview, Lucia notdaat “it's hard sometimes to use them?”,
meaning “it's hard sometimes” to use the sharedtmes related to swearing. However,
despite the initial difficulties, she did her béstacquire the local norms of swearing. Her
strategy was to “wait to hear somebody” use a wersavear word, and then begin to
experiment with its use. The other students didstwme. For purposes of demonstration, |
provide a short extract from my fieldnotes (seedfgt5.19 below). The entry was made after
a long night of partying, which best compares faua crawl, the only difference being that
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the “tour” did not take in different pubs but diféat flats. To reach the last flat of the “tour”
before it gets too late, and the neighbors stamptaining, it was crucial to leave each flat
after about half an hour. In the second flat, Chtbe organizer of the “tour”, had a difficult

time making the people leave the flat. Dominik oéféa solution:

Excerpt 5.19

He [Dominik] says to Chloe that if the people domé&nt to “move”, the best thing to do is
shout out “fuck off” as did Jake at his house wagrparty. The same phrase comes up later
as well (fieldnotes, October 22)

As Excerpt 5.19 above shows, Dominik suggestedG@hdéde should shout out “fuck off”, an
expression that he had picked up from Jake at engtarty. Jake’'s guests did not want to
leave, either, and there was the fear that thehbeig would make a complaint. To get them
out of the flat, Jake stood up on a chair and gtbatt, “Fuck off!” At this moment, Dominik
“learnt” that saying “fuck off” in situations likéhat was “right”. It worked for Jake, so he
expected that it would work for Chloe as well. Ghtook his advice, and shouted out “Fuck
off!” During the same night, Chloe repeated her meactice several times. The new practice
caught the students’ attention, and they soon tuinato a shared resource.

Through such and similar practices, the studesdsnt new swear words and new
usage for using their “old” swear words. Many oérh felt that in Hungary, as members of
the Szeged Erasmus students’ community, they useé swear words than in their home
countries. This view is reflected in the followimgiote by Jerard. He claimed that he used

more swear words in English than in his L1 French:

Excerpt 5.20(Jerard, Researcher)

J: I think I speak (.) more rudenglish than | speak French. Yeah.

R: How do you mean that?

J: Uh I think all talks and all discussion when plecsay oh fuck or oh /? /. Yeah, | think | use it
more than this type of word in French. (interviéNmvember 20)

While the shared practices based on English sweads were considered funny, the
shared practices based on Hungarian and other kearswords were “twice that funny”, as
William succinctly remarked. Firstly, the Hungaripractices were funny as the Hungarian
forms were new to the vast majority of them; setpnithe Spanish and other non-Hungarian
practices were funny because, as William explaitiesl L1 speakers of those languages went

“crazy” when they heard an Ln speaker swear inrthmther tongue. Denis concurred. He
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argued that when he swore in his Ln Spanish ifdnegn accent, the L1 speakers of Spanish
were impressed and “were like wow wow”.

The students learnt their Hungarian and other Wweaas words from each other, by
“teaching” them to one another, as they said. bcheng Hungarian forms, anyone was a
potential socializing agent or language experesipective of their language backgrouffs.
However, the teaching of Spanish, Italian and Gerfoams typically meant L1 speakers
guiding Ln speakers and complete novices. The éixstmple comes from the beginning of
the first semester. Denis, an L1 speaker of GeramanHungarian, was frequently observed to
enquire after the Spanish forms the L1 speakerSpanish used among each other for
swearing. First, he got them to repeat and tramskagir forms; then he started experimenting
with their usage. The other example comes Frantblaspeaker of Italian, and Mario, an L1
speaker of Spanish, who, in the midst of a noisfypaaught” L1 swear words to each other.
Franco was modeling Italian swear words, while avas modeling Spanish forms. By all
means, they took this “task” seriously. They moted relatively quiet corner of the room,
leaned towards each other, and took on serioussjoak if sending the message, “Don’t
disturb us. We have an important task to do”.

Once the Ln speakers were “armed up” with thehtfigorms of swear words, they
used the swearing practices in chains. That iy, $iere one after the other by taking turns.
In general, some swore more than the others. Feomibst extreme “swearers” such as Denis,
Fabio, and the L1 speakers of Spanish, swearindikeaa form of greeting: every time they
met or went past each other at a party, they tlsemve swear words at each other. At one
party, for instance, | was having a casual conversavith Denis when Ricardo, one of the
Spanish students, went past. Denis turned away fn@nand he threw some swear words at
Ricardo; Ricardo responded by uttering some otivelas words; Denis continued with some
more swear words, and Ricardo likewise. They wgoha&nging swear words in several turns,
and it was not until they finished that Denis twmack to me. Franco did exactly the same
when he met his Spanish friends. He threw Spamshitalian swear words at them. When |

expressed surprise, Franco gave the following exgbian:

Excerpt 5.21

this is something that the Italians and the Spaaist they feel close to someone. (fieldnotes,
February 12)

" This was due to the fact that for the vast majarftthem, Hungarian was an Ln, and they startathieg the
language from scratch when their study abroad ay&d began.
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In one of the naturally occurring conversationedorded, Franco was involved in a
conversation with William, an L1 speaker of Estoniand Andrew, an L1 speaker of English.
With them — both of them highly motivated to le&fungarian — he swore in Hungarian. This
finding lends further support to the claim | havada in connection with greetings abdge.
That is, the Szeged Erasmus students did not ealylnew forms in their Ln, but they also
learnt how to communicate in different contexts different ways. In this sense, they
improved not so much their multilingualism as thaulticompetence (Hall et al. 2006) while
in Szeged.

5.2.5 Other small rituals
The students had one last shared resource of sitalls. These involved everyday

important tasks such as apologizing, congratulataggeeing, disagreeing, and thanking. As
were the ritual practices of greeting, teasing,resising, and swearing, this group of ritual
practices were also based on single words and sirhes. A further similarity between the
various groups of ritual practices mentioned ahisv@at they relied quite specifically on the
students’ ability and (willingness) to switch coddéis fact, the majority of the forms the
participants used for apologizing, congratulatiagreeing, disagreeing, and thanking were in
Hungarian and in languages other than English. éfbex, when the students wished, for
instance, to apologize, they either drew an Endlsim from their shared resources, or a
Hungarian/German/Italian or French form, which, keer, required code-switching. All the
shared practices related to apologizing, congratigiaagreeing and thanking were seen as
creating the joint enterprise of building a friehgisand family based social network. Besides
that, the shared practices involving code-switchiag an additional advantage. They had a
humorous effect and were meant to create a comynwitit a focus on humor.

The shared negotiable resource of small ritualghvihhave not yet been discussed
drew mostly on Hungarian forms. They were as foHlowirstly, thank-you’s, such &észi
“thanks”, kdszononithanks”, szivesertyou are welcome”; secondly, apologies, suclhassi
“sorry” and bocsanat“sorry”; thirdly, wishes such aboldog szilinapothappy birthday”,
gratulalok “congratulations”,egészségedrécheers”, j0 étvagyat“good appetite”,nagyon
finom “very delicious”; four, “useful words” such agen “yes”, nem“na”, j0 “good”, persze
“of course”, nem tudom’l don’t know”, értem*| see”, tessék*here you are” andajnos

“unfortunately”; and finally, “interesting words”ush as csocso “table football” and

2 See section 5.2.1.
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rendsrség “police”. The category of “useful” and “interestjrwords” deserves some further
explanation. These were the kind of practices wkhehstudents found useful and interesting.
For instance, they liked the soundasiocséso much so that they used it almost every time
they were to talk about it. They even developedaglish-like spelling, i.e. “chocho”, which
they used in their e-mails and Facebook posts.siuments acquired most of the above forms
in their Hungarian language classes, and then tiget’ them with each other.

When faced with the task of apologizing, agreecumgratulating and thanking, some
students opted for the Hungarian forms more redtidyn the others, but over time they all
seemed to have increased their use of Hungariane $aternalized the use of the Hungarian
practices so much so that after a certain amoutitraf they were no longer aware of their
using them. To give but a few examples, at onénefinterviews, Karla argued that she did
not “mix languages”, and that she kept Hungariad Bnglish apart; however, during the
same interview (which was in English), she uggzh “yes” twice. The other example comes
from Marianne. After she had left Hungary for goslde took up German language classes. In
her first class, when she was supposed tgaséyes” andnein “no”, she automatically said,
igenandnem which surprised her as well. Finally, many of #tedents who left Hungary at
the end of the first semester returned in the steemester to be reunited with their Erasmus
“family”. During their short visit, they used théinld” shared practices related to small rituals
tasks as automatically and naturally as before.

Out of the shared practices related to apologjziagreeing, congratulating and
thanking, one, if not the most important was thiasaying egészségedrelrhe local ESN
coordinators played a role in this. At the firstr&oaean Club evening, they said that they were
going to “teach” them the most important word ine§ed, which in their view was
egészségedreheers”. The same night, some of the student&lateady be heard using the
form. For instance, one student kept repeatiggszségedneot only when drinking, but also
when posing in group photos. Although her use efrthtion was not appropriate, it served as
evidence for the students’ desire to develop aeshaegotiable resource right from start. Over
time the students adopted the ESN coordinatorsi.vi&@hen they had visitors from their
home countriesegészségedneas the first word that they “taught” to them. Fastance, at
one party, Cheryl could be seen sitting on therfltieaching” two friends how to say cheers
in Hungarian. She was modeling, and the newcomere vepeating the Hungarian form.

The shared practices related to congratulatinge ve@r exception in one key respect.
That is, the students had a language choice to matkenly between English and Hungarian,

but also between a range of other languages. Tatoreship between the various language
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forms was not “either-or”, but “as-well-as”. Thushen the students were to say “happy
birthday”, “cheers” and “good appetite”, they typlly did it in more than one language. First
they used the Hungarian form, and then repeatedbthe in other languages as appropriate.
For instance, if the students were having a smaliat party, any one student may have said
“cheers” in four or five languages, depending orwhmany L1 speakers of different
languages were present. However, if the student® \waé their weekly European Club
Evening (where most of the Erasmus “family” weregant), it was “right” to perform the
above rituals only in the organizers’ L1. Thusjtifivas an Italian evening, those students
acted appropriately who safhlute“cheers”, even if in their immediate environmehére
were no ltalian speakers. In a situation like thigas once told, “Say ‘Salute!’. It's an Italian
evening!”

As was the case with greeting and swearing, thelripractices of apologizing,
agreeing, congratulating and thanking also canwhains, which more often than not meant
chains of code-switching. The naturally occurriranwersations | recorded abound in cases
where the participants use chains of ritualizedctwas involving code-switching. An
example is when after Franco has poured wine intbai’s glass, he sayKészénonithank
you”, to which Franco responds by saytzjveseriYou are welcome”. None of them are L1
speakers of Hungarian: Franco is an L1 speaketabén, and William is an L1 speaker of
Estonian. Another example is when the same speakedsAndrew, an L1 speaker of
English, take turns to comment on the meal, and aHdyin Hungarian Nagyon finom
“Very delicious”, J6 munka“Well done”, andGratulalok “Congratulations”. Finally,
when in a pub the waiter has served the drinks,al.em L1 speaker of German, says
EgészségedreFour of the six participants follow suit: latclginto each or in
overlapping speech, they, too, sBgészségedreThe chains of code-switching in the
data reconfirm Cogo (2009) who claims that ELF &eea readily respond to a code-
switched utterance with a code-switched utterarihereby adjusting their strategic
language use to that of the co-participants’.

A question emerging is why the students estaldishshared negotiable resource of
mostly Hungarian forms, when in their community Estgwasthe key shared practice. That
is, why they created the need for (“ritualized”)deeswitching, and why they preferred to
switch to Hungarian. There are three answers ®dhestion. One answer has to do with the
fact that the participants shared the goal of argdtumorous effects (and more generally, the
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goal of making fun)? and switching to Hungarian was a form of humothem. As they
explained, while all the non-English expressionsciwhthey “slipped into” their English
practice were funny, the Hungarian forms were by tfee funniest. Hungarian did not
compare to any of the languages in their linguisgpertoires, and thus it was unusual to their
ears. In Excerpt 5.22 below, Lucia expresses tbe that switching to Hungarian was a form

of humor among them:

Excerpt 5.22

Because it (.) | think it sounds very funny for s, Hungarian, so we use it as a joke.
(interview, October 25)

The other answer has to do with the fact thathattime of the investigation, the
participants were based in Hungary. Although sonmulev have liked to know more
Hungarian, this was not the case. Thus, the best ¢buld do was use the couple of words
they knew and, like Jerard explained, make theigliEh “more local”. Their switching to
Hungarian therefore served the purpose of “logadjzitheir English practice, and was, in
Pdlzl and Seidlhofer’s (2006) term, an instanc8axfal accommodation”.

Thirdly, the majority of the students put time aftbrt into learning Hungarian while
in Hungary. Most of them started from scratch aaslstudents of one of the two beginner
courses, their struggles and challenges were the.s@hat is, they learnt the same words at
the same time, and were, more or less, equallyvatetil to practice their new vocabulary.
When in the ongoing interaction they came acrosgrl that they happened to know in
Hungarian, they were happy, as they said, to “thigor “slip in” those words. It is these
forms, which developed into a shared negotiableues over time.

5.2.6 “Party conversations”
Furthermore, the shared negotialbésources the students built while in Hungary

involved shared practices for accomplishing coratgra type large rituals. Since parties
were one of the two main forms of mutual engagenfienthe participants, party talk, or

“party conversations”, as they called them, turoetl to be one of the two large ritualized
practices. To understand the shared practicesiassaevith party talk, one needs to take into

consideration several factors. Firstly, party tglgically occurred between members of the

3 For more on the shared goal of making humor, $e@r 6; for more on the shared goal of having $ee
section 4.3.1.
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big “family”. Thus, the people involved were context by high degrees of solidarity (arising
from common group membership), and by high degmfesnutual affection; yet, they
typically had little mutual knowledge of persornafidrmation’*

Secondly, party talk typically occurred in the emgs when the members of the
“family” gathered to party together. The studendsl [different motivations for the evening
than for the day. The following excerpt by Meikeoyides an excellent summary of the

expectations they had for the evening:

Excerpt 5.23

you meet when you want to have fun. And you drildolaol, make party and there’s loud
music. (interview, December 9)

As Excerpt 5.23 implies, when the students gathdéoedpartying, there was loud
music, they were drinking alcohol and, as one efrthput it, they were “not quite clear in
[their] head”. They were split into small groupsjtldhey changed groups frequently and
abruptly. As Micha succinctly described it, “groupere, groups there, groups over there, and
you’re going from group to group with your glasshd join as many of the groups as you
wish.

Thus, the nature of relationships, the studentstivatons for the evening, and the
actual circumstances of the parties all had thairknon the shared practices developing. The
students seemed to know this well. In Excerpt 5Ndike pointed out that their party talk
“always stay[ed] on the same level”, but emphasitted this had nothing to do with the
speakers’ English skills, but rather with the cimziances under which “party conversations”

developed:

Excerpt 5.24

it always stays on the same level. So but | thirkk mot because mhm (.) somebody is
speaking bad English, or your English is bad oretbing, it's uhm th- mostly of the situation
about the mhm you are in mhm with the Erasmus ge@® not at uh (.) daytiménterview,
December 9)

Meike’s saying that their party talk “always stayfeon the same level” is a clear
reference to the shared practices that were des@ldpr topic introduction and for the
revelation of personal matters. As she explainadygalk was organized around “gquestions

[which] you can ask everybody without even if yoand know him that well”. Their

" For details, see section 4.2.2.
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guestions sounded as follows: “How are you?” “Wiiat you do today?” or “What did you
do on the weekend?” These ritualized questions tpamed up the way for discussing their
three major forms of engagement in Szeged, narpalyying, travelling and school. Starting
with the shared practices on the topic of partibsy typically raised questions about who
went to which party the day before, what it was liwwho drank what, who got most drunk,
what music was on, what they did after, and if te&yed in bed late.

Party talk about trips meant enquiring about whaytdid at the weekend, where they
traveled last time, what it was like, how they twre, where they stayed, and how much they
paid for the accommodation. They also asked eawofr @tho was planning to go where and
when. If there was the prospect of a big trip ie fhpeline, party talk also involved long
discussions about who was going, and why some marattending. The shared practice also
involved attempts to making the people not oridinahterested in the trip come round.
Excerpt 5.25 provides a typical example for therathgractice of party talk focusing on the

topic of traveling:

Excerpt 5.25(Mujde: L1 Turkish; Lena: L1 German; ResearcherHuingarian; Zeynep: L1
Turkish; Heidi: L1 German)

1. Mu: But we must go to this weekend Kecskemeét.
2. L: Aha.

3. R: Who?

4. L: We will go.

5. R: Ahyou go. =

6. Mu: 3Yes.

7. R:You go to Kecskemét?

8. Z: LThis weekend?
9. L: Ithink so.

10.R: LReally? =

11.Mu: = Yes yes.

12.H: We want to go maybe to Ba- [Balaton Lake

13.Mu: Yes yes.

14.Z: This weekend? ((sounds surprised))

15.Mu: Saturday.

16.Z: Huh? Saturday?

17.Mu: Pardon?

18.Z: Balaton Lake?

19.Mu: You want?

20.Z: Yes | want to go. You doniwant to go? Why?

21.Mu: LBalaton Lake |
don’t want to go.

22.Z: Lwhy?

23.Mu: Uh | prefer Kecskemét.

24.Z: But [Kecskemét, | saw Kecskemét.
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25.Mu: [l want to visit because | want to visitnse like town,
city, and uh [lake, hm, | don’t prefan

Extract 5.25 begins with Mujde suggesting goingkerskemét at the following weekend.
Lena acknowledges it with a “yes”. In utterancean8 7, the researcher raises two questions
to find outwho exactly is going; in utterance 8, Zeynep raises guestion to find ouvhen
they are planning to go. In utterance 12, Heidigsnm to state that maybe they will go to
Lake Balaton instead of Kecskemét. In utteranceMide answers Zeynep’s question, and
confirms her of their plan to go to Kecskemét. tterances 14 and 16, Zeynep repeats her
guestion twice. Then, in utterance 18, she makésnaat why she has asked the same
guestion three times by then: she is surprisedetr that Mujde and Lena are considering
going to Kecskemét, rather than to Lake Balatorer@hmost of the “family” are going at that
time.

In the next utterance, Mujde does not directlywarsZeynep’s question, but rather
responds to what she believes Zeynep is hintingtst is, she asks if she perhaps wants to
go to Lake Balaton. In utterance 20, Zeynep malegsrhplied message clear: she wants to
go to Lake Balaton, rather than to Kecskemeét. Thefind out why Mujde does not want to
go to Lake Balaton, she raises another questiothdmext utterance, Mujde first states that
she does not want to go to Lake Balaton and, aftether question from Zeynep, she states
that she prefers to visit cities. Meanwhile Zeymemarks that she has already been to
Kecskemét. A few turns later, Meike prompts Zeyrieptell them about her visit to
Kecskemét and their party talk on traveling corgmiurther. Even if it is not presented in its
entirety, Excerpt 5.19 provides a revealing windowthe shared practice of party talk.

Finally, there developed a ritual practice for rfgaconversations” on lessons. Many
of the students did not have lessons but consutigtwith the teachers only. The majority of
the “family” did not normally meet at school, eithbecause they did not take the same
courses, or because they had no regular classesfsiiltations with their teachers. Thus, the
Hungarian language courses, which the majorityhef“tamily” enrolled, were an important
meeting place, and an important ritualized topipaties. As part of their party talk, they
typically asked each other whether they were gtanmeet at the Hungarian language class
the following day, whether they had done their hawordk, and if they had, whether it was
difficult. Besides these questions, they also asdath other what some of the other courses
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were like, whether they were interesting or borimgyw many exams they were going to have,
and once the exams were completed, whether they @&y or difficult.

Of course, they had more to say to some studeatstb others. If they “fitted together
well”, as Micha put it, they established commonuy® easily. That is, they talked longer and
revealed more personal information. Further, i hvith their motivation to make humorous
effects!” they answered each other’'s questions in a humar@mner. However, if they did
not fit together well, they soon ran out of thirtgssay. As Franco in Excerpt 5.26 noted, in
cases like that, they “rushed over” the “stand&idgs or questions”, and cut their party talk

short:

Excerpt 5.26

sometimes | (..) | f- | was feeling that | was falk for few minutes with someone, but we
both want to say just the some standard things of questand then we we knew that our
conversation is going to end very quickly as we’'dbave very much to say or to share.
(interview, March 19)

Many students expressed disappointment about érsopal matters — or better still,
lack of personal matters — they covered on the ssonaof party talk. They noted that, to
them, these conversations were “superficial”, “kivel, “not deep going”, “not that
interesting”, “artificial”, and “not like real corersations”. Nevertheless, they were partners in
discussing them, which lends further support todtaém | have made above in connection
with greetings. That is, one unique feature of$zeged Erasmus community of practice was
that it relied to some extent on practices thatyr@daimed they did not like. In Excerpt 5.27,
Franco explained that he was a partner in perfayrpauty talk even though he did not like
the practice, and did not initiate it himself; inderpt 5.28, Meike raised the point that she did
her best to accomplish the task of party talk ef&meant speaking to people who she did

not really want to speak to:

Excerpt 5.27

But usually I 1'if I like, if | meet the person ahdon’t want to talk with them, | just say hello.
But if someone wants to talk with me for a few ntes) | don’t want to be rude, so | start to
talk with him about nothing(laughs)) just to be polite, but (interview, Miart9)

Excerpt 5.28

I I'l of c- for sure | try to uhm (.) do these camsations but sometimes | feel okay | really
have some people that | would really like to spedk [more]. (interview, December 9)

> See Chapter 6.
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That the students were disappointed with the onécof their “party conversations”
has to do with the fact that despite the many questhey asked, they in general gained little
personal information, and established little comrgoyund. In light of Svennevig (1999), this
had mainly to do with the questions they askedrddsing the type of questions they asked,
they introduced certain constraints on the possiHgsponses and on the subsequent
development of personal topics.

In conclusion, even though party talk failed toemnéhe students’ expectations for
mutual knowledge of personal information, they weedpful for what they were: a ritualized

practice building a shared negotiable resourcesamadng a joint enterprise.

5.2.7 “Real conversations”
The other large conversation type ritual practise best referred to as “real

conversations”. The notion itself was introduced Mgike, who meant to set the related
shared practices in contrast with the shared pexf “party conversations”. To understand
the ritualized practice of “real conversations”,eomeeds to consider the nature of
relationships between the participants involved #re circumstances in which this practice
occurred.

The practice of “real conversations” emerged betwiiends, who shared the same
degrees of solidarity and affection as studentseoted by “family” relations, but on top of
these “relational dimensions”, as Svennevig (1999): calls them, they also had relatively
much mutual knowledge of personal information. That their relationships were
characterized by high degrees of familiarity, whatbdents connected by “family” relations
lacked. Friends did not only meet at noisy partassthe “family” did, but in the day-time as
well.”®

The students had different aims when they met fhiends (day-time) than when they
met their big “family” (in the evening). As they ipted out, they craved for “more
interesting”, “more serious”, “more personal”, “necdeeply”, more “private” and “real” talk.
To their delight, they had many such talks, ang fleét extremely grateful for them. Some of
the students considered “real conversations” miomgortant than all, or most of the other
social practices in which they simultaneously ergd his is well reflected in the comments

the students generally made after they had retuimosa a trip, where they spent the whole

® For details, see section 4.2.2.
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weekend together, after they spent the whole afterrsitting around a campfire by the river,
or after they had gone for a walk or shopping thgetin Excerpt 5.29, Micha expressed the
view that his last trip was “crazy” because of timteresting conversations” he had with the
other students; in Excerpt 5.30, William noted tltia¢ talks he had on trips were the
“highlights of everything”:

Excerpt 5.29

| am still crazy about it, but | cannot really exipl why 1 liked it so much. | suppose, it was
because | was together with the right people witosepany | like and with whom | can have
good time talking about interesting things (promdptemail, October 20).

Excerpt 5.30

when we travel somewhere, when we go somewherg, wieetalk about more like serious
which, which like we had at the campfire. It was gmod. [...] And that’s, that's, that's
probably the highlights of, of (.) everything. g¢mtiew, October 17)

“Real conversations” were a pleasure to the stisdbacause they enabled them to
establish common ground with some of the membethe@fcommunity. As they explained,
when they were with people with whom they felt tHéyted together well”, they moved
beyond the “standard questions” (around which piatty was built), and thus “check[ed] out
where the common ideas” were. In Svennevig’s (1399terms, they showed great readiness
to be open and to share personal information. hdhey did not only wait until a question
had been asked, but rather they offered persof@inmation as a new topic. The more they
went into issues of “common interest”, the moreytget to know each other, and the more
they got to know each other, the more satisfyirgrttalks became. In Excerpt 5.31, Lucia
expressed the view that talking about “more seriousre personal” topics was necessary to
deepen relations and to make friends; in Exce®2,9Maria noted that once the students got
to know each other well, they discussed personastipns more readily:

Excerpt 5.31

well to speak about uhm (.) typical things it's gkbut sometimes to know better the person
and to get really friends, you need to talk abdieothings, more serious, more personal
(interview, October 25)

Excerpt 5.32

Well, if you start uh getting to know a person eethen you get deeper into more personal
guestions (interview, 3 April)
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A shared way of expressing common ground wasntglharratives (i.e. personal
stories from the past) and discussing plans forfuinere. Besides that, they readily talked
about their relationships with their family memhecsirrent boyfriends/girlfriends and ex-
partners. Finally, their shared practice involvedhanging views about social and cultural
issues. As an example, in two of the naturally ogog conversations | recordéd,the
students told a total of 89 personal stories alpastexperiences, 53 stories and 36 stories
respectively. The majority of the stories were toldtory rounds, which Tannen (1984: 100)
defines as follows: story clusters which illustratienilar points, and where the thematic
cohesion is achieved through the juxtapositionimilar stories. In one of the recordings, the
participants told 40 stories in 15 story roundsthie other recording they told 25 stories in 7
story rounds. For purposes of illustration, consitdieee stories, which were told in a story
round. The stories clustered around the themeeefpslalking. In the first (see Excerpt 5.33),
Lena has just announced that she “can walk in thaning” and the researcher has just asked

Meike, Lena’s flatmate, if she has seen her walk:

Excerpt 5.33(Meike: L1 German; Zeynep: L1 Turkish; ResearchérHungarian; Heidi: L1
German; Lena: L1 German)

1. M: [See her? It was very /? /. We have a door
between our two rooms and
Lyes. Lena—
: Yeah.
Lena, you, you walk and I'm talking and /?  /

LANd Lshe went,
she opened the door to my room, was inwglintil to the
end of the room, going and going outside

= Ah ((screams))

N

abkrwn
<N

: And you don’t remember? Phew
: She wanted just to look if
: Everything is [all right
[All right, yes. ((laughs
: And | I | woke up and | saw, /heh/, what is searching,
what does she want from me, and | /? / and | though ok
when | do like I'm sleeping, she wond dnything
12.R: LDon’t wake
up =
((Z laughs a lot))
13.M: = But then | thought something is strand&hpn she—

RBROONOD

= o
SIZIAON

" Both of the interactions | singled out for anasysiere recorded at small dinner parties in the hohtlee
students with the participation of six student (plarticipant observer researcher included). Bu#ractions
lasted for two hours each.
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14.L: [But |
15.M: walked away | thought, heh?

In Excerpt 5.33, Meike tells the story of how Lemalked into her room one night, and then
how she walked away without saying anything. HeaNeike’s story, Lena continues with a
story of her own, as exemplified in Excerpt 5.34.itl she tells about her encounter with

Alyson, their third flatmate:

Excerpt 5.34(Lena: L1 German; Researcher: L1 Hungarian)

1. L: But I wouldn't walk /away/ when you asked me
((Z laughs a lot))
something. (1.1) Because the last lagtroé | did it, uh | did
it, I I met Alyson, our other flatmate,the corridor. Because

she came home, | heard it, | don’t knowd bapened the
door, ah, you are, OK, then | closed itiagéeh/. And then
uh she came to my my room she told me,adted asked me if
| can help her with her window, this, tarkl to make it-

R: Laha.  LAha.

L: dark because it was like ((makes the sound atling)), huh,
and | went into her room, helped herosathe chair—
((laughs))

4. R: And you don’t remember?

L: No ((laughs)). And | went into my bed ((laughshnhd then |
at the next day | ask her, oh Alyson, whave you when have
you been home tonight, last night. Yow sae (.) No (.)

Yes, you helped me with this window (9 {{laughs)). And
she said, yeahyeahyeah, you stand timerenake this, and |
was, what? Because | don’t do that innGaty ((speaks as if
ashamed of herself)). Really. ((laughs))

w N

In Excerpt 5.34 above, Lena points out that witlyséh, she even talked. In response to
Lena’s story, Mujde volunteers a story of her owmit, she tells about her neighbor who was
found on the balcony one night. Her story is shawixcerpt 5.35 below:

Excerpt 5.35(Mujde: L1 Turkish; Heidi: L1 German; Zeynep: L1rkish; Lena: L1
German)
1. Mu: [My neighbour uh she was

walking
2. H:Yes? ((tol))
3. Mu: Yes [but—
4. Z: [Wow.
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5. L [And you get up, you get up in the miog ((to H))

6. Mu: Lbut but uh her her
husband uh /put/ her in balcony, yoawnat midnight

7. H:It's dangerous.

8. Mu: Very dangerous.

9. /2/ Lvery dangerous.

10.Mu: Yes.

Hearing Mujde’s story about a neighbor, the pgraaits agree that sleepwalking can be
dangerous. All the three stories point to the aasioh that sleepwalking is a “strange” and a
bit scary experience.

The participants found the shared practice oél“@nversations” (just like that of
party talks) reportable. They expressed their ameg® of it by emphasizing that they “knew”
what they were going to talk about with whom. Forgmses of illustration, consider Excerpts
5.36 and 5.37:

Excerpt 5.36

Well, 1, | think it, it, it changes uh, (..) uh, moand more (.) uh, if you spend more and more
time (.) together. So you get to know each othé&eband you know what you can talk about.

So because (.) you, you, you know what, what, yleaple are, are liking or they are doing or

and so on and so on. (interview, November 20)

Excerpt 5.37

So you know what they're going to talk about yowwn(.) and it's so natural (interview,
December 4)

In conclusion, the students connected by friemmdhéw on a different set of practices
with respect to personal revelation and topic atibin than did the students connected by
“family” relations. The difference in practices v#ed from the students’ desire — or lack of
it — to get to know each other better.

5.3 Discussion
The above analysis has focused on that aspedteokliared negotiable resources

which was at the same time an indicabbrthe Szeged Erasmus students’ friendship and
“family” based community of practice, and a markéthe students’ dynamically developing
membership in it. The analysis has shown that thigpants created a friendship and
“family” support community of practice by developirshared ritual practices in a range of
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languages, including the students’ L1 but also, mode importantly, English and Hungarian,
which werenot an L1 for the vast majority of them. This landself to three major groups of
conclusions and implications.

Firstly, the shared ritual practices, connectedeveryday important tasks, were a
means of accommodation. That is, when the membdre@merging community of practice
were faced with the task of greeting, addressiegsihg, swearing, thanking, congratulating,
“party conversations” and “real conversations” ytlieew from shared negotiable resources.
The shared linguistic resources were a set of desteels of specificity in terms of the
language: the forms ranged from single words tovemsation type of routines. By using
forms that were shared across the members, theipartts engaged in accommodation for
convergence. That is, they adjusted their languagbe language of those with whom they
wanted to be seen as one group. The desire formamodation was so great that the
participants performed the shared practices evehel did not like them. As a result, the
participants ended up with a set of shared ritwattres which many students claimed they
did not like, a feature which gives the Szeged Brascommunity its unique nature. Since the
Szeged Erasmus community of practice was an ELéuresd community (see below), this
finding has clear implications for ELF research. the one hand, it supports current ELF
research, which highlights the role of accommodhatio ELF (e.g. Seidlhofer et al. 2006;
Jenkins 2007; Dewey 2007). On the other hand,paeds on it. It shows that ELF speakers,
as members of a community of practice, may engagemly in short-term accommodation
for affective reasons as, for instance, Cogo (2Q0Q9) claims, but also in long-term
accommodation for the purpose of creating a grawpraarking membership in it.

Secondly, the analysis has shown that many ofdimad (or routines) drawn from the
shared negotiable resource were in English, aroL@lf but three participants. In the Szeged
Erasmus community of practice, English was a keyregh practice. That is, out of the many
different languages the students could have paigntised for building and maintaining a
linguistically and culturally diverse friendshipogip, they adopted English, which (due to the
small number of L1 speakers) meant English usedlagua franca. That is, in order to build
a linguistically diverse friendship group, the papants negotiated English (used) as a lingua
franca as the only acceptable language in groug-ewnmunications. This finding supports
Smit (2010) whose participants (also internatistatients) followed a very similar language
policy. Throughout the first year of their educatignutual engagement) at the Vienna Hotel
Management Programme, they operated on the pran¢i@t “English should be the only

language used” in group-wide communications (Sit@ 127-128). Thus, different groups
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of international students in different localitiesEurope may, out of their own will, negotiate
English (used) as a lingua franca as the meansuitditg a linguistically and culturally
diverse community with some specific shared goals.

In both the Szeged Erasmus community, and in thennd Hotel Managament
Classroom community Smit (2010) examines, the makonal studentshoseEnglish (used
as a lingua franca) as the vehicle of communicationiemocratic grounds: They recognized
that English was the only language in which thauguistic repertoires overlapped and
therefore believed that English was the only gumenagainst excluding people from
conversations. In the Szeged Erasmus communitge thias no alternative to English (used)
as a lingua franca being adopted as the key shanattice; however, in the case of the
Vienna Hotel Management Classroom community, theme a certain period of time when
German was competing with English as a potentsduece. Yet, German, the language of the
environment, was not taken up as an additionaluresountilall members of the community
had developed an adequate level of proficiencytigSmit 2010: 127-128). The Szeged
Erasmus students also put time and effort intoniegrHungarian; yet, the majority of them
stayed for too short period of time in Hungary tangsufficient knowledge of the language.
Thus, both the Szeged Erasmus students and S®@@H)) international students adopted
English (used) as a lingua franca as the key sharractice not because of laziness to use
other languages, nor because of lack of interelaming other languages; rather, their goal
was to provide each (potential) member of their wamity with access to shared practices.

This raises a question that has been of much debaémtly: is English (used as a
lingua franca) a threat to linguistic diversity?tiWiegard to the Szeged Erasmus community,
the answer is “no but”. The students who wantel@aon, practice, or use the other languages
in their linguistic repertoires had the opporturtidydo so: the language of small friendship
groups was open to negotiation. Given that in theg8d Erasmus community many of the
small friendship groups were among L1 speakerdiféérent languages (see section 4.2.2),
friendships were the site of many different L1 amdpractices. Thus, in the Szeged Erasmus
community, English (used) as a lingua franca natsa threat to linguistic diversity: it helped
the participants gain access to the multilinguttirsgg and once in there, it opened up the way
for using other languages. This finding has majoplications for language policy and
education planning. It is “multilingualism with Elngh” (Hoffman 2000: 3) that will bring
most gains to the individual speakers/learners.

However, the above conclusion that in the SzegembkrRus community English

worked with, rather than against, multilingualisnd ¢hot always hold true. There is some

140



counterevidence in the data, which issues a warr8oge students refused to use their L1
with the Ln speakers of the language. These stadewre the ones who considered
themselves learners of Engliéhthey took all the opportunities that became atbégldfor
using English as a lingua franca, thereby improuimgir English as a lingua franca skills.
When speakers with a desire to improve their Ehgéis a lingua franca skills entered a
friendship group with speakers with a desire tocfica their Ln skills, the desire to use
English as a lingua franca almost always “won owiid an opportunity to use other
languages was missed. In this case, then, Engéistl as a lingua franca was indeed a threat
to linguistic diversity, a finding that seems tgport critical voices on EnglisH.

It seems to me that the threat to linguistic dikgrsould have been avoided had all
the participants developed a satisfying degree wifilngualism by the time they arrived in
Hungary. This, however, was not the case. Those cldimed that they were inexperienced
users of English (as a lingua franca), and/or ldckelf-confidence in their abilities to use
English (as a lingua franca) wéflset the goal of improving their English (as a liagranca)
skills in Hungary. By contrast, those students vilad a satisfying level of multilingualism
with English had no urge to use English (as a nfnianca) in all of their interactions in
Szeged. Thus, in their friendship groups, they @dmdgotiate the use of alternative languages
without having any regrets about not using and tmag English (as a lingua franca). In
other words, they could use whichever (Ln or LIglaage in their linguistic repertoires
without thinking that an important opportunity (poactice English as a lingua franca) had
been missed. Thus, the fact that in some caseslatiguiages “gave in” to English (used as a
lingua franca) is not so much the result of Enghsimg an a priori threat to other languages,
as Phillipson (1992) argues, but rather of inadegiaglish language pedagogy. Seidlhofer’'s
(2007b: 147) point is borne out here: English laggipedagogy needs an English as a lingua
franca perspective, which does not set unrealigials by notions such as perfect native-like
proficiency, and therefore, it frees up resoure@sl a great amount of teaching time currently
devoted to the mastering of native-like forms casvento the teaching and learning of other

8 For more on the distinction between learners amisuof English, see section 2.2.

" perhaps the most ardent critique of the spreainglish today is Robert Phillipson, who has pulsista
number of books and articles on English as theuagg of power and a form of oppression (see, fe@ite,
Phillipson 1992, 2003, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009&1.views may be summarized as follows. We liveam
English-dominant empire in which “the dominanceEofjlish is asserted and maintained by the estabésh of
structural and cultural inequalities between Efglad other languages” (Phillipson 1992: 4Whenever
English is chosen at the expanse of other languagds evidence of linguicims, cultural and lingtic
hegemony, and language imposition.

8 See section 7.1.
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language$! Had the English language teaching goals been fik@&LF goals focusing on
effective communication in non-native contexts, Beeged Erasmus students may have
achieved a higher level of success. That is, sofrtbemn may have felt less need to spend
their time trying to learn English in Szeged anduldohave further improved their
multilingualism instead.

Despite the small minority of students who congdethemselves learners of English
and refused to use other Ln languages in Szegedndjority of the Szeged Erasmus students
seemed to have had a great appreciation for nrmgjtialism as well as for having a common
language for mutual intelligibility. Thus, Cryst@003: xiii) is indeed right when he claims
that both multilingualism and having a common laagg for mutual understanding are
“amazing resources”, and the two do not necessatdpnd in opposition with each other.
Quite the opposite, as the examination of the Skdfigsmus community has revealed,
English used as a lingua franca and other languaggsco-exist side-by-side in one single
community, while each language being treated damazing resource”.

Thirdly, the analysis has shown that while manyhaf forms used in ritual practices
were in English, equally many were in languagegmothan English. The shared repertoire of
non-English forms, and the corresponding rituatcas, developed over time as the students
began to repeatedly switch codes to accomplishtual riactivity. As this type of code-
switching does not create something new on the $pwtdraws on a shared resource of “old”
forms, it is best differentiated from “spontaneowgste-switching and is called “ritualized”
code-switching. Thus, in the emerging Szeged Erascammunity, “ritualized” code-
switching was a shared practice creating the shan¢erprise of building a friendship and
“family” based community. The kind of “ritualizecode-switching evidenced in the Szeged
Erasmus community is new in ELF research and thiey; yet, it reconfirms several earlier
claims made about “spontaneous” code-switchinglif.E

Firstly, code-switching in ELF is between threamdre languages indeed. The Szeged
Erasmus students readily switched to each othdrgid well as to the local Hungarian. Out of
the many different L1 languages represented ingtioeip, they typically switched to those
languages which were an L1 for a relatively largember of students, such as French,
Spanish and Italian. While these languages werklafor about five to ten students each,
they were (still) an Ln for the majority of the gmn The student readily switched to their co-
participants’ L1 (their Ln) regardless of the fadhether they were fully competent in the

81 For more on the view that English languge pedagdgyld reflect an English as a lingua franca tgaee,
for instance, Widdowson (2003), Seidlhofer (20@4)] Dewey (2009).

142



target language, they were learners of the taaggguage, or they (only) took up their co-
participants’ L1 as an Ln through participatiortiie local practice. Polzl's (2003: 10) point is
borne out here: ELF speakers readily switch torthe@ regardless of their degrees of
competence in the target language.

As far as code-switching to the local languageoiscerned, Hungarian was not an L1
for the vast majority of the Erasmus students; gelarge part of their “ritualized” code-
switching was to Hungarian. This finding supporiiizP and Seidlhofer (2006: 155) who
claim that ELF speakers readily adjust their Eigtis the local environment wherever they
are. However, in light of the present study, tliset of local accommodation (also known as
the “habitat factor”) may take place not only whiwe majority of the participants are L1
speakers of the local language, as Pdlzl and S#&th(2006) suggest, but also when a
minority of the participants are L1 speakers oflteal language. Furthermore, in the Szeged
Erasmus community, there was an apparent increagbei number of shared practices
requiring code-switching to Hungarian. This findiognfirms Smit (2010: 377) who argues
that ELF shows greater signs of the “habitat féctaer time as the speakers become more
competent in the language of the environment.

Secondly, based on current evidence, it is rightldom indeed that code-switching is
part-and-parcel of English as a lingua franca @dgo 2007, 2009). The Szeged Erasmus
students did not flag their “ritualized” code-sviitlcg in any way. That is, when they
switched codes to perform a ritual activity, theg dot interrupt the flow of the conversation
to draw attention to the switch itself. Quite timposite, their “ritualized” code-switching was
performed with the type of smooth transition, whiglsaid to imply “normality” in the switch
(Cogo 2007: 170).

Thirdly, there is much evidence now that speakenmsguEnglish as a lingua franca are
“multilingual speakers [with a] natural interestlanguages” (Stark 2009: 175). The Szeged
Erasmus students gave indication of their “naturirest in languages” in two ways: firstly,
by using (“ritualized”) code-switching as the meahgreating the joint enterprise, and more
specifically, as the means of creating a humordtecte and secondly, by taking steps to
expand their plurilingual repertoires. Concernirigtalized”) code-switching, they could
have used (and as we will later see, they did ofle@r practices for creating humorous
effects. However, the fact that code-switching wae of the many practices through which
they created the shared goal of building a friemgihoup with a focus on humor is a clear

sign of their interest in languages.
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As regards their attempts to further expand thkirilmgual repertoires, the Szeged
Erasmus students learnt new forms in new languagbsut the presence or guidance of any
(external) authority. That is, they were each dthknguistic resources or “experts”. In the
case of languages such as Spanish, Italian, Fen@&erman (but also in the case of smaller
languages such as Polish, Czech or Estonian), typgygally elicited the target language
expressions from the L1 speakers of the language. 01 speakers modeled the target
expressions, and the Ln speakers “practiced” thgmepeating it. However, in the case of
learning of Hungarian (which was an Ln for the vastjority of them), learners taught
learners. The majority of the students attendedgdtian language classes, and were highly
motivated to learn and practice their new languaget the Szeged Erasmus students showed
such great interest in learning the local langumsgeoteworthy for at least two reasons.
Firstly, on a global scale, Hungarian is not coesed a very useful language; and two, given
their relatively short stay in Hungary, it was quitnlikely that they would get far in learning
the language. By all means, the participants optiesent study, as much as the other groups
of Erasmus students | have worked with (see Kald28@9; Peckham et al. In press), took
time and effort to further expand their plurilinguepertoires both with the other students’ L1
and with the language of the environment.

In conclusion, there is little doubt that for thee§ed Erasmus students the knowledge
of languages, and more specifically, multilingualisn English, was a resource on which they
could draw. In the following chapter, | will furthexamine how the participants created the
shared enterprise of building a friendship and ‘ifgihmbased community with a focus on
humor, with a particular emphasis on the sharedulstic practices creating humorous

effects.

144



6 LINGUISTIC PRACTICES RELATED TO THE GOAL OF
MAKING HUMOR

My analysis of the Szeged Erasmus students’ mmuistic social practicé$ has
shown that a focus on fun resulted in particulaareti linguistic resources and practices
developing. Making fun with linguistic resourcesanemaking humor through English used
as a lingua franca. As the use of humor requirdéls siating (implying) and understanding the
implications, in the additionally learnt languagén) of the majority of speakers,
accomplishing humor was a challenge. The factithapite of this challenge, accomplishing
humor was a key shared practice provides evidehae it was considered a negotiable
resource that needs to be built, or within the camitres of practice framework, “practiced”.
In the present chapter | will examine in detail linguistic practices and resources that helped
the members of the community of practice to accashphe shared goal of having fun. More
specifically, through some carefully selected exispl will examine how the Szeged
Erasmus students used their shared code (and &eyga) of English used as a lingua franca
to create humorous effects. By making humorousceffé mean contributions which the
speaker intends as amusing for the co-particip@itdmes 2000: 163). The analyzed ELF
practices will include both group-wide communicaBowhere (as a key shared practice)
English was deemed necessary as well as interactetween friends where the use of
English was subject to local negotiatfth.

The Szeged Erasmus students had two major kintisgoiistic practices for creating
humorous effects. One group of the practices ireal{ritualized practices” built around
ritual activities®* As they were accomplished through particular fomfidanguage drawn
from shared negotiable resources, the humorousteftbey created were “old”, rather than
new. While they would equally fit the purpose oé fbresent chapter as well, the focus here is
on practices that built new humorous effects oncanent-to-moment basis in the unfolding
interaction.

The latter group of practices building humor on $pet had two types. One group of
the practices emphasized the content componentmbh the other group focused on the
style component of humor. In the case of humor diatestyle, the source of humor was not

so much in the content of the message as in th@enam which it was communicated to the

82 See Chapter 4.
8 See sections 5.1.3.
8 See Chapter 5.
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co-participants. Humor in content was achievedughonarratives, teasing, irony, and what
the students called “naughty conversations”. Huaiored at style, on the other hand, was
realized through practices such as code-switchirguse of paralinguistic features, and word
plays. The style component of humor may be morsetyoaligned with the goal set at the
outset to look at ELF practices. However, a clas#ysis of the content component will also
contribute, quite substantially, to our better ustinding of the Szeged Erasmus students’
ELF practices. It will show that the participantsed the fact of their differential skills in
different languages as part of the material for imgkumor.

Overall, the present chapter seeks to shed lighhemways in which humor was used
as a shared negotiable resource. To that end,l Ifivél illuminate the ways in which the
participants built on each others’ ways of talkimgpd extended on each other's humorous
contributions. This in turn will result in the exaration of a wide range of interactional
strategies, such as repetitions, collaborativerate building (both at a moment of word
search and when there was no indication of a pmoplesimultaneous talk and back-
channelling. Then, I will explicate how the panpants drew not only on each others’ ways of
talking, but also on each others’ ways of thinkimgnile pointing at the underlying shared
views and perspectives. That is, | will show hovargld knowledge was also a shared
negotiable resource and how it contributed to et jproduction of humor. All this will be
done with the goal to pinpoint the specifics of tpectices for the Szeged Erasmus
community, which may not be the same for other E¢€$ourced communities, i.e. some
practices may be funny only to the Szeged Erasrudests simply because they were a

community of practice.

6.1 Participants’ views on the strategic use of hum  or
The students’ ritual practices with a humoroug@f{as shown in Chapter 5) provided

only a glimpse into the Szeged Erasmus studentsitefat making fun through linguistic
resources. The participants had a range of otlaetipes for creating humorous effects, which
made some of the students think that they only athorous conversations. Humor was
always appreciated and well received. Studentg huinor spontaneously in the unfolding
interaction in such contexts as the middle of aygarty, around a campfire, as well as on
the train. They built humor in different ways whiéiey were involved in “party converstions”
with students they did not know very well and wh#drey were engaged in “real

conversations” with friends. As Micha explainedBrcerpt 6.1, when they were involved in
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“party conversations”, it little mattered what thesid; rather, there was an urge to have fun in
any way possible, to talk about useless stuff. Bgti@ast, as Lena clarified in Excerpt 6.2,
when they were talking to friends, they built hunamound carefully selected topics, which
highlighted how well they knew each other:

Excerpt 6.1

Well, well, the, the party conversations alwaysdtém be (..) like (..) in a way about useless
stuff, uh, just to, to keep the, the, (..) the mbethg well. So it, it should be something which
is funny, just some stupid comments or something, gxchange some stupidities to make
other laughs, and then you laugh at what othersasaylike this (interview, January 28)

Excerpt 6.2

when you know people better then you know peopda gou know how how they are and
what uh kind of thing they do and then you can nfakeof them ((laughs)) they also make
fun of you so it's no problem. (interview, Decemlié

In Excerpts 6.1 and 6.2, both Micha and Lena sé@gshe reciprocity of humor. One
used the notion of “exchange”, the other said “gan make fun of them ((laughs)) they also
make fun of you”. The students therefore knew thanor was a strategic use of language
(note Micha’'s saying “itshould be something”), and they felt that it best workedooth
directions. In Excerpt 6.3 below, William explainedw he created the address form “brother
from another mother” to make Franco realize thaivheted to make friends with him:

Excerpt 6.3

| put quite a lot of effort in (.) to ma- make hii@el that (.) that I'm interested to find out
about him more: (.) and | like even the messa-ndkie message (.) like | sent like so where
are you like brother from another mother. ((lauyfisiterview, November 8)

That he found the address form “brother from anothether” amusing (and that he produced
it in the hope that Franco would find it amusingp)t is best indicated by his laughter.
Furthermore, that his use of the address form wategic is evident in his saying “and | like

even”, which implies that this was one solutiorttite problem of making Franco realize that
he wanted to be friends with him.
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6.2 Humor in content

6.2.1 Narratives
In their ritualized practice for “party conversatin™® the students devoted a large part

of their conversations to the discussion of theiedged “Erasmus life”. They typically started
their conversations with the questions “What did ylo today?” or “What did you do on the
weekend?” and then continued with the discussiorecént parties, trips and lessons. Since
the focus of these conversations was the studéBtasmus life” in Szeged, they were an
ideal place for the telling of narratives and stavynds. Following Tannen (1984: 100), by
narratives | mean personal stories about past expss, and by story rounds, the
juxtaposition of stories with a similar point. Thulke students told many narratives, and they
told mostof their narratives in ways which created humoreifiscts.

The participants had two major strategies fortangehumorous effects in and through
narratives: one meant building up humor in sol@ dther in collaboration with the co-
participants. In the case of humor in solo, a grgjludent manipulated the various negotiable
resources while deciding on the appropriate conthwpting the “right” ways of speaking,
and foregrounding a certain set of views and petspss. Excerpts 6.4 and 6.5 present two
stories as recorded in my fieldnotes. The storiesevtold by Dominik in the midst of a noisy

party, where the students were split into smalugsy chatting:

Excerpt 6.4

Dominik is joking about one of the courses he ararddl are taking in Szeged. They both
study law and sit in the very last row. Dominik kips that had difficulties in the beginning
because of his not knowing the English technicahit@ology. Now he is putting effort into
learning the terminology and today, for the firstd, to please himself and his teacher, he has
contributed to the class by asking a question. iHgathis, everybody bursts out laughing.
(fieldnotes, September 19)

When saying that he raised his first question m d¢lass, he displayed satisfaction, which
added to the humorous effect. Humor was in theerdnof the story: it was three weeks

before he was ready (or able) to raise a singlestgqprein class. To add to the humorous
effect, he told his story as if it was a detectstery. That is, he uncovered more and more
details as the story was drawing to its end. Hiategies proved effective. When he reached

his punch line, the students started laughing, Wwlicthis case was a sign of his humor

8 See section 5.2.6.
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reaching its end. They would not have found theystianny if there had not been the shared
knowledge that they were all in a “strange/foreignd”, it was the beginning of the term,
they were mainly taking English medium-of-instrocticlasses, the teachers and classmates
were all new, and their English was (still) “bd§.”

A few minutes later, as illustrated in Excerpt @&minik told another story:

Excerpt 6.5

He tells that he didn’t have a pillow or a blankehis flat so he had to ask the “owner of the
flat” to get him a blanket. Although he wanted &y $hat he needed a blanket, he mistakenly
asked for a pillow. He didn't realize that he askadthe wrong thing until the man appeared
in the door, holding a small pillow in his hand. Was so surprised seeing the small pillow,
rather than the blanket in his hands, that he coldter a word. Until he meets him again, he
will sleep in his sleeping bag. (fieldnotes, Segieni9)

Once again, Dominik built up his humorous narratreey skillfully: first, he stated
that he needed a blanket, but mistakenly asked faHow, which was funny in itself; then,
by saying that he did not realize for days thahhd asked for the wrong item, he made his
second humorous effect; and finally, his humor nedcits climax when he described how
awkward he felt when he saw the “owner of the flsttinding in the door, holding a small
pillow, rather than a big blanket, in his hands.

Both stories illustrate the point that speakingd‘lienglish” leads to specific types of
interactions in the Hungarian society in SzegedisTlthe shared knowledge of speaking “bad
English” (and little or no Hungarian), and the slthexperience of being in a “strange/foreign
land”, were both tools for humor in this ELF-resceat community. That is, in the Szeged
Erasmus community, at least, in part, humor buiuad the skills — or lack of them — in
certain languages (namely, in Engliggnd Hungarian), and around the participants’
“strangeness or awkwardness” in the Hungarian gocie

The next example for building humor in solo corfresn a dinner party conversation
recorded in the home of two students. The partidgpaere three Erasmus students, two local
Hungarian students who were the girlfriends of wéidhem, and the researcher. In Excerpt
6.6, the participants had just finished their dmrend were sitting comfortably, chatting,

when William told the story which was the last gtof a story round about swimming:

Excerpt 6.6 (William: L1 Estonian; Franco: L1 Italian; Emeset Hungarian)

1. W: And once there was a water police and they askdd go—

8 For how their perceptions about their English geghover time, see Section 7.1.
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liedk LMhm.

W: out, they /? / a camera, a /mari\&icamera

F: Lyeah? Here?

W: In in Szeged. And /there was/ water p(l)_lice. Arelwere—

F: Ok.

W: were in the water with Jake and some other meapiwell,
and they were filming, with a camernag 4 was likethey:
((shows how he shouted and waved tm}herhey were like

|@Attention, attention, go out from the watej(@eriously)).
| was likethey: ((shows how he shouted and waved
to them))
((E and F laugh a lot))

W: Yeah, @I was /included/ in the TV, in Englanghung/@
((laughing voice)). And then (.) anéthsome our friend, we
had a Hungarian guy, @hey guys (.)€out from the
water. Come on@ ((whisper voice))itisahy. @They
asked us (.) to come out. They aremadlice. No:@
((whispering voice)). | was like ((makine sound of
sneaking out from the water)). Likehe /?  / walking on
((makes the sound of sneaking out)).

Nookrwh

o

In William’s story, humor is primarily in the comtt but he also adds to the humorous effect
by other linguistic and non-linguistic means. Héea his intonation to model to his co-
participants how he was happily shouting to thdcgahen, uses gestures to show how he
waved to them, whispers when quoting his friencealy, changes back to his normal
intonation to quote what he naively replied tofnisnd. Then, when quoting his friend again,
he returns to the whispering mode, and finally,egiva voice with which he is trying to
indicate how he got out of the water as fast asdwdd. Thus, William achieves humorous
effect through intonation and pitch modificatidlisThat he manages to reach the desired
effect is evident in Emese’s and Franco’s laughter.

Moving on from humor in solo to humor in cooperatiwith others, the participants
often collaborated through a range of cooperatikegegyies for building humor. Staying with
the same conversation and with the same partigpasitin Excerpt 6.6, Excerpt 6.7 shows
how a bit later in the unfolding interaction, Walith collaborated with Franco and with
Franco’s girlfriend, Emese, to jointly create a lwous effect. The story is about a text
message that William sent to a wrong recipient. €eact begins right after Andrew has
asked William what he had put in the text message:

87 For more on the use of intonation in creating hroue effects, see section 6.3.2.
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Excerpt: 6.7 (William: L1 Estonian; Franco: L1 Italian; Emedet Hungarian; Andrew: L1
English)

1. W:Idon’t even remember. | /? /

2. F: Something like (.) you wrote something like yast went—

3. E: LSleep well. -

4. F: home,

5. E: love you:, you are sexy:

6. W: Love you Lsexy: @You are sexy:. My sexy:@
((laughing voice)).

7. A: <Hu> Jujj {oups} /? /

8. W: Lyeah.

9. E: To Franco

10.W: I was like

11.E: Instead of Virag.

12.W: LANnd what did /you/ answer back?

13.F: Something sweet.

14.W: Yeah:

15.F: Ll love you too, honey.

16.W: Yeah, yeah, yeah. Miss you very much (.) honey

17.F: X, X, X

18.W: X, X, X. You gave me (.) Franco opus, oups, Qusasry
Virag. ((laughs)) So so nice.

As Excerpt 6.7 demonstrates, William cannot immietiyarecall what he has put in the text
message, which allows Franco, who mistakenly reckithe text message, to answer
Andrew’s question by saying “you wrote somethirgli At this point, Emese, who has also
read William’s message, jumps in, and in overlag@peech finishes Franco’s utterance. She
does not make her contribution at or near a tramsitelevance place, which could be
interpreted as an interrupti8fiYet, her contribution is not an interruption, lBucooperative
overlap®® which indicates involvement and listenership oa grart of the speaker. Emese’s
and Franco’s utterances fit together nicely. Ihsuput that William wrote that he had just
arrived home, and that he loved her, and that tegift she was sexy.

Hearing this, William automatically repeats Emegesollection of his text message.
He says “you are sexy”, and then, realizing thet hnot exactly what he wrote, he adds “my
sexy”. Thus, he first automatically echoed Emeséd, then, when he realized that Emese was
wrong, he offers the “right” notion. His repeatkrhese’s contribution is an acknowledgment
token, which indicates, on the one hand, involvemegarticipation and listenership
(Lichtkoppler 2007), and solidarity and rapport iifi@an 1984), on the other. In the sense of
Tannen (1984), if he was not so highly motivategbtactice (build) rapport with Emese, he

8 See, for instance, Schegloff (2000a).
8 More specifically, in Cogo’s (2007) terms, it is example of a completion overlap.
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would not automatically repeat her utterance. i rilext utterance, Andrew makes a cry of
sympathy, to which Emese responds by emphasiziagpthnt of their humorous story,
namely, that William sent his love message to hentl Franco, rather than to his girlfriend,
Viradg. The story could just as well finish heret iwdoes not.

In utterance 12, William raises a question withclhe indicates that he wants to add
to the humorous effect they have built so far, am@hts to continue the co-operative work
which they have begun. To that end, he promptsdérda tell what he answered back, a
strategy Tannen (1984: 119) calls co-operative ptorg. As is evident in utterance 16,
where he says “miss you very much”, he does rememib&t Franco wrote him back,
meaning he could have told it himself without agkiRranco. His prompting Franco is
therefore nothing else but an attempt to co-opendtie him further. And indeed, when in
utterance 15 Franco says “I love you too, honeyil]i&vh acknowledges it three times, adds
what he remembers from the text message (“I migsvgoy much”), and then, as another sign
of co-operation, he repeats Franco’s “honey”. lienaince 17, Franco adds that he also sent
three kisses to him. This he expresses by saying;X.” which, as we can see in utterance
18, William repeats without any modification. Withe “X, X, X.” closing, William continues
with another story.

In a final example, the participants were three dpeakers of German, two L1
speakers of Turkish, and the researcher, an Llkepe& Hungarian. Excerpt 6.8 begins with
the researcher trying to reconstruct the funnyysstie heard in connection with the interview
William gave on the local TV about his experienassan Erasmus student in Szeged. As the
researcher did not see the interview, her recoctsbruof the story necessarily draws on what
some other students told her in connection with it:

Excerpt 6.8 (Researcher: L1 Hungarian; Lena: L1 German, MeikKe:German; Heidi: L1
German; Mujde: L1 Turkish)

1. R: And they
were coming from from Marianne’s flatdathey told me»

2. L: LAh, Ok.

3. R: that they were watching the the interviews anIV. And
they told me that it was very interegtwhen William said that
Ah | love it and then they showed thetynie of a girl.

4. L: LAh: Lyes:
((S screams))

5. M: But not the picture of a girl, the asghat was the funny, it
was not only a girl.
((big laughter))
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R: Aha:

L: Aha. And /with/ a yellow dress. It was very @afghs))

M: = /It was like/
you couldn’t miss /this/ ass.

9. L: Yeah, and you couldn’t miss his uh

10.R: His comment?

11.L: Yeah. =

12. M: = Aha.

12.H: But what they are they were talking about irs tthow?

13.L: Was in Hungarian so you can’'t understand the¢dladly —

14.Mu: LAha.

15.L: [what they really say—

16.H: [l /lunderstand/.

17.R: Aha.

18.L: Only a little bit. ((laughs)) I like it very mdncand then the

girl with a yellow ass coming to the pict. ((laughs))
19.M: She was walking into the library. ((laughs))

© N

In utterance 1, the researcher is telling the offeeticipants what William has told her in
connection with the interview. She points out tWtliam finished the interview by saying
“Ah | love it”, and in the mean time, they showeithe¢ picture of a beautiful girl”. It was
funny because his utterance could be taken asirgfetio the girls in Szeged, when in fact
what he meant was his “Erasmus life”. Two of thetipgpants, namely, Lena and Meike,
have seen the interview themselves. While Lena@egladges the recount of the story with
an “ah” and “yes”, and then with a scream, Meikpands on what the researcher has said.
She uses the researcher’s expression “the picfagiol” as a starting point and adds to it by
saying, “not the picture of a girl, the ass”. Inewance 7, Lena builds on Meike to paint a
more detailed picture of the “ass” shown in thenfilshe says, “and with a yellow dress”.
While Lena is laughing, Meike makes the claim thatas impossible not to pay attention to
the “ass”. In the next turn, Lena expands on Meigain. She uses the linking word “and”
and then repeats Meike’s structure “you couldn’$shi Based on Sacks et al (1974: 72), here
she clearly faces a moment of word search, whickvidenced in the hedge “uh”. The
researcher intends to provide help and, with risimgnation, supplies the notion, “his
comment”. She supplies the end of Lena’s uttera@moment of word search immediately
after the prior turn, which Gardner and Wagner @) call “collaborative completion”, and
Cogo (2007) names “utterance completion”. In thet t@n, Lena acknowledges the supplied
utterance, and Meike, latching to Lena, acknowlsdiye appropriateness of Lena and the

researcher’s utterance.
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In utterance 14, Heidi, who did not see the TV paogy asks what the interviews were
about. Lena replies by saying that they were dubipéal Hungarian, and they did not
understand much. Later, in utterance 20, she maédepoint that they all understood one
small bit only, that is, when William said, “I likevery much”. Then, to summarize the funny
episode in it, she says “the girl with a yellow &ssning to the picture”. In this utterance,
Lena builds on two of her co-participants’ earlientributions. From the researcher she picks
up the structure “the picture of a girl”, and fravieike the word “ass”, and combines them

with her own emphasis on the yellow color of the'gyskirt.

6.2.2 Teasing
In Chapter 5, when discussing the Szeged Erastadsrds’ ritual practices, teasing

was defined as the practice in which the studelatgfydly made fun of each othé?.In what
follows, | will present two examples for teasing ammoment-to-moment basis. In Excerpt
6.9, two speakers collaborated with each othee&sd a co-participant. The student being
teased is Zeynep, who earlier in the conversagpmmtsneously code-switched to Hungarian
several times, sayinglla for “fork.” ®* When Zeynep expresses regret about not being@ble
attend the Hungarian language classes, Meike and tefer back to her notion eflla to

playfully make fun of her:

Excerpt 6.9(Meike: L1 German; Mujde: L1 Turkish; Lena: L1 Geaam Zeynep: L1 Turkish)

1. M: = But | think you can survive
without ((laughs)) without a languagaés.
2. Mu: [Yes. =
3. L = So you know
what the knife is in in Hungarian.
4. M: LHm. LThat's everything. You don't need
more.
5. L: Yeah.
6. M: And <Hu> villa {fork}.
((laughter))
7. Z: Ok. But | will ask later.
8. L: Oh no, no, but at McDonald’s you don’t need toauknife. Uhuh uh

((laughter))

9 See section 5.2.2.
L For an example, see Excerpt 7.14 in section 7.2.1.
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Meike, who does not attend Hungarian language etagxpresses the view that Zeynep can
survive without language classes, too. In the afttee 2, Mujde confirms this view. So far
there is nothing humorous or ironical in the intti@n, as both Meike and Mujde confirmed it
at the retrospective interviews. The first humorcemmark comes in utterance 3, where Lena
states that Zeynep knows “what the knife is in Harran”. In the retrospective interview,
Lena explained that here she meant to say “foddhar than “knife”, for “that was the thing
that [they] talked about before”. Although, on #pot, Lena gets the word wrong, to Meike it
is evident that she is trying to tease Zeynep ligrnag back to the notion of “fork”. During
the playback she noted, “Yes so she [Lena] madedgdrto what Zeynep said before with
the knife thing, and yes, she took the connectimale a joke out of it”.

In utterance 4, building on Lena’s way of thinkiagd her way of speaking, Meike,
too, makes a humorous contribution on her own.dimgl so, she builds on Lena’s previous
utterance. She states “That’s everything. You doedd more”, meaning Zeynep knows what
the Hungarian is for “knife”, and she does not naegthing else. Lena confirms her joke
with a “yeah”. Meanwhile Meike gains a little think time, remembers the Hungarian
expression Zeynep used several times before, aigl pdrtly in Hungarian, “And villa”. By
repeating Zeynep’s notion of “villa”, she implidsat apart from the notion of “knife”, which
Lena has suggested, and her notion of “villa”, Zgyrdoes not need anything else in
Hungary. The jokes are acknowledged with laughyealbthe participants.

In utterance 7, Zeynep (still) insists that sheusth try to get enrolled for the
Hungarian course. In the next utterance, Lena, wa®very keen on learning Hungarian, and
who, as Meike noted during the playback, was veoyg to be at a higher level than most of
the other students, responds to Zeynep’s utterdaypsaying, “no, no”. Surely, this is not to be
taken seriously; she says it only as a way of pregahe ground for her next humorous
contribution, which is as follows: “at McDonald’oy don’'t need to uh a knife”. In this
humorous remark, she picks up Meike’s structureo“ylon’t need”), and adds to it, by
saying, “At McDonald's you don’t need”. During thptayback interview, Lena laughingly
noted that she made a reference to McDonald's lsec&deynep loves McDonald’s”. As is
evident from the following laughter, “Zeynep lovd&cDonald’s” was part of the shared
understanding on which the students could drawidBsshat, in Excerpt 6.9, there was the
shared knowledge of the fact that language skiths lack of them — are a salient issue for all
the Szeged Erasmus students temporarily residitgumgary. Hence, their humor is about

language learning, language use and misunders@gsdim this case, it is their knowledge of
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Hungarian that is ridiculed, in other cases, aswshn Excerpts 6.4 and 6.5, it is their
knowledge of English.

In Excerpt 6.10, one student teased two of herartigipants. The participants have
just finished a story round about the disadvantafesaying in a hostel. The point of the last
story has been that you may find it impossiblelées if you are put into a room with people

who snore:

Excerpt 6.10(Zeynep: L1 Turkish; Lena: L1 German; ResearchérHungarian; Heidi: L1
Turkish)

1. Z: Some people can talk (.) in the dreaming, faregle, me.
((laughter))

2. L: But I can_walkin the dreaming. Haha.
((laughter))

R: You can walk?

/Z]: Ja. [And | hear her talk.

R: [Did you see her?

((laughter))

H: You can [walk and talk together

((Z laughs a lot))

ok ow

o

Excerpt 6.10 begins with Zeynep making a humoramark that she can “talk in the
dreaming”. This evokes laughter, which makes Lesa & partly competitive, a partly co-
operative utterance. She is co-operative, in Emtpmmodative, in the respect that she almost
fully adopts Zeynep'’s structure of “can talk in th@aming”. She only changes the verb, and
thus says, “can walk in the dreaming”, with an eag on “walk”. However, she is
competitive in the sense that she uses “but” abdgenning of her utterance. Lena’s utterance
is funny (due to its content), but it is not metmtease Zeynep. Then, in utterance 6, Heidi
jumps in, and makes a contribution with which sheyfollly makes fun of both Zeynep and
Lena. She suggests that they “can walk and talktbeg”. She offers her contribution in a
highly cooperative spirit: she adopts Zeynep’sdtite of “can talk” and Lena’s structure of
“can walk”, and thus accommodates to them both.

The Szeged Erasmus students enjoyed teasing #amham the spot, especially if it
involved high levels of collaboration across thedsints, as seen in William’s quote in
Excerpt 6.11. He suggests that within the Szegedrins community teasing worked best
when a small group of friends met in the home & ohthe students. He liked the evolving

interactions (in addition to the funny content) d&ese of the students “joining forces” and
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trying to accomplish the same goal. He describésl ¢b-operative process as “everybody

[...] Joining in and throwing in it towards [a singlperson”:

Excerpt 6.11

there’s, like a/ /, like a headf the ERASMUS (.) when they normally meet up dgrthe
week just for pancakes, or for somebody’s birthfilyen] we just started joking @about
someone@ ((laughing voice)), some countries alsoutatsomebody. Uh, and then
everybody’s joining in and throwing in it towardBat person or: that's very funny so.
(interview, October 17)

The shared practices of teasing (including bothaies that created humor on the spot and
the ones that recycled “old” humorous language &)rane a clear example of the negotiation
work that the developing of the shared resourcgsired. Had the participants not negotiated
certain shared ways of talking, thinking, and betig, despite their good will to make fun
and create a shared goal, they could have easisedaoffense. That this did not happen is a
sign of the fact that the participants carefullyefided”, and observed, the limits of their

shared resources.

6.2.3 “Naughty conversations”
For the Szeged Erasmus students, swearing wasportant everyday task, which led

to the developing of particular shared resourcespeactices? However, most students loved
not only swearing, but also talking about “dirty” ‘maughty” things, as they said. “Naughty”
questions often came up in their drinking garfigsut even more frequently in their regular
interactions. They were an important means of imglé friendship and family support social
group with a focus on humor.

The shared practices and resources which werdapénwg allowed the students to
either directly address a “naughty” topic, or tdimectly refer to it. Whether they were direct
or indirect, the rapport value of being involvedaifinaughty conversation” was high. Tannen
(1989: 23), drawing on Gumperz (1982), notes thdiréct reference to meaning requires the
participants of the interaction to “fill in unstdteneaning [which] contributes to a sense of
involvement through mutual participation in senskimg’’. In this sense, through indirect
reference to “naughty” topics, the Szeged Erasnusests practiced solidarity by showing

that they were mutually involved in figuring outstated meanings. Of course, the fact that

92 See section 5.2.4.
% See section 4.3.1.
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they could do so is evidence of the fact that tleesned a community of practice. As regards
the participants’ direct reference to “naughty”itsp it was a key shared practice that helped
to establish and maintain the community. This pcads similar to what Tannen (1984: 79)
refers to as the strategy of mutual revelatibifthe students sent the message that they are
intimate, and they both speak about “naughty” tepigthout embarrassment. Besides that,
the strategies by which the participants built anheothers’ contributions, and the wide range
of interactional strategies which they further aedp helped the students to establish and
maintain the group.

| present four quotes. The first two (Excerpts 6ditd 6.13) exemplify indirect
reference to “naughty” content; the second two @fgts 6.14 and 6.15) provide examples of
cases where the “naughty” content is directly stabe Excerpt 6.12, the six participants are
getting ready for a group photo. While one of themetting up the camera, the other five are
waiting squeezed into a small sofa. While waititigg following interaction ensues between

two of them:

Excerpt 6.12(Franco: L1 Italian; William: L1 Estonian)
1. F: This couch make makes so much noise.

((laughter begins))

@When my mum /? /@ ((meakeme movements

in the bed so as to show how it crigaks
2. W: @What's your mum doing here?@ ((laughing voice))
3. F: Nothing, @she was alone@. Every time she wamsngiin

the bed, we could hear.
4. W: LlAha. Lyeah?

((W laughs))
In utterance 1, Franco has not yet made any diedetence to a “naughty” issue, but the
participants assume he may be implying one, and #tart laughing. Knowing that he is
living in the flat with his girlfriend, they assuntkat he is hinting at the following: the bed
makes funny noises when he and his girlfriend aaking love in it. Franco realizes the
implied meaning of his utterance, and continue$ whis original intent, now in a laughing
voice. He starts saying something about his murd, then pauses to show what noise the
couch actually makes. While he pauses, William jsrmpto ask “What's your mum doing

here?” By asking this question, he shows, at léast things. Firstly, he knows what they are

% By mutual revelation Tannen (1984: 79) means tfaegyy when a speaker makes a statement of pérsona
experience, and thus elicits a similar statemenhfthe other speakers. When the strategy provestef, the
speakers send the following metamessage: “We timgdte; we both tell about ourselves”.
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all laughing about; and secondly, by redirecting tbcus from him and his girlfriend to his
mother, he indicates that the implied meaning, teathat the couch makes some funny
noises when people make love on it, may still proeerect. In his next utterance, in a
laughing voice, Franco says, “she was alone”, &nd tnakes clear, for once and for all, that
the implied meaning was wrong. In the next utteean&illiam acknowledges Franco’s
answer but keeps laughing.

In the next extract (see Excerpt 6.13), Francojbsistold a funny narrative about a
young man in his block of flats who was singing Mada. Hearing this, Andrew, who is gay,

makes the following remark:

Excerpt 6.13(Andrew: L1 English; Emese: L1 Hungarian; Williabht Estonian)

1. A:@I probably know him@ ((laughing voice))

2. E: What? Who?

3. W: The singer. Downstairs.

4. A: @If he is chanting out Madonna, | have probadgn him
at the bar@ ((laughing voice))
((big laughter))

In utterance 1, talking bout Franco’s neighbor, Aawdstates that he probably knows him. He
is laughing, which already indicates that he hamething “naughty” on his mind. The other
participants do not respond to his utterance, wheelds him, in utterance 4, to make another
hint at what he means. He does not say so, butiupkcation is the following: if he sings
Madonna, he must be gay, and must go to the barewdey people, including him, normally
meet. The implication being much more clear now,da-participants start laughing, and thus
acknowledge his humorous utterance.

In Excerpt 6.14, the participants make explicference to a “naughty” topic with a
high level of cooperation between the participaiitse students have just ridiculed another
neighbor, in fact, the previously mentioned “sirigemother who always looks very stressed.

Right after the laughter, they build another hunagratterance:

Excerpt 6.14(Franco: L1 Italian; William: L1 Estonian; Emesel Hungarian)

F: = Maybe she needs dick.

W: @She needdick@ ((laughing voice))

F: Yeah. [She needs /dick/

W [Yeah, she @needs something@ ((laughaicg)).
F: That's what we say in Italy.

E: tWhat:?

ok wNE
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((E laughs))
7. F:Yeah, really (..) ((pauses because of the larjhtA

nervous woman, we say, she needs the Sarky.

((laughter))

The extract begins with Franco’s comment, “Maybe sbheds dick”. What he means
is that if she is stressed, “maybe she needs ditkive can see, he does not directly state the
first part of the message, but focused on the skdbte “naughty” part. William understands
what he means and, in a laughing voice, he repg@atsco’s utterance. His repetition can be
seen as an acknowledgment token showing, on thehané, involvement and listenership
(Lichtkoppler 2007), and shared understanding amdpgectives on the other. Seeing that
William shares his views, he confirms his pointtwi “yeah”, and starts to repeat his
utterance. With his self-repetition, he intendgjitee a greater emphasis to the shared views
and perspectives between him and William. This wasfirmed at the retrospective
interview, where Franco made the point that Willemepetition of his utterance made him
realize that “in other countries [they] think thanse about certain topics”. The fact that
William, who was from Estonia but studying in Englia shared the same views as him, who
has spent his entire life in Italy, was a pleasamprise for him.

When Franco starts repeating his utterance, Willilm®s not wait for Franco to finish
his utterance but overlaps with him. He repeat$ i “Yeah”, and his “she needs”, and
only changes the last element of the original attee (instead of “dick”, he says,
“something”). The simultaneous speech in which Mfll engages is an instance of
misjudgment overlap in the sense of Cogo (2007atTH, William starts speaking in an
overlapping speech because he has misjudged theitivpa relevance place. Yet, his
overlapping speech is best not seen as an intesrupt the sense of Schegloff (2000a), but
collaboration in the sense of Tannen (1984). Theth complete their turns and, what is
more, they end up saying the same thing. In faty tare both repeating the “naughty”
content, which has made them aware of a new sgtarkd views and understandings.

In utterance 5, Franco points out that he has mesad this because “That's what
[they] say in Italy”. In the next utterance, Emesakes a cry of surprise. She asks “What?”
with a rising intonation, amid much laughter. Itesince 7, Franco confirms what he has said
in utterance 5 with a “Yeah, really”. By this timi,is not only Emese laughing, but all the
participants. Franco waits until the laughter eralsd then makes two important points.
Firstly, he explains what he left unsaid in utteeari: the woman in the neighboring flat
“needs dick” because she is nervous; and secohalypoints out that he has made this
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connection based on what they say in Italy. Fracontributions in utterances 5 and 7 may
be seen as attempts to clarify the meaning of tnsdnous utterance to all those participants
who may not have understood his point becausec&fdé shared views and understandings.
Therefore, this instance of humor is an illustratad how, despite the participants practicing
particular shared negotiable resources, the taskiofor still remains a challenge for them as
a result of the fact that some members of their mamity of practice have more shared
knowledge than others. They all share the goalthmutesources are variable among them.

In Excerpt 6.15, Franco has just told a story alaofriend of his in Syria for whom,
after meeting with friends in the evenings, it ist rsafe to go home at night. A non-
understanding evolves which Andrew tries to repgmirdrawing a parallel between their
situation and that of Franco’s friend. He sayssitas if they could not leave Franco and
Emese’s flat, where they are at the moment, urdgiimmg. To this Emese responds by saying,

“Stay here”. Then comes the humorous part:

Excerpt 6.15(William: L1 Estonian; Franco: L1 Italian; Emesel Hungarian; Andrew: L1
English; Researcher: L1 Hungarian)

1. W: How many people fit in your bed then?

2. F: Uh if we: get tight, three. Three, two and onmewhere else.
3. E Lwhat?

4. A:Ontop. =

5 R: = On the on the on the (..) armchpushed and
6. F: Lyeah we can LYeah.

7. W: /Or/ make a pancake.

8. ((A and K laugh))

9. E: What's that?

10.W: /I said/ on the top of somebody | will make anpake.
11.((E laughs))

12.E: @I will go to top of you@ ((laughing voice))

Excerpt 6.15 begins with William asking “how mangople fit” in Emese and Franco’s bed,
thus checking if they could stay for the night. @@ takes up the question and suggests that
three people would fit in their bed in the bedrodwo in the couch in the living room, and
“one somewhere else”, meaning they should loolkafoalternative solution for one of them.
Hearing this, two participants offer a possiblautoh: Andrew suggests that somebody could
go “on top” of the other (utterance 4), and theeagsher states that they could make use of
the armchairs as well (utterance 5). In utteranc@ifliam takes Andrew’s idea further, and
by doing so, he jointly constructs humor with hikbe suggests that they could “make a
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pancake”. Andrew and the researcher start laughHmgitterance 9, Emese signals failed
understanding of William’s humorous utterance. m atempt to repair the failed use of
humor, William combines Andrew’s contribution and bwn contribution into one utterance,
and thus says, “on top of somebody | will make acp#te”. This provides further evidence to
the claim made earlier that the Szeged Erasmusgmstsisvorked hard to make naughty humor
“work” — that is, to “be funny for everyone” pregerrollowing William’s offer of help,
Emese starts laughing as well. She then turnsaadeér, her boyfriend, and laughingly says
that she will go on top of him.

The “naughty” idea that they could go on top otteather during the night was
revisited later as well. Franco has just rememb#ratia few weeks ago Emese was studying
in the bathroom, which makes him suggest that #tbrbom is an alternative location for
spending the night. Before he makes his pointjrisetells the story of why Emese studied in

the bathroom. As soon as he starts narrating, tseigferrupted:

Excerpt 6.16(Franco: L1 Italian; William: L1 Estonian; Emes&:Hungarian)

1. F: Few few weeks ago she was studying in the bathrioecause
(.) we have uh uh crazy crazy
2. W: LFew weeks ago (.) she was on the
top of me
((W laughs))
3. F: No.
((F laughs))
4. W: @Sorry.@ ((laughing voice)) | was like | thinkty can’t
carry it on all right.
((laughter))
As Excerpt 6.16 illustrates, Franco starts hisyshyr saying “Few few weeks ago”. Franco’s
utterance turns out to be something that William baild on for humorous effect so he
overlaps with him. His overlap is meant to be aermption: he does not wait until Franco
reaches a transition relevance place, nor doegyhe finish his utterance. Rather, he jumps
in with something totally different (and incorreayhich nevertheless has a humorous effect.
He picks up part of Franco’s utterance (“few wea@e she was”) and adds Andrew’s earlier
utterance (“on top”) to it. His contribution in atance 2 has at least two important
implications. Firstly, for William, the rapport wa of making a humorous contribution is
potentially more important than the “harm” he maygtgmtially make by interrupting the

current speaker, and by saying something whichldelg knows is incorrect Secondly, in

% |t cannot be that Emese was “on top” as she walyitg then, as Franco has made it clear in utberdn
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creating a humorous effect, he returns to an “altérance. By building on each others’ ways
of speaking, he is signaling that he (still) remensbwhat his co-participants have said
before, and is therefore practicing rapport. In rilegt utterance, Franco says “No”, and then
starts laughing himself, thus acknowledging the twim Franco’s “naughty” utterance. In
the next utterance, William first apologizes fowimg interrupted Franco, and then explains
how he made a connection between what Franco wasysia the unfolding interaction, and
what Andrew had said earlier. By so doing, he rbevélaat when Franco was doing the
talking, he was thinking ahead, and was making eotions with what was being said earlier.
Thus, very often by practicing humor, the SzegeasBwus students practiced solidarity and
rapport, which served the overall goal of creatamgl maintaining a community based on
“family” relations and friendships.

6.2.4 lrony
Irony, which is a technique for conveying a megninat is the opposite of its literal

meaning, was another shared practice that helpedpémticipants accomplish humor in
content. As Meike stated in connection with the aké&rony at a playback interview, “we
sometimes do it, we like it”. Excerpt 6.17 was doemted at a house warming party. The

participants are Jerard, one of the ESN coordieatalied Aron, and the researcher:

Excerpt 6.17

He [Jerard] tells about his summer job. In the fimstyears, every summer he has worked as
a tutor in different camps. He describes his warkitng and underpaid but says he had no
other choice. He needed the money so that he solplort himself during the school year.
When he is talking, Aron makes several ironical ownts such as, “Oh that’s a pity”, and
“We are so sorry for you”. (fieldnotes, Septemb@y 1

Aron was ironical — he was not sorry for Jerardableast, not as much as he suggested with
his ironical comments. Jerard knew that Aron’s dbntions were meant to be amusing,
rather than serious, and he did not stop recoutiiagtory. By telling more, he gave prompts
for Aron, on the basis of which he could make fartironical remarks. Such interactions
show the great “expertise” with which the membdrghis community of practice used their
shared negotiable resources: they adopted certa@ired ways of speaking which in their
group did not, but in other contexts, with otheoups of people, might have easily caused

offence.
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Excerpt 6.18 was recorded at a dinner party. Thicg@ants finished reconstructing the story
of William’s interview and have just begun to dissthow William and the other interviewees

were selected:

Excerpt 6.18(Heidi: L1 German; Meike: L1 German)
1. H: LSome Spanish people asked me if | want to come.

There’s a TV show, and you have jusbt¢(toughs)) just a
few questions, and you have just to ansmd | | asked when
and at 8 o’clock in the morning, | said, thanks, | don’t
want.
((laughter))

2. M: You missed to become a TV star, Heidi, I'm sorry
((S laughs)).

3. H: Never mind.

Heidi explains that the Spanish students askedf sbe would like to be interviewed. Before
answering their question, she double-checked whemterview was due to start. When they
told her that it should start at 8 o’clock in themming, she said, “No, thanks”. Her saying this
is ironical for it suggests that she is honoretdeasked, when, in fact, she is not. She knows,
and the Spanish students know as well, that stpaiminterview so early is totally out of the
guestion for them as they usually slept in quite ia Szeged. The participants realized the
irony in the content of her message, and starigghiag.

In utterance 2, Meike responds to Heidi’s ironicainment with an ironical comment.
She says, “You missed to become a TV star” and #ueis, “I'm sorry”. As she explained at
the retrospective interview, she would not havenheanical, had Heidi not been ironical in
the previous turn. She adjusted her way of speakirtdeidi’'s way of speaking. As she put it
at the interview, her utterance is “just ironic aese Heidi said when she was talking about
this, oh, no thanks”. In light of this, her contrtton is not to be interpreted literally.
Apparently what she really means is that Heidimtd miss a great opportunity anyway, and
there is nothing to be sorry about. Hearing henigal statement, Lena starts laughing. In
utterance 3, Heidi says, “Never mind”, which isnical again. It implies that there is some
kind of a problem, when in fact there is no problehany kind. Excerpt 6.18 is an example
of accommodation for convergence through the mednsony. Therefore, the practice of
irony often meant adjusting one’s ways of speakiagonly to the group as a whole, but also

to the previous speaker.
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6.3 Humor aimed at style

6.3.1 Code-switching
Code-switching was one of the most salient waysvinch the Szeged Erasmus

students constructed humor aimed at style. Theytwadnajor types of code-switching. One
group involved using particular forms of languagaweh from a shared resource, and resulted
in repeating “old” humorous effect8; the other group involved switching codes
spontaneously in the unfolding interaction, thusating a new utterance, and with it a new
humorous effect. The focus here is on this lattelup. The subsequent analysis will show
that one instance of spontaneous code-switchingfwasbut the chains of code-switching,
that is, subsequent turns where the participarjtsstadl their ways of speaking to that of the
previous speaker, were even greater fun. ThusSt#eged Erasmus students often responded
to one particular type of shared practice with saene type of shared practice, and thus
increased the efficiency of their practices sustgirthe joint enterprise. Chains of code-
switching were characterized by very high levele@bperation, and made the impression of
a language play, which can be defined as humorsfogwon the language itself (Stark 2009).
The first three extracts exemplify long chains gbrstaneous code-switching. In
Excerpt 6.19, the participants are Lena, an L1 lsgreaf German, and Marianne, an L1
speaker of French. While they are on the stredt some students, waiting for the latecomers

turn up, they “invent” a language game:

Excerpt 6.19

Lena and Marianne suddenly engage themselves ame.gThey take turns to count up to 3
but they are not allowed to use the same languame.tit is as if they were playing table
tennis. One starts counting in one language, the otherstakesr, and they start
counting in another languag&/hen they have exhausted all the languages in their
repertoire, they approach the students around toradn in a whispering voice, ask for their
help. Franco, for instance, models the Italian nemstio one of them, me in Serbian. Once
they have memorized the numbers in a new languhgg,face up to each other again, and
throw the nhumbers at each other. Lena wins, to liwMarianne responds by saying that she
will do better in bowling. Throughout their “gamefiey are very cheerful and apparently
enjoy what they are doing. (fieldnotes, October 8)

Marianne and Lena set the “rules” of their gamehmnspot while they were playing it. They
invented a game which drew on their multilingualishimeir game was one in which they

switched codes through several subsequent turrs,iraeach turn they used a different

% For this kind of “ritualized” code-switching, seections 5.2.
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language. In this game, switching codes was thenme& humor. Besides that, as it was
achieved through accommodation in which one of ghdicipants adjusted their ways of
speaking to that of the previous speaker, it was #le means of “practicing” rapport, and of
creating a friendship group.

Excerpt 6.20 comes from Lucia’s birthday party. aifhthe students arrived, they
congratulated her individually and everybody spito small groups. Shortly before the
students were to leave the flat and go clubbingid stepped on the stairs so that everyone
could see her, and made an announcement. She thnkatudents for coming, and asked
them to leave her messages on the big canvas dhieuhg up on the wall. Then suddenly the

following language game ensued:

Excerpt 6.20

The students start singing the song “happy birtitdayou”. As soon as they are finished with
the English version of the song, the Spanish stisdgtart singing the Spanish version. Then
Hasad takes over and starts singing it in Turkiden William jumps in and sings it in
Estonian. Then Lena and Meike jump in to sing iG@erman. When they are finished, Denis
and 2 Hungarian boys start it in Hungarian, anchiadly the French girls do it in French.
(fieldnotes, December 6)

In section 5.2.5, it was noted that the participamid ritualized practice for saying “happy
birthday” in different languages. However, singitige song “Happy birthday to you” in
different languages was not part of the shareduress used to accomplish ritual activities.
That at Lucia’s birthday party the students stlhg the song in as many as seven languages
was totally spontaneous. It was another languageegahich they “invented” on the spot,
and which reflected the participants’ multilingsah. The “rules” of the game were that
everybody should sing in their L1, rather thanhait Ln. The students negotiated the rules of
the game on the spot through a careful adjustménbesr behavior to that of the other
students. This game required even higher levelsobéboration than the game in Excerpt
6.19. In this case, it was not only one personstjg their way of speaking to that of the
previous speaker(s), but many. When a group ofdebkers had finished their song, another
group of L1 speakers took over immediately. Morec#gcally, when a group had finished
their song, one student took over immediately, #rel L1 speakers of the same language
joined in with very little delay — a skill that irhtes the level of cooperation and alignment
among the community members, both within and adtusslifferent L1 groups.

Excerpt 6.21 comes from the dinner party where ngpycode-switched to the

Hungarianvilla “fork” several times. The first time she code-hid tovilla, it was meant as
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a compensatory strategy, and to make this clear,flalgged her utterance in many ways.
After the switch, Lena, one of the co-participamsdeled her the English equivalent of the
notion, and Zeynep “practiced” it (see Excerpt J.1dter in the unfolding interaction, she
needed the notion of “fork” again. By this timegediad a language choice to make: she could
decide whether she wanted to code-switch to Huagaor use the newly learnt English
notion. As Excerpt 6.21 shows, she opts for thegdman notion, which her co-participants
develop into a language game:

Excerpt 6.21 (Zeynep: L1 Turkish; Meike: L1 German; Lena: L1 r@an; Heidi: L1
German)
1. Z: Where's my <Hu> villa {Fork}?

((H laughs))

2. M: @Where’s my <Hu> vila {Fork}?@ ((sing-song voice))
3. Z: What?
4. L: @Where’s a: <Hu> vila {Fork}?@ ((sing-song voice))
5. Z: @<Hu> Vrlla {Fork}.@ ((sing-song voice))
6. L: @<Hu> Holvan a villa {Where is the fork}?@ ((sing-song
7. voice))
8. Z: @<Hu> Holvan a villa {Where is the fork}?@ ((sing-song
voice))
((laughter))

9. H: What do you want?
((Z laughs))
10.M: @<Hu> lttvan {It is here}@((sing-song voice))

11.Z: Fork [/? /
12.M:  @[<Hu>lttvan a villa {The fork is here}.@ ((sing-song
voice))

13.L: @<Hu> Itt: {Here}@ ((laughs)) ((sing-song voige)
14./?1: @<Hu> Itt: {Here}@ ((sing-song voice))

When in utterance 1 Zeynep code-switches to Huagashe does not flag her utterance in
any way. Like Pdlzl's (2003) and Cogo’s (2007) mapants, she, too, aims to create some
kind of social meaning. In light of the researatdings presented in section 5.2.5, she might
have a variety of goals such as to practice hergdian and/or to localize her ELF; yet, the
goal of making humor is hard to be denied. She lsp@s much as the other members of her
Szeged Erasmus community know, that code-switciingpnsidered funny, and is valued
highly. This is most evident in the other particifs reactions. First, Heidi starts laughing,

and Meike repeats her question with the Hungariament. At this stage, Zeynep does not

167



yet expect her code-switching to be further devetbmto a language game, and expresses
surprise evidenced in her question, “What?”

In utterance 4, Lena repeats Meike’s question. $hatis repeating Meike, rather than
Zeynep, is evident in the fact that she puts thengny stress on the second syllable of the
notion of “villa” as did Meike’’ In the mean time, she strategically changes tiginat
pronoun “my” to the indefinite article “a”. By thieme, Zeynep has realized that her utterance
has been taken up for language play, and shedaltsoip the game. In utterance 5, she repeats
villa “fork”, and in doing so she adopts her co-partcifs’ placement of the stress on the
second syllable. In utterance 6, Lena aligns wiggnép’s strategy of code-switching, and she
provides the entire utterance in Hungarian. In dao, she stresses the first word of her
guestion. In the next utterance, Zeynep repeatsrhétungarian, and with a stress on the first
word. The participants burst out laughing. The sewf their humor could not be in content
(as they were repeating the same question), btiheénmanner in which they repeated the
guestion. That is, they were switching codes watléhe same time they were repeating each
other and building on each other. After the laugtttee language game continues.

In utterance 8, Heidi, too, takes up Zeynep’s tjaedor a humorous effect. She asks
“What do you want?” a question with which she inteto tease Zeynep. Acknowledging the
humor in Heidi’'s question, Zeynep starts laughiBg.now Meike has gained some planning
time, which often comes with the repetition of tateces, and expands on Lena’s question in
utterance 6. The question has been, “Where is dhe?’f all in Hungarian, to which now
Meike answers, all in Hungarian, “It is here”. Henphasis is on the Hungarian equivalent of
“here”. In utterance 10, Zeynep starts answeringlifdequestion in utterance 8. Part of her
answer is inaudible as Meike overlaps with hermswaer Lena’s previous question in an even
fuller detail. In utterance 11, she says, all inngarian, “The fork is here”. Again, her
emphasis is on the Hungarian equivalent of “hdretitterance 12, Lena repeats the notion of
“here” in Hungarian, as it is this part of the uwdtece, which Meike has stressed in her
previous two utterances. All this is performed isilag-song voice. The extract finishes with
someone repeating Lena.

In Excerpt 6.21, three speakers have accommodatetbfivergence through various
strategies. Two of their strategies are in linehw@togo’s (2007, 2009) participants. That is,
the participants switched codes, and they repesdel others’ structure and lexical items. An
additional strategy they adopted was the repetibbreach others’ sing-song voice and

" For more on the role of intonation and other pagaiistic features in creating humorous effects, section
6.3.2 below.
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syllable (word) stress. More will be said on th&erof paralinguistic features in the following
section’® The upshot here is that code-switching was on¢hef many shared practices
through which the Szeged Erasmus students jointigted humor. Part of the shared practice
was a language game in which they responded tqraetice of code-switching by another
practice of code-switching, and this in a long ohai

My final example illustrates how even a small amtoof spontaneous code-switching
can serve the purpose of co-constructing humohisxdommunity. In Excerpt 6.22, William
has just told about his swimming in the local rivend the researcher has just warned him
that swimming is prohibited. Emese confirms theeagsher’'s point and, as a response,

William explains what he would have said to theig@hen had they wanted to fine him:

Excerpt 6.22(William: L1 Estonian; Emese: L1 Hungarian; Francd Italian)

W: [We don't>

E: the river on the <Hu> Belvarosi Hid{The DowntoBridge}

W: speak Hungarian.

E: And—

W: L<Hu> nem beszél- {I don't speak} ((a few meaninglsgllables
follow, indicating he is not ablefioish))

6. E:and there’s a:

7. F: <Hu> Nem értem. {l don’t understand}.

8. W: @<Hu> Nem értem.@ {l don’t understand} ((laugipivoice))

9

1

agrwnE

. E: apiece of lane>
0.F: <Hu> Sajnos. {Unfortunately}
((W laughs))
11.E: and usually there are some (.) some people whtyiag on
the sun actually, but it's (.) they caat the (.) fine.

William utters, first, in English, what he wouldvesaid to the policemen (“We don’t
speak Hungarian”). Then, in utterance 5, he makeateempt to repeat the expression in
Hungarian. He has, at least, two reasons to dd-isstly, by switching codes he can make
another humorous effect; secondly, by switchingdtmgarian, he can show whexactlyhe
would have said to the Hungarian policemen. Thedrume desires is not so much in content
(for he is repeating “old” information), but in th@ocess of code-switching. However, no
sooner than he starts making the expression in &harg he realizes that he cannot inflect
the verb. He signals his word search indirectlyadging a few meaningless syllables to the

verb. In utterance 7, Franco code-switches to Huagato offer William a scaffold. By

% Here paralinguistic features are interpreted afstfor making humorous effects; yet, playing wite stress,
in particular, may be further interpreted as shaptlme students’ attention to language forms, ard thtention
to learn, or “practice” a given language.
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offering a scaffold to him, he does not in thetfipface seek to promote intelligibili§},but
rather he intends to help him with the creatiorhofmor. In light of Sacks et al. (1974: 72),
one would expect him to perform collaborative wtere building, and thus finish William’s
utterance. However, he cannot inflect the verlheeit As a solution, he produces a new
utterance with a similar meaning. That is, rathantsay the Hungarian equivalent of “I don’t
speak Hungarian” he says the Hungarian equivalefit don’t understand you”. His code-
switching is appropriate and well chosen. Willisandhingly repeats the utterance Franco has
supplied. His repetition has at least two functidrsstly, as Klimpfinger (2007) notes with
reference to her ELF participants involved in adveearch, it shows his acknowledgment of
help, and his recognition of the (Hungarian) uttesg secondly, it serves to create the desired
humorous effect. Thus, by switching to Hungarianilis¥n and Franco jointly create a
humorous effect.

The co-construction of the humorous effect continurethe next turn. Franco utters
the Hungarian equivalent of “Unfortunately”. In going, he builds on William’s way of
speaking. That is, he accommodates to his use ng&tian, and thus adds to the humorous
effect they have jointly created in the previousitu Furthermore, his Hungarian utterance is
ironical: in the present situation, “unfortunatelg”’meant as an excuse not to get a fine, rather
than something to be sorry about. By using iromgnEo makes the humorous effect even
more powerful. Franco’s second code-switch is westkived again: William acknowledges it
with laughter.

6.3.2 Paralinguistics
The other means of creating humor aimed at style tva use of paralinguistics, that

is, the non-verbal aspects of spoken communicasoch as speech tempo, pitch and
intonation. The students used paralinguistic festuin two different ways to create a
humorous effect. Firstly, they used it as a supplalary strategy to add to the humorous
effect in content. In this function, it was typilgalised in narratives. Excerpt 6.6, in which
William recounts the humorous story of his encoumtgh the water police in Szeged, is a
case in point. As a reminder, his humor \pasarily in the fact that he did not realize that he
was waving and happily shouting to the police, wimefact, they could have easily fined him.

That he played with his intonation was an additiosisategy he adopted tadd to the

% Intelligibility has already been reached in uttera 1, where William provides the same information
English.
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humorous effect. Secondly, the Szeged Erasmusrgtidseed paralinguistics as the only (or
as one of a few) strategies to achieve humor aiatestyle. This is exemplified by Excerpt
6.21 above, where the question “Where’svitja?” was the topic of a language play for over
ten turns. To jointly create a humorous effecte¢ghspeakers combined the strategy of code-
switching with the use of paralinguistic featurés.the following, | provide two more
examples of how paralinguistic features were Sgres#ly used to create humor aimed at
style.

In Excerpt 6.23, Franco mentions for the first tithat he has a neighbor who sings

Madonna:

Excerpt 6.23(Franco: L1 Italian; Emese: L1 Hungarian; Williabhi: Estonian)

1. F: Once | was cleaning the house and | was /astehing much
more (.) the music because when | studglate (.) my minds,
? /, and he was listgrime same song, like
Madonna song, for six times, like a loapd he was singing
but he was shouting.
E: It's a boy, it's some kind of young boy
W: L@Like a virgin
[on the first night@ ((singing))
E: [No, not this, the new one, | don’t know.
. F: One of the the last song.
((laughter))

wn

o1

In utterance 1, Franco explains that one day he disipted by his neighbor singing
Madonna. Hearing this, Emese gives some extranrdbon about “the singer”. When she
gets close to a transition relevance place, Williewerlaps with her, and starts singing a
Madonna song. By singing the song he means toeciedtumorous effect. In the sense of
Schegloff (2000a), his overlap is not an interroiptas Emese was to leave the floor anyway.
While William is chanting the song, Emese overlagit him to tell him that he was singing
another song. Emese’s overlap may be seen as adgmsgent overlap (Cogo 2007) if we
assume that she expected William to leave the thfter “Like a virgin”. However, even if it

is not a misjudgment overlap, her overlap is coaijpez, rather than disruptive, as William
continues with the song. When they both leave ltta f Franco confirms Emese’s point, and
then the participants burst out laughing. The laeigis (at least, in part) an acknowledgment
of William’s singing the song. In this case, theref William attempted and successfully

manipulated his voice quality to reach a humordiece
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In Excerpt 6.24, Mujde has had some difficultyimgkover the floor. Eventually, she

makes a direct claim for the floor:

Excerpt 6.24 (Mujde: L1 Turkish; Heidi: L1 German: Lena: L1 Gam Zeynep: L1
Turkish)
1. Mu: [I want to say something.

2. H: Like in school, @I want to say something@. =e{pnds speaking
like young children speak at schoobBihs))

3. Mu: L7 /

4. L: = Ok, Mujde
((pretends speaking like teachers speak))

Z:. [Like a student. ((laughs))

Mu: [@Thank you@. ((laughing voice)) Today | weoih,
what happened? Are you good? ((laughs))

oo

In utterance 1, Mujde states that she “want[s]ay Something”. With no interruption, Heidi
takes the floor. She makes a comment in which sheats that to her Mujde sounded as if
she was a young child asking for their teachersnission to “say something”. Then, she
even repeats Mujde’s utterance. In doing so, slaagds her voice quality to sound like a
young child. In utterance 4, Lena builds on Heldeidi has pretended being a student; she
now pretends being a teacher. That is, she adbgtgtonation with which teachers call on
students in class. She says, “Ok, Mujde”. Thisdbes without any delay, latching to Heidi's
utterance. Her response comes so very fast thatferance 5, Zeynep’s contribution can be
seen as being a little bit delayed. In utterancesh® expands on Heidi’'s contribution in
utterance 2. She says “Like a student”. By sayimg, she accommodates for convergence to
Heidi (hence, her use of the same structure and thes same notion “like”), and paints an
even more detailed picture of how Mujde spoke ierance 1. By now it is clear that she
sounded “like a student” speaks “in school”. Ie thean time, Mujde overlaps with Zeynep,
and thus responds to Lena’s fast-paced contribinioiterance 4. As expected from a “good”
student who has been given permission to “say dung{ she now says, “Thank you”. In
other words, she joins in the collaborative workotlgh which Heidi and Lena are jointly
building a humorous effect. That the participants adeed working on co-constructing
humor is further evidenced in the fact that haltiedir utterances are pronounced laughingly

or are followed by laughter.
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6.3.3 Word play
Word play was another form of language play. Is tase humor was focusing on one

particular word, rather than on the students’ rinfjualism, as in the examples abd¥®.
They were single occurrences created on the apahel following, | present six examples of
word play that emerged in my data.

Most of the word play in the Szeged Erasmus comiyyslayed on the students’
names-2* Starting with the first, one evening a bigger graii students were standing in a big
circle on the street when, with some delay, thneskl students arrived. The three of them
went up to their friends and greeted them by sakiltp and giving them two kisses. A few
minutes after their arrival, Dominik jokingly askede of them, “Hi Maud [mud]! Are you in
good mood?” His question played on rhyme: the esttid name pronounced as [mud]
rhymed with “mood”. Moreover, the question “Are yau good mood?” was humorous in
another sense. With it, Dominik signaled, in a fynmay, that he realized that Maud was
drunk.

The other word play targeted a student called JosEipe word play was carried out
by one of the French students who thought thaté€{das sounded a bit like the French
expressionje ne sais pas’l don’t know”. On one occasion, she modified tReench
expressione ne sais pa8l don’t know” to sound more like “jo-se-pa”, amme out with the
expression je-se-pas”.She then used it as an alternative to the studeatise. Furthermore,
there is another sense in which the French equivale’l don’t know” can be seen as funny.
Josepa, an L1 speaker of Spanish, had such a $pmargsh accent because of which most of
the students claimed that they had difficulty ustending him. Thus, the alternative name
(derived from the French “I don’'t know”), is funngnd at the same time, well chosen, as it
may be seen as sending the message, “l don’'t kdowt(understand) what you are saying”.

The third example comes from one of the promptedads. After the table football
competition, or as the students called it, “chotivarnament”, which Lucia organized in her
home, Micha played on the name of his team andisropponents’ name. His team was
called borospince“wine cellar” while his opponents, by mere accidemere called “Jack”
and “Daniel”. Micha associated their names withdhek “Jack Daniel’'s”, and in his e-mail,
he wrote, “we finally lost against Jack & Danietdpably because Jack Daniel's is stronger

than wine)”.

10 gee section 6.3.1.
191 Unlike in the other chapters, here, at least,dmes cases, | provide real names. Otherwise, | coold
illustrate the practice of word play as used by3Skeged Erasmus students.
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A final example of word play on students’ names wasumented in a circular e-mail.
Lucia wanted to remind the students that Grazmwba leaving Hungary the following day,
and that they should organize a party for hern@tempt to be funny, she started her e-mail
by saying, “Hey peoplecilla”. This word play emedges she took the second part of the girl's
name “ziella” (pronounced as “ciella”), shortenetbi“cilla”, and then added it to the address
form “people”, which was most commonly used in glez e-mails:’?

Word plays other than those which played on thdesits’ names came up in writing.
One of them played on rhyme and at the same tideafaaughty” content, which added to
its humorous effect. At one house party, the hpkised a sheet of paper on their entrance
door, saying “Erasmus — Orgasmus”. This was meaheta funny solution for giving help to
those who had not yet been at their place and psnh@eded directions.

Finally, Marianne was known for her “alcoholic jgll which she prepared from time
to time to the delight of many students. When & skcond semester she returned for a short
visit to Szeged, she made “alcoholic jelly” agadii. let the whole “family” know about the
party where jelly would be served, they posted a&sage, saying, all in capital letters,
“TONIGHT BIG PARTY WITH MARIANNE AND HER ALCHOLOC ELLY". This
posting prompted several responses from thoserstuiddno, by that time, were in their home
countries and could not participate. Dominik wrotah, enjoy jelly, i will enjoy my
je(o)llousy”. In this word play he built on the slar pronunciation of “jelly” and the first part
of “jealousy”. To bring the similarity, and thusethvord play, to the attention of the students,
he modified his spelling by bracketing “0”. Howeythis was not the only strategy he used to
create a humorous effect. He also made use of :iro@ywrote that he would “enjoy” his

jealousy.

6.4 Discussion
In the process of re-inventing themselves as mesnloérthe Szeged Erasmus

community, the participants also re-invented tHamrguage, or in community of practice
terms, they practiced new identities by developmget of shared resources. That these
resources were often linguistic, and English used éingua franca was negotiated as a key
shared practice, ties to Widdowson’s (1993) notiohgroficiency in a lingua franca, when
he says that “you are proficient in the languagthéextent that you possess it, make it your
own, bend it to your will [and] assert yourselfdbgh it” (p. 43). While using the local set of

resources and (re-)creating the shared goals afibgifriends, “family” and fun, the Szeged

102 5ee section 5.2.3.
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Erasmus students created through practice their “‘@ersion” of English used as a lingua
franca. By so doing, they made the fleeting, chablgenature of ELF “fixed” to the extent
that it helped them define themselves as a grobeir Group was one of short duration which
involved elements of practice which most memberthefgroup claimed they did not like.

Making fun with linguistic resources was primarigcomplished through English
used as a lingua franca with humor beinghe language. That is, much of the humor they
created was accomplished by using their shared @ukkey practice) of English used as a
lingua franca in particular ways. They had four enagroups of practices to joke in the
language, namely, code-switching, paralinguistatuees, interactional strategies and word
play. The findings have significant implications t6LF research and theorizing

Firstly, the fact that the participants had a raofgghared practices for communicating
their message and interpreting others’ messageays that created humorous effects implies
that the participants, using English as a lingaada, had both the ability and the willingness
to move beyond the goals of achieving mutual ig#lility and that of showing
linguacultural identities. In Tannen’s (1984: 78)ms, we may say that they operated on the
assumption that they mutually understand each adher that the show of linguacultural
identities is not their main concern. Therefor@ytiplaced the signaling load on the creation
of humor, and through it, on the show of solidanityh the group. This is noteworthy for in
line with the widely accepted view that ELF is threconciliation” of intelligibility and
identity (P6lzl and Seidlhofer 2006: 151), currétitF research focuses on how speakers
achieve mutual understanding and/or signal theguacultural identities. In the mean time,
research into humor, solidarity and rapport is lagdehind (but see Stark 2009 and Cogo
2007, 2009). That the Szeged Erasmus students seengghly concerned with making fun,
and that in the creation of humor they so ofterciicad rapport, necessitates more research to
be done into humor and the interpersonal dimensibid F talk in a range of local contexts.
In taking ELF research into these relatively neveclions, a social approach such as the one
presented here would be most helpful.

This brings us to the second major implication bé tpresent study concerning
solidarity and rapport. In the Szeged Erasmus conityyuthe practices were layered into
each other so that very often by practicing huntlee, members simultaneously practiced
solidarity and rapport, which served the goal afating and maintaining a “family” and
friendship support system. To this end, the pgaicts developed a shared resource of
interactional strategies such as cooperative geerencluding both completion overlaps and

misjudgment overlaps), utterance completions anmktitions as acknowledgment tokens.

175



Thus, in the joint construction of humor, when theyoked, interpreted and built on each
others’ (implicit or explicit) meanings, they oftarsed one or more of the interactional
strategies. As one of them explained at an intarvié practices emphasizing the content
component of humor were all the more effective rffrehe point of view of the joint
enterprise) if two or more students “joined in”dahere was a sense of collaboration between
the participants. This finding is most compatiblghwHolmes (2006) and C. Davies (2003),
who imply that humor is an effective tool for exgseng solidarity so long that the
participants have a set of shared perspectivesuadédrstandings to draw upon, have the
willingness to sustain each other’s topic, and sheadiness to adjust their ways of speaking
to those of the co-participants. Thus, speakersggusnglish as a lingua franca may well have
the resources to build humor, solidarity and rappgrdrawing on each other’s contributions,
and by using a range of interactional strategfdbat is compatible with their goals.

In the Szeged Erasmus students’ community there awasher shared way of
practicing rapport. When the participants responedne particular type of shared practice
with the same type of shared practice, they predtisolidarity and rapport in the form of
accommodation for convergence. However, their accodation is not to be understood in
the traditional sense of the notitif.Rather, it is something broader, which occurredvem
levels: on the level of the previous speaker antherlevel of the group. That is, the students
adjusted their ways of speaking to the previouslspein such a way that they observed (or
remained loyal) to the group norm as well. The camity of practice approach of the present
study both confirms and adds something new to tineent understanding of accommodation
in ELF research. For the Szeged Erasmus studentweh as for many of Cogo’s (2007,
2009) participants, the most common ways of accodaton were repetition and code-
switching. In both cases, the participants eite@erated the previous speaker’s utterance (that
is, their structure and lexis), or they alignednvitie previous speaker’s strategic language use
(that is, they adopted their strategy of code-dwig). However, the Szeged Erasmus
students did not only align to their co-particigménguage use through the practice of code-
switching, but also through the repetition of tleeparticipants’ paralinguistic features, such
as their intonation, syllable and word stress, tafievoice, and their use of iror{’

Furthermore, through their accommodation for coggrce in several subsequent turns, the

193 5ee Excerpt 6.11 above.

194 5ee Giles and Coupland (1991: 60-67).

195 Humor in content is not the focus of the presdstuksion but it is noteworthy that the particigaatso
aligned to each other by sustaining the humorouget and/or the implicit reference to meaningg(ijkrelated
to a “naughty” topic). See sections 6.2.1, 6.2.2 Gu2.3.
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Szeged Erasmus students were able to achieve Isdeligls of collaboration that it made the
impression of a language game.

Humor most likely flew from one turn to the next @vhthe participants converged to
each others’ ways of speaking through code-switchifhe fact that code-switching, and
more specifically, chains of code-switching, weree af not the most important means of
joking in the language shows that the particippntsiuctively exploited their multilingualism
as a shared resource for generating humor. Sté#R39: 175) point is borne out here — ELF
speakers do seem to have “a natural interest gukeges”. However, based on the insights we
have gained into the Szeged Erasmus community,viei8 needs to be expanded. That is,
users of English as a lingua franca readily exglogtir natural interest in languages if it is
compatible with the goals that they jointly praeticThe Szeged Erasmus students, in
particular, creatively exploited their plurilinguapertoires for the creation of humor, rapport,
and a “family” more so than for achieving intellgity or signaling linguacultural identities.
This being the case, we need careful understarafitite social context in which ELF is used
or is developing — e.g. corporate multinationalyavs in the workplace likely use English as
a lingua franca for different shared goals (if tlway be said to be in a community of practice
at all) than did the Szeged Erasmus students.

A close analysis of the Szeged Erasmus studend&-switching practices lends itself
to another major conclusion. That is, for sociadyprs engaged in ELF practice, native
speaker (NS) norms are a useful point of depafteneit 2010: 58), but they are clearly not
“the unquestioned (unquestionable?) yardstick” Beifer et al. 2006: 7). As Firth (2009)
puts it, ELF speakers often “do not being an L2red’ (Firth 2009). That is, they tend not to
attend to each others’ “errors”. In the Szeged s community, the participants went
further than that: they repeatedly made certaile typ“errors”, of which code-switching was
a salient one. Therefore, it mattered little whetN& norms were met or not; what mattered
was the shared goal of creating humor, which wast&etheir re-inventing themselves as
members of one and the same community. In a dyngmrocess, their code-switching
practices emerged (at least, in part) to achieeegibal of making humor, then they were
solidified in practice, which sustained the entisear

Finally, the Szeged Erasmus students did not a#g in the language but they also
jokedaboutit. As English was a key shared practice, one winas particularly salient to the
group, the students developed the shared pradtiokiag about their knowledge of English
or lack of it. Besides that, they were all tempgregsidents in a “strange/foreign land”, in

which the knowledge of the local language of theiremment (or lack of it) was central to
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their daily practice. This shared experience leddme further jokes. They repeatedly made
fun of their “strangeness and awkwardness” in th@gdrian society, and of their Hungarian
skills or lack of them. Many of their jokes abobetlanguage (including both English and
Hungarian) were about language learning, languageand misunderstandings. For instance,
at the beginning of the term when most studentslittéel self-confidence in their abilities to
use English in Szeged well, they told humorousatiames about their “bad English” leading
to specific types of interactions in the Hungasaciety.

In conclusion, then, all the above noted practigese a resource in making fun, and
helped the participants to establish themselvesgasup. Knowing how to make the different
types of humor was one of the indicators that tfleesned a group (a community of practice)
indeed. In the next chapter, | will explain in detew initial perceptions about “bad English”

(re-)defined the shared enterprise which the stisdeame to jointly practice.
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7 LINGUISTIC PRACTICES RELATED TO THE GOAL OF
GAINING SELF-CONFIDENCE

In this chapter, | turn my attention to the thirdtexprise of the Szeged Erasmus
students’ community of practice. My focus shiftsrfr the desire for having fun to their goal
to become more self-confident speakers of Englisked as a lingua franca). More
specifically, the present chapter seeks to show thevparticipants developed a community in
which gaining self-confidencen English (used as a lingua franca) was a joint rpnte
causing particular shared practices and resouregslaping. To this end, | first present
interview data in which the students stated thatiention to gain self-confidence in English
(used as a lingua franca); secondly, | illumindte ways in which they manipulated their
linguistic resources to build a friendship and “figth based social network with the
additional focus on self-confidence in English @iss a lingua franca).

The chapter will show that the Szeged Erasmus stadmught to become more self-
confident speakers of English (used as a linguac&pnin and through two major kinds of
linguistic practices. One of their practices can reéerred to as collaborative utterance
building at moments of word search, and the otkamnegotiations of meaning at moments of
non-understanding. From a Conversation Analytic YQ#erspective, which emphasizes
intersubjectivity (Heritage 1984a: 256; Schegld¥®2:1295-1300), both practices emerge in
situations where, due to some problem, the speakens from the “normal state” of talk in
progress. That is, “instead of providing the ‘nestevant turn’, [they] orient to some prior
turn or to the turn-under-construction” (Kurhilad® 20). In particular, in the case of a word
search, the problem lies in the fact that the spe&las begun a turn but, for lack of a
particular word, they cannot finish the turn (Saeksal. 1974: 72). Following Kurhila’'s
(2006: 96, 107) distinction between “self-directediid “recipient-directed” search, the
speaker in need of help may hold on to the trogble<ce turn, and invite other-repair
implicitly, or they may give up their turn, and request leaiglicitly. As regards cases of non-
understanding, the problem lies in the fact thgpeaker cannot make (complete) sense of the
previous turn (Bremer et al. 1996: 40), which tlegher signal explicitly by an overt claim
such as “I don’'t understand” or implicitly by, fanstance, repeating (part of) the trouble-
source turn with a rising intonation. Thus, whileordk search moments and non-
understandings are generally regarded as problenatihe talk in progress, the Szeged

Erasmus students turned the (otherwise) problensititations to their advantage by
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developing the shared practices of collaboratiteranhce building at moment of word search
and negotiations of non-understanding.

In conclusion, after a while, due to their majotera presenting a context for the
participants to become more self-confident Engleha lingua franca) speakers, word search
moments and non-understandings were not treategr@sems in the Szeged Erasmus
community, but as opportunities which could be é&drto their advantage. In the next
sections, | will first present the participantséwis, and then | will demonstrate through what
linguistic means word search moments and non-utadetsmigs were turned into mutually

accepted practices.

7.1 Participants’ views on developing self-confiden ce in English %

For most of the Szeged Erasmus students, thedtiggange concerning their English
practices in Szeged was that they became morecaelident speakers of English.
Concerning this, recall Dominik’s stories from atgaat the beginning of the first semester
(see Excerpts 6.4 and 6.5). He told two humoroosest illustrating the point that he spoke
“bad English”. While Dominik, and some others, ttalked about their “bad English” skills
in a humorous manner, it was a serious issue mthn the interviews, several students
raised the concern that they were “afraid” and “doyuse English, and English majors were
no exception. In Excerpt 7.1 below, Maria, an Estglmajor, states that at the beginning of
her study abroad she had the “same impression”ecnimgy her “English” skills as the other

Szeged Erasmus students:

Excerpt 7.1

I think that uh most people here or those of whoralked about it uh have the same
impression that [...] at the beginnings, they fedittthey shouldn’t really say anything because
they were not confident about their competencéeeifitnew, May 28)

The students’ fears that they “shouldn’t really saything [in English]” had two

major sources at the beginning of their stay in dgug. One of them concerned word search

1% The students used the notion of “English” to reéfetheir use of English as a lingua franca. Whessenting
data, | will use their notion of “English”, whichilthen be interpreted as English (used) as aulinfyanca.
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moments, and may be identified with the studentteyu®©Oh, how, how do | can say it in
English?” the other concerned “non-understandingad may be identified with the student
guote, “What are we talking about?” Excerpts 7.8 @13 below reveal that the students
feared these moments for different reasons. Woadckemoments were “difficult” because
they realized that they lacked the linguistic meaith which to articulate their message; non-
understandings, on the other hand, were “embangis&ir they realized they did not know

how to express and repair their lack of understamthe prior turn:

Excerpt 7.2

I think the most difficult was when you want to dgpeak about something and you don’t
know how to express it (interview, December 30)

Excerpt 7.3

| think that in the beginning it used to be morenuf)) embarrassing for you, you know you
are talking and you didn’t understand the othéues d¢ih (.) how can | solve that, how can | deal
with it (interview, October 25)

However, over time their perceptions of word skaed non-understandings changed
substantially. In the area of word search, liked_ent it, they learnt that “[they] are not alone
with, with describing”. That is, they leartihat their co-participants readily joined in to
complete their searches. As regards their dificwith understanding the prior turn, they
learnt, as Lucia claimed, that “[the co-particigdnust try to explain in another way, nothing
happened!” That is, they learnt that the troublerse turn speaker readily modifies their
prior speech to help them understand what they maty have understood otherwise.
Moreover, as Lucia’s use of “just” implies, theylieed that offering help was not a hassle
for the prior speaker and, hence, signaling failaderstanding was not at all embarrassing.
Further down the line, through their joint effort @pairing problematic moments, they
understood that “nobody can speak English perfenty “everybody have his own prob-
problems”. This further made them aware of the that they were a valuable resources for
each other, and through collaboration they can m#ier English communications
successful.

With regard to word search, the participants furtlearnt that repair could be
successful not only when an external (most likalyative-like) notion was brought into the
exchange, but also when a new, local meaning wesedemt on the spot. As Karla pointed out:
“it's uh not to get the right solution, it's morerfunderstanding each other”. That is, when

intelligibility was called into question, it littlenattered what utterance was “right” by native
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speaker (NS) standards; much more important waslébige to reach a local meaning, or a
“temporary solution”, which would satisfy them aly following this principle, the Szeged

Erasmus students felt that they “always” accomplisimutual understanding. As Franco
explained, they “always get to the point and getenstood”. Further, as Karla demonstrated
in Excerpt 7.4, they did not have to drop a subjedinglish because of their lack of words:

this was however, not true for their use of Hurayari

Excerpt 7.4

in English it wasn't the case but sometimes nowlimgarian it's like oh it doesn’t matter,
okay we change the subject or something. (intervieiy 14)

The question emerging is whether the participardgsevalways happy with their co-
participants’ joining in and providing the missingerance. As indicated by their comments
above, they were happy indeed: these practicesthelpem feel more at ease with the
language which was a salient practice to the grgiyen their propensity to talk and joke in it
and about it. However, the students drew a stravigidg line between the co-participants’
attempts to fill in moments of word search andrtlefiorts at “correcting” them, as they said.
Providing a notion was acceptable and desirablenwhwas offered at a moment of word
search, but it was strongly unacceptable and uraddsiwhen no request for help had been
made. That is, other-repair that meant to geactieent speaker towards some external norm
was an inappropriate “intervention” unless the entrspeaker had expressed their need for
help, either implicitly or explicitly. As an examglMicha was often criticized on the grounds
that he inappropriately tried to “correct” his carpcipants. And indeed, at an interview he
explained that he had an urge to “correct” whahito seemed a “simple mistake”. Micha’s
practice of “correcting” other students was unigug, frequent enough to be noticed, and to
be rejected by the students. In Excerpt 7.5, Letpdagned how she refused to accept Micha’'s
offer of a native-like English idiom. She had jtrsinslated an L1 German idiom into English
for the purposes of fun, and Micha, rather thanreg@pting her creativity, insisted on
accuracy. In Excerpt 7.6, William reports on higlaome of the other students’ negative
reactions to Micha’s offer of words, which thouglona “correct”, seemed less appropriate in

the given context:

Excerpt 7.5

I know one situation at the beginning that | matesuch a translation and there was Micha
and he said, @you ca- can'’t translate it like@ig€mocks a teacher)) (.) | said, yes Micha, |
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think | know, but (.) doesn’t matter, it's funny.Y@u can’t translate like this, you have to
say, blablablablablabla@ ((mocks a teacher)). @3&3:((laughing voice)) (interview,
December 15)

Excerpt 7.6

he is uh (.) isn't that the word /? /| wd]| everybody was like oh gosh /? / come
on. ((laughs)) (interview, December 4)

Thus, in the Szeged Erasmus community languageosugpa moment of word search was
truly welcome, but unrequested “help” geared towd&lnorms was strongly rejected.

While from an outsider’s perspective, non-underditags and word search moments
were quite many, the vast majority of the studdrad the impression that they were rare.
When towards the end of their stay in Hungary, Kedsthe participants to reflect on the
problematic moments they had in their English cosatons, most of them expressed the
view that “[they] happened really more at the bagig than [towards the end]’. Later |
reformulated my question, and was more explicitubboord search moments and non-
understandings. The answer was still the same: wWae rare. This finding confirms the
claim that the Szeged Erasmus students’ perceptibnat word search moments and non-
understandings changed. In fact, they became panew everyday life, which is evident in
the fact that they stopped thinking of them as |@mis, and they stopped paying attention to
them. However, some students showed a greaterelegevareness of word search and non-
understandings than the rest of the participant&xicerpts 7.7, Lucia expressed the view that
word search moments and non-understandings werg manunlike at the beginning of the
semester, they “ha[d] become something normalExXoerpt 7.8, Karla stated that they were

perhaps so many that they did not (even) “recodriem:

Excerpt 7.7

Yes they are common. The thing is that they haweoime something normal. (interview,
October 25)

Excerpt 7.8(Researcher and Karla)

R: Does it happen often?
K: No not at all. | don’t think so. (..) Or maybkthen it is already so usually that @you don’treve
recognize@ ((uncertain voice)) No, | don't knowtéiview, February 25)

As the students’ perceptions about word search mtsnand non-understandings
changed, so did their overall attitude towardsrthee of English. After the first few weeks of

their stay in Hungary when they were afraid of, amsthamed about, using English, they
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gradually became more “self-confident” in, and ‘pdd about, their English skills. As an
example, towards the end of her stay in HungaryridMaxpressed the view that by then
“starting to talk in English [was] much easier” that the beginnind’ Further, Jerard made
the claim that in the Szeged Erasmus communitydelywishared view was that “everybody
[had] improved their English” and “everybody becamere fluent” in it. His view resonated
with William’s claim, who argued that all the SzdgErasmus students had gained self-
confidence in their English through “developing etier.*® For Jerard’s and William’s

guotes, see Excerpts 7.9 and 7.10 below:

Excerpt 7.9

I think everybody improved for vocabulary and glsst everybody became more fluent,
could have some talks and talk normally in Englilsé they do /with their own/ language.
Yeah. (interview, December 30)

Excerpt 7.10

| kind of see why they are getting closer and wtnythey, they are not scared to talk any
more because, for example in langupgg@oint of view that they're getting more coninde
talking and they are realizing that (.) not manytidém speak speak speak very good
English, you know, that they all develop togethetefview, June 18)

Whether the students “improved” their English, #rttey did, by what norms, are not
relevant for the present purposes. What is importathat they claimed that they had gained
self-confidence in English, and this mainly througjle co-operative work with which they
approached moments of word search and non-unddnstgn

Finally, when at the beginning of the second séenesnew group of students arrived,
they underwent the same process as those in #tesémester. At the beginning, they also
complained about their English being “bad”, but rotene they made fewer and fewer
complaints. The “expert” members of the first ssteewho stayed behind had a role in this.
They helped the newcomers gain self-confidencéeir £nglish both indirectly (through the
appropriate linguistic means) and directly by owadtements. Thus, at one interview, Karla
“showed” how she overtly boosted Olga’s self-coafide in her English skills. As Excerpt
7.11 below demonstrates, firstly, Karla denied fblga’s English was “bad”, told her not to

197 See excerpt 7.1 for a comparison.
1% william distanced himself from his quote for hdieeed that he had become a self-confident Engiistaker
in the UK, where he had lived and studied for selMgears by then, rather than in Szeged.
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worry, and promised that she would soon realizé lilea English was an efficient means of

communication in the Szeged Erasmus community:

Excerpt 7.11

Like the beginning when Ola arrived she said likenoy English is so bad and | said no no
no: don’t worry, you'll see we can talk to eachestfinterview, February 25)

Karla’s saying, “you will see” is particularly remkable. It implies that she, too, gained her

self-confidence in English through participatiortive Szeged Erasmus community.

7.2 Collaborative utterance building at moments of word search
When the participants faced a moment of word sedhey offered a scaffold, and

thus helped the speaker finish their turn consitvoet unit (Sacks et al. 1974: 72). In return,
the trouble-source turn speaker accepted, or aligsly incorporated the supplied element
into their original utterance. By so doing, theymsssed their listenership, acknowledgment
of the help and their recognition of the word (Kiifimger 2007: 49), and jointly built an
utterance (Tannen 1984: 56). As will be demondgdrate the subsequent analysis, the
participants had three types of practices for tbastruction, in fact co-construction of
meaning at moments of word search. Firstly, theyelbgped a shared practice of supplying
the missing utterance when no explicit requeshfdp had been made; secondly, they had a
shared practice for providing the missing utteramben there had been an overt statement of
the help needed; and finally, they had a sharectipeafor co-constructing a local meaning on

the spot, rather than invoking some external meanin

7.2.1 Explicit word search
When the Szeged Erasmus students faced a momevidrdfsearch, one possibility

was that they gave up their turn by overtly statimgjr need for help, and by “directing” their

search to one or more of the co-participants. Jfteey verbalized their gap in knowledge,
raised a specific question, and/or code-switchedlifguistic needs. In Excerpt 7.12, the

speaker, Lena, poses three questions to signavdrer search, and to elicit help from her co-
participants. Lena is serving the pizza they hawst paked. When she wants to draw to
Zeynep’s attention that they have a slice witharkpn it, she runs into a word search:
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Excerpt 7.12(Lena: L1 German; Zeynep: L1 Turkish)

1. L: We have a piece without pork. Pork? Is it po@?
2. Z: No, pig, pork the same /type/, | know.
3. L LAha. Especially for you.

As Excerpt 7.12 shows, the problem for Lena isthat she lacks a certain word, but rather
that she has two alternative solutions for the samogon (“pig” and “pork”). As she
explained at the retrospective interview, with eestions (“Pork? Is it pork? Pig?”), she
actually invited her co-participants to provide tiaion which best fit the given context. In
utterance 2, Zeynep responds to her request forlhektating that they are “the same type”.
With this answer, Zeynep satisfies Lena’s requashélp. In utterance 3, Lena acknowledges
her help in overlapping speech, and then, when &eyras completed her turn, she returns to
her original utterance, emphasizing that the “pieg¢hout pork” has been prepared
“especially” for Zeynep. Notable here is that thealgis immediate understanding, not
necessarily improving English language knowledgéeynap says “pork” and “pig” are the
same, although in this context, for NSs, “porkthe appropriate term.

While word search for which the speaker had sonterretives to suggest (e.g.
Excerpt 7.12) was rather many in the Szeged Erastugents’ community; word searches
where the current speaker had no proposals ornattees for completing their turn
constructional unit was even more common. In Excérp3, Lena has just commented on the
researcher’s choice of the word “kindergarten”wioich the researcher responds by saying
“you can also say nursery school”. A few turnsratena wants to say that kindergartens are
a German invention, but she runs into a word seavbich she signals by a cut-off, and also
by switching to her L1 for linguistic needs:

Excerpt 7.13(Researcher: L1 Hungarian; Lena: L1 German; MdikeGerman)

1. R: Well yes, you can also say nursery school but

2. L Lyeah?

3. R: Yeah kindergarten is easier.

4. L:It's a German in- what is <Ge> Erfindung {inveont}?

5. M: Uh invention.

6. L: | asked you today, again. ((laughs)) It's a Ganm
invention, the kindergarten.
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When in utterance 4 Lena switches to her L1 Gerrshg, first says “what is” and, then,
provides the German expression with a rising iniona In the sense of Cogo (2007: 169-
170), this is a sign of “flagging”: she marks hede-switching as a compensatory strategy at
a problematic moment. More specifically, with hede-switching, she appeals for a missing
notion, a process, which she believes is the faate most efficient in the present situation.
Her strategy works out well. After a short hedgesil@, the other L1 speaker of German,
supplies the English form she needs. In the ndgtarnce, Lena laughingly remarks that she
has asked for the same word earlier that day. Tétemreturns to her original utterance, and
incorporating the notion she requested and Meileesupplied, she completes her utterance.
What this and the other similar instances of talkie data show is that if the Szeged Erasmus
students’ intention was to repair a word search fase alternative was to switch to their L1,
and thus appeal for help. However, like Klimpfing@007: 49) notes, this strategy was
effective when there were other L1 or additionaglaage (Ln) speakers of the same language
present.

My next example further illustrates code-switchiag a tool for appealing for help.
Moreover, it shows how the Szeged Erasmus studegtested and offered help at a moment
of word search in their Ln. In Excerpt 7.14, Zeywegnts to ask where her fork is, but not

knowing the English for “fork”, she code-switcheshter Ln Hungarian:

Excerpt 7.14(Zeynep: L1 Turkish; Lena: L1 German)

1. Z: Where's my <Hu> villa {Fork}? <Hu> Villa {Fork}is
Hungarian name ((points at a fork onttide)). | don’t
know English name but | know Hungariamea
LAh really?
Yes.
. In uh English, fork.
: Fork?
Fork.
Fork.
: Aha fork.
: Fork.

CoNoOO~WN
NTNENTNT

As in Excerpt 7.13, in Excerpt 7.14, too, the cotrepeaker marks her code-switching as a
compensatory strategy at a moment of word searolgd@007: 169-170). Firstly, Zeynep
states that the code-switched utterafwilén) is a Hungarian utterance; secondly, she remarks

that she does not know the English equivalent efrittion; and finally she emphasizes that
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she is only familiar with the Hungarian expressi&y. flagging her code-switching, she
invites Lena, another Ln speaker of Hungarian rtwide the missing English utterance. Lena
goes along with Zeynep’s invitation and provideg titterance Zeynep is looking for.
However, rather than simply saying “Fork”, she sdgsuh English fork”, which is a careful
attempt on her part to provide an appropriate stwhfin the next utterance, Zeynep repeats
the utterance she requested and Lena has providecever, her repetition is performed with
a rising intonation, which is a sign of the facattthe word search has not yet been resolved.
She has been provided with an utterance she ismilida with and, in order to fill a gap in
her vocabulary, she wants to “practice” (Po6lzl 2008) the new utterance. To do so, she
needs Lena to “model” the new utterance for a sg&¢¢one. In utterance 6, Lena complies
with her wish: she repeats her notion of “fork” frsecond time. In the next turn, Zeynep
repeats the notion again, this time with a fallingpnation. Her repetition of the notion in
utterance 7 is an indication of her listenershilitkoppler 2007), her acknowledgment of
the help (Klimpfinger 2007: 49), and also of hevihg filled a gap in her vocabulary.

The collaborative utterance building could justaadl end here, but it does not. In the
next utterance, Lena says, “Aha fork”. Her utteeahas double meanings. Firstly, with her
saying “Aha”, she acknowledges the notion Zeynep hewly learnt. Secondly, with her
saying “fork”, she repeats the missing utteranceafthird time, and thus makes sure that the
word search has been successfully repaired. Imantte 9, Zeynep repeats the notion for a
third time. With her third and final repeat of tmeissing utterance, she expresses her
listenership, her acknowledgment of the help, agrdhiaving learnt a new utterance in a more
efficient way. The kind of “practicing” that is @enced in Excerpt 7.14 is a particularly
revealing example for how the Szeged Erasmus stsidesiped each other learn new
utterances in a truly co-operative manner. One lksgeaitiated the process of “practicing”,
and the other complied with it. Not surprisingligpse students who came to Szeged with the
direct goal of improving their English, orientedmMards this kind of learning more readily
than those whose interests and goals lay somewlsze

7.2.2 Implicit word search
Another possibility when faced with a word searcaswio hold on to the trouble-

source turn, and to maintain a “self-directed” shaiKurhila 2006: 96). This practice bears
resemblance to Mauranen’s (2006: 137-138) co-coct&d repairs: the speaker facing a word
search does not ask a direct question or makeeatditatement to prompt help from the co-
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participants; but rather, thesply their difficulty, and perhaps their need for healpplicitly
through longer than normal pauses, hedges and sitires of hesitations or repetitioris.my
first example, help comes right after the firstnsigof a word search (see Excerpt 7.15).
Emese and Franco have just related the followinggueal story. When they were driving on
the highway in Italy, a car overtook them and the people in it pointed guns at the drivers
in front of them. They assumed that they were polficers. The problematic moment
comes when Emese wants to specify what they thabghtwere after:

Excerpt 7.15(Emese: L1 Hungarian; Franco: L1 Italian)

1. E: We think that the police (.) he says that tresome
policeman who are working in (.) who amerking
undercover (..) [They are looking for uh

2. F [Like drug traffic
something like this
3. E: LDrug dealers or (.) something like this and

(..) and I think that they were but &sva very scary (.)
thing that | haven't seen (.) anythirkgIthis before.

Emese runs into a word search towards the endrofitterance 1, which she signals with a
hedge (‘uh’). Not waiting for a direct request fwlp, Fabio supplies the expression, which
he believes Emese is most likely looking for (“drurgffic”). Since, however, he may be
wrong, and it may turn out that Emese is looking $ome other expression, he adds
“something like this” to his utterance. Emese doneswait for him to finish his utterance.
When he gets close to a transition relevance pktoetakes over. In a cooperative overlap
she amends Fabio’s utterance, switching “drugitraffo “drug dealers” while continuing to
align with Franco by also repeating Franco’s “sdnmgj like this”. She connects it to her
notion of “drug dealers” with an “or”, and thus ¢mmes her original utterance. Franco’s
“something like this” is an insignificant utteran&mese has not lacked this expression. That
she still incorporates it into her original uttecanis a sign of her strong desire to express
listenership (Lichtkoppler 2007), acknowledgment tbé help (Klimpfinger 2007), and
alignment with Fabio (Cogo 2007).

Excerpt 7.16 presents another example for a weadch from the same story as in
Excerpt 7.15. When Emese mentions the police@8icor the first time, she wants to point
out that they were not wearing uniforms. Since, &y, she lacks the word “uniform” she

encounters a moment of word search:
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Excerpt 7.16(Emese: L1 Hungarian; William: L1 Estonian; Andrdvi: English)
E: With airplane to Rome, because my parents Weet at me

in Italy. And my brother came and we wentih to
L’Acquila together from Rome. And we wgang on the

(.) motorway, and it was full, all laneslf And there was a

car in front of our car (.) with four guysnd there was a (.)

normal car (.) but at the end it turnetitbat they were two

policemans but not in the @policeman ut@u(slows

down)) or =

: = Undercover

: Or how to say?

: Aha, aha.

: And: (.) what undercover? (..) It's called th#t® The
policeman

: Uniform.

- Uniform.

LThat's a uniform.

: Undercover.

: But if you don’t have a uniform, then it's [undever.

: [Undercover. Ok,

A wN e
msMmsz

ROXXNOO
m>»>m>»mp>

[they were undercover. And:

When faced with a word search, Emese (first) holid$o her trouble-source turn: she slows
down and makes a hedge (“uh”). That is, she doégimonediately) impose her search on
others, but she tries to deal with the problem@iienent by herself. She fills her word search
with the notion of “policeman suit”. Since, howeyé&suit” is not the notion she needs, she
starts raising a question, thus eliciting help frber co-participants. As is evident from
utterance 3, what she means to ask is “or howy8”séut before she could finish her turn,
William jumps in with the notion of “undercover”.hinking that Emese’s word search has
emerged because of her lacking a notion for “nahe policeman uh suit”, he provides the
utterance “undercover”. As William'’s offer of help latched to Emese’s unfinished turn, it
comes too fast for Emese. In utterance 3, Emestfiiishes her request for help, and in
utterance 5, she gives an indication of her intento continue with her original story (hence,
the linking word “And:”). After her saying, “And:'she makes a pause, and instead of
continuing with the story, she responds to Willianoffer in utterance 2. As if she had just
realized that a scaffold has been provided for $leg, now repeats the utterance in a question
form (“What undercover?”). This bears resemblamc&aynep’s repetition of “Fork” with a
rising intonation in Excerpt 7.14; it shows thae thiord search has not been repaired yet, and

that she needs some explanation. This becomesobe@mer when in the same utterance, she
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raises another question, “It's called the suit?&3é questions reveal that her word search has
been caused not by her lack of the notion “undescovas William expected, but by her lack
of the notion “uniform”. She is confused, and witar questions, she means to find out if
“undercover” is the “right” notion for the policemdsuit”.

In utterance 6, Andrew jumps in, and provides tbgom which Emese has originally
looked for, that is, “uniform”. In her next uttei@ Emese repeats Andrew’s offer with a
falling intonation, thus expressing her acknowledgtrof the help, and her recognition of the
word. In his next utterance, Andrew provides thegimg notion once again: he says, “That’'s
a uniform”. Andrew’s repetition of the missing utiace is reminiscent of Lena’s repetition of
“Fork” in Excerpt 7.14; he wants to make sure ttit word search has been successfully
resolved.

However, for the word search to be successfullplvesl, Emese now also needs an
explanation on William’s offer of help. Thus, inteance 9, she repeats William’s notion of
“undercover” once again. This time she does notaugeing intonation; yet, to Andrew it is
evident that her repeat is an attempt to elicit anbelp. In utterance 10, he offers the
following explanation: “but if you don’t have uniim, then it's undercover”. Anticipating the
end of his utterance, Emese overlaps with Andrewd, they say simultaneously the same.
With her overlapping speech, Emese indicates tatword search has been successfully
repaired. She then says, “Ok”, and continues wahdriginal story. If she were to continue
the story along the same lines as in utterancéid would have to say, “not in a uniform”;
however, what she actually says is, “they were wwer’. Thus, she does not incorporate
the utterance, which she has requested in utte@noet the one she has been provided with
in a co-operative spirit. By so doing, she meansxjaress her appreciation of both William’s
and Andrew’s help: William has helped her fill ament of word search; Andrew has helped
her fill a gap in her vocabulary. This excerpt tiserefore, another example for how the
participants turned their English context into arteng environment in a highly co-operative
manner.

As Excerpts 7.15 and 7.16 have demonstrated, even whe speakers remained
implicit about their word search, the participaskslfully resolved the problematic moments.
To do so, first, they had to pick up the currenéaqer's thread, a practice which bears
resemblance with collaborative utterance buildisgraszolvement (Tannen 1984: 56); then,
they could offer help. Thus, in the case of implisiord search, providing the missing

utterance had a great rapport value. This perhiguaias why in utterance 12 of Excerpt 7.16
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Emese incorporated “undercover” in her originaktghce, when in fact that was not the
utterance she was originally looking for.

Even if in their acknowledgment of the help, thatip@ants incorporate notions
which they did not originally mean to say, they dmt give up on their original message. As
Excerpt 7.17 below illustrates, they typically mged both to build rapport (by incorporating
the notion they had been provided with), and to mamicate their message. The participants
are talking about what they like to have for braakf A few turns earlier, Mujde has made the
claim that she likes to eat “chocolate, bananasnaitkd. Now she comes back to this point,
and wants to expand on her list by adding “honend ‘avalnut” to it. However, the notion of

“walnut” eludes her:

Excerpt 7.17(Mujde: L1 Turkish; Zeynep: L1 Turkish; Researchet:Hungarian)

1. M: And sometimes | cut banana, like here, and dfpert on
uh

2. Z: Chocolate.

3. M: Chocolate sauce or another kind uh uh honey

4. R: Ah.

5. M: Honey and <Tu> ceviz? Ceviz ne demekti {walnut?
What is “walnut”} English?

In utterance 1, Mujde mentions bananas again, dr@hwnoving on to the next item
on her list, she runs into a word search, which sigeals indirectly by making a hedge
(“uh™). Thinking that Mujde is repeating, ratherathexpanding on her previous list, Zeynep
joins in, and says, “chocolate”. By so doing, sigaals two things, at least. Firstly, she shows
that she has been a good listener; secondly, sierdgrates her willingness to help. In
utterance 3, Mujde accepts Zeynep’s offer of “chaied, and adding “sauce” to it, she
incorporates it into her utterance. Like Emese xedept 7.15, she, too, adapts the notion to
her own needs first, and it is only then that simeoiporates it into her original utterance.
However, when she continues with her original attee, it becomes evident that “chocolate”
is not the word she has been originally looking fidnat she has still incorporated it into her
original utterance is a clear sign of the fact gte&& means to build rapport with Zeynep.

Once she has expressed her appreciation of Zeyhelps Mujde continues to signal
her word search. First she says “or another kititBn makes further hesitation signs (“uh
uh”). In the mean time, she remembers “honey” atithough it is not what she is searching

for, she includes it in her list. Eventually, shakas her search explicit by appealing for help
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in her L1 Turkish. Thus, Mujde has taken up Zeyasayfer of “chocolate”, but this does not

prevent her from continuing her search for thearotf “walnut”.

7.2.3 The co-construction of local meanings
In the previous two sections we have seen how Hréicppants invoked external

meanings to fill moments of word search. The thgodsibility at a moment of word search
was to co-construct a local meaning on the spas iflvolved a negotiation process in which
the speaker in need of help did not immediately tag the utterance which a co-participant
had provided (if they had provided any), but ratthey further clarified the meaning. Other
students joined in, and the clarification (or négoan) of the meaning continued until they
reached “common ground”. The participants typicallyned at a local meaning when, as
Karla put it, the “right solution” was not availablThat is, they sought local meanings when
due to a gap in vocabulary, mutual understanding atarisk. The underlying principle, at
least, in the early stages of community formaticaswhat establishing local meanings was
better than not communicating their message anirbftan accuracy measured against a
standard language norm. However, later they betkfitom the process in other ways as
well. That is, they also used it as a tool for hmgsself-confidence and building rapport. In
my first example (see Excerpt 7.18 below), Zeyrepxplaining what documents she had to
provide at the Immigration Office so that she wogét a Hungarian visa. When talking of a

“lease”, she runs into a word search:

Excerpt 7.18 (Zeynep: L1 Turkish; Mujde: L1 Turkish; Meike: LGerman; Researcher: L1
Hungarian; Lena: L1 German)

1. Z: Because when | didn’t come Szeged the the Husgar
Immigration Office want (.) lots of daoents. | don’t
know the (.) <Tu> Tapu ne demek?{Whahis English
for lease}

2. Mu:/? /

3. Z: Yes. For example the flat is my and live in tfed and |
have to give uh, | have to shew

4. R: Aha.

5. Z: this flat is my.

6. Me: Lwhere’s your, ah:

7. R: Lyes.

8. Z: Andthe uh

9. Mu: Lpaper.

10.Z: Paper. Yes. | don’t know English name.
11.L: LSo—
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12.Mu: We know.
13.L: that you don’t live under the bridge or somethiike this.

When faced with a word search, Zeynep code-switthéer L1 Turkish, hoping that Mujde,
the other L1 speaker of Turkish, will be able toypde help fast. Mujde’s reply is not audible
on the recording but based on Zeynep’s responsdarance 3, in which she paraphrases the
utterance, it is evident that she cannot providerntissing utterance. This seems to support
Klimpfinger (2007: 49, 53-54) who claims that cogleitching as an appeal for help is a risk-
running enterprise for there is no guarantee that d¢o-participants will understand the
speaker, or that they will be able to provide thissing utterance. Nevertheless, Zeynep
achieves mutual understanding. In utterances 35arsthe circumlocutes the missing word.
She says, “the flat is my and live in this flat drithve to give uh, | have to show this flat is
my”. In the next two turns, two of her co-partiays signal their understanding: Meike says
“ah:” and the researcher gives the acknowledgmekent “yes”. As neither of the two
interlocutors have any knowledge of Turkish, themderstanding of the notion follows not
from Zeynep’s code-switching to Turkish, but froer ktircumlocution.

Now that two of her co-participants have assuredofigheir understanding, Zeynep
wants to make another contribution. She startsigaiAnd the”, but before she could finish
her utterance, she runs into another word searttie\Wwhe is making a hesitation sign (“uh”),
Mujde overlaps with her. In an attempt to furthiarify the missing notion, she says, “Paper”.
In the next utterance, as an acknowledgment ohéhe and an indication of her listenership
and agreement, Zeynep repeats the notion “Paped’,giaves the acknowledgment token,
“Yes”. In the very same utterance, she also explathy she has paraphrased the utterance,
and why she has confirmed Mujde’s notion: due tgap in vocabulary, she cannot provide
the “English name” for the “paper”. In utterance Lé&na also joins in to take her “share” in
the co-construction of the utterance. Building onjdié’s notion of “paper”, she adds, “So
that you don’t live under the bridge”. By makingstitontribution, she further clarifies the
type of paper Zeynep had to provide at the Immigna©ffice. With this the negotiation of
meaning ends. The interlocutors did not mentionnidwéve-like expression “lease” once, but
through their establishing a local meaning, theched mutual understanding most skillfully
and efficiently.

Excerpt 7.18 is similar to Excerpt 7.19 in thatth# interlocutors participate in the co-

construction of meaning. However, in Excerpt 7.18stmparticipants make two or more
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contributions to the negotiation process. Excerd® 7egins with Andrew asking the L1
speakers of Hungarian wheserkész'boy scout” in English is. In response to his ingui

Emese wants to say that in Hungarian the nateerkésis often used in reference to boys
who like picking up girls. Since, however, she iigamiliar with the English expression “pick

up girls”, she needs her co-participants’ helpdcoanplish shared understanding:

Excerpt 7.19(Emese: L1 Hungarian; Researcher: L1 Hungariargg/iL1 Hungarian;
Andrew: L1 English; Fabio: L1 Italian; William: LEstonian)

1. E: Pickpocket and <Hu> cserkész{scout}, scout, && in some
contexts for those boys who are (..).uim@king
((sighs)) <Hu> hogy van az, hogy folsaddnyokat? {How do
you say pick up girls}
: @PuUll@ ((very silently))
: [Uh
[/? /
Lpull girls.
: <Hu> Nem, nem. {No, no}.
: <Hu> A Will @azt szokta mondani@ ((laughing ve){That
is what Will usually says}.
: <Hu> Mi? {Sorry} [Pull girls?
[<Hu> Nei&mast mond. {No, he says
something different}
10.V: <Hu> Folszedni? {Pick up}
11.E: How do you say when you (.) you start a relatfop with a
girl
12.R: But you are not too serious about it?
13.A: @Player@ ((shouts out))
14.R: No:, a verb.
15.E: Just the word, [the word.

NOUTAWN
<T<LP>PI<

©®
2 m

16.A: [Flirt?

17.R: No.

18.E: When you get (..) start to go out with
19.A: LAcquainted =
20.R: = No.
21.A: Date? =

22.E: = To date?

23.R: = No. Nonono. William?

((With her question, R interrupts F))
24.R: Oh @sorry, sorry@ ((silently)).
25.F: [<Hu> Tessék. {Go ahead}

26.R: [How d- How do yowsahen someone starts
a relationship (.) ve- very regularly wghls like he does a sport

27.E: L<it> /2 /in
Italiano.

28.F: Date.

29.E: [To date?
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30.R: [No.

31.W: Dating, pulling

32.R: Not pulling.

33.A: LPulling

34.E: @Pulling@ ((cries out))

35.W: LDepends depends what you mean. Do you want toastart
relationship in a good way or just to getne night-

36.E: Ljust just

37.W: /extent/

38.E: Just, yes, just like this.

39.A: Lyeah. Pull pull a bird.

40.R: LlAnha.

41.A: He is a player.
((A few turns later))

42.E: Ok, | wanted to say that <Hu> cserkész {scouatig, we say in
Hungarian tho- (.) for those boys whaa(g pulling girls.

43.A: Aha.

When Emese encounters a word search, she appedlslfioin Hungarian. Virag, one of the
L1 speakers of Hungarian, provides a notion imntetiiaShe offers the notion “pull girls”.
Hearing her offer, the researcher, the other Lhlspeof Hungarian, rejects her offer, which
has mainly to do with the fact that she has a §ipecotion on her mind. In fact, she is
looking for the notion of “chat up girls”, which sthas picked up from William. In the next
utterance, Virag emphasizes that “pull girls” onigies from William. In utterance 8, Emese
repeats the notion with a rising intonation, thupressing her surprise; in utterance 9, the
researcher again rejects the notion, saying thatnot the one that William frequently uses.
Throughout the whole sequence, the researchertsdjec interlocutors’ offer of help which
do not match the notion she is looking f8rbut, by the very practice of rejecting their
notions, she also encourages them to further gldrd missing utterance. In addition, by the
questions she and Emese &Skand the points they raist, they, too, contribute to the co-
construction of meaning.

The first instance of a question in which the megngets clarified is raised in
utterances 11 and 12. In utterances 11 and 12, &arebthe researcher jointly construct the
utterance with which they appeal for help from Aewlr That they (first) turn to an L1
speaker of English for help isot because they expect him to be a greater “expert” a
providing the missing utterance, but rather bec#lus®ther two students present are engaged

in another conversation. Emese asks, “How do ygundaen you start a relationship with a

109 5ee utterances 14, 17, 20, 23, 30 and 32.
10 g5ee utterances 12 and 26.
11 5ee utterances 14, 15 and 17.
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girl” to which the researcher adds, “but you arétoo serious about it”. In response, Andrew
supplies four utterances through which he clarifiressmissing utterance. He says, “a player”,
“flirt”, “[get] acquainted” and “date”. Between twof his notions, in utterance 18, Emese
makes another contribution, with which she clasiftte meaning further. She says, “When
you get (..) start to go out with”.

In utterance 23, the researcher turns to William Rabio and, although they are still
engaged in a different line of conversation, shiermapts them to elicit help from William.
She asks, “How do you say when someone startsatiorghip (.) ve- very regularly with
girls”. Meanwhile, in utterance 27, Emese code-clwés to her Ln Italian to appeal for help
from Fabio, an L1 speaker of Italian. Out of theotaf them, Fabio is the first to make a
contribution to the negotiation process. He offdes notion “date”. In utterance 31, William
repeats Fabio’s notion of “date” in a slightly mixell form. His repetition is an attempt to
express involvement, participation, and listengrshivhich, in turn enhance mutual
understanding (Lichtkoppler 2007), and to show dsolty and rapport, which, in turn,
promote interpersonal relations (Tannen 1984, 1988go 2007). To Fabio’s notion of
“dating”, he then adds the notion of “pulling”.

In utterance 33, Andrew jumps in and repeats Wiliga notion of “pulling”. His
repetition can be seen as another attempt to eahatatligibility in the sense of Lichtkoppler
(2007), and interpersonal relations in the senstaoihen (1984, 1989) and Cogo (2007). In
utterance 35, William elicits further clarificatidnom Emese and the researcher. He asks,
“Do you want to start a relationship in a good vemyjust to get a one night /extent/”. When
he gets to the notion of “just”, Emese can alreadiicipate the end of his utterance. She
therefore overlaps with him, and answers the goiesti an overlapping speech. She says,
“Just, just, just, yes”. In utterance 39, Andrewce again, repeats William’s previous notion
of “pulling.”**? This time, however, he also builds on it: he s&psjl a bird”. Finally, in
utterance 41, he repeats his earlier notion, “ggufa With this contribution, the negotiation
process ends, and the conversation splits agaienVdhfew turns later Emese returns to her
original utterance, she says “scout, we say in lduag tho- (.) for those boys who (.) are
pulling girls”.

Thus, in her original utterance she uses the natidpulling”, which is different from
both the notion of “pick up girls” which she wasgwnally looking for, and that of “chat up
girls”, which the researcher was looking for. Yle¢y notion of “pull girls” in utterance 42 has

112 5ee also utterance 33.
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been locally established and defined, and convkgsparticipants’ meaning successfully.
That is, by the time Emese uses the original caostm “pull girls” in utterance 42, all the
interlocutors know what they mean by it and aresBat with it, even though it is not a

standard English expression.

7.3 Non-understandings
Moving on to the Szeged Erasmus students’ practi€e negotiating non-

understandings, following Bremer et al. (1996) &uathila (2006), when a speaker overtly
displayed their difficulty with interpreting the ipr turn, a speaker (not necessarily the
trouble-source turn speaker) offered repair. Thathey helped the speaker understand what
they may not have (fully) understood otherwise.tes subsequent analysis will reveal, the
students had three groups of practices for negagiat in fact co-constructing — meaning at a
moment of non-understanding. One group of practicesived repeating the trouble-source
turn with no modification, or with some slight clygnin the grammar and lexis, a practice
also known as paraphrasing (Schegloff 1996: 1 1&)second group involved repetition with
expansion or clarification; and finally, the thirdsolved switching codes, and drawing on the

speakers’ plurilingual repertoires.

7.3.1 Repetitions and paraphrase
Repetitions and paraphrase are one of the thrae graups of repair strategies

through which the speaker of the trouble-sourca and/or their co-participants dealt with
(partly) failed understanding in the data. Excét@0 exemplifies the practice of paraphrase.
It illustrates how non-understandings were accoshelil amid humor and laughter once the
participants had gained self-confidence in theilliteds to use English well. Zeynep is
planning a short visit back to her country, and shedents are discussing the details of her
trip. The non-understanding emerges when Lena po#gynep to tell the time of her flight,

and Zeynep gives an inappropriate answer:

Excerpt 7.20(Lena: L1 German; Zeynep: L1 Turkish; Heidi: L1 &an)

1. L LBut you should Yeah and when walur airplane go?
2. Z: By train [l will go
3. L [Yeahyeah but not to Turkey.

((Z laughs a lot))
4. L: What? | know.
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5. Z: Yeah Ok but | want to laugh.

6. L: Zeynep [laugh, laugh.

7. Z: [Ok, repeat please. ((laughs)) Badister Kriiger, repeat please.
((S laughs))

8. H: When is when is your flight?

9. L: Yeah.
10.Z: Twenty-first October [to.
11.L: [No the time

12.Z: The time | said, ten to ten

In utterance 1, Lena asks Zeynep “When will youplane go?” Earlier Zeynep had specified
the time of her flight, and now she thinks that &as not asking her about her flight again.
She starts answering the question by telling hoevwiti go to the airport, “By train | will
go”. Before she could finish her utterance and péle departure time of her train, she is
interrupted by Lena. She jokingly remarks, “Yealydat not to Turkey”. The idea of her
traveling by train all the way to Turkey makes Zegrlaugh. In the next three utterances,
Lena and Zeynep talk about Zeynep’s laughter. tarabhce 7, Zeynep should provide the
relevant next turn. That is, she should offer aprapriate answer to Lena’s question in
utterance 1. Since, however, she is not able teiggdhe expected answer, she signals a non-
understanding by asking for the repeat of the tesgburce turn. She says, “Ok repeat
please”. Then, to continue with the humorous mamwmeich Lena started in utterance 3,
Zeynep repeats her question, and in so doing, dtieesses Lena by the funny address form
“Bademeister Kruger”. With her use of the funny e form, she aligns with Lena’s
strategic use of humor, which can be seen as anfmtime of accommodation for convergence
in ELF. Following her question, in fact her sigoflnon-understanding, Lena starts laughing.
While she is laughing, Heidi attempts to repair ttwan-understanding. In utterance 8, she
paraphrases Lena’s original question, and asksefiwh your flight?” In utterance 9, Lena
acknowledges Heidi's repeat of her question withfeah”.

Zeynep still thinks that it cannot be that they srquesting her to repeat the time of
her flight. Thus, in her next utterance, she spexithe date of her flight. At this moment,
Lena realizes that Heidi's repair was not effectigrough and that it needs some
modification. In utterance 11, she says, “No, theet. By making this contribution, she adds
nothing new to Heidi's question, but changes itsdia only, as if asking, “What time do
you fly?” Following the two repairs in utterancesad 11, Zeynep understands that despite
the fact that she has mentioned the time of flegtier, her co-participants want the repeat of

the information. In her next utterance, she providaext relevant turn: she says, “The time |

199



said, ten to ten”. With this, the non-understandmgver. That it has been resolved amid
humor and laughter shows, perhaps more than amytthiat non-understandings were stress-
fee events in the Szeged Erasmus community anéndiveir role in helping the students

become more self-confident speakers, they wereopdneir everyday life.

7.3.2. Repetitions with clarification
Repetitions with clarification are another grouprepair strategies, which the Szeged

Erasmus students used at moments of non-undenstp# part of this practice, one or more
of the interlocutors first repeated the troublerseuturn and, then, for greater efficiency,
expanded on it. In Excerpt 7.22, William is relgtithe story when he and three other
Erasmus students were interviewed on TV. His saylErgsmus students” creates a non-

understanding:

Excerpt 7.22(William: L1 Estonian; Researcher: L1 Hungarianaiigo: L1 Italian; Emese:
L1 Hungarian)

1. W: = You know
when we went to the, we were on a T\{.yHfour Erasmus
students were on TV, on <Hu> Szeged {8zeged TV}

R: Chloe—

F: [<Hu> Igen? {Really?}

E: [Four hours?

R: LChloe—

W: Nono, four Erasmus students. Chloe, Lucia, Dakramd |.

E: And what did you have to do?

Nookwh

In utterance 1, William says that there were “f@nasmus students” on TV. In utterance 2,
the researcher attempts to provide the end of &fls utterance: she starts naming the “four
Erasmus students”. She provides the first name whde searching for the names of the
other students, Franco and Emese start talkingovierlapping speech, Franco asks, in
Hungarian, “Really?”, and Emese asks “Four houfsahco’s question is as a form of “co-
operative prompting”, serving both as a prompt as@ show of interest in the story (Tannen
1984: 119). Emese’s question, on the other harat) indication of her lack of understanding,
in fact lack of hearing of William’s turn. The rép&or Emese’s lack of understanding comes
not in the next turn, where the researcher isst#irching for the name of the students, but in
the turn after, where William offers three solugot® Emese’s problem. Firstly, by saying
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“Nono”, he indicates that “four hours” is not theht interpretation of his utterance;

secondly, by repeating the trouble-source turn r'fRiasmus students”, he offers another
possibility for Emese to make a right interpretatad his utterance; and finally, by listing the

names of the “four Erasmus students”, he actuddlyfes the trouble-source turn.

In addition, his contribution in utterance 6 sinamkkously serves other goals. On the
one hand, it fills a moment of word search, whible tesearcher has indicated with her
repetition of the name “Chloe” in utterance 5. @r bther hand, it makes the conversation
smooth and cooperative in the sense of Tannen (198¢ That is, in utterance 2, the
researcher has provided the name “Chloe” as amptt® finish William’s turn; in utterance
6, William accepts and incorporates the researshetion of “Chloe” into his utterance, and
by so doing, he turns the researcher’s contribuiida successful collaborative utterance
building. Thus, William’s contribution in utteranc® serves to build good interpersonal
relations both with Emese and the researcher.

The second example illustrates how the practicaephiring and clarifying was
efficiently used by two of the participants in anfoeffort In Excerpt 7.23, Zeynep has just
asked the researcher if she knows the famous statieel “Rose Grandfather” in Budapékt,

With her pronunciation of “rose” as [ros], she ¢esaa non-understanding:

Excerpt 7.23(Zeynep: L1 Turkish; Researcher: L1 Hungarian; Mujdl Turkish; Meike:

L1 German)

1. Z: Maybe the name different, | can’t say. But niakre Rose
[ros].

2. R: <Hu> Rossz {bad} [ros]. <Hu> Rossz {bad}, likeeaning
bad?

3. Z: Nono flower, rose [ros]. Like [flower

4. Mu: dBe [rouz]. You know?
Flower.

5. R: Ro- ah sorry | thought you were saying in HureraxHu>

rossz {bad}.
6. Z: No.
When in utterance 1, Zeynep explains that the statas named after a Turkish man whose
“nickname” was “Rose”, she pronounces “rose” as|frdhe researcher cannot identify her
pronunciation with any of the English expressiome knows and, first, to gain thinking time,

she repeats the notion with falling intonation. mhienowing that Zeynep often code-switches

13 What she actually meant here was the statue oB@liih, which translates as the “Father of Roses”.
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to Hungarian (her use oflla “fork” being one example of thaf)’ she concludes that maybe
Zeynep is using the Hungarian wordssz “bad”, which is pronounced as [ros]. Since,
however, she finds this interpretation quite urlikeshe signals a non-understanding. She
asks, fosszlike meaning ‘bad’?” In the next turn, Zeynep fiingejects the researcher’'s
interpretation of her turn, and then comes out wifté notion of “Flower”. By saying,
“Flower”, she clarifies the trouble-source utterapand thus makes it more intelligible for the
researcher. As a third solution, she repeats thielgmatic utterance “rose” (still pronouncing
it as [ros]), and then repeats her notion of “floive

To help repair the non-understanding, Mudje overlajih Zeynep. Her overlap is not
disruptive: she joins in when Zeynep is near aditaon relevance place. She starts her repair
practice with the repetition of the trouble-soutdterance. However, she pronounces “rose”
not as [ros] but as [rouz]. That is, she divergesnfZeynep’s pronunciation to produce a
more native-like utterance. With her saying [roughe does not mean to “model” a new
utterance for Zeynep (since Zeynep has not invitedto do so), but rather she is repairing
the non-understanding that was signaled by therelser. This is evident in the fact that she
does not stress her saying [rouz], and she doeslowtdown™*> Then she checks with the
researcher if she “knows” what meaning they armgryo convey. Finally, she takes steps to
clarify the problematic utterance. To that end, sbpeats Zeynep’'s notion of “flower”.
According to Cogo (2007), her repeat of the notbriflower” is a sign of accommodation:
she actually adapts her language to sound simlahner co-participant. Thus, Mudje is
simultaneously repairing the researcher’'s non-wstdeding and expressing alignment with
Zeynep. Muje and Zeynep’s joint effort at repairitite researcher’'s non-understanding
proves effective. In utterance 5, the researchgs 8Ah”, and thus indicates that mutual
understanding has been reached. Then, she apadgizeaving made a wrong interpretation
of Zeynep’s notion of “rose”. She could just as Iwsay that the cause of the non-
understanding was Zeynep’s pronunciation, in faspnonunciation of the notion of “rose”,
but she does not take the opportunity to do sot Sha does not comment on Zeynep’s
language production and proficiency is a sign & thct that she avoids making Zeynep’s

language competence a “public matter” (Firth 2009).

14 35ee Excerpt 7.14.

15 Furthermore, in the next turn, Zeynep neither aépenor acknowledges her utterance, which is anailgn
of the fact that she is not taking Mujde’s conttibo as a form of “correction”.

1Byt see section 7.4 for a discussion of the Sz&gadmus students’ orientation to their own anech
others’ language competence.
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7.3.3. The use of multilingual resources
The Szeged Erasmus students switched codes onpthe ad thus helped a co-

participant understand what they may not have wtoed otherwise. As plurilingual speakers
(see Section 6.2.), they had the possibility amdfteedom to switch to any of the languages
in their linguistic repertoires, including both thé1l and Ln languages. As Excerpt 7.24
below demonstrates, they typically switched torthdi when the speaker in need of help was
an L1 speaker of the same language. In Excerpt th24students are finishing their dinner.
When Lena complains that she has eaten too muehesiearcher suggests that “it's time for
sleep”. The non-understanding evolves when, inaesp to the researcher’s utterance, Lena

switches into Hungarian:

Excerpt 7.24(Lena: L1 German; Researcher: L1 Hungarian; HéitliGerman)

1. R:It's time for sleep.

2. H:[Yes.

3. L:[Yes. Not, only <Hu> pihen {relax}, the Hunganavord.—
4. R: LAha.

5. L: <Hu> pihen {relax}. <Hu> Pihen-ek {I am relaxihg

6. R: <Hu> Pihenek {I am relaxing}.

7. L: <Hu> Pihenek {I am relaxing}.

8. H: What is it?

9. L: 1<Ge> Ausruhen {to relax} ((sings))

In utterances 2 and 3, Heidi and Lena express #odimowledgment of the researcher’s idea
to have some sleep. In overlapping speech, theydmt “yes”. Then, Lena denies her “yes”,
and switching spontaneously into Hungarian, sh@esig that they only need relaxation. She
code-switches three times all in all: when she esliéches for the first two times, there is no
inflection on her verb; when she code-switchesdadhird time, she adds the inflection as
well. Her code-switching is “atypical”’, and it isamked as such. She is not creating a
humorous effect, but rather she is “practicing” kemgarian with the researcher, who is an
L1 speaker of Hungarian. Thus, knowing that apasimf the researcher none of her
interlocutors will make sense of her switch, sheldeshe needs to take steps to avoid a
potential non-understanding. Hence, she says, Hilnegarian word”. The researcher is well
aware of Lena’s attempt to “practice” her Hungarnarth her. She acknowledges her
Hungarian utterance with an “Aha” first (utterante and then with the repeat of the notion
(utterance 6). In utterance 7, Lena repeats hegéatiem notion one more time, and thus gives

another sign of her intention to “practice” her lganan. Despite Lena’s attempt to pre-empt
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a potential non-understanding in utterance 3, ttsile emerges a non-understanding. In
utterance 8, Heidi asks, “What is it?” In respotsder request for help, Lena switches to
German, which is an L1 for both of them, and inraisig voice provides the utterance with
which she repairs the non-understanding.

Excerpt 7.25 presents a case where two speakeaged a non-understanding in a
joint effort through one of them switching to het &nd the other to her Ln. Lena asks if any
of her co-participants have topped up their mophene cards since in Hungary. The non-
understanding evolves when Ophilia says that tiseagoossibility for them to top it up from a

cash-machine:

Excerpt 7.25(Lena: L1 German; Ophilia: L1 French; Andrea: LAlin)

1. L: Did somebody of you load some money on the neopifone
again after uh

2. O: Yeah.

3. L: Yeah? And easy or

4. O: Yeahyeah. You can also load it from the (..heamchine.

5. L: Cash-machine?

6. A: <It> Bancomat {cash machine}[Bankomat]

7. L: What?

8. O: <Ge> Bankatomat {cash machine}[Bankautomat]

9. L: Ba- ah yes: ((surprised))

10.0: Because she said and |

In utterance 1, Lena asks if the other student® litbaded some money on [their] mobile
phones”, and when Ophilia, in utterance 2 says,hsl$ Lena, in utterance 3 asks, if it has
been easy. In utterance 4, Ophilia says it is @dged and, building on Lena’s notion of
“load some money”, she says that they can alsa‘Jo®ney] from the cash-machine”. In the
next utterance, Lena repeats “cash-machine” witfsiag intonation, and thus signals her
non-understanding of the notion. At this stage, ®dagan L1 speaker of Italian jumps in, and
supplies the ltalian for “cash-machine”, which Bahcomat”. At a casual conversation soon
after the recording was made, she explained tlehald spent a year in Germany before she
came to Hungary. She did not exactly remember wiaiGerman for “cash-machine” was,
but she did know that the German utterance anaddhesponding Italian utterance sounded
similar. In utterance 6, when she switched to dtaliher expectation was that Lena, an L1
speaker of German, would find the Italian notiorcognizable, and therefore helpful.
Andrea’s expectation is not met. In utterance fa.signals another understanding. She asks,
“What?”
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In utterance 8, Ophilia, who has triggered the nnderstanding, makes a joint effort
at repairing Lena’s non-understanding. In respdnsAndrea’s effort at repairing the non-
understanding through switching codes, she alss Gpt the strategy of code-switching,
which supports Cogo’s (2007) claim on the ELF spesikdesire to align with each others’
strategic use of language. This becomes even neaein utterance 10, where Ophilia makes
an overt claim that she has only code-switched umxandrea has code-switched earlier.
However, while Andrea code-switches to her L1 #alishe code-switches to her Ln German.
When uttering the German word, she stresses thabpthe expression which is different to
Andrea’s lItalian utterance. More specifically, steys “Bankautomat”, while stressing the
“au” in it. In the sense of Firth (2009), thgsa form of “correction” and, as it has been noted
earlier, in the Szeged Erasmus community, othetrections were strongly unacceptablé.
That in this specific situation Ophilia’s other-pection is still acceptable and appropriate has
to do with the fact that it is embedded in a reg@iguence. Thus, it is not meant to be an
improvement on Andrea’s utterance, but rather dfadaaimed at resolving Lena’s non-

understanding.

7.4 Discussion
In the foregoing, | have explored the Szeged Erasistudents’ repair work at

moments of word search and failed understanding. arfalyzed linguistic practices emerged
to achieve the shared goal of developing self-clamftein English used as a lingua franca.
The participants themselves did not use the ndtiogua franca” once but given that their
context of use within the Szeged Erasmus commuyaitg in the wider context in Hungary),
was one of English as a lingua franca, their shgoed of developing self-confidence in their
English skills translates as self-confidence inrtlg F skills. Thus, a great contribution of
the above analysis is that it offers a link betwelem practices of word search and non-
understandings, on the one hand, and the studgnusing self-confidence in their language
skills, on the other, a link that is missing frotretfield of ELF*® It has shown that the
Szeged Erasmus students, who were initially comeceabout speaking “bad English”, and
who felt they “shouldn’t really say anything [in @ish]”, put themselves at ease in speaking
English over time. They realized that that they dimt have to accomplish problematic

moments “alone”, but they could anticipate the adtipipants’ help. The safe knowledge that

7 gee section 7.1.
18 Byt see Smit (2010: 375) how her ELF participaygtimed self-confidence in their ability to use BhFough
“actively participating in the process of knowledig/elopment in class”.
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they would receive help when in need of help mddant more self-confident speakers of
their ELF-resourced community.

Another contribution of the above analysis is tiapens up the way for examining
the link between word search and non-understandingthe one hand, and solidarity and
rapport on the other. Current ELF researchers asingly recognize that the analyzed
practices have positive effects at the interpenstavel of talk. Cogo (2007), in particular,
stresses the link between the analyzed linguistactiges and their function of showing
solidarity and rapport® In addition, current ELF researchers increasirsgig the analyzed
linguistic practices as interactional phenomenaatTis, they treat them as co-operative
processes, which involve both or all the interlocsit and are resolved through both or all the
participants’ activities (Pitzl 2005; Mauranen 208&ur 2008). In light of these views, when
the participants were negotiating moments of woedreh or non-understandings, they
simultaneously created and solidified the goal wfding a “family” and friendship support
community with a focus on self-confidence.

A third major contribution of the analysis focusiman word search and non-
understandings is that it has brought to light & kencern in current ELF research and
theorizing. That is, whether ELF speakers can Uigefie conceptualized as “L2 learners”.
The answer is yes, indeed. When faced with a weatch and non-understanding, they
readily orient to restrictions in their linguistimowledge, thereby demonstrating their “L2
learner” status.

Firstly, in the case of word search, the participahisplayed their “L2 learner” status
in much the same way as Kurhila’s (2006) non-naspeaker (NNS) participants. They
announced trouble, and invited their co-participantcomplete their word search when they
were describing events to which they had primagess. Thus, they invited help when they
lacked the linguistic means with which they chosenarrate the event. Their searches were
mainly lexical, and were signaled either through “anfocused interrogative” (e.g. “or
another kind uh uh”), or through a question, whsplecified the missing notion in a language
other than English (e.g. “what is <Ge> Erfindung?i) addition, some searches were
indicated with an explicit statement of a gap ircatoulary (e.g. “I don’t know English
name”). These kinds of practices display NNS idm#tiand “language learner” roles. The
evidence comes from Kurhila (2006), who reveals tigtive speakers (NS), who do not

normally position themselves as “language learnenstiate word search in different ways.

M9 Their function at the interpersonal level of talie an extra to their function of promoting shared
understanding, and making the communication smanthsuccessful. For details, see Chapter 3.
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They tend to raise information seeking questiond, tand to specify the target of their word
search without switching into another language.(éadnat was the name of that previous
guy”) (p. 224).

Furthermore, the Szeged Erasmus students’ orientati their non-nativeness and
“language learner” roles can be detected in theswaywhich they resolved word search. In
the analyzed practices, word search was completatieb co-participants who provided the
missing utterance. By offering a scaffold, theyegated and reconfirmed the prior speaker’s
“language learner” status. In return, the priorae almost always repeated the supplied
utterance, often by incorporating it into theirganial utterance. In light of Kurhila (2006:
225), the repeat of the co-participant's offer @lphis another attempt to display non-
nativeness and “language learner” roles. Howeves, dpeakers’ orientation to “language
learner” roles was nowhere as evident as in thegs Pdlzl (2003: 18) calls “practicing”
When a speaker was provided with a lexical itent thay were unfamiliar with, they often
invited their co-participant to repeat (“model”etlutterance. Once the missing utterance had
been “modeled” for a second and third time, theakpein need of help repeated it, in fact
“practiced” it with the purpose of filling a gap itheir vocabulary. In this sense, then,
“practicing” in the data was an overt “languagerh@ag” activity, initiated by a speaker who
meant to emphasize their “language learner” role.

Moving on to the cases of non-understandings, #eg& Erasmus students displayed
their “language learner” roles by readily displayitiheir lack of understanding. When they
experienced the previous talk as problematic inesaray, they did not choose to employ any
of the two major strategies with which, based athFi1996; 2009) and Kurhila (2006), they
could have avoided emphasizing the problem, ansl teir “language learner” status. Firstly,
they did not adopt the “let-it-pass” principle; tha, they did not choose to wait for the
problematic moment to pass, thus concealing (deaat, postponing) the public show of non-
understanding (Firth 1996); secondly, they did patduce a possible understanding of the
trouble turn, thereby demonstrating that they ledeast, potentially) identified the meaning
of the trouble turr(Kurhila 2006: 220}?° Instead, in the vast majority of the cases, the
Szeged Erasmus participants used two major grolipspair-initiators (Kurhila 2006: 153,
216). Their unfocused problem markers, on the aredhinvolved open class repairs (e.qg.
“What is it?”) and requests for clarification (e.ok, repeat please.”); the more specific
repair initiators, on the other hand, involved fatl partial repeats of the problematic item

120 Byt see Excerpt 7.23 for an exception.
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(e.g. “Together with?”). Kurhila (2006: 220), draagi on Schegloff et al. (1977) notes, that
these kinds of repair initiators “only imply thdtet recipient has observed a problem in the
speaker’s turn”. Thus, they shift attention to fheblem, and display non-understanding,
rather than understanding.

The Szeged Erasmus students had a number of spiaxetices through which they
oriented towards their own and their co-particisafanguage competence; nevertheless,
there were “restrictions” on how far they couldwith displaying their orientation to the co-

participants’ “language learner” status. When thgipipants operated on the assumption that
they mutually understand each other, it was styongidesirable and unacceptable to make
the co-participants’ language production and preficy a “public matter” (Firth 2009). This
being the case, other-repair was used with a giestof caution. They were applied in what
Kurhila (2006: 220) calls an “unobtrusive way”: tbe@rections were responses to a marker of
uncertainty or difficulty, and were managed witlither activities. More specifically, they
were offered as part of a repair sequence at ithphard search or non-understanding. This
result is in line with that of Smit’s (2010: 223hw claims that in her data, ELF speakers
perform very few language-norm related other-repand instead focus their attention on
“genuine communication trouble”. Thus, in ELF talkher-repair is used in the sense of
resolving a problem, rather than in the sense aftaiaing language norms.

Finally, in the Szeged Erasmus community, as nagim the ELF community Smit
(2010) examines, developing expertise was a joidettaking. When a member of the
community expressed some kind of difficulty with nstructing the utterance or with
interpreting the prior speech, a co-participantgai in. In highly cooperative spirit (often in a
cooperative overlap, and by repeating, or addingeqorior speaker’s utterance), they offered
a scaffold, and in so doing, they offered theireaxipe. If one speaker’s expertise was not
enough in resolving the problem, other participgaised in. By sharing their expertise (or
resources), they almost always reached their ictiereal goals. That is, they jointly
constructed some kind of meaning. What is moresharing their expertise, they also helped
each other develop an ability to interact more ictamftly in ELF. This finding resonates with
Smit (2010: 380) who argues that speakers, engag&lF classroom talk, display great
readiness to cooperate: they are willing to briaghe exchange whatever is perceived as
interactionally and transactionally necessary tkenelassroom talk work. That this claim
also applies to the Szeged Erasmus community isiphiat the “principle of joint forces”

(Smit 2010: 377) has relevance to ELF interactmuside of classroom settings as well.
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All things considered, then, Firth (2009) seenghtrivhen he claims that the question
whether ELF speakers orient to each others’ languagnpetence depends on the nature of
relationships that are made relevant and are seep@opriate in a given context. In work
related conversations, where the construction ofggsional competence is a key concern,
ELF speakers may well refuse to make language ptmtuand proficiency a “public matter”
(Firth 2009); yet, in everyday interactions, whéne speakers’ interest does not lie in the
conduct of business, ELF speakers may readily é@xph®ir non-nativeness and may
demonstrate their “language learner” roles for gopse. In the present case, the sharing of
non-native resources helped the speakers developbgity to communicate more self-
confidently in ELF; in Smit’s (2010) ELF data, itimarily helped the speakers construct
relevant knowledge but, as a side-effect, it alsmlenthem more self-confident speakers (p.
138, 199). Thus, NNS may take up “language learr@g's not only when they are engaged
in an interaction with NS of the language, as Klar(2006) implies, but also when interacting
with other NNS, thereby achieving their interacéband transactional goals. Finally, NNS
may well be a source of expertise themselves akel, Imit (2010: 374-375) argues, when

faced with a problem, they may show great readiteeshkare their expertise with each other.
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8 SUMMARY AND FINAL REMARKS

The present study was initiated by the first phaSEINEE project, which drew
my attention to the fact that for a better underdtag of the Erasmus students’
linguistic situation at whichever university in Eyre, one needed ethnographic
methods. Thus, in the present dissertation | set dbal of providing an accurate
picture of the Szeged Erasmus students’ linguistication and the role and status of
English as a lingua franca in their interactionsdappting an ethnographic approach.

From my reading of the language and gender liteeatan the one hand, and
second language socialization literature, on thaent | was familiar with the
communities of practice approach (Wenger 1998),cWwhielies quite specifically on
ethnographic techniques for collecting data, onlit@ive methods for analyzing the
social context, and on discourse analytic techrsgiee analyzing interactions. Within
interactions, the emphasis is on repeated intevastiwhich emerge between social
players who are mutually involved in the realizatiof some joint enterprise. Thanks
to my pre-dissertation work, by the time | began Rty.D. project, | had evidence that
the Erasmus students were indeed engaged in reguleetings and repeated
interactions. Therefore, in my dissertation | uskee communities of practice model to
frame my data collection and data analysis fromdtaet.

More specifically, in the present undertaking themmunities of practice
framework was adopted as an analytical tool to dbecthe nature of the repeated
interactions between the Szeged Erasmus studentsiaidentify what (the special
nature of) their repeated interactions meant fenthIn other words, the present study
adopted a community of practice approach to proadenventory of the linguistic and
non-linguistic, social, practices through which t8eeged Erasmus students learnt to
express their dynamically developing membershiphi@ Szeged Erasmus community.
To achieve this goal, | articulated three reseagclestions. In the following three
sections, | will provide a summary of my results lmyking them to the individual
research questions. | will then discuss implicasidor the field of English as a lingua

franca (ELF) research and will draw some generalktgsions.
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8.1 Summary and discussion of major findings

8.1.1 What tools and resources do the Szeged Erasmu s students bring to
bear to engage in their jointly negotiated practice s reflecting a shared
goal?

This question highlights the shared goals for dmsymunity of practice and, through

identification of and focus on those students whanted to move to the centre of the
emerging group, allows for an understanding ofiiye goals and resources brought to bear to
achieve them. In other words, this question shoaw leertain individuals secured their
central membership in the emerging group. The ammalgvealed that those students moved
to the core of the Szeged Erasmus community wheedhhe primary aim of building a local
Erasmus social network with a focus on friendshapsl “family” relations, fun and self-
confidence. Some students shared this goal right the start (mainly because they expected
that the Erasmus friendships would prove a goothieg environment for English); others
adopted it over the course of time out of “necgssithen their original goal to make local
Hungarian friends did not work out. That is, whiaayt attempted but failed to gain access to
the local students’ social networks. In their vighis failure was due a language problem: to
become legitimate members in the local studentsvoks, they would have needed a fairly
good level of Hungarian. Since, however, the mgjodf them (only) started learning
Hungarian when their study abroad began, theirl lef/¢lungarian was far from enough to
open doors. A third group of students anticipatemgguage related problems refused to put
time and effort into local friendships. They shatlkd assumption that the local students did
not speak English, and believed that, in lack of¢frian skills, they would be unable to cope
with the language problems. Eventually, many of paeticipants initially interested in
local friends redirected their energies to the BEras students, which implies that in
making Erasmus friends they did not anticipate Lleage-related problems.
Nevertheless, problems such as how to ensure thgtigh was the sole medium of
communication in group-wide interactions, as wellthe need to develop strategies to
handle non-communication, such as moments of weedch and failed understandings
did emerge. Yet, they found these problems mandgeadnd by no means so
threatening as the problems they encountered oectrd in making local friends.

The students with the desire to make Erasmus feestarted to build an
Erasmus community or “family”, as they called ithdir community can be seen as

occupying a “third space” (Duff 2006, 2007): theyok a distance from the social
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networks in their home countries and also from lieal students’ networks in their
host country. In building their friendship and “fdgi support community, the
participants relied heavily, though not exclusivebyn English used as a lingua franca,
and in the process of using it, they shaped “ELmpetence” to their own need}
However, as they were neither a classroom community business partners, who are
primarily involved in linguistic practice (cf. Ehmeeich 2009 and Smit 2009, 2010), in
their community building and maintenance, the nmgnlistic, social practice played
just as important a role as the linguistic practi¢@eir practice (including both the
linguistic and non-linguistic) emerged in and deyd through mutual engagement in
parties and trips. The non-linguistic, social preetfor partying involved shared ways
for organizing small dinner parties and large warmparties in a flat; shared ways for
moving to a club or a bar at midnight; shared whyrsdrinking, dancing, chatting and
flirting while at a club or a bar; shared ways fmthering for an “after-party” in a flat,
and shared ways for sleeping in the following maoniLikewise, their shared practice
for traveling involved shared ways for sight-seeifg dining out, for going out to a
club or a bar, and for spending the night in a Bbsdom which could accommodate a
large number of students at the same time.

A large part of the students’ social practice sdrtlee purpose of having fun
and making fun of others. That is, many of the abpractices in which they engaged
were considered to be good fun to them. These wexican be grouped as practices
related to the drinking of alcoholic drinks, pra&s related to the playing of games,
and practices related to the enactment of “crabyfigs. As the core members strived
at having fun and making humor throughout their malitengagement in parties and
trips, having fun came to be seen as a key asgeatteocommunity which the students
jointly built. The desire for having fun translatéal the linguistic level as the desire
for making humor. The participants appreciated humotalk so much so that humor
came to be an important aspect of their “ELF corapeée”.

In addition to building a community with a focus don and humor, the
members also strived at building a community witioaus on self-confidence. The
central members took the lead by adopting pract(besh social and linguistic) which
helped the members of the evolving community becanwe self-confident social
players in Szeged. To that end, they built and ntawed two major kinds of

121 For a summary of what “ELF competence” in the ®zefrasmus community meant, see section 8.1.2
below.
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relationships between the community members: “fgimielations and friendships.
Both kinds of relationships were based on soligaahd mutual liking; in what they
differed was that “family” relations connected aHe members of the community,
including those who did not know each other welheneas friendships connected, as
an extra layer of ties, only those who knew eadheptrelatively well. As indicated
above, both relationships were developed with appse. “Family” relations were
helpful in that they allowed the participants to tonally engage with others (without
imposing themselves on others). This preventedpiicipants from feeling lonely,
and made them more self-confident social actor§zeged. By contrast, friendships
were helpful in that they allowed the students teeinup with a few students outside
of the big “family” events, and to increase the degof familiarity with them. These
kinds of meetings were more personal and “intimats they said, and while they
made the students’ stay in Szeged “nicer”, they entiee students more self-confident
members of their community as well.

To a large extent, “family” relations and friendghiwere built and maintained
through linguistic means. “Family” relations, inrpaular, were tied to the use of ELF.
Once the participants had recognized that Englisls the only language which all of
them shared, they negotiated and, from that onuired English (used as a lingua
franca) in all group-wide communications. As thexpkined, in making this
“decision”, they followed a democratic principldiely wanted to ensure that no-one in
the big “family” was excluded from conversationsadthey adopted another language
(most likely French as it had the greatest numbidrlospeakers in the group), or made
no “regulation” at all, they would have excludedsle who were not competent in the
given language. Furthermore, as one of them ndtex; would have risked the break-
up of the community “into a French speaking pard ather”.

Concerning friendships, the participants gave @k) the space for using a
variety of languages, be it the participants’ L1lamother additionally learnt language
(Ln). Initially, many of them built friendships witthe L1 speakers of the same
language, but their L1-based subgroups, unlike éhims Smit (2010), had no rigid
borders. Quite the opposite: the borders of theenidship groups were fluid, and over
time many of those who initially established frishdps in their L1, made friends
outside of their “little groups” as well. With Llpeakers of different languages, the
students opted for the language which suited thedividual purposes most. That is,

they negotiated the language on a local basis dépgnon who wanted to use (or
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practice) which language and, more often than nbgy did so to the mutual
appreciation of both (or all) parties. The only €aghen the participants did not reach
a satisfying solution was when a student considethremselves a learner of English
refused to use their L1 with the Ln speakers of ldmeguage, and instead insisted on
their use of English (as a lingua franca).

The students at the periphery of the Szeged Erassommmunity differed from
those at the core in several respects. Firstlyy tthel not consider the building of a
local Erasmus community with a focus on friendshiffamily” relations, fun and self-
confidence their single most important goal in Sakglnstead, they set goals such as
the following: to gain professionally from theirusties, to improve their Hungarian
(despite whatever difficulties), to get to know thecal culture and/or to visit the
neighboring countries. Secondly, but following ditlg from the first, they did not
participate in the Szeged Erasmus community prastio the same extent as did the
central members. For instance, while the most cabtechicentral members known as
the “Erasmus sharks” met up for partying almostrguaght, the peripheral members
may have joined the group once a week only, or eless. The ratio of central
members to the peripheral members was approximdtglyin the first semester, and

1:1 in the second semester.

8.1.2 What does a closer examination of linguistic practices in the
community tell us about ELF?

As noted above, in the Szeged Erasmus commuhgyde of ELF was required in all
group-wide or “family” communications, and was sdijto local negotiation in friendship
groups. The second research question is geareaddswaamining what “ELF competence”
meant in the dynamically developing Szeged Erastoosmunity. That is, our interest here is
in how the participants defined and redefined appate ELF competence and expertise
while in the pursuit of their shared goals.

One major aspect of the Szeged Erasmus studentF €&lmpetence was its
cooperative nature evidenced in the students’ tengr accommodation for convergence.
Long-term accommodation (in contrast to short-taccommodation, which in the context of
the present paper was defined as the repetitidheoprevious turn) meant the repetition of a
particular set of language forms drawn from a sthaegotiable resource. By developing such
a resource of “old” forms, the participants accasi@d important ritual activities, such as
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greeting, addressing, swearing, teasing, apolagjizinanking, congratulating, “party talk”

and “real talk” outside of parties. The ritual prees helped the participants realize their
shared goal of building a friendship and “familydded social system in two ways. Firstly, by
adjusting their language to the language of otledents, they signaled with whom they
wanted to be seen as forming a community. In otherds, they engaged in a form of
accommodation, which helped them express their@ldsr establishing a community and,
once a community had been formed, for displayingirtimembership in it. Secondly, as
accommodation for convergence is known to exprebdasity, approval and rapport (Giles

and Coupland 1991), through the use of “old” uttees, the participants simultaneously
practiced rapport, which was particularly useful halping them build a friendship and
“family” support social system.

A partly related, and a partly new feature of theeged Erasmus students’ ELF
competence was code-switching. When using ELFstindents readily switched codes on the
spot. They switched to their L1 as well as to thairregardless of whether they were fully
competent speakers in the target language, leaohéne target language, or had just taken up
the co-participant’s L1 as their target languaget @ the many languages on the table, much
of the code-switching was to Hungarian, which wasaispecial position. It was the local
language of the environment, and most students aereely involved in learning it. In the
interviews, the students gave three reasons far siatching codes: firstly, it helped them
create humorous effects, which was one of theireshgoals; secondly, it enabled them to
practice their Ln languages, including the newbrieé Hungarian; and finally, it enabled them
to add “flavor” to their use of ELF, which, amongher things, meant making their ELF
“more local”, as they claimed. However, their caygtching was not always meant to create
something new on the spot; quite often it was meatit the intention to repeat or recycle
“old” code-switched utterances. Thus, code-switch#drances were also part of the shared
negotiable resource, and when the students wayeetd, address or tease each other, to give
but just a few examples, they had a language choiecrake. Therefore, the students were
inclined to accommodate to the language of theroshedents both in English (used as a
lingua franca) and, by switching codes for rituedqtices, in a range of other languages. In
this sense, then, when the participants were enlgag&LF practice, code-switching was
another tool for long-term accommodation, and ahsit served the purpose of building a
friendship and “family” based local community.

A third key feature of the Szeged Erasmus studeBts competence was its

humorous nature. The participants treated the mngakinhumor a shared goal put in the
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service of the more general goal of having funthieir attempts at humor, they developed a
shared practice for creating new humorous effatthé moment-to-moment interaction and
also for repeating or recycling “old” humorous etie As noted above, code-switching was
one strategy which the students (partly) used fer humorous effect. They created a
humorous effect by switching codes spontaneousiherspot, as well as by using “old”
code-switched utterances which were part of theeshaegotiable resource. However, code-
switching was not the only strategy at the studeh$posal. Starting with the shared practice
for creating humor on the spot, it further involv&dategies such as narrating, teasing, irony,
“naughty” topics, paralinguistic features and wqmdys. Thus, the students aimed at and
successfully realized humor through bothhat they said (content) andhow they
communicated their message (style). Within contidwat,e were jokes in which they made fun
of their language skills, or lack of them, whicletéfore means that they were inclined to talk
and jokein the language as well aboutit As regards the students’ shared practice for
drawing from a shared resource and repeating “blagthorous effects, it is the ritualized
practices of addressing, swearing and teasing, hwfirc addition to code-switching) they
considered humorous.

Furthermore, the way the participants construciaedfact co-constructed humor
reconfirms the claim | have made above about tlopetive nature of the Szeged Erasmus
students’ ELF talk. Humor in the Szeged Erasmusnconity was realized with the help of a
negotiable resource which involved shared wayshotking, speaking and believing. The
findings are most compatible with Holmes’s (2006l &C. Davies’s (2003) perspectives on
“collaborative humor” in which the speakers build shared views and perspectives, sustain
each other’s topic, and expanded on each othemsohaus contributions. As the shared
practices for humor required that the Szeged Erasstudents adjust their ways of thinking
and their ways of speaking to those of the prevepesaker (while observing the group norm
as well), humor was a form of accommodation forvewgence. As an example, when a
student switched codes, made an ironical contobyuspoke in a sing-song voice, or made an
implicit reference to a “naughty” topic, the speakethe next turn likely followed suit. Thus,
humor flew from one turn to the next, often throwggveral turns. Besides that, in the joint
construction of humor, the participants often addptinteractional strategies such as
collaborative utterance building, cooperative omesl and repetitions as acknowledgment
tokens. As all of these practices meant practicagport and solidarity, they all helped the

participants to build humor as well as a friendsdmpl “family” based social system.
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A third characteristic of the Szeged Erasmus stigleELF competence was its
supportive nature. When a speaker was faced witbraent of word search or was struggling
with interpreting the previous turn, one or moretlué co-participants joined in and offered
language support. Language support at moments afdl veearch took the form of
collaborative utterance building: following a diteequest for or an implicit signal of the help
needed, a co-participant either provided the missiterance, or they made an attempt to co-
construct the missing utterance with the troublerse turn speaker (and most likely with the
other interlocutors) on the spot. In return to tiedp offered, the trouble-source turn speaker
accepted and, more often than, not incorporatedttieeance they had been provided with; or
if language support was geared towards some loadning, they continued the joint
construction of the missing utterance. By contréstguage support at moments of failed
understanding meant a negotiation of meaning psogesvhich one or more of the co-
participants (not necessarily the trouble-sourcen tapeaker) repeated, paraphrased or
clarified the problematic utterance in any of taaduages in their linguistic repertoires. The
above repair practices served two fundamental goaise Szeged Erasmus community. On
the one hand, they were a means for helping thakspe in need of help develop self-
confidence in their ability to use ELF; on the athand, they were a means for building good
interpersonal relations both with the speaker iadnef help and with the students who were
mutually involved in the repair process. The evaeto the first function comes from my
interview data: shortly after community formatioregan (and in retrospect when the
community building was in full swing), the studeptsnted out that moments of word search
and failed understanding were most threateningdsswburaging for them; however, not long
before the break-up of the community, the participaclaimed they no longer paid attention
to the once problematic moments of word search ramtunderstanding. Concerning the
evidence for the second function described aboxeeral researchers raise the point that by
helping the current speaker finish their turn-cangton unit, and likewise, by helping them
understand what they may not have understood otbernspeakers engage in a cooperative
act (Schegloff 2000a), which expresses solidarityg aapport, and helps build good
interpersonal relations (e.g. Murata 1994; Tanr@8v11994; Cogo 2007, 2009).

Another closely related feature of the Szegedauassstudents’ ELF competence was
the public display of the speakers’ “language ledrnoles when faced with a word search or
non-understanding. The students demonstrated “achég” roles by orienting to restrictions
in both their own and their co-participants’ lingtic knowledge. In the sense of Kurhila

(2006), they oriented to their own “language ledrsgatus in four ways: firstly, by inviting
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help when they lacked the linguistic means throwpich they chose to express themselves;
secondly, by repeating the missing utterance thag been provided with; thirdly, by
initiating the repeat of the supplied utteranced angaging themselves in a process called
“practicing” (Polzl 2003: 18); and finally, by diceng attention to their lack of understanding
without showing that they had, at least, potentjatientified the meaning of the trouble turn.
Moving on to the ways in which they oriented to tdeeparticipants’ “language learner” roles,
they developed two shared practices: firstly, waespeaker had difficulty with finishing their
turn under construction, they either provided thessing utterance, or helped with co-
constructing a local meaning; secondly, when theaker in need of help had expressed a
desire for “practicing” the missing utterance, thepeated, in fact “modeled” the missing
utterance as many times as necessary until the&kapeaneed of help gave a sign of their

having acquired it. In orienting themselves to toeparticipants’ “language learner” roles,
they exercised caution: they only made their cdigpants’ language production and
proficiency a “public matter” (Firth 2009) when tieehad been a public display of a problem
or uncertainty. By so doing, they accepted andntgoed the “language learner” roles they

chose for themselves, but they did not impose solels on each other.

8.1.3 What effects do the different linguistic reso  urces that the students
bring to the community have on the overall practice s of the group?

After having looked at how the Szeged Erasmusesiisddefined “ELF competence”
and what it meant for them, the third research gpressks why it developed the way it did.
That is, it shifts attention to the linguistic resces through which “ELF expertise” in the
Szeged Erasmus community developed. Firstly, whenparticipants arrived in Szeged, it
soon turned out that English was the only languagevhich their linguistic repertories
overlapped. As a result, English (used as a lifgaraca), rather than another language, was
negotiated as the linguistic means of realizingcéjgegoals. That is, English became a key
shared practice within the group, which helpedpiricipants accomplish their shared goals.

Secondly, since the vast majority of the particigamere non-native or L2 speakers of
English, their competencies in and experiences Witiglish varied to quite some extent.
Some students had relatively little experiencesimgl English (as a lingua franca) outside of
class, others had more; yet, there was one thieg tthd in common: initially they all lacked
self-confidence in their ability to use EnglishSzeged (well). The shared practice of jointly
repairing problematic moments emerged in respons¢hé students’ need to deal with
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different competencies and experiences, on thehand, and to become more self-confident
speakers of their community, on the other. Thusgsmthe students were faced with a word
search or non-understanding which occurred dubdiv hon-native or L2 speaker identities,
they looked to each other for language support. ddwparticipants almost always offered
help: drawing on their linguistic resources, theyntcibuted to the repair practice with
whatever they could. In other words, experienced iaexperienced users of English (as a
lingua franca) jointly repaired problematic momeloyssharing their linguistic resources. The
repair was successfabt when the participants observed the native spe@k8) norms, but
when they reached a “common ground”.

Thirdly, that the students were NNS of English wadifferent competencies in and
experiences with English had another effect onstidents’ linguistic practice. That is, they
felt that under specific conditions they could fyealter from the NS norms. As implied
above, they readily diverged from the NS norms wimertiual understanding was at risk, and
common ground could be reached through no othensnégen a local meaning. In addition,
they freely diverged from the NS norms when mutuwatlerstanding wasot called into
guestion; more specifically, when they meant tat@énumorous effects in the language. As
all the participants were multilinguals or, at kedsilinguals when their study abroad in
Hungary began (and even more so towards the etteemfstudy abroad), they could and did
use their plurilingual repertoires as a valuablsougce for reaching their shared goals.
Therefore, they negotiated code-switching as dnegtithe most important prctice in making
humorous effects.

Fourthly, while in the beginning the participantisguistic repertoires did not overlap
in any language but in English, over time, theperoires converged more and more. The
fact that the students were temporary resident$lungary had its consequence on the
students’ dynamically developing linguistic repéaes, and hence on the evolving practices
of the group. During their stay in Szeged, theipgdnts attended formal language classes
and, as most of them started learning the langdege scratch, they developed their
Hungarian competencies together. The majority efrtldid not get very far in learning the
language (due to their relatively short stay indezd; yet, Hungarian came to be another
language which they all shared. Not surprisingign, much of their code-switching was to
Hungarian. By switching to Hungarian, they managetonly to build humoin the language
(by using it in particular ways), but also to pregttheir newly learnt language and to make
their English (used as a lingua franca) “more lacdaurthermore, the shared knowledge of

Hungarian (or lack of it) led to the shared praztit jokingaboutthe language. That is, the
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participants had a propensity to joke about theindshrian language skills (or lack of them), a
practice which tied to the larger shared featurbehg in a “strange/foreign land” in which
they could make humor of their “strangeness or aavkiwess”.

Finally, the fact that the participants were NNShwilifferent competencies in and
experiences with English had another effect ongramips’ practices, which lends further
support to the point raised above concerning tgcgaants’ attitude to the NS norms. Some
participants signaled their L2 speaker, in factié@ner identities more than the others. That
is, they requested language support more readdy the others, and when they had been
provided with the missing utterance, they initiatedprocess called “practicing”. These
students had relatively little experience with gsinglish (as a lingua franca) before coming
to Hungary, and considered themselves users angelsaof the language at the same time.
Thus, for them, English was at the same time agwymmeans for realizing specific goals and
a subject of learning. In learning the languagey ttedied on the other members’ linguistic

resources and expertise.

8.2 Implications for the impact of the Erasmus exch ange
programme
Looking back to my pre-dissertation work with Erasnstudents under the auspices of

the LINEE project the present study provides a wider context ferittterpretation of the
initial results and complements them with new iht8g The two studies paint a detailed
picture of the Erasmus exchange students’ situdatioa Central European context, with a
particular emphasis on the role of English and ollieguages in their day-to-day practices.
The main implications of the two studies may be mamized as follows>

Firstly, the Erasmus exchange students may havb tw willingness and the
resources to build a temporary community of practictheir country of residence. What this
actually means is that “over time and in responsathers’ forms of participation, [they may]
learn together about how to participate most meguily and also how to project their
desired identities” (Duff 2006: 16). The participarmf the present study negotiated shared
goals and interests and happily put their lingaigtiactices in the service of their specific
social goals. That is, they looked to each otherfdoms of participation, and developed a
shared repertoire of practices, both linguistic aad-linguistic, which served as a resource in

realizing their shared goals. Those who could fudtgrnalize the shared goals (or externalize

122 5ee the Introduction to Chapter 1.
123 Byt see also Kalocsai (2009).
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the goals and monitor others), naturally, parti@gdamore, and took a greater initiative in

expanding the shared resources. These students sgere as central or expert members
whereas those who participated less and used kes$seoshared resource were seen as
peripheral members.

Secondly, the study has shown that for the Erasswabange students in countries of
lesser used languages such as Hungary or the Ragulblic, the knowledge of English may
be a facilitator. In lack of other shared languagesay help connect both with the other
Erasmus students and the local students. In thiexioaf the present study, the need for the
use of English emerged as the majority of the gigdnts demonstrated no competence in the
local language when they arrived in Hungary. Mastients attended formal language classes
in their host country; since, however, the majoatythem started learning the language from
scratch, during their relatively short stay in twntry of their temporary residence, they did
not get very far in learning the language. Thimgdihe case, English turned out to be the
only language in which the participants’ linguistepertoires overlapped from the beginning
of their study abroad till the end. Therefore, inilting and maintaining an Erasmus
community they relied quite specifically on Englifgin social connection purposes, if not for
work or study purposes. Likewise, in contactinglteal students (especially at the beginning
of their study abroad, when their competence inttrget language was non-existent or
minimal), they expected to use English with thenowdver, due to a real or assumed
language problem concerning the local student& tdecompetence in English, few Erasmus
students gained, or even attempted to gain, atoesge local students’ networks. Kalocsai
(2009) points out that with more competence inltoal language, some students may have
changed the language from English to Czech or Hiusngaand some may not have desired to
use English with the local students but Czech onddwian right from the start; yet, for the
vast majority of the students, English was, at tlepstentially, the primary means for
contacting the local peers.

A third implication of the present study is that the process of re-inventing
themselves as members of the local Erasmus conmynting Erasmus students may also re-
invent their language. That is, they may show meesb and willingness to “make it [their]
own, bend it to [their] will [and] assert [themse$] through it” (Widdowson 1993: 43). Since
the participants of the present study built th@mmunity of practice, and established their
desired identities with respect to the emerging momity through English (see above), the
language which they skillfully re-invented was Hslgl Their re-inventing their language

actually meant using #@s a lingua franca. That is, they broke with the pcacof using the
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language “correctly”, and used it appropriatelyteéasl, which in all cases meant negotiating
and following local norms. They adjusted their laage to the needs of the moment-to-
moment interaction as well as to the long-term goal their local community. One
implication of this is that there is a need to higlpachers and students reconceptualize what it
means to use language.

Another major issue the present study has brougHight concerns the Erasmus
students’ identity as users verdearners of English. The implications of the préstady are
that the Erasmus students using English as a lirgnaa may well take oboth identities at
the same time. The participants of the presentysivete users of English, in the first place,
and learners of English in the second place. Tahey primarily used English for the needs
of their everyday lives: it helped them realize @@ goals which they shared within their
local community. In the mean time, they developdtred practices for positioning
themselves as L2 learners. Their shared practiceaal imply an L2 learner who is on the
way to becoming more native-like but is doomed neéveet there (Cook 2005: 3), but rather
an L2 learner who takes on a learner identity byia#) as and when appropriate, as a way of
exploiting a shared resource.

Finally, both my pre-dissertation work and thegant study have shed light on the
Erasmus students’ “natural interest in languag8sdrk 2009: 175). They may readily exploit
their plurilingual repertoire and take steps talar expand it. The participants of the present
study did not only use English, but rather a vagradtlanguages for a variety of purposes. In
the pursuit of their shared goals, they used Endbs the purposes of building a community,
and a range of other languages for the purposdsuiding and maintaining friendships.
When they were concerned with community building aammunicated in English (in fact in
English used as a lingua franca), they switchednid out of English, without flagging their
code-switching. Their code-switching was a marketinegroup status and a resource for
making a humorous effect. To turn code-switchin@ ia resource it was primary that they
expand on their linguistic repertoires and pickLumpexpressions from each other. All things
considered then in the Szeged and Prague Erasmmsngt’ communities, English worked
with, rather than against, multilingualism: it hetp gain access into a multilingual

environment where further languages could thensee .u
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8.3 Final remarks
| hope that despite the specific nature of the 8defrasmus community (i.e., a

community characterized by the relatively shortrtenembership of young people studying
abroad, their intense contact and close ties), ghesent case study also contributes
meaningfully to our understanding of how languages] more specifically, English used as a
lingua franca can be conceived of by providing feaders a rich, participant-informed
description of the complex linguistic and non-limjic (social) practices in which the
community members engaged. It is the dynamic intema between the social and the
linguistic which shapes the individuals’ changiragtcipation and identity formation in their
respective communities (Wenger 1998) and whichefloee merits more research attention in
the study of languages in general, and in the saidyLF in particular. My hope is that the
present study helps pave the way for further utdedsing of how social meaning is

constructed in and through English used as a lifiguneza.
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APPENDIX 1: Letter of invitation

As a doctoral student of the English Applied Lirgiias PhD Program at the University of
Szeged, | am inviting you to participate in a reskgroject titled “Lingua franca interaction

and socialization among exchange students: A dasg’s In this research | am investigating
how students from different language backgrounde @&nglish in their everyday

conversations, and what linguistic and cultural Wieolge they gain through their

participation in social activities. The study wile conducted in accordance with the Act
LXIII of 1992 on the Protection of Personal Datalahe Publicity of Data of Public Interest

and with the Data Protection regulations of thevdrsity of Szeged, and also with the
approval of the General Secretary and of the Eras@oordinator of the University of

Szeged. The study will be written up as my doctdrsgertation.

If you choose to become involved in this reseangiyr involvement will include being
observed at social events. Thus, there will beas&d to perform, no structured interviews to
attend which would take away extra time from yout, @bservations will target events which
you and your friends organize or choose to engage i

In order to analyze the data thoroughly, some efdbservations will be audio-recorded with

your permission. Confidentiality of the data wik lguaranteed during and after the study,
meaning that | will never make the recordings aurywames public. If you want to, you may

withdraw from the study at any time without any sequences.

| would very much appreciate your participatiorthe study as it would help me understand
how learning takes place outside of school enviremmwyhere speakers share neither a
common language, nor a common culture. If you agpgearticipate please read and sign the
consent form attached.

Last but not least, | would like to offer you thesgibility of being more involved in the
research. More involvement would entail regularibtdrmal discussions with me and would
give you the chance to reflect on your experierened your linguistic and socio-cultural
learning. If you are interestedir additionto signing the consent form —, please sign up on
the form circulated so that | can contact you byagk.

If you would like more information, or if you neesdme time before deciding, please feel free
to contact me either by e-maklglocsai2000@yahoo.cgror by phone (+36-70-507-9387).

Thanks a lot for considering participating in thedy.
Wishing you all the best in Szeged,

Karolina Kalocsai
PhD Student, University of Szeged
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APPENDIX 2: Guiding questions for interviews with
students

Sample questions/instructions for the “ethnographidnterviews”: beginning of term

* Please tell me about yourself. What kind of asperare you?

* Please tell me about your student-life at home.

* Please tell me about your foreign language legrekperiences both inside and outside of
the school, prior to your arrival in Szeged.

* What are some of your expectations regarding gtay in Szeged? What do you expect to
gain from this experience?

Sample questions/instructions for the “ethnographidanterviews”: end of term

* What have you done in Szeged?
* How have you felt?
* What have you learnt?

Sample questions for the “interactional interviews”

* How would you describe your using English witle hther Erasmus students?

» What are some of the most interesting/funny/rdsaale conversations you have had
recently? Why?

» Do you mind your English when speaking to othexsfhus students? What are the things
you pay attention to? What are the things you r¢gle

* What are some of the things you have picked o feach other while using English? Are
there certain words, expressions, structures thaige as a routine simply because the
others use them, too?

* What sounds awkward in the Erasmus group? Wieaiharthings you avoid in English?

» Do you speak English the same way as before gsmehere? Why or why not?

» Do you switch to another language sometimes wislag English? When is it appropriate
to switch to another language, including Hungarian?

» Do communication breakdowns happen? If yes, witethey happen, and how do you solve
them?

» What are some of the topics most often discuss#te group? What are some of the topics
that are never discussed?

» Do you sometimes talk about language amongst @iden in the group? If so, what are the

things you discuss?
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APPENDIX 3: Guiding questions for interviews with s tudent
coordinators

» What are some of your observations regardingtineent community of practice? In what
sense is it similar to and/or different from theyious Erasmus communities of practice in
Szeged?

* What have you observed in connection with theemirmembers’ English language usage?

* How do you think the change in members at theddride first semester and at the
beginning of the second semester will effect theesu community of practice?
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APPENDIX 4: Sample prompt e-mail

Hi Everyone,

[...]

| am going to send out similar questions once ergwo weeks. In the beginning I will
focus on events, but later | will shift the focus experiences related to language use, hoping
that you will (always) take some time to answerdhbestions.

This time the questions are the same:

1. What did you do during the last week?
2. How did you feel?

3. What have you learnt?

Regarding the first question, last week there wgeiiee a few social events, including two
parties in the JATE, one house warming party, atigpdo Budapest. Alternatively, you may
focus on them.

Concerning the third question, you may think ofhéag on the social plane, that is, cultural
things you have learnt from other Erasmus stud@ngs what the Erasmus people do together
and how they do what they do) or the Hungariand,amthe linguistic plane (e.g. what you
have learnt to say and how, what matters and wh#ens not, how you should express
yourself and why, etc).

Again, the point is NOT how correct you write indlish. In fact, | don't mind at all how
correct or incorrect you are as long as you wntemglish. :-) What | am interested in is the
content of your message.

Another thing | should perhaps draw your attentmis what counts as relevant information
for my research. ANYTHING you have to say in cortr@twith the questions is a valuable
source of information to me. So don't hesitate tilendown whatever comes to your mind.

One last remark, you may provide short answersrg bnes, | will be glad for both. But the
more detail you go into, the better for me. :-)

| look forward to your answers.

Thanks a lot,
Karolina
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APPENDIX 5: Transcription conventions for naturally
occurring conversations  *#

(.) untimed brief pause

(..) a pause longer than one second

1.0, 3.0, 4.9, etc. longer pauses within and batweterances (in tenths of a second)
" primary stress on the next syllable

underlineemphatic stress

1 high pitch on word, or high pitch on phrase coumitig until punctuation

| low pitch on word, or low pitch on phrase contmyiuntil punctuation

. sentence final falling intonation followed by aticeable pause

? yes/no question rising intonation followed byaticeable pause

, phrase-final continuing intonation followed bygl@ort pause

- abrupt cutoff (always attached to what precedes)

: lengthened sound (extra colons indicate greategthening)

— continuous speech (look for next line)

[?/ transcription impossible

/words/ uncertain transcription

(( )) comments on quality of speech and context

@ @ marks the beginning and the end of the utteremwhich the comment applies
[ overlapping utterances (B begins to talk wheis At a word boundary)

L overlapping utterances (B begins to talk when Adsat a word boundary)

= linked or continuing utterances (no overlap, mopause between utterances)

[ ] phonetic transcription of words pronouncedhwiibn-standard pronunciation
<Hu> indicates the language of the code-switchetheht, e.g. Hu(ngarian) or Ge(rman)
{ } translation of code-switched utterance

B,L,0,C, K block letters for letters which are gpel

- words syllabified (always attached to what preseand what follows)

124 Adapted from Tannen (1984) and from the VOICE $raiption Conventions available at
http://www.univie.ac.at/voice/page/documents/VOI@tark-up_conventions v2-1.pdf
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APPENDIX 6: Transcription conventions for interview data

(.) untimed brief pause

(..) a pause longer than one second

underlineemphatic stress

. sentence final falling intonation followed by aticeable pause

? yes/no question rising intonation followed byaticeable pause

, phrase-final continuing intonation followed bgl@ort pause

- abrupt cutoff (always attached to what precedes)

- lengthened sound (extra colons indicate greategthening)

[?/ transcription impossible

/words/ uncertain transcription

(( )) comments on quality of speech and context

@ @ marks the beginning and the end of the utteremwhich the comment applies
= linked or continuing utterances (no overlap, mopause between utterances)
<Hu> indicates the language of the code-switchetheht, e.g. Hu(ngarian) or Ge(rman)

{ } translation of code-switched utterance
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APPENDIX 7: Coding schemes

CODING SCHEME 1: SOCIAL PRACTICES

A. Daytime activities
1. Getting up late

2. Courses

3. Free-time

B. Evening activities
1. European clubs
2. (House) parties [clubbing, house-warming partirshday parties, good-bye parties]
3. Dinner parties — small or large
4. Other
5. The ‘ingredients’ of a party:
-- Food and drinks; getting drunk
-- Outfit and decorations
-- Games
-- Music and dancing
-- The ‘crazy’ element
-- The ‘surprise’ element
-- Wishing happy birthday
-- Reusing assets [the same object used for preaijpurposes]
-- Flirting, love making
-- Greetings and good-byes
6. Spontaneity [parties organized at short notice]
7. Arriving late
8. General mood/Emotions [what they show on theidet

C. Weekend activities
1. Travels [joint trips]
2. Other

D. General
1. ‘Always in a group’
-- In pairs or small groups, rather than indually
-- In a big rather than in a small group
-- Bring a friend along
-- The ‘forcing’ element
-- Newcomers
-- Peripheral members
2. Taking up the lead in organizing
-- follow your mates
3. Coordination and synergy: [joint projects whreluire careful planning and ‘joining
forces’]
-- Quick set-up of a problem
4. Documentation projects: visual [photos on theeBbaok]
5. Money concerns
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E. Contacts
1. Contact with the Erasmus students [with whomy,Hoow often]
2. Contact with the locals [with whom, how, howeoi}
3. Contact with family and friends at home
-- Visitors from home
-- Short visits back home
4. Contact with other foreigners

F. Change in social practices

1. At the individual level
2. At the group level
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CODING SCHEME 2: VIEWS ON SOCIAL PRACTICES

A. The “Erasmus life-style”

1. Definition of the “Erasmus life-style” [the spea refers to what it is, what it involves]

2. General attitudes to the “Erasmus life-styl&e[speaker explains what it feels like being
an Erasmus student, what they like or dislike abloeit'Erasmus life-style”, whether they
want to be part of it or not, and why]

3. The experience of the “Erasmus life-style” imgarison to other former experiences [the
speaker compares their experiences in Szeged ovitief experiences at home]

B. Attitudes to and views on the (groups of) peoplassociated with the “Erasmus life-
style”

1. Central members: the “hard core party people”

2. Non-members: people who do not want to belondpanot fit in

3. Peripheral members: people who belong only girtand are thus “looking from further
away”

4. Newcomers: new people seeking membership

5. The big group of Erasmus students

6. Small groups within theig group of Erasmus students

7. Relationships within one’s group

8. One’s group in comparison to other groups [idirlg one’s relationships outside of the
Erasmus students’ group]

C. Attitudes to and views on activities associatedith the “Erasmus life-style”
1. Attitudes to and views on day-time activities

-- staying in bed late

-- courses and school work

-- free-time

2. Attitudes to and views on “night-life” activigse

-- European clubs

-- (House) parties [clubbing, house-warming partthday parties, good-bye parties]
-- Dinner parties

-- Other

-- The ingredients of a party

-- Food and drinks; getting drunk

-- Outfit and decorations

-- Games

-- Music and dancing

-- Doing ‘crazy’ things

-- Flirting, love making

-- Greetings and good-byes

3. Attitudes to and views on weekend activities

-- Trips

-- Other

6. Change in perceptions and views regarding theitzes

D. Goals of the Erasmus stay

1. Major concerns/General goals

2. Major concerns prioritized [speaker refers taeder of importance in reference to two or
more major concerns]
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3. Personal dilemmas
4. Change in goals

E. Emotions

1. The “Erasmus life-style” a reality: General m@adotions [what they feel inside]

-- A feeling of being ‘lonely’

2. The “Erasmus life-style” suspended [how they &out their short visits back home]

3. The “Erasmus life-style” ending [what those védre leaving feel towards the end of their
stay in Szeged and after they have returned hotat those who are staying for the second
semester feel when some of the others are leaving]

4. Change in emotions
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CODING SCHEME 3: LINGUISTIC PRACTICES
INTERACTIONAL FEATURES AND THEIR DEFINITIONS

A. “Basic” strategies through which the participants were building rapport

1. Co-construction of utterancesa. co-operative sentence building as enthusiasm

b. co-operative sentence building as a way of hglput
(following a word search)

C. co-operative questioning

d. pick up and add

2. Co-operative overlap a. guess the end
b. a parallel question-answer sequence
c. a delayed question-answer sequence

3. Permitted interruptions

4. Elicited modeling (following | a. direct word search
a word search) b. indirect word search

5. Non-requested modeling

6. Mutual revelation

7. Persist in asking

8. Repetition

B. More complex devices through which the participats were building rapport

1. Non-understandings as co-operative| a. avoidance strategies

routines b. repair and post-repair strategies
2. Ironic or humorous routines a. irony in content

b. irony aimed at style
3. Narrative strategies a. story rounds

b. by-passes/side remarks
. Where the point can be?
. evaluations and responses

o0

4. Speaking in tandem a. ask in tandem

b. answer in tandem

C. guess in tandem (direct word search)

d. jointly paint a detailed picture of an image
e. model in tandem

f. construct the meaning in tandem

g. narrate in tandem

5. Code-switching a. appeal for assistance (dliadaistic needs)
b. local accommodation: on-the-spot type of
code-switching

c. local accommodation: routine-like expressions
d. on-the-spot type of code-switching of non-Hu
utterances

e. routine-like expressions in L1 or Ln, but not
Hungarian

n
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d. repair in the case of a non-understanding

C. Working definitions of the analyzed interactiond phenomena

Indirect word search

The speaker does not know, or cannot on the spilmeahoment
recall a certain word, which he/she signals indiyee.g. halts, make
a long pause, produces a hedge (e.g. ‘uh’), orrepgg struggles
with producing the utterance. Uncertainty and/cklaf knowledge is
implied implicitly.

\°24

Direct word search

The speaker does now know, or cannot, on the dgheanoment
recall a word, or a part of it, which he/she madeglicit for the
others, e.g. verbalizes his gap in his knowledgasks a confirmatior
check question, code-switches to his/her L1, agdlhis/her
utterance. Lack of knowledge or uncertainty is esped explicitly.

Co-operative overlap

For some time, two or more speakers speak simulteshe without
the overlap causing anyone to stop as in intemuapti
1) guess the end: two or more speakers say the sammake a
similar point, simultaneously, as when, for ins@&e speaker
offers to finish the current speaker’s sentenceyleen a
speaker offers a word when the other is dealing ivord
search;
2) a parallel question-answer sequence: one of thekepe asks :
question which the other is answering simultanggusl
3) a delayed guestion-answer sequence: the curresitepe
finishes her utterance first and then incorporateanswer to
the question raised in overlap.

574

Permitted interruption

One speaker permits the other speaker to inteniapher, either in
the form of an overlap or during the brief pauskshe makes betwee
utterances. As a result of the interruption, theaker changes the
course of his/her talk temporarily, but later regito what he/she hag
originally wanted to say, and does it smoothly withany difficulty

in regaining the floor. (Cf. obstructive interrugmiwhen the speaker
has difficulty in regaining the floor and saying atline/she has
originally wanted to say, if he/she wants to sawgttall).

Flagging of an utterance

The speaker comments on his/her own or on somdses anguage
use, e.g. “l don’t know the English name” or “ltike you learn it in n
English book in school”.

Persist in asking

The speaker makes two or more attempts to gaifidbeand say
whatever he/she wants to say; at the mean timspbaker is sensitiv
to the others’ needs and, when eventually he/sims gjae floor,
he/she may first comply with what the others haaid ge.g. produce i
backchannel) and then make his/her own contribution

D

-

Disregarded questions

A speaker ignores a question for he/she assumebkdfsne can
answer this question or go ahead with a topicithat greater concer
to him/her

Elicited modeling

In response to someone’s direct or indirect woat e the speaker
provides a scaffold: he/she provides the otherlsgraaith the missing

word, thus helping him/her formulate an utteranetsihe may not
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have been able to accomplish himself/herself. Pealser thus
provides the model because he/she feels he/sHeekasnvited to do
so. It involves a handover on his/her part, anakadver on the co-
participants’ part.

Non-requested modeling

A speaker prompts the other speaker to repeatrausdeéarn a (new)
utterance — not because he/she has been invitkado, rather
because he/she assumes it may be of use or a#shterthe others.
The model is thus provided with the intention dfaandover and in the
hope of a takeover on the part of the co-partidgan

U

Speaking in tandem

Two or more speakers jointly hold one side of tbeversation either
as interrogators or as responders.

Both speakers make landmark contributions on their, rather than
support the other speaker’s points only as, faamse, through co-
operative sentence building or repetition. In additboth speakers
contribute at least twice.

Painting an image together

Two or more speakers pick up and add to each atlerances to
jointly paint a detailed picture of an image.

Mutual revelation

To a speaker’s statement of personal experiencethiee responds
with a similar statement of personal experience.

Co-construction of
utterances

When 2 or more speakers jointly produce an utterdaygicking up
words/structures from each other, or the threati@bther speaker,
and adding to them:

1) co-operative sentence building as enthusiasmspeaker picks ug
the thread of the speaker, finishes the other'sesee, which the
former then accepts, and alternatively incorporattshis/her
sentence;

2) co-operative sentence building as a way of hglput: one speake
picks up the thread of the other speaker, and Wkeéshe faces a wor
search, finishes the other’s sentence, which hefsreaccepts and
alternatively incorporates into his/her sentence;

3) co-operative questioning: one speaker scaffilldother so that
he/she could answer a more complex question, eegkb a complex
question into smaller and more simple questions.

4) one speaker picks up the previous utterancejffeedt and/or adds
to it

O =

Narratives

Accounts of personal experience that tell about pasnts

Detours

The speaker begins a story but then changes histhese of talk to
give some extra information or to comply with agarticipant’s
contribution; when finished, he/she continuesregliihe story.

Story rounds

Story clusters in which speakers exchange stofigersonal
experience that illustrate similar pointse thematic cohesion is
achieved through the juxtaposition of similar steri

Non-understandings as co-
operative routines

Non-understandings are seen as moments of failderstanding of
which, at least, one of the participants is aware.
Non-understandings as co-operative routines invivixeor more
speakers joining forces to deal with the instarféproblematic
talk”. Their attempts may be aimed at:

1) avoiding non-understandings;

2) signaling non-understandings;
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3) remedying non-understandings.

[ronic or humorous
routines

Two or more speakers jointly make a humorous effect
1) irony in content: changing slightly or addingtbat somebody else
has said;

2) irony aimed at style: playing with intonation\arice quality for
humorous effect

Code-switching

1) appeal for assistance (due to linguistic nedtis)speaker faces a
moment of word search and switches to another Eggto appeal fo
help

2). local accommodation: on-the-spot type of coddehing: the
speaker switches to the local Hungarian, to creaiede-switched
utterance on the spot

3) local accommodation: routine-like expressionsolves the
speaker switching to another language and saymgdme thing in
the same Ln, in this case, in the local Hungamawost if not all the
time

4) on-the-spot type of code-switching of non-Hwerdahces: the
speaker switches to their L1 or Ln, but not toltdeal Hungarian, to
create a code-switches utterance on the spot

5) routine-like expressions in L1 or Ln, but noHaongarian: involves
the speaker switching to another language and galygnsame thing
in the same Ln, most, if not all the time

6). repair in the case of a non-understandingsgieaker switches to
another language to offer help in the case of auraterstanding

—
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CODING SCHEME 4: LINGUISTIC PRACTICES

. Language choicdlonger stretches of talk, rather than short codiéebied elements]
Non-English: L1 speakers in their L1
Non-English: L1 and Ln speakers
Non-English: Ln speakers
English: L1 speakers in English, rather thatheir L1

PONPE P

B. DiscussingL1/Ln linguistic practices

1. Ask about sy’s L1/Ln linguistic practices [“a@ti@a model”: not necessarily when there is a
word search moment or immediate need for the mddéterance — involves questions raised
in language classes]

2. Tell about your own L1/Ln linguistic practicesasked [“non-requested modeling”: not
necessarily when there is a word search momergend for the modeled utterance]

3. Comment on or flag sy’s L1/Ln linguistic praetin situ [refer to level of proficiency,
word choice, accent, or slang, and alternativebyjole a non-requested model]

C. Slang, “bad words”, “dirty jokes”

D. “Common jokes” and “funny things” [inside jokes, recurring funny remarks]

E. “Typical Erasmus subjects” [Routine-like utterances, including questions aodgs and
recurring subjects of talk]

G. Linguistic practices with which speakers estabdih a CofP

1. Request for information [about non-linguistiagtices]

2. Seeking experience

3. Documentation projects [Facebook messages astthge and other written linguistic
practices with which the speakers document thgeagnces in Szeged]

4. Discussing developments

5. Mapping knowledge and identifying linguistic gdfelicit a model”: requires a
consideration of who knows what, what | am missialgat other person/s | can ask or
connect with]

6. Socializing practices: Coordination of linguispiractices [socializing practices with which
the participants establish the ‘right’ ways of dpeg]

7. Socializing practices: Coordination of sociagirces [socializing practices with which the
participants establish the ‘right’ ways of acting]

8. Fast flow of information

9. Quick set-up a problem to be discussed

H. L1/Ln culture in focus

1. Ask about sy’s L1/Ln culture

2. Tell about your own L1/Ln culture unasked

3. Identify sy by their L1 culture [speaker makies bther speaker’s L1 culture most salient]

I. Change in linguistic practices

1. At the individual level
2. At the group level

253



CODING SCHEME 5: VIEWS ON LINGUISTIC PRACTICES

A. Goals of own linguistic practicedrefers to plans to improve quality of speech]
1. Goals of own English

2. Goals of own Hungarian

3. Goals of own LIH°

B. Perceptions of own languagelspeaker makes a value judgment on their language,
states that it is good, bad, sufficient, etc.]

1. Perceptions of own English

2. Perceptions of own Hungarian

3. Perceptions of own Ln

4. Perceptions of L1

C. Mapping knowledge and adjusting languag¢opinions about who knows what or who
can do what within the Erasmus group or amongdbal$ they get in touch with; references
to sy’s level of proficiency, word choice, accemtslang]

1. Perceptions of others’ English (ELF)

2. Perceptions of others’ Hungarian

3. Perceptions of others’ Ln

4. Adjusting language [speaker refers to ways irciwvkthey make their language more similar
to that of the co-participants through switchinghe appropriate language, using (or not)
idioms, swear words, by aiming (or not) at accufacy

D. Attitudes to languageqspeaker makes a reference to the social valuegaftecular
language, e.g. nice, useful, useless]

1. General attitudes to the English language (ELF)

2. General attitudes to the Hungarian language

3. General attitudes to Ln

4. General attitudes to L1

E. Attitudes to and views on recurring ELF practices [recurring linguistic practices which
the speaker refers to as ‘right’, funny, interegtimvrong’ or ‘strange’]

1. Attitudes to code-switching/language choice

2. Attitudes to accent and pronunciation

3. Attitudes to “typical Erasmus subjects” [Englisiutine-like expressions, e.g. greetings,
how-are-you’s, where-are-you-from’s, recurring tsji

4. Attitudes to word search

5. Attitudes to word choice

6. Attitudes to idioms (both English and L1 idiotranslated into English)

7. Attitudes to slang and “bad words”

8. Attitudes to “common jokes” and other “funnyrtgs” [routine-like jokes and on-the-spot
utterances which create a humorous effect]

9. Attitudes to grammatical accuracy

10. Attitudes to non-understandings

11. Overall views on ELF talk in the group

12. Change in perceptions and views

125 n = foreign language(s) in the speaker’s languagertoire other than English
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F. Views on language learning

1. General views on language learning

2. Personal views on learning English

3. Personal views on learning Hungarian

4. Personal views on learning Ln

5. Views on changing ELF practices in Szeged [speakplains how their proficiency level,
fluency, use of idioms, or L1 speed has changetksimSzeged]

6. Views on “correctness” and “good English” [speratefers to “correctness” and “good
English” and/or to the relation between the twaj #re practice of correcting each other]

G. Difficulty in communication [speaker refers to some kind of a difficulty irith
communication and perhaps hints at some solutiath to

1. Difficulty in ELF communication

2. Difficulty in Hungarian communication

3. Difficulty in Ln communication

H. Efficiency in communication [speaker expresses views on what makes their
communication successful]
1. Efficiency in ELF interaction

H. Language learning background before Szeged
1. English learning background

2. Hungarian learning background

3. Ln learning background
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