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Abstract

Academics, business professionals, and private persons alike nowadays need to
communicate and establish relationships with people from various countries and
cultures while using a variety of digital means of communication. Establishing
and maintaining such relationships has therefore become an essential skill in a
virtual environment.

This book provides an in-depth analysis of how interlocutors negotiate mean-
ing and identities in intercultural video-mediated interactions as an indispensable
step to understanding and improving interactions on a global scale. It contributes
to understanding the complex negotiation processes and strategies involved in
communicating successfully and to establishing rapport in an intercultural and
video-mediated context. Speakers in an English as a Lingua Franca context
act as accomplished conversationalists who efficiently employ various strate-
gies to negotiate meaning and to preempt interactional difficulties. At the same
time, interlocutors (re)negotiate their own identities on various levels as part of
the interaction with their conversation partners. Based on the insights into the
complex workings of intercultural video-mediated interactions, this book also
provides suggestions for educational and professional applications.
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1Introduction

… you just start talking about something, … culture and
stuff like that ((chuckling)).

… as long as people can understand us ((chuckling)).. it’s
not a problem.

(ViMELF 2018, 01SB78HE04 & 07SB17SF10)

The globalized society of tomorrow poses many challenges. Migration processes
and the dynamic progression of digitalization blur traditional cultural boundaries.
Intercultural communication is no longer a playful by-product of an exotic vaca-
tion, but it is everyday reality. International teams that are located all over the
world and that need to establish their personal and business relationships in a
virtual setting become the norm. Friendships span the globe. How do we make
sense of our increasingly multicultural and plurilingual interactions? How do we
communicate successfully in a digital environment? How do we negotiate our
own identities in view of such a diverse and complex interrelationship of cultures
and contexts? This book contributes to answering these questions by investigating
which strategies are employed in intercultural video-mediated interactions.

Every day we (co-)construct meanings and identities in numerous contexts and
intercultural settings. Understanding these complex negotiations is an indispens-
able step to understanding interactions on a global scale. Academics, business
professionals, and private persons alike nowadays need to communicate and work
together with people from various countries and cultures while using a variety of
digital means of communication. The current delocalized dynamics also reflect
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recent trends of sustainable living; the increase of digital options offers an alter-
native to traveling to meetings on site and contributes to reducing the carbon
footprint.

The growing importance of internationalization and digitalization in today’s
economy also has consequences for the education system. Competencies in inter-
cultural and digital communication have become essential skills and pedagogical
concepts therefore need to be adapted to account for these developments in
secondary and higher education. So far, research on digital (and in particular
video-mediated) intercultural communication is rare due to the sporadic avail-
ability of this type of data for research purposes. As a consequence, there is a
lack of theoretical groundwork that could be used for new pedagogical develop-
ments in this area. My research provides a detailed analysis of strategies that are
employed in such an environment and thus contributes to bridging this gap. I base
my analysis on intercultural Skype conversations which are carried out by means
of English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) (Diemer et al. 2012–2018, ViMELF 2018).
Since English is employed in the majority of intercultural settings nowadays,
it is an ideal starting point for an investigation of intercultural communication
in a digital context. An analysis of ELF is also an excellent first step to under-
standing and facilitating internationalization and globalization processes today. In
general, my research contributes to closing the existing research gap in the area of
intercultural video-mediated interactions; in particular, I analyze how meanings
(and, by extension, identities) are co-constructed in interaction through various
strategies.

My findings show that interlocutors in the analyzed data are accomplished
conversationalists who efficiently and preemptively employ various strategies
to negotiate meaning. I combine qualitative and quantitative methods to ana-
lyze meaning in context. My methodology is based on an interdisciplinary
framework of research fields combining multimodal and corpus-based discourse
analysis, corpus linguistics, conversation analysis, pragmatics, and interactional
sociolinguistics. Based on my analyses of the negotiation of meaning in interac-
tion, I develop taxonomies of particular strategies and strategy bundles that are
employed during the negotiation processes. First, I analyze four communication
strategies that contribute to the negotiation of meaning: innovative language use,
code-switching, definitions, and non-verbal behavior. Then, an investigation of
three identity negotiation strategies is carried out: highlighting one’s own iden-
tities, othering, and positioning one’s own identities within problematic issues.
The effects all of these strategies have on the interaction as well as the roles
they play in terms of the analyzed intercultural and video-mediated interactional
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environment are explored. Results indicate that speakers communicate success-
fully and competently in the intercultural video-mediated environment. Issues
in communication are rare and easily resolved. My findings provide insights
into how successful intercultural video-mediated interactions can be achieved.
They provide a research-based background for the development of communica-
tion (optimization) strategies in intercultural, ELF, and video-mediated contexts
and are relevant for a wide range of practical uses in education, academia, and
business.

Meaning and the negotiation of meaning are some of the most basic but also
most central concepts of language, and in particular of interpersonal interactions.
Meaning, however, is also quite difficult to define and is understood in terms of
a variety of conceptualizations in different fields of research. For the purpose of
this book, meaning is not a fixed entity but it is interactionally constructed by
interlocutors. As it unfolds in the particular interactional context, it is negotiated
on two levels, which are often interconnected:

1) Meaning is negotiated with regard to individual concepts (see Section 3.1,
Chapter 4). In this case, meaning and the negotiation of meaning are focused
on a word or phrase that serves as an anchor for the negotiation in the interac-
tion. The negotiation itself then usually goes beyond the word or phrase level
to include the surrounding passages. This narrower sense of meaning is then
expanded to a broader context in the second part of this book.

2) On a discourse level, negotiations of particular concepts contribute to the
broader negotiation of identities in interaction. In this sense, the meaning that
is negotiated is understood in terms of the identities that are portrayed and
interactionally negotiated by interlocutors (see Section 3.2, Chapter 5). Inter-
locutors’ situated identities take form and are (re-)negotiated during the course
of an interaction, creating increasingly complex meanings as the conversation
progresses.

Both types of meaning as well as their interplay are analyzed in the interac-
tional context. If we consider, for example, an interlocutor using the German
term Plätzchen in an ELF interaction instead of cookie (or biscuit) which are
often named as translations in dictionaries, the two types of meaning quickly
become clear. The code-switch, together with the explanation of the meaning of
the term, is a good example for the negotiation of meaning of an individual con-
cept. The meaning of the term is positioned as different from a ‘general’ cookie.
The connotational context, for example, is more specific to Christmas and there
are certain requirements concerning shape. The use of the code-switch implies
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that Plätzchen come in forms and tastes that differ from American or British
cookie (or biscuit) traditions. This example also contributes to the negotiation of
meaning on a larger discourse level. The interlocutor’s German national identity
is portrayed and negotiated through the interaction. The use of the code-switch
itself as well as the ensuing explanation imply a knowledge of the German lan-
guage as well as of German cultural traditions. Plätzchen is also positioned in
opposition to the American term cookie. Both the positioning as a linguacultural
expert and the opposition to a perceived ‘Other’ contribute to illustrating and
emphasizing the interlocutor’s German identity in the interaction.

Let us consider another example: A Spanish interlocutor describes Spain as a
Catholic country while putting ‘Catholic’ in air quotes. Here, the two levels of
meaning also become clear. Meaning negotiation clearly takes place on the level
of the specific word ‘Catholic.’ The meaning of the word is nuanced and a new
individual concept for this word in combination with air quotes is constructed.
On a discourse level, this instance simultaneously contributes to negotiating iden-
tities. The Spanish interlocutor uses it to portray her own regional identity as an
inhabitant of the Galician city of Santiago de Compostela in opposition to south-
ern Spain. She also distances herself from the often very conservative religious
traditions that are practiced in the south, positioning herself in opposition, i.e., as
not being very religious. It is the interplay of the negotiation of the two outlined
types of meaning as well as the realizations of such negotiations through concrete
strategies that is the main focus of this book.

In the following paragraphs, I will briefly outline the general structure and
aim of the book. Chapters 1 to 3 outline the background and specifications of
the data, the employed methodology, and the theoretical basis of my analysis.
Chapter 1 is concerned with providing an overview of the general background and
basic terminological considerations regarding ELF, intercultural communication,
and video-mediated communication. Chapter 2 lays further groundwork for the
analysis by describing the data and methodology. The intercultural ELF Skype
conversations (Diemer et al. 2012–2018, ViMELF 2018) that are used as data
are, to date, unique in their particular composition and combination of available
resources. They are an ideal resource to investigate intercultural communication
in a multimodal video-mediated context. I take a result-oriented approach to the
analysis, employing a combination of methods. My interdisciplinary framework
primarily draws on multimodal and corpus-based discourse analysis; additional
methodological considerations are based on conversation analysis, pragmatics,
and interactional sociolinguistics. Chapter 3 provides a detailed overview of the
main theoretical concept of the book: The negotiation of meaning. Meaning is
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defined as interactionally constructed and as fulfilling a certain function in inter-
action which is negotiated by interlocutors in a certain context. As outlined above,
the negotiation of meaning takes place on two levels, the narrower word or phrase
level and the broader discourse level.

Chapters 4 and 5 represent my own analysis. Chapter 4 is concerned with
the analysis of the narrower understanding of meaning in the form of four central
communication strategies which are frequently used to negotiate meaning in ELF:
4.1 Innovative language use, 4.2 Code-switching, 4.3 Definitions, and 4.4 Non-
verbal behavior. The four strategies are analyzed in great detail, quantified where
possible, and systematically organized within taxonomies of categories and sub-
categories that occur in the data. This in-depth analysis goes beyond the current
state of the art in terms of the complexity of the established categorization and the
interactional functions that were identified. The analysis investigates how the four
strategies contribute to the negotiation of meaning and how interlocutors employ
them to reach mutual understanding and a successful conversational develop-
ment. The outlined communication strategies do not only negotiate meanings
of individual concepts but also contribute to creating regional, national, expert,
multilingual, and ELF identities in a larger discourse context. They are essential
parts of the identity negotiation process taking place in the interactions and are
therefore also incorporated into the analysis in Chapter 5.

Chapter 5 analyzes identity negotiations in intercultural interactions. Contex-
tually dependent and situated meaning is negotiated in terms of speaker identities
rather than only focusing on narrower meanings of individual concepts. Iden-
tity negotiations are subdivided into three strategies: The first strategy, 5.3.1
Highlighting one’s own identities, incorporates the four communication strategies
from Chapter 4 and also investigates other contexts in which regional, national,
international, sociocultural, and personal identities are negotiated. 5.3.2 Other-
ing: Differentiating from other identities, as the second strategy, demonstrates
how underlining differences from other identities can contribute to creating one’s
own identities. The third strategy, 5.3.3 Positioning of one’s own identities within
problematic issues, combines the previous two strategies and describes instances
where interlocutors carefully negotiate their stances to clarify their own position,
maintain rapport, and avoid offending the interlocutor.

Chapter 6 brings together the analysis and discusses the results with regard
to existing research. Implications of the findings as well as possible applications
in the areas of education, academia and business are outlined and discussed. The
chapter concludes with a general overview of results and an outlook regarding
future research.
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1.1 Contextualization of English as a Lingua Franca

Sections 1.1 to 1.3 outline and discuss the theoretical background of the data that
is used in this book. They serve to put the data into the larger research context
and provide insights into possible influences the particular data composition may
have on the interactions. I start with a contextualization of ELF in this section,
then elaborate on the terminological quandaries that are a part of intercultural
communication in Section 1.2, and finish with an overview of research on video-
mediated communication and its implications for the analysis in Section 1.3.

The current section provides an overview of ELF and contextualizes it within
three main frameworks. First, ELF is placed in the larger context of ‘traditional’
English language usage, i.e., the English of ‘native speakers,’ learners, and second
language speakers (1.1.1). Then, the global role of ELF (1.1.2) and the role of
ELF within the field of intercultural communication (1.1.3) are discussed.

1.1.1 ELF In The Context of ‘Traditional’ English Language
Usage

English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) is still a relatively new phenomenon which
is not considered part of the ‘traditional’ paradigms of English language usage.
I use the established categories of English language usage as a basis, following
both Kachru’s (1985) paradigm of inner, outer, and expanding circle varieties and
Görlach’s (1991) roughly corresponding distinction of English language usage
into English as a Native Language (ENL), English as a Second Language (ESL),
and English as a Foreign Language (EFL)1. After briefly discussing these three
traditional types of English language usage, I introduce the concept of English
as a Lingua Franca (ELF) and position it within the framework of the three
established concepts.

1 The two categorizations are often used interchangeably (e.g. Meriläinen et al. 2017) since
they are functionally very similar, denote similar groups of language users, and are very often
used in the same context to further elaborate on and explain the other (see, e.g., Edwards
2014: 173, Kachru 1990: 3). I follow this convention in this book since I consider both mod-
els to be highly useful and both contribute valuable aspects to conceptualizing traditional
understandings of language use, though I am aware that they are not fully synonymous.
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English as a Native Language (ENL) refers to Kachru’s inner circle which
includes the “traditional bases of English, where it is the primary language: it
includes the USA, UK, Ireland, Canada, Australia and New Zealand” (Crystal
2003: 60). The image of the monolingual English language ‘native speaker’ is
ever-present and widespread. Many ‘native speakers’ are monolingual, particu-
larly since English has become a world language and learning other languages
has become a “waste of time” for some native speakers of English (see Crystal
2003: 15). There are, however, also those ENL speakers who are multilinguals,
be it due to a heritage language background, a foreign language classroom, a
bi-/multilingual upbringing, or societal or cross-border language contact. The sit-
uation is much more complex in these contexts, speakers of ENL incorporate
many other languages in their repertoire so that the simplified categorization of
the monolingual ‘native speaker’ is no longer valid. Such multilingual environ-
ments lead to an interplay of different languages. Languages are not isolated but
interconnected and influence speakers’ language production and identities.

The infallible nature of the ‘native speaker’ that is often perpetuated in for-
eign language classrooms has been widely disputed (see, e.g., Anchimbe 2006,
Davies 2004, Hymes 1972, Lee 2005, Seidlhofer 2011, Shakouri and Shakouri
2014). Shakouri and Shakouri (2014: 222) note that “being a native speaker is
no guarantee for competence in communication,” while Anchimbe (2006) points
out that error analysis actually emerged from studies of native speaker language.
This suggests that being a ‘native speaker’ certainly does not guarantee “error-
free language transmission” (Anchimbe 2006: 8). Hymes (1972: 55, 56) observes
that linguistic studies also should not ignore the sociocultural dimension of actual
language use since this is the “difference between what one imagines and what
one sees” (1972: 54). According to him, we need

a theory that can deal with a heterogeneous speech community, differential com-
petence, the constitutive role of sociocultural features—that can take into account
such phenomena as […] socioeconomic differences, multilingual mastery, relativity
of competence in ‘Arabic,’ ‘English,’ etc., expressive values, socially determined per-
ception, contextual styles and shared norms for the evaluation of variables. (Hymes
1972: 59)

Lee (2005: 154) goes a step further in suggesting that the term ‘native’ in itself
is misleading. He argues that the term ‘native language’ implies a language that
is either the language that is spoken in our place of birth or the first language
we get in contact with after birth, for example through our parents. However, this
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‘native language’ is not always the language that is spoken best or most frequently
despite the fact that the term is often understood in such a way. Particularly in the
context of language teaching, ‘native speakers’ are still cited as role models. The
‘native language’ can be replaced by another language which may become the
more frequently and fluently used language, e.g., in cases of “children who are
transplanted, either through migration or adoption, at an early age” (Lee 2005:
154). The term ‘native language’ per se is as a consequence not connected to
fluency or competence in the language in any way.

Davies (2004: 434) states that everybody “is a native speaker of his/her own
code,” which places the term in a different context. Based on his observation,
every speaker has a unique way of speaking which s/he feels most comfortable
with as it is a result of early socialization combined with personal identity-related
choices. Davies adds that this personal code of a speaker does not need to adhere
to a “codified standard” (2004: 434); it may also adhere to an “informal (standard)
language, which may be a dialect” (2004: 434). This clearly puts the concept
of the ‘native speaker’ as the speaker of the ‘standard’ (meaning the codified
‘standard’) into question.

All in all, the concept of the ‘native speaker’ is quite complex and we need
to keep in mind that ‘native speakers’ are not infallible speakers of the language,
that their language use is usually not identical with the idealized and codified
‘standard’ that is portrayed as the learning aim in the language classroom, and
that they are likely to be influenced by a variety of sociocultural and contextual
variables (cf. Anchimbe 2006, Davies 2004, Hymes 1972, Lee 2005, Seidlhofer
2011, Shakouri and Shakouri 2014). ‘Native speakers’ may also have different
competences in more than one (‘native’) language and may be influenced by their
multilingual repertoires (see, e.g., Hymes 1972, Lee 2005). To encounter a ‘native
speaker’ who speaks the ‘standard’ that grammar books propose in every inter-
actional context is highly unlikely. Other language use (such as EFL, ESL, and
ELF) is thus compared to a ‘standard’ which is based on language use by speak-
ers who each have their own individual way of speaking, who are not immune
to making errors and mistakes, who exhibit non-standard and dialect language
use, are subject to multilingual influences, and are influenced by sociocultural
contexts. ‘Native speakers’ are not speakers of the ‘standard.’ Measuring other
language use against ‘real’ ENL speakers is very different from measuring other
language use against a codified and idealized speaker of a ‘standard.’ The term
‘native speaker’ is used in this book to refer to such an abstract, conventionalized,
and idealized ‘standard’ that has been established through codification.
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English as a Second Language (ESL) encompasses the former colonial
Englishes of Kachru’s outer circle, often also called ‘World Englishes’ or ‘New
Englishes,’ such as Indian English or Nigerian English. In these contexts, English
serves “country-internal functions” (Jenkins 2015a: 2). Crystal (2003: 60) defines
it as English use that “has become part of a country’s chief institutions and plays
an important second-language role in a multilingual setting.” ESL is used to
communicate with other ESL speakers and also acquired in this context (Srid-
har and Sridhar 1986: 5). Specific language norms develop and are increasingly
negotiated between ESL speakers who use their variety as a “lingua franca for
interethnic, intranational communication” (Meierkord 2012: 69) with its own
conventions and characteristics. As a consequence, they have the “potential to
develop endonormative and local standards and norms” (Hundt and Mukherjee
2011: 2). ESL varieties2 do not only follow ENL ‘standards’ but also develop
their own ‘standards’ (cf., e.g., Schneider 2011).

It is questionable, though, how unified such varieties really are. There are often
(many) other languages beside English that are involved in the ESL context.
The complex interplay of various indigenous linguistic traditions and cultures
that are unified under the cover of one nation may actually lead to the creation
of several conventional norms of language use, i.e., several varieties that are
subsumed under a higher-level ESL variety like ‘Indian English’ or ‘Nigerian
English.’ In the case of India, for example, it may be “said to have many varieties
of English” (Tripathi 1998: 56, see also Wiltshire 2005) based on the different
indigenous languages that interact with English. In many African and Caribbean
contexts English-based pidgins and creoles additionally play an important role in
the mix, as is, for example, the case in Nigeria (see Crystal 2003: 66). There
may also be other lingua francas covering large parts of the country that co-exist
with English, such as Swahili in East Africa (see Tripathi 1998: 56). In view of
such complex linguistic traditions and influences in these contexts, it is unlikely

2 In this book, I use Catford’s (1965: 84) general definition of a language variety as “a
sub-set of formal and/or substantial features which correlates with a particular type of socio-
situational feature.” The term variety is understood to mean a type of language use that can
be described by a number of concrete language features that consistently co-occur in this
combination with a certain socio-situationally bounded group of speakers.
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that one unified variety is used by all speakers across linguacultural3 (and ethnic)
boundaries (see also Tripathi 1998, Wiltshire 2005), despite the usually unified
and ENL-based education system.

An all-encompassing ESL variety (like ‘Indian English’) that subsumes a wide
range of different linguacultural ‘standards’ is consequently even less represen-
tative of realistic language use of all speakers of this particular ESL variety
than is the case for speakers of ENL varieties. In addition to the many poten-
tial sub-varieties, the same considerations apply to ESL speakers as was the case
with ENL speakers when confronted with conventionalized ‘norms:’ there are no
infallible language users and sociocultural and context-dependent factors apply.
In this sense, ESL varieties are even less stable than ENL varieties, making an
analysis more complicated and calling for a more differentiated perspective.

English as a Foreign Language (EFL), often also called learner or perfor-
mance varieties, refers to “those nations which recognize the importance of
English as an international language, though they do not have a history of colo-
nization by members of the inner circle, nor have they given English any special
administrative status” (Crystal 2003: 60), i.e., Kachru’s expanding circle. It is also
well-established in English Language Teaching (ELT), where EFL is, for exam-
ple, defined as English that “is taught in schools, often widely, but […] does not
play an essential role in national or social life” (Broughton et al. [1980] 2003:
6).

3 Linguaculture here refers to a concept from linguistic anthropology (originally theorized
by Agar 1994, who called it languaculture) that showcases that “there is always a cultural
dimension to language” (Baker 2015: 80) and that “languages are never culturally neutral”
(Risager 2014: 110). Linguistic meaning is reflected in “the cultural perspective of linguacul-
ture communities” (Shaules 2016: 3). This concept often, but not exclusively, refers primarily
to the native language of a speaker (Risager 2014: 110). The original linguaculture can then
be expanded by accumulating and incorporating cultural knowledge and experiences of other
linguacultures through learning other languages (Risager 2014: 109). Language is therefore
not always connected to one specific culture and cultural connotations are not always obvious
from the language use. English, for example, is “a language that carries a wealth of mean-
ing from its diverse and conflictual histories in colonial expansion, in postcolonial settings,
and in the more or less global spread of domains of use such as commercial and scientific
communication” (Risager 2014: 110). Meierkord (2000: no pages) even goes so far as to
attribute a “lingua franca culture” to English which goes beyond the individual cultural con-
notations that English usage may be attributed to. In this case, ELF interaction gains a new
cultural dimension which goes beyond the original linguacultures involved. While this may
be the case in some instances of interaction, I argue that both the original linguacultures of
the interlocutors and the various connotations of English as the language of communication
also potentially influence the interaction and will still need to be considered as well in terms
of possible underlying factors.
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Foreign-language varieties have been the domain of English language learn-
ing and teaching research, which focuses on the goal of interaction with ‘native
speakers,’ resulting in the idealization of ‘native speaker’ competence (cf. also
Seidlhofer 2001: 133). This implied ‘standard’ affects learners’ motivation neg-
atively by penalizing ‘non-standard’ usage. Tuan (2012), for example, examines
students’ extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. In the context of extrinsic motivation,
learners have “functional reasons” (Tuan 2012: 431) for learning a language, i.e.,
they aim to be successful at school/university or in a future job. Having a real-
istic teaching approach that evaluates communicative success based on what is
necessary and needed in a future job rather than an undifferentiated ‘standard’
bench-mark is highly likely to improve students’ extrinsic motivation. At the
same time, intrinsic motivation rises when students are interested in the activ-
ity, the classroom climate is positive, and tasks are cooperatively practiced (see
Tuan 2012: 432). This is more likely to happen when students feel like they
can actively contribute to activities without fearing penalization of every mistake.
Even though modern communication-focused ELT didactics has strongly reduced
the negative effect by valuing learners’ communicative success more than ever
and reducing the penalization of every small mistake, it still takes a ‘deficit’
approach to learner language by referring to ‘norms’ that are being violated by
learners (e.g., Haß 2006: 281).

Recently, the borders between ESL and EFL have been challenged. Certain
European countries like the Netherlands, Denmark, Finland, and Germany, who
are traditionally seen in the expanding circle, have been observed to move towards
an English language use in the context of youth culture that decisively resembles
ESL usage (cf. Edwards 2014: 174–175). Berns (2005) even suggests that “this
is the dawning of the age of Expanding Circle Englishes.” The increasing impor-
tance of English language use in contexts that have traditionally been focused on
language learning cannot be denied in many expanding circle countries, although
whether or not such use can already be classified as emerging varieties is ques-
tionable. It could be argued that such phenomena can be explained as being a
result of globalization. Speakers are getting used to employing English as a lin-
gua franca in various online and offline contexts and useful elements of this type
of language use then enter their everyday communicative repertoire.

English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) has developed from research on EFL,
Second Language Acquisition (SLA), as well as World Englishes (cf. Pietikäinen
2017, Seidlhofer 2011). ELF is the result of a paradigm shift from a focus on
‘native-speaker norms’ to an investigation of how English is actually used on a
global scale. This shift was prompted by the fact that English developed into the
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de facto lingua franca for international communication (Widdowson 2018). Fol-
lowing this shift, the need for empirical research on how ELF speakers use the
language, and by doing so succeed in communicating effectively in intercultural
contexts, has come to the fore (see Seidlhofer 2011: 23). Well-founded descrip-
tions of ELF language use and its communicative success are needed to achieve a
recognition of ELF in academia and education alike (Seidlhofer 2011: 23). Knapp
(1987) and Firth (1990, 1996) are early examples of researchers who refer to this
type of English in terms of a lingua franca. They introduce the terms “English as
an international lingua franca” (Knapp 1987: 1022) and “‘lingua franca’ English”
(Firth 1996: 237) in their investigation of English used between non-native speak-
ers in an intercultural context. Since then, and particularly since the early 2000s,
research on ELF data has developed in various directions, including research from
different contexts, such as business (e.g., Ehrenreich 2010, Kassis-Henderson
and Louhiala-Salminen 2011), academia (e.g., Dafouz and Smit 2016, Maura-
nen 2012), immigration and refugee discourse (e.g., Guido 2008), and family
interactions (e.g., Pietikäinen 2017). Research also includes studies on various
combinations of interacting cultures as well as various linguistic characteristics
and functions that ELF fulfills (see, e.g., the edited volume by Jenkins et al.
2018).

Jenkins (2015b) observes three phases that ELF has undergone since it was
introduced. The first phase followed in the tradition of World Englishes and
focused, in particular, on linguistic features, such as pronunciation and lexi-
cogrammar (see Jenkins 2015b: 53) that would allow a type of codification of
‘ELF varieties’ (Jenkins 2015b: 77). During the second phase, this understand-
ing of ELF as a ‘variety’ was abandoned. Seidlhofer (see, e.g., Seidlhofer 2009)
instead called for a new understanding of ELF independent of World Englishes
traditions and their focus on describing new varieties. Variability was introduced
as one of the central concepts of ELF (Jenkins 2015b: 55). The conceptualization
of ELF thus became quite different from World Englishes varieties: “ELF, with its
fluidity and ‘online’ negotiation of meaning among interlocutors with varied mul-
tilingual repertoires, could not be considered as consisting of bounded varieties,
but as English that transcends boundaries” (Jenkins 2015b: 55). The current and
last phase marks a recent expansion of ELF research towards an understanding
of ELF as being inherently multilingual. Jenkins (2015b: 73) has proposed this
third phase, in which ELF is understood as “English as a Multilingua Franca.”
It “refers to multilingual communicative settings in which English is known to
everyone present, and is therefore always potentially ‘in the mix,’ regardless of
whether or not, and how much, it is actually used” (2015b: 74, emphasis in orig-
inal). This notion includes all languages that speakers know besides English and
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recognizes their potential role in and influence on the interaction (Jenkins 2015b:
75). Both the second and third phase of ELF are currently valid research tradi-
tions in the field. They are both practiced in ELF research, particularly since the
third phase is more an extension of than a total break from the second phase
(Jenkins 2015b: 78). I see myself in the tradition of both the second and third
phases as I incorporate elements from both in my research and conceptualization
of ELF.

In this book, ELF is understood as a “spontaneous, creative, and flexible
medium of communication between speakers of different language backgrounds
who efficiently make use of their respective linguistic (and plurilingual) resources
in order to achieve reciprocal comprehension rather than a ‘correct’ and ‘stan-
dard’ output” (Brunner and Diemer 2018a: 61). Seidlhofer’s (2011: 10) functional
conceptualization considers ELF to be “any use of English among speakers of dif-
ferent first languages for whom English is the communicative medium of choice,
and often the only option.” This definition includes ESL and ENL speakers in
intercultural situations. ELF is often the preferred (or even only) way speakers
from different linguacultural backgrounds can communicate and interact suc-
cessfully (cf. Mauranen 2012: 7, Seidlhofer 2011: 10). At the same time, these
linguacultural backgrounds play a central role in how they interact as they are
incorporated in the way speakers use the language. Successful communication is
the key objective, whereas the imitation of ENL ‘standard’ varieties does not play
a central role (Hülmbauer 2013: 50–51, Jenkins 2015a: 45). As Jenkins (2015a:
45) puts it, in ELF “differences from native English that achieve this [successful
intercultural communication] [are] regarded not as deficiencies but as evidence
of linguistic adaptability and creativity.” By its very nature, ELF is an ideal and
new ground for analysis in the context of the negotiation of meaning. It does not
follow any established conventions and allows a vast amount of flexibility and
creativity. For further elaborations on ELF see also Sections 1.1.2 and 1.1.3.

ELF vs. ESL and EFL
There are many similarities and differences between ELF and ESL as well as
ELF and EFL, respectively, which I will briefly outline in order to make their
relation to each other as well as the positioning of ELF within the traditional
paradigm clearer.

ELF, ESL, and EFL are quite similar. The restriction of EFL to learner vari-
eties has favored the traditional separation of research approaches into EFL and
ESL, respectively, focusing on different acquisition and usage settings (see also
Hundt and Mukherjee 2011). Sridhar and Sridhar (1986: 5) have already observed
a “paradigm gap” between existing EFL theories and ESL variation in 1986, and


