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ABSTRACT 

 
 The meanings and uses of the terms codeswitching and translanguaging in relation to 

multilingual contexts have become increasingly hazy and contentious. This study empirically 

addresses this tension by examining video-based interactions of advanced Arabic and English 

language students engaged in collaborative online learning. It demonstrates how translanguaging 

captures fluid aspects of the merging of different linguistic and cultural resources that cannot be 

adequately described as codeswitching (e.g., Li Wei 2018) by drawing on Gumperz's (1982) 

concept of contextualization cues, theorizing on dialogue and intertextuality in discourse (e.g., 

Bakhtin 1981, 1986; Kristeva 1986; LaScotte and Tarone 2019), and Tannen's (2007) 

understanding of how repetition and constructed dialogue create interpersonal involvement. 

 I analyze data drawn from a semester-long, video-mediated eTandem project involving 

Arabic learners in the U.S. and English learners in Jordan who engaged in dyadic weekly 

sessions via Skype. Three focal dyads were selected based on advanced target language fluency 

and shared Arabic dialects (the Arabic learners had each completed a study-abroad program and 

had familiarity with a local dialect). Arabic diglossia (Ferguson 1959) increased the accessible 

communicative resources in this bilingual eTandem context. 

 My study captures how the students intertextually utilize language and cultural resources 

in skillful and meaningful ways in dyadic and sometimes triadic encounters. While bilingual and 

bidialectal codeswitching were evident, the students also displayed fluid and dynamic language 
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practices best described as translanguaging. I first show how various contextualization cues – 

including merging Arabic phonetic features with English words, repetition, laughter, smile voice, 

volume, and prosody – signal double-voicing (Bakhtin 1984) and constitute creative and playful 

translanguaging. Next, my examination of the Islamic expression inshallah ('God willing') 

uncovers and explicates its frequent use by L2 Arabic students within Arabic and English speech 

by drawing on Becker's (1994) notion of prior texts. Finally, I demonstrate how in triadic 

encounters involving Jordanian students' family members, translanguaging practices reframe 

(Tannen 2006) task-based talk into sociable talk and shift the exchange's multimodal 

configuration. This study demonstrates how the students' utilization of linguistic, multimodal, 

and cultural resources constitutes translanguaging, enriches their interactions in terms of 

language input and creativity, and creates involvement.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Introduction 

This study was inspired by my own personal curiosity about the ways I use Arabic varieties and 

English when talking to other bilingual speakers and my experiences teaching and interacting 

with many learners of Arabic at Georgetown University. While every language has different 

regional dialects and registers, Arabic is unique in that two language varieties coexist side-by-

side; the first is codified and carries formal status while the other is spoken and varies regionally. 

Charles Ferguson's (1959) pioneering work on the Arabic social and linguistic landscape 

described this situation as a classic example of diglossia due to the two varieties' complementary 

use and functions. The current study uses the term Standard Arabic to describe what is known as 

Classical Arabic or Modern Standard Arabic; dialects to describe Arabic vernacular or 

Colloquial Arabic.  

As a Saudi Arabian born and raised in Riyadh, I grew up speaking the Najdi dialect (from 

the central Najd region) at home and in everyday conversations. I learned the Standard in school 

and from watching cartoons that used the Standard as an early childhood educational tool to 

expose children to the variety. Being a professor of Arabic Literature, my mother also exposed 

me early on to the classic Standard variety from the literature and poetry she read to my siblings 

and me. Like many other millennial Arabs, I was introduced to Egyptian and Levantine Arabic 

(e.g., Jordanian and Lebanese) because of these varieties' presence in popular media, including 

TV series, movies, and music. I have familiarity with, and draw on, all these varieties in my 

discourse, such as when I try to be funny by referencing a character from a TV show, when I 

send a text message, or when I quote an Egyptian friend. My Arabic speech is never "purely" one 
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type of Arabic; all these varieties coexist harmoniously in how I think, write, and speak. 

Growing up, I believed the dialects were comparable to the Standard but less formal and more 

conversational. 

It was not until I taught an Intermediate Arabic language class at the Arabic and Islamic 

Studies Department at Georgetown that I realized I needed to re-examine my understanding of 

Arabic diglossia. The class of primarily American English speakers had two heritage Arabic 

speakers from Lebanon who were first-generation immigrants to the United States. Before the 

first class started, we talked in Lebanese Arabic, and they shared that English is their first 

language as they were born in the U.S., and they spoke Lebanese at home with their families. 

They shared stories about the times they had been to Lebanon using long stretches of flawless 

Lebanese Arabic, which sounded "Arabic" with no boundaries in my head. I was a little 

confused; I wondered, why are these students enrolled in an intermediate Arabic class? As the 

class started and I started speaking Standard Arabic, I quickly got my answer. The students 

spoke Lebanese Arabic, and for them, the Standard is a different language that they are learning 

just like their other classmates who did not have experiences with Lebanese. While their written 

and grammatical activities that relied solely on the Standard were on par with their fellow 

intermediate classmates, their knowledge of the dialect helped them tremendously in class 

participation where they coherently integrated their Lebanese Arabic into the Standard during the 

class discussions, similar to the way speakers of Arabic as a first language (L1) use the two 

varieties in formal contexts.  

 My naïve assumptions about the "harmonious coexistence" of Arabic varieties have 

entirely shifted. This experience created a curiosity and aspiration to delve deeper into the lived 

reality of L2 Arabic learners' trajectories of Standard and dialect learning and how different these 
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are from how L1 Arabic speakers embrace diglossia. It also made me question the validity of the 

monolingual "Standard only" policy in the language learning classroom. The dialect is the 

spoken variety that creates authentic Arabic speech needed for L2 learners to interact with 

Arabic speakers. As I noticed from the two heritage speakers in my class, access to a dialect 

helped them conversationally while they were acquiring the grammatical features of the 

Standard. This experience made me more attentive to the different ways Arabic-English 

bilinguals around me (and including me) use their linguistic resources together in a way that 

contradicts the view of bounded use of language being the norm.  

 I realized that Arabic diglossia in L1 Arabic contexts does not carry the same peculiarity 

as its realization in Arabic learning contexts. While L1 speakers acquire the Standard and at least 

one dialect through experience, the question of "which Arabic to teach learners?" becomes an 

issue for those learning Arabic as an L2. The Standard is the variety that is typically taught to 

Arabic learners given that is the codified and grammatical learned variety. However, scholarly 

research on L2 Arabic learning (e.g., Al-Batal 1995, 2018; Palmer 2007, 2008; Al Masaeed 

2020, 2021) points to the fact that L2 Arabic speakers who spend even a short time in an Arabic 

country quickly realize that the Standard they learned is not the appropriate variety to use in 

conversations with the locals. They develop bidialectal awareness and competencies through 

immersion with the community for effective and authentic everyday communication. This is 

where the importance of study abroad programs in learning Arabic factors in. The diglossia 

dilemma has been comprehensively discussed by Al-Batal (1995) and in his later edited volume 

(Al-Batal 2018). He makes the following statement regarding Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) 

and Arabic dialects,  

Although MSA and the dialects do show a considerable amount of overlapping and the 
student's knowledge of MSA will greatly facilitate their learning of any Arabic dialect, 
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this does little to alleviate the frustration and disappointment felt by the students once 
they face the realities of the diglossic situation in the Arab world. (Al-Batal 1995: 118)  
 

In his later work, Al-Batal (2018) underscored the importance of integrating the Standard and the 

dialects in L2 Arabic pedagogy for effective and practical results. Al Masaeed (2020) examines 

L2 Arabic speech fused with the dialect and the Standard and some English components (like the 

speech of my former students who were Arabic heritage speakers). He argues that the students' 

meaningful utilization of all their linguistic resources, despite the Standard-only rule in the 

context of his study, shows their high L2 pragmatic competence akin to that of L1 Arabic 

speakers. He describes the practice as "multilingual and multidialectal translanguaging" (262), 

where the students utilize their language resources skillfully with no hesitation or repair.  

 An Arabic-English online language learning project that was conducted in the Fall of 

2014 provided a golden opportunity for me to pursue my interests in diglossia and 

translanguaging by analyzing the Skype screen-recorded interactions between intermediate to 

advanced Arabic and English learners. Not every student who participated in the program spoke 

their target language at the same level of proficiency as their partner, and not all Arabic learners 

had completed a study abroad. The three dyads selected for this study were chosen based on their 

compatible advanced fluency in their target languages. Given that I also wanted to explore 

bidialectal practices, each of the three Arabic learners in my study completed a study-abroad 

program in a different Arab region where they acquired a local dialect. I watched and listened to 

the students' interactions with immense curiosity and pleasure as they negotiated their 

intercultural perceptions in Arabic and English and progressively became more comfortable 

mixing their different language resources. They built relationships, shared stories, joked around 

(sometimes using their partners' dialects in playful ways), talked about their passions and 

interests in life, and introduced their family members, all while improving their conversational 
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skills in their target languages. I explore their language alternation practices to uncover the 

different ways they used their language resources and argue that while some align with the 

traditional construct of codeswitching, others went beyond the bounded switching models and 

displayed translanguaging.  

1.2. Theoretical framework and introduction of the study 

Language learning contexts are bounded by norms that are not as apparent in bilinguals' social 

interactions in contexts with no overt institutional expectations. My study aims to capture how 

language boundaries are challenged in skillful and meaningful ways in this online language-

learning context. I consider video-based interactions of Arabic and English eTandem (also called 

Teletandem or online tandem). Language learners are paired together to learn and teach each 

other's languages and cultures through Skype telecollaborative exchanges. The eTandem 

arrangement imposes specific rules regarding the language used, the students' roles, and the 

structure of the sessions.  

 The practice of telecollaboration is defined as "institutionalized, electronically mediated 

intercultural communication under the guidance of a languacultural expert (i.e., a teacher) for the 

purpose of foreign language learning and the development of intercultural competence" (Belz 

2003: 2). The discourse produced in telecollaborative interactions captures social talk where 

interlocutors are positioned based on their native and learned languages and given particular 

topic prompts to encourage discussions. The setup of the data of this study is one of the most 

frequently utilized telecollaborative configurations (Helm 2015). It is based on an online version 

of tandem learning, defined as "a form of open learning in which two people with different 

mother tongues work together in order to learn one another's language" (Little 1991: 1). Within 

this synchronous online context of tandem learning, Telles (2015a: 604) defines eTandem as  
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[A] virtual, collaborative and autonomous context for learning foreign languages in 
which two students help each other learn their own languages (or language of 
proficiency). They do so by using the text, voice and webcam image resources of VOIP 
[Voice Over Internet Protocol] technology (such as Skype), and by adopting the three 
principles of tandem learning: autonomy, reciprocity, and separate use of languages.  
 

This definition captures the role of technology in mediating  eTandem interactions and the three 

principles that govern the exchanges: first, the students' responsibility for their own learning, 

which includes scheduling time for their sessions in collaboration with their language partners 

(autonomy); second, the students' mutual commitment and investment in their partners' learning 

(reciprocity); and third, a commitment to practice one language at a time by allocating the same 

amount of time to each language (separation of languages). The eTandem medium, according to 

Cziko (2004), bridges formal language learning contexts (traditional classrooms with a teacher 

who leads the students) with informal aspects of language learning where the L2 learner gets 

exposure to their target language. The author states that eTandem parallels informal L2 contexts 

in that it "provides extensive exposure to the L2 as spoken by native speakers (and not other L2 

learners) within authentic communicative settings with many opportunities for productive use of 

the L2" (26). It parallels formal L2 classroom contexts in that it "provides focus on form and 

corrective feedback to the L2 learner (…) it also has important potential benefits for developing 

intercultural understanding, autonomous learning skills, and technical abilities" (26).  

 While many scholars in education and linguistics have examined the discourse produced 

by participants in eTandem and its main principles (autonomy and reciprocity), very few studies 

have examined the principle of separation of languages and its realization in the medium. Some 

studies in the literature on eTandem have examined codeswitching, mostly its use as a 

compensatory device within an interest in its utility for corrective feedback and meaning 

negotiation (e.g., Kötter 2003; Leone 2012; Tudini 2016). While these are important functions of 
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codeswitching in this language learning context, they overlook the social and interactional utility 

of the practice. As my study will show, the bilinguals' shifts to the "unsanctioned" language are 

not exclusively solutions to problems. Instead, the students' shared language varieties, especially 

in this Arabic-English context where the dialects create another option to utilize, are leveraged as 

a resource to enrich their conversations and foster engagement with their language partner.  

 The dataset selected for the current study features three dyads of advanced English and 

Arabic learners. The English learners are undergraduate and graduate students at two universities 

in Jordan who speak L1 Jordanian Arabic. The Arabic learners are undergraduate and graduate 

students at a university in the United States who speak L1 American English. The eTandem data 

is part of a credit-bearing Arabic course, for which the requirements include conducting weekly 

Skype meetings with their language partners as well as attending in person class meetings with 

the professor. My access is from the U.S. side where the American students are required to 

screen-record their video interactions and submit them to the professor as proof of completion of 

their weekly eTandem task. His evaluation of the videos is based on completion of the task as a 

component of the course requirement, where he views the session to ensure fulfillment of the 

task, without explicitly giving feedback on each video session.  

 The six students are all advanced speakers of their L2. The three American students 

completed a semester-long study-abroad program in three Arabic-speaking regions (Morocco, 

Egypt, and Jordan). They learned the local dialects in conversational Arabic classes and from 

mixing with locals. The first dyad is Iman and Amy: Iman is a Jordanian student learning 

English with her American partner Amy who speaks Moroccan Arabic. The second dyad is 

Ahmed and Brandon: Ahmed is a Jordanian student learning English with his American partner 

Brandon who speaks Egyptian Arabic. The third dyad is Rasha and Gabi: Rasha is a Jordanian 
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student learning English with her American partner Gabi, who also speaks Jordanian Arabic. 

While Jordanian and Egyptian are mutually intelligible, Moroccan is not understood by 

Jordanian speakers, as reflected in my analysis when the L2 Moroccan Arabic speaker switches 

bidialectally to Moroccan Arabic.  

 This study examines how these language learners fulfilled communicative and learning 

goals by accumulating their different language resources and how their partners co-orient to 

these practices. The bilinguals' advanced command of their languages and dialects created many 

opportunities to utilize their various linguistic resources in a multitude of ways. Creese and 

Blackledge (2015) note that the sociolinguistic study of multilingualism has evolved from 

viewing languages as independent and limited units to viewing communication as a process in 

which language users use whatever linguistic elements they have to fulfill their interactional 

goals as effectively as possible. Rather than viewing bounded use of language as the norm, 

Blommaert and Rampton (2012: 4) suggest that "it is far more productive analytically to focus 

on the very variable ways in which linguistic features with identifiable social and cultural 

associations get clustered together whenever people communicate." 

 This study explores the hybrid language practices in the current data as captured by the 

terms codeswitching and translanguaging, which showcases the diverse structural and 

interactional features that emerge in my analysis. My study focuses on the two constructs in 

terms of how they describe what naturally happens during the English-Arabic exchanges, rather 

than orienting to translanguaging as a pedagogical tool or to codeswitching as carrying 

monolingual norms or biases. I address the theoretical tensions around the two concepts in my 

next chapter. My analysis aligns with studies that acknowledge both constructs as valid and 

meaningful and differentiate their presence based on how the languages are merged (e.g., Li Wei 
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2018; Ortega 2019). These studies acknowledge that bilinguals' linguistic fluidity does not mean 

that the speakers are unaware of linguistic and cultural boundaries between their languages, but 

rather embrace these practices as a reflection of creative and valuable tactics. As a conceptual 

framework, translanguaging offers a perspective in which the speaker is at the center of the 

conversation where one's languages are used as an interactional resource with no defined 

constraints. The introduction of translanguaging as a learning instrument has been embraced by 

many scholars who recognize the reality of multilingual practices being the norm. Proponents of 

translanguaging examine it as a skill to build upon by utilizing the students' language resources 

in the classroom. For example, García, Johnson, Seltzer, and Valdés (2017) describe 

translanguaging as responsible codeswitching with purposeful and efficient applicability of the 

practice. Others have examined the spontaneous appearance of translanguaging in everyday 

social interactions where speakers creatively and efficiently blend their language and semiotic 

resources in communication (e.g., Creese and Blackledge 2017).  

 My study shows that both codeswitching and translanguaging are evidenced in the 

eTandem interactions. To illuminate the distinction between these practices and show their 

creative utility in this bilingual context, I use interactional sociolinguistic concepts of how 

speakers use and interpret contextualization cues (Gumperz 1982) and I draw on theorizing 

related to Kristeva's (1986) notion of intertextuality. These notions address speakers' prior 

knowledge, described as a property of "dialogicality" and double-voicing (Bakhtin 1984) drawn 

from the speakers' shared "prior texts" (Becker 1994). Becker's focus on repetition of prior text 

essentially involves multilingual discourse: he explored Burmese poems, Javanese shadow plays, 

and English and Malay discourse, where languages and different cultural backgrounds come to 
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interact and construct social groups through "shared repertoire of prior texts" (Becker 1994: 

165).  

I draw on Tannen's (2007) application of intertextuality and dialogicality to create 

coherence and interpersonal involvement. Tannen identified different types of repetition, 

including quotation or what she refers to as "constructed dialogue," and showed their 

interactional effect in social interactions, including those among speakers of different 

(sub)cultural backgrounds. Gumperz (1982) posits that what he calls "conversational inference," 

or how people create meaning in a conversation through gauging the talk and the signals used, as 

the most important factor influencing cross-cultural communication. Citing Gumperz's idea of 

contextualization cues in cross-cultural communication, Kiesling and Paulston (2008: 2) note 

that there are pre-existing and commonly known features of talk (e.g., intonation, smiling, and 

laughter) that are used by people from different cultures in everyday situations to actively signal 

the context and how talk is meant to be interpreted. Integrating intertextuality (as manifested in 

double-voicing, repetition, and constructed dialogue) into a study of bilingual language 

alternation provides a productive analytical approach to examine the students' different bilingual 

and bidialectal language practices.   

Gumperz's (1982) foundational work on linguistic diversity shows how community 

norms and past experiences form expectations about contextualization cues. In the data I 

examine, the students rely on common expectations about utilizing and interpreting linguistic 

and paralinguistic elements of their bilingual talk. As I show in my analysis, the students depend 

on shared experiences, which often include the L2 Arabic students' study abroad experiences, to 

create meaning through their codeswitching and translanguaging. Codeswitching, however, is 

produced and co-oriented to by the language partner using different contextualization cues than 
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by the student who displayed translanguaging. Codeswitching occurs in more defined and clear 

ways that usually involve meaning negotiation, repair, or using a word that does not exist in the 

language being spoken. For miscomprehension, codeswitching is signaled as such through 

repetition and pausing to show uncertainty, thus requiring assistance from the partner. Given the 

students' advanced command of their target languages, many of their codeswitching instances 

happen in self-repair to the "sanctioned" language variety, as when they say a word in the dialect 

and then switch back to Standard Arabic. 

On the other hand, translanguaging occurs in exchanges where the language learning 

aspect is backgrounded. The students signal their translanguaging using different 

contextualization cues that do not convey a lack of comprehension but rather are playful and 

constitute intentionally creative language. Additionally, the partner orients towards the 

translanguaging moments differently. In the playful translanguaging instances, students merge 

linguistic features from Arabic into English words, repeat these words in an amused manner in 

both synchronic and diachronic senses (including in constructed dialogue), use smile voice or 

laughter, shift intonation and pitch, as well as change their body configurations within the limits 

of the Skype screen. The language partner infers these contextualization cues through ratification 

of laughter and repetition. Chapter Four expands on these instances by showing the realization of 

codeswitching and translanguaging in the Arabic-English eTandem data.  

Tannen (2007) aligns with Gumperz's (1982) view of cross-cultural communication being 

a rich site for investigating different ways of communicating and perceiving interactional 

conventions and cues. For example, fixed formulaic expressions, according to Tannen (2007: 

50), are less common in American English as compared to other languages and cultures. She 

explains the structure and practical use of such formulas as said in the same way in certain 
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situations where they are expected and honored; as she asserts, their omission in some cases 

would be noted and condemned. Tannen and Öztek (1977) examined such formulas in Greek and 

Turkish conversational discourse; in both languages such formulas involve mentioning God, 

which according to the authors, contributes to establishing rapport during anxiety provoking 

events (e.g., leave-taking). Arabic is a language saturated with Islamic references and 

expressions derived from the Quran and Prophet Mohamed's sayings, including the expression 

inshallah ('God willing'), which originates from the Quran. These religious-based expressions 

made their way to conversational Arabic, where they carry intertextual import and identity traces 

to their theological "prior text" (Becker 1994). This display of Islamic identity is one of the most 

commonly found associations with the use of inshallah among Arabic speakers (e.g., Ferguson 

1983; Nazzal 2005). In my data, the expression inshallah is the most used Allah expression, and 

both the Jordanian and American students used it. The Jordanians used the expression without 

self-repetition and occasionally used it in its realization from the Quranic Arabic as /insh'Allah/ 

where they annunciate the Allah part with a preceding glottal stop and use the dark /l/ sound 

(only found in the pronunciation of Allah in Arabic). The American students often used inshallah 

in self-repetition, using the light /l/ as one word without a glottal stop /inshallah/, which was also 

used by their Jordanian counterparts. The expression's frequent use in conversational Arabic as a 

discourse marker (Farghal 1995) shows its utility as part of the students' understanding of how to 

signal meaning in this bilingual context, and for the L2 Arabic speakers, it shows their L2 

pragmatic competence in their use of this accessible and meaningful expression. Chapter Five 

elaborates on how the dyads used and ratified the expression within their sessions' English and 

Arabic parts.  
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In the eTandem video-mediated context, the students rely not only on shared expectations 

about linguistic and paralinguistic contextualization cues but also on their shared experiences of 

the multimodal affordances of the video Skype interaction. The visual medium and the 

institutional expectations of eTandem being a dyadic arrangement are guided by the 

interlocutors' joint understanding of the norms of conducting the eTandem video chat. Changes 

in body configurations that include gaze shifts and head turns signal changes in attention (Norris 

2019). In video-mediated discourse, practices deviating from the baseline of the "talking heads" 

setup (Licoppe and Morel 2012) are accounted for by students; participants rely on 

contextualization cues to interpret the ongoing interaction and decide how to react accordingly. 

Sunakawa (2012: 63) notes that the visual actions made by speakers in relation to camera 

movements are "communicatively meaningful acts of 'pointing' (Vygotsky, 1987) that lead to the 

opportunity for audiences to respond and interpret the foregrounded scene," which according to 

her, creates different types of "noticing" (Schegloff 2007) in video exchanges. My data displayed 

occurrences where the students' offline lives were merged with their virtual ones through how 

they orient to the people that occupy their physical space. Some of these moments of "noticing" 

were seized by the students creating triadic (and sometimes multiparty) encounters that 

momentarily reframe (Tannen 2006) the ongoing talk into a more sociable and interpersonal one. 

These moments are characterized by fluid alternation of languages that incorporate the 

Jordanians' dialect, even in the dyad who strongly observe the "language separation" principle of 

eTandem. I elaborate on the students' codeswitching and translanguaging during such moments 

in Chapter Six.  

By exploring these different contexts, my study attempts to contribute to an 

interdisciplinary understanding of interactions involving language learners in intercultural 
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communication contexts and explore the possibilities of meaning-making through switches 

between and mergings of linguistic and paralinguistic resources. My study also aims to 

contribute to a growing body of research that explores the intersection of interactional 

sociolinguistics and foreign language learning and this intersection's potential to support a more 

autonomous and agentive usage-based language teaching and learning (e.g., Davies 2017). 

Through using an interactional sociolinguistic framework, I demonstrate the linguistic and 

semiotic features of translanguaging, what it empirically looks like, and what makes it different 

from codeswitching, partially to respond to some of the continued "controversies and challenges 

surrounding translanguaging in research, policy, and practice" (Conteh 2018: 446). An analysis 

of instances where translanguaging is being accomplished naturally, in a spontaneous, 

unprompted way, where the interlocutors mutually deploy intertextual resources to manage and 

negotiate meaning, informs foundational questions related to the viability and scope of 

translanguaging and how it can be implemented to benefit language learners. By understanding 

translanguaging and codeswitching practices, I aim to further a view that acknowledges 

multilinguals' resourcefulness in how they utilize all their varieties, modalities, and 

communicative resources to create meaningful interactions and achieve learning.  

I also seek to broaden scholarship in Arabic as a foreign language where only the 

Standard is taught to Arabic learners, which hinders their facility in spoken Arabic, evidenced in 

many of the reported frustrations and challenges expressed by Arabic learners during their study 

abroad experiences (e.g., Al-Batal 1995, 2018; Palmer 2007). In spoken Arabic, 

"translanguaging" or merging the two varieties is the norm, yet the L2 Arabic learners get 

minimal input from other dialects in the classroom. In the hope of changing the ongoing 

"Standard only" paradigm of teaching Arabic (and aligning with Palmer and Al-Batal, who call 
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for this change), my examination of the L2 Arabic bidialectal practices illustrates their 

meaningful and sometimes playful utility in ways that are similar to the L1 speakers' normal 

merging of the Standard and the dialect. My analysis also shows how these moments create 

sociability and involvement with their L1 Arabic partner. This change in perspective regarding 

the way Arabic is taught also arguably benefits the L1 Arabic speakers in such language 

telecollaboration contexts by alleviating the obligation to use the Standard. As I show in my data, 

the Jordanians use the Standard as a spoken dialect to accommodate their partners' Arabic input 

and switch to Jordanian when talking to family members during the sessions. As an L1 Arabic 

speaker myself, I know the pressure created by using the Standard for longer stretches of time 

with my L2 Arabic students and friends, which limits expressiveness and creates unnatural 

constraints in spoken conversations. Integrating dialects early in the curriculum design of Arabic, 

while teaching the complex and important grammatical components of the Standard, can help 

ease these two-sided tensions and hopefully improve the students' overall learning experience 

and affiliation with their target language and culture. 

1.3. Preview of chapters  

My next chapter gives an overview of the theoretical frameworks that have been integrated into 

this study. I first introduce interactional sociolinguistics as my main analytical framework by 

providing its key theoretical components such as contextualization cues (Gumperz 1982); 

dialogue and intertextuality in discourse (e.g., Bakhtin 1981, 1986; Kristeva 1986); 

intertextuality in repetition and constructed dialogue (Tannen 2007); framing (e.g., Goffman 

1981, Tannen 2006; Gordon 2009); and footing (Goffman 1981). I also present studies in 

educational contexts that have examined the construct of intertextuality (e.g., LaScotte and 

Tarone 2019) and framing (e.g., Davies 2003, 2017; Aarsand 2008). I introduce studies on 
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multimodality and video-mediated interaction that informed my analysis (e.g., Licoppe and 

Morel 2012; Norris 2019; Cserző 2021). I then give a brief overview of scholarly research that 

has examined language telecollaboration (e.g., Cappellini and Mompean 2015; Akiyama 2015, 

2018). Afterward, I introduce approaches to language alternation by first defining the concept of 

codeswitching based on literature in language learning and sociolinguistics (e.g., Gumperz 1982; 

Auer 1984; Li Wei 2002) as well in explorations of codeswitching in telecollaborative contexts 

(e.g., Bower and Kawaguchi 2011; Leone 2012; Tudini 2016). This is followed by an overview 

of studies that have examined Arabic and English codeswitching (e.g., Albirini 2016) and Arabic 

bidialectal codeswitching (e.g., Elsaadany 2003; Albirini 2011). I then transition to discussing 

translanguaging by first offering a synopsis of some critical views of the concept of 

codeswitching in language learning contexts that partially led to the conceptualization of 

translanguaging (as presented in Goodman and Tastanbek 2021). Finally, I introduce the notion 

of translanguaging and its applicability in pedagogical contexts (e.g., García and Li Wei 2014) 

and social contexts (e.g., Creese and Blackledge 2017; Ortega 2019). I conclude the chapter by 

summarizing its main components.  

 In my third chapter, I introduce the data and methods by first identifying the source of the 

eTandem project and the institutional expectations as taken from the syllabus and guidelines of 

the Arabic and English language exchange class. I then explain my process of selecting the three 

focal dyads for this study and briefly introduce them, including by describing how long they 

have been learning their target languages. Afterward, I give an overview of Arabic diglossia and 

explain its relevant features to my analysis of bidialectal practices. Finally, I share my initial 

coding method of the transcripts based on specific contextualization cues that include 
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codeswitching, repetition, and prosodic features and how they informed my analysis of 

codeswitching and translanguaging.    

 Chapter Four introduces the three dyads in detail and examines their varied language 

alternation practices based on their observed level of adherence to institutional expectations, 

especially language separation, and based on their shared dialects. First, Iman and Amy are the 

pair who maintained the boundaries and observed the highest level of adherence to the learning 

aspects of eTandem. These pair do not share mutually intelligible dialects (Jordanian and 

Moroccan), which, as evidenced in the data, contributed to their avoidance of using their dialects 

and maintaining the language boundaries in Arabic and English. Additionally, I propose that the 

pairs' professional identities as both part-time tutors might have contributed to their high level of 

reciprocity in investment in their partners' L2 learning. Ahmed and Brandon share mutually 

intelligible but different dialects (Jordanian and Egyptian), which enabled the pair to engage in 

more fluid language alternation practices that include code gliding and translanguaging (Ortega 

2019). The pair displayed many playful patterns that showed double-voicing (Bakhtin 1986), 

where they merged different dialects or languages in dynamic and creative ways. Finally, Rasha 

and Gabi both speak Jordanian Arabic as Gabi spent her semester abroad in Jordan, which 

enabled the pair to embrace intertextuality and translanguaging through repetition and 

constructed dialogue, which also showed double-voicing. Unlike the previous two dyads, this 

pair did not explicitly negotiate their language choice, which I propose has unintentionally 

created a translanguaging space (Li Wei 2018) where they utilize all their language resources in 

meaningful and creative ways.  

 Chapter Five examines how members of the three dyads utilized their shared cultural 

resources by using the Islamic expression inshallah to manage certain potentially face-
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threatening acts and signal rapport. The students' use of the Arabic expression during the 

English-allocated parts can be viewed through the lens of translanguaging as a concept that 

embraces bilinguals using their shared cultural and linguistic repertoires to achieve 

communicative needs. I first present previous literature that has examined Allah expressions in 

Arabic discourse, focusing on inshallah, and its Islamic import. I then given an overview of the 

expression and how its use evolved in conversational Arabic to become a politeness discourse 

marker that signals non-committal meaning. I then present the frequency of use of the expression 

among the six students and its distribution in the English and Arabic parts of the session. Three 

overarching functions of the expression were identified: first, to wish for a future outcome and 

signal rapport; second, to manage the Skype sessions' closings (Schegloff and Sacks 1973); and 

third, to indirectly mitigate questions or requests for information about the American students' 

plans to visit Jordan. I show how the use of inshallah in certain contexts is interpreted by the 

students as a contextualized cue signaling a level of shared expectations of knowledge and 

providing a readily accessible lexical recourse that conveys the dyads' shared "prior text" 

(Becker 1994).  

 Chapter Six examines the role of language alternation practices in creating and managing 

moments where a third person joins the dyadic conversation. To analyze these exchanges, I 

mobilize the notions of footing and participation framework (Goffman 1981) to illuminate 

successive language shifts that accomplish frame shifts. I show how these triadic encounters shift 

the "definition of the situation" (Tannen and Wallat 1993) that lasts after the triadic moments 

have ended. These multiparty moments are signaled through contextualization cues that reframe 

(Tannen 2006) the context from a task-based exchange right before the person is noticed and 

acknowledged by the dyads into a more sociable one. I also review possible justifications of the 
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disparity between these triadic moments, which were only created on the Jordanian students' 

side. These include examination of the Arabic and English learners' motivations to learn their 

target languages and situational factors where the Jordanian students live with their family 

members. This chapter also examines the multimodal affordances of this video-mediated context 

by showing different ways the dyads deviate from "focused encounter" (Goffman 1963) in how 

they shift the camera view and sometimes "interweave higher-level actions" (Cserző 2021; 

Norris 2019) by doing more than one task simultaneously.  

 Finally, Chapter Seven concludes the study by providing a summary of the key findings 

of the three analysis chapters. I synthesize my findings on the distinction between codeswitching 

and translanguaging that I uncovered through the analysis of contextualization cues, 

intertextuality, and the creation of involvement through intertextual repetition. I also review the 

study's wider interdisciplinary contribution to the fields of interactional sociolinguistics and 

language learning. I then comment on the study's contribution to language telecollaboration and 

suggest ways to leverage the observed patterns to improve the pedagogical design of online 

language learning.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS 

2.1. Introduction 

In this chapter, I introduce the theoretical background of this study, which include interactional 

sociolinguistics, intertextuality, codeswitching and translanguaging in my examination of Arabic 

and English exchanges. I introduce the concept of interactional sociolinguistics as my primary 

approach and give an overview of institutional discourse (e.g., Drew and Heritage 1992) and 

institutional discourse in educational settings (e.g., Duff 2010). This is followed by an 

introduction of intertextuality (e.g.., Bakhtin 1981; Kristeva 1986), that includes my particular 

concern with contextualization cues (Gumperz 1982), repetition, constructed dialogue (Tannen 

2007) and double-voiced discourse (e.g., Bakhtin 1986; Gordon 2007). I also give an overview 

of framing as it related to intertextuality (e.g., Gordon 2009), footing and participation 

framework (e.g., Goffman 1981). I introduce studies in educational contexts that examined 

intertextuality (e.g., LaScotte and Tarone 2019) and framing (e.g., Davies 2003, 2017; Aarsand 

2008). Finally, I introduce discourse approaches in video-based interactions (e.g., Licoppe and 

Morel 2012; Norris 2016, 2019) to give a sense of how I interpret the multimodal aspects of my 

data.  

 In Section 2.3., I give a brief overview of other scholarly research that examined 

language telecollaboration and its major approaches (e.g., Cappellini and Mompean 2015; 

Akiyama 2015, 2018). In Section 2.4.1.4. I focus on language telecollaboration research that 

examined codeswitching in bilinguals' meaning negotiation exchanges (e.g., Bower and 

Kawaguchi 2011; Leone 2012; Tudini 2016).  
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 In Section 2.4. I introduce the concepts of codeswitching and translanguaging as they 

have been examined in social and educational contexts. First, I give a brief overview of 

codeswitching (e.g., Auer 1984; Li Wei 2005) as well as codeswitching research on bilingual and 

bidialectal Arabic and English exchanges (e.g., Albirini 2016). I then transition to discussion 

translanguaging by first offering a synopsis of some critical views of the concept of 

codeswitching in language learning contexts that partially led to the conceptualization of 

translanguaging, followed by the main approaches to translanguaging (e.g., García and Li Wei 

2014; Goodman and Tastanbek 2021). Finally, I introduce the notion of translanguaging and its 

applicability in pedagogical contexts (e.g., García and Li Wei 2014; Tai and Li Wei 2021) and 

social contexts (e.g., Creese and Blackledge 2017; Ortega 2019). Finally, I conclude the chapter 

with a brief summary of its main components.   

2.2. Interactional sociolinguistics 

Interactional sociolinguistics provides a qualitative analytical approach that emphasizes 

contextual meaning and illuminates ways in which form and meaning of language serve as 

resources for people to create social realities. As Schifrin (1994: 133) states, interactional 

sociolinguistics "provides an approach to discourse that focuses upon situated meaning," where 

"language and context co-constitute one another" (134). The founding of interactional 

sociolinguistics is attributed to theories and methods introduced by John Gumperz and 

influenced by theorizing of Erving Goffman. The approach emerged out of linguistics, 

anthropology, and sociology. Interactional sociolinguistics is grounded on empirical data, 

generally collected from audio or video recordings of naturally occurring encounters, 

supplemented by the researcher's observations and retrospective comments about a wide range of 

interactional features from sound and multimodal aspects to larger institutional perspectives.  
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Gumperz's (1982) research on conversational inference in interethnic communication, in 

which he analyzed diversity by attending to issues of intercultural communication and social 

justice, was a groundbreaking part of the founding of interactional sociolinguistics. Gumperz 

examined everyday and institutional interactions and showed how various methods of using 

language to construct and interpret meaning contributed to discriminatory practices against 

London residents born and raised in Pakistan and India. Gumperz's focus was on understanding 

how speakers use and interpret what he calls "contextualization cues," defined as "any feature of 

linguistic form that contributes to the signaling of contextual presuppositions" (Gumperz 1982: 

131). Contextualization depends on cues or mechanisms which are created at four different 

levels: prosody, which includes intonation or shifts in pitch; paralinguistic cues, which convey 

emotional attitude or stance that could be expressed by pausing, overlapping, and laughter; code 

choice as in code or style shifting; and choice of lexical items or formulaic expressions, which 

include fixed structures that are used as routine expressions during certain times (Gumperz 1992: 

231).  

 Contextualization cues "contribute to the presuppositions necessary to the accurate 

inferencing of what is meant" (Schiffrin 1994: 100). The disparities in the uses and 

interpretations of such devices are especially pronounced among speakers of different origins 

and languages. Tannen (1984) views contextualization cues as indicative of what speakers mean 

to say and how they define the intersubjective interpretation of the speech activity in which they 

are engaged. Specifically, her analysis of how Greek and American subjects describe the events 

and people in a silent film suggests that the subjects construct their narratives based on culturally 

shaped concepts that are revealed through the linguistic devices and language strategies they use. 
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When speakers have different cultural norms and interactional expectations, their divergent use 

and interpretation of contextualization cues may result in misunderstanding 

The concept of contextualization cues and their effect on conversational inference can be 

applied to interactions among individuals from the same culture who speak the same language. 

Tannen (2005, 1986) examines communication differences between Americans who have 

different "conversational styles" owing to their membership in different speech communities. 

Hymes defines a speech community as "a community sharing rules for the conduct and 

interpretation of speech, and rules for the interpretation of at least one linguistic variety" (Hymes 

1986: 54). Tannen (2005) shows that speakers develop their conversational styles, which 

encompass communication expectations, based on their background, experiences, and many 

parts of their identities. She demonstrates how a conversation unfolds when speakers do not 

share the same cultural norms and thus use and interpret contextualization cues differently, 

which may cause miscommunication.  

 Another seminal contribution to the field of interactional sociolinguistics that helps in 

understanding contextualization cues is Schiffrin's (1987) work on discourse markers. These are 

important components of interaction that contribute to the creation of coherence in interaction, 

and like contextualization cues, rely on speakers' communicative knowledge of how to structure 

interactions. Discourse markers include linguistic items (e.g., well, but, oh) that meet social and 

expressive goals to structure conversations. In reference to Schiffrin, Johnstone (2018) suggests 

that discourse markers can be regarded as "a subset of contextualization cues" (83). For example, 

the discourse marker oh, traditionally considered as an exclamation or interjection, is accounted 

for by Schiffrin from her analysis of sociolinguistic interviews as a marker of information 

management that can carry meanings that presents information to the interlocutor as new or 
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unforeseen, or it reflects available or known information. The marker, according to Johnstone, is 

"not clearly based on semantic meaning or grammatical status" (73), and its capacity as a 

discourse marker allows speakers to "replace one information unit with another, as they 

recognize old information which has become conversationally relevant, and as they receive new 

information to integrate into an already present knowledge base" (74). Schiffrin's analysis of a 

number of discourse markers shows that they play an important part in conversational inference 

and meaning-making, which are central underpinnings to the approach of interactional 

sociolinguistics.  

 In the history of interactional sociolinguistics, many studies have focused on exchanges 

in institutional contexts, such as job interviews (e.g., Erickson 1985; Gumperz 1982), workplace 

conversations (e.g., Holmes and Stubbe 2003; Baxter 2014; Tannen 1994), medical encounters 

(e.g., Tannen and Wallat 1993), and genetic counseling sessions (Gordon, Prince, Benkendorf, 

and Hamilton 2002; Benkendorf, Prince, Rose, De Fina, and Hamilton 2001). In what follows, I 

turn to the conceptualization of the data under study as institutional discourse in language 

education which carries different interactional expectations. 

 

2.2.1. Institutional discourse and language telecollaboration 

Education as an institutional site has been examined in a number of contexts that include 

language learning and socialization (e.g., Duff and Kobayashi 2010; Duff 2003), second 

language learning in computer-mediated communication (e.g., Potts 2005), and discourse of law 

schools (e.g., Philips 1982). Duff (2010) probes the topic of language socialization in academic 

discourse communities, defining language socialization as a multimodal, intertextual, frequently 

multilingual, socially and culturally situated process with goals and institutional power 
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hierarchies. She believes that scholarly efforts should focus on the process of developing 

intersubjectivity among members in academic contexts, as well as the development of new 

knowledge, competencies, and identities in these learning communities. 

 Van Dijk (1981: 2) advocates for critically evaluating educational institutions through the 

nature of discourse produced to understand "the process of learning: the acquisition of 

knowledge, beliefs, opinions, attitudes, abilities, and other cognitive and emotional changes 

which are the goals of institutional education."  He lists a number of mediums through which 

scholars can gain insights into educational contexts: written materials such as manuals, 

textbooks, instructions, and newsletters, as well as spoken materials such as classroom dialogue, 

teacher or staff meetings, lectures, interviews, and public addresses. According to van Dijk, 

discourse studies in educational contexts can examine the educational discourse that involves 

communicative interactions socially undertaken by students, and he suggests different focal 

properties of discourse that scholars can examine such as context of use, grammatical structures, 

stylistic structures, interactional properties, and presentation performance.   

 Drew and Heritage (1992) call for probing institutional interactions involving speakers in 

certain goal-oriented tasks that are attached to pre-determined identities in relation to the context 

(e.g., doctor and patient, or teacher and student), as well as institutional interactions involving 

certain constraints on what is deemed permissible. For example, in the current study, the students 

operate within their institution's expectations of taking up roles of expert/teacher in 

interchangeable turns based on a time structure and contributions to their partner's language 

learning. Such organizational features create what Heritage and Greatbatch (1991: 95-6, as cited 

in Heritage 1997: 225) call an interactional "fingerprint," consisting of "specific tasks, identities, 
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constraints of conduct, and relevant inferential procedures that the participants deploy and are 

oriented to in their interactions with one another."   

 Inference and expectations in such interactions operate under specific sets of discourse 

features where the "institutionality" of an exchange, according to Heritage (1997: 225), becomes 

revealed in turn-taking, sequence structures, overall organization of talk, lexical choice, and 

interactional asymmetries. Heritage gives the example of a phone call between a school 

employee who calls a mother whose son is absent from school. The author identifies clusters of 

activities in turn-taking that exhibit institutionally oriented activities within the talk, which 

include an opening (Schegloff 1986) where interlocutors start an exchange with established 

identities related to the institutional encounter, as well as a closing (Schegloff and Sacks 1973) 

where interlocutors coordinate the process of ending the interaction. Within the exchange, 

Heritage identifies "question and answer-plus-elaboration" (231) as a characteristic pattern of 

how such institutional talk unfolds, which include segments to initiate discussing the issue, 

called "problem initiation" (228). In the example, the school representative addresses the boy's 

absence and requests clarification as part of the problem initiation segment. There is also a final 

part called "disposal" (228) where the school employee addresses bureaucratic steps taken 

toward the son's absence based on the mother's account. Heritage notes that identification of 

structured roles and clusters of exchanges helps the researcher notice the interactional features of 

such exchanges that makes them different from other non-institutional exchanges.  

 In telecollaborative language exchange research, which is the focus of the current study, 

many studies in bilingual and Second Language Acquisition research have explored the 

negotiation and management of institutional expectations within the medium (e.g., pre-assigned 

topics, corrective feedback, meaning negotiations, and linguistic affordances) produced within 



 27 

pre-determined roles of the dyads where one acts as the "expert" or native speakers of a 

language, who is expected to take up the "teacher" role for half of the session, and the other as 

the "novice" or non-native speaker, who is expected to take up the "student" role for half of the 

session. I explore such studies in Section 2.3. where I give an overview on scholarly research on 

language telecollaboration. In addition, within my study's focus on language alternation 

practices, I present studies that address that topic in Section 2.4.1.4. Next, I turn to examining the 

concept of intertextuality which serves as the foundation of my understanding of students' 

various language alternation practices and their playful and creative use.   

 

2.2.2. Intertextuality 

Interactional sociolinguistics scholars have examined the concept of intertextuality based on 

Bakhtin's (1981, 1984) and Kristeva's (1986) ideas. Intertextuality originates from Bakhtin's 

(1981,1986) notion of dialogicality, which Kristeva (1986) called intertextuality. Bakhtin's 

(1981: 345) notion of dialogicality emphasizes ways in which every spoken word is "half ours 

and half someone else's" invoking previous meanings, usages, and knowledges with it.  

According to Bakhtin, a word "becomes 'one's own' only when the speaker populates it with his 

own intention, his own accent, when he appropriates the word, adapting it to his own semantic 

and expressive intention" (1981: 293). Kristeva broadens Bakhtin's concept to include 

intertextuality, which captures the idea that "any text is constructed as a mosaic of quotations; 

any text is the absorption and transformation of another" (Kristeva 1986: 37). The central idea of 

dialogicality and intertextuality is that meaning is created in interaction not only from 

"dictionary" meanings of words or the language from which they originate, but from 
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multifaceted meanings shaped by their transformation from previous contexts and associations 

with new words in the new context. 

The ubiquitous nature of intertextuality and its significance in meaning-making is 

exemplified in Norrick's (1989) study on the role of humor in negotiating shared knowledge and 

creating involvement. Intertextuality, according to him, "occurs any time one text suggests or 

requires reference to other identifiable text or stretch of discourse, spoken or written" (117). One 

way intertextuality appears is through humor, which requires shared knowledge in order to be 

effective and meaningful; in this sense Norrick states "complementary exhibition of shared 

knowledge, particularly when it involves some specialized or arcane source, attests to common 

interests and encourages mutual involvement" (Norrick 1989:120). This is especially relevant in 

the context of humor and its relation to shared knowledge, where Norrick states that "telling 

jokes leads to solidarity precisely because passing the tests they pose show shared background 

knowledge and group membership" (1989:121). Norrick's analysis is relevant to intercultural (or 

bilingual) contexts where interlocutors achieve humor based on obscure references that would 

not be meaningful or have the same interactive effects in other contexts.   

 Becker (1994) focuses on the idea that all texts are "reshaped" by "prior texts" into new 

contexts. He uses the word "languaging" to describe repetition of shared prior texts as "context 

shaping," in the sense that using language is understood as the process of reshaping existing texts 

into new different contexts (Becker, 1994: 166). His concept is especially productive in 

translation studies where code choices (written or spoken) have a great impact on social 

interaction. He views translation as "an extreme instance of reshaping" prior texts (167), and 

points to Bakhtin's notion of dialogicality that can be systematically examined through 

comparing original texts to their translations and to back-translations. Becker memorably states 
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that "social groups seem to be bound primarily by a shared repertoire of prior texts" (1994:165). 

He examines prior texts using English translations of a piece of Malay language prose where the 

first sentence in the original text was written in Arabic script, corresponding to its original 

Arabic literary genre, stating that "to look at words through an Arabic script is, for a Malay 

reader, to evoke the prior texts of Islam in a way that English translation cannot" (173). His 

analysis of this point highlights the strong interconnection of Arabic as a language with a "prior 

text" of Islamic discourse, which is the foundation of Standard Arabic (and emerges in my 

analysis of the phrase inshallah in Chapter Five).  

 Becker's concept of languaging and prior texts relate to the conception of the idea of 

translanguaging, which I examine later in this chapter. As mentioned, the idea or repetition of 

shared prior texts is exemplified in Becker's (1994) use of term "languaging" which involves 

creative repetition of language that is "context shaping," where "[l]anguaging can be understood 

as taking old texts from memory and reshaping them into present contexts" (Becker 1994: 166). 

Becker's notion of languaging, and the broader concept of heteroglossia (Bakhtin 1981), were 

essential in the conception of translanguaging, as explained by some of the pioneering works in 

translanguaging (e.g., García and Sylvan 2011). Becker suggests viewing language as 

languaging, as an activity of doing something with language, which involves creative repetition; 

in bilingual communities this involves utilizing the bilingual's full set of linguistic and cultural 

resources. Another important notion that stems from Bakhtin's dialogicality, Kristeva's 

intertextuality, and Becker's interpretations of these ideas is the concept of double-voiced 

discourse, which I examine next.  
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2.2.2.1. Double-voiced discourse  

The notion of intertextuality manifests in what is called double-voiced discourse, a concept 

Bakhtin (1984) develops in his description of dialogicality. The concept is explained in the 

words of Todorov as "characterized by the fact that not only is it [the discourse] represented but 

it also refers simultaneously to two contexts of enunciation: that of the present enunciation and 

that of a previous one" (Todorov 1984: 71). Bakhtin also accounts for addressivity. which 

captures the meaning that "every conversation is full of transmission and interpretation of other 

people's words" (Bakhtin 1981:338). In other words, participants jointly affect and interpret 

meanings of words based on their prior usage, while simultaneously creating meaning of words 

in their new context. Within this mutually constructed meaning of words, Bakhtin makes a 

distinction between active and passive double-voiced words.  

Morson and Emerson (1990) explain the two categories of passive and active double-

voicing in their account of Bakhtin's ideas. Passive double-voiced words involve the speaker's 

passive use of previous discourse where the speaker is in control of the meaning in the new 

context. The passive type is further classified as unidirectional or varidirectional; the distinction 

between the two "pertains to the relationship between the speaker's purposes and the purposes of 

the other" (150). Unidirectional discourse involves shared purposes and agreement, and it 

contains stylization where ''[t]he stylizer adopts the discourse of an earlier speaker or writer 

whose way of speaking or writing is regarded as essentially correct and in accord with the task to 

be accomplished'' (Morson and Emerson 1990: 150). In varidirectional discourse, the speakers 

have different purposes, and the repeated words "treat the discourse of the other in a critical or 

hostile fashion" (152). According to the authors, parody is an example used by Bakhtin as an 

illustration of varidirectional double-voicing. On the other hand, active double-voiced words 
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"resists the author's intentions, thereby reshaping the meaning and stylistic profile of the 

utterance" (Morson and Emerson 1990: 150). In other words, it involves the speaker's use of 

previous discourse, or repetition, that actively resists the author's original use. The authors, citing 

Bakhtin, give an example of parody where the speaker would repeat another's words in an 

exaggerated manner, where the original voice is resisted but remain internally dialogic. Parody—

a passive kind of double voice—is actively reformed in an active double voice (154, 155). 

Another example of active double-voiced is hostile words that have double meanings used by the 

speaker in an altered voice quality (155). Additionally, Morson and Emerson explain that words 

may fall within a continuum of the active and passive double-voiced discourse. 

Baxter (2014) identifies functions of double-voiced discourse and its use as an 

interpretive method in institutional discourse. She notes that analyzing double-voicing can be a 

challenge as it is highly context bound and the functions can overlap. It also requires localized 

ethnographic knowledge of the social context.  She identifies a range of linguistic features or 

resources that can index double-voicing, that include hedging methods, politeness strategies, 

humor or playfulness, framing, meta-comments, and mimicry of other voices, to name a few. She 

adds that double-voicing can be indexed by paralinguistic features (or contextualization cues) 

such as changes in voice quality or loudness, intonational changes and pausing. Additionally, 

double-voicing in daily interactions can appear in a similar manner to acts where one is being 

polite in an intentional manner. Baxter's application of the concept of double-voicing focuses on 

contexts where there are institutional expectations with inherent power hierarchies, which 

impacts communicative needs in such contexts. For instance, she examines anticipatory double-

voicing, which according to her is the most common one. According to Baxter (2014: 6), this is 

where the speaker anticipates what their interlocutor is thinking and adjust their utterances 
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accordingly (e.g., "I realize I am no expert like the rest of you here but…"). This type is typically 

indexed by hedging, using apologies, and self-deprecating humor.  

Other studies have expanded the use of the concept and have also applied it to social 

encounters (e.g., Gordon 2007; Sierra 2016). Gordon (2007) examines the intersection of 

repetition, double-voiced discourse, and Becker's idea of "prior text" in the construction of 

footings and "maternal" identities in parent-child interactions. She defines double-voiced words 

(Bakhtin 1984) as "discourse where (at least) two voices sound simultaneously" (134). She 

identifies moments where a child constructs a reenactment of her mother's identity by repeating 

words or actions the mother did at a previous context, where the daughter's voice is filled with 

traces of her mother's, resulting in double-voiced words. I elaborate further on this study in 

Section 2.2.3.3. where I examine the intersection of framing and footing. I also explore how the 

concept of double-voiced discourse is applied to students' talk in Section 2.2.2.4. In the next 

section, I present studies on the intersection of repetition and intertextuality.  

 

2.2.2.2. Repetition as intertextuality  

Tannen (2007) synthesizes the work of Bakhtin, Kristeva, and Becker in her examination of the 

interactional functions of repetition and its relation to intertextuality in conversational and 

literary contexts. Tannen (2007) defines intertextuality as "the insights that meaning in language 

results from a complex of relationships linking items within a discourse and linking current to 

prior instances of language" (9). She views repetition as the "ways that meaning is created by the 

recurrence and recontextualization of words and phrases in discourse" (Tannen 2007: 9). In other 

words, repetition is inherently intertextual in both its interactional situated meaning within the 

discourse as well as its broader referential function to prior discourse.  
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 Tannen distinguishes between two patterns of repetition, synchronic and diachronic, 

which are inspired by Bateson's (1979) theorizing related to intertextuality in which he argues 

that "'things'... are made 'real' by their internal relations and by their behavior in relationship with 

other things and with the speaker" (67, as cited in Tannen 2007: 10). Synchronic repetition refers 

to "repeating one's own or another's words within a discourse" – "intratextuality," in Hamilton's 

(1996) words. Diachronic repetition refers to "repeating words from a discourse distance in 

time" (Tannen 2007: 102), which is "intertextuality" (Hamilton 1996), and it can include 

Tannen's concept of constructed dialogue, which I examine in my next section. Tannen argues 

that conversational utterances can only be fully understood when considering their relation to 

other utterances, synchronically, within a discourse, or diachronically, in previous discourse. 

This is also important to consider when examining bilingual speech where the meaningful 

capacity of certain expressions is dependent on the shared recognition of their linguistic and 

cultural prior texts. Indeed, scholars have demonstrated the importance of repetition in meaning-

making in a wide variety of languages and across a variety of contexts (e.g., Johnstone 1991), 

including in learning contexts (which I discuss in section 2.2.2.4.). 

 Repetition in everyday interaction creates coherence and interpersonal involvement, as 

demonstrated by Tannen (2007). She identities the following types of repetition that frequently 

occur in social interactions: participatory listenership to show that the person is listening and 

accepts the speaker's utterance; ratifying listenership to show approval and shared opinion on 

what is repeated; creating humor through repetition by slightly altering a repeated utterance; 

savoring repetition to show appreciation of the humorously repeated utterance; stalling through 

repetition to allow the speaker time before providing a response; and repetition through 

expanding by reformulating a previously uttered question and adding more information to it 
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(Tannen 2007: 68-73). Repeating the speaker's words serves many interactional functions that 

ultimately contribute to create involvement and coherence, which are the ultimate goal of social 

interactions, according to Tannen (28). Next, I elaborate on the concept of involvement and 

constructed dialogue as ways to create involvement in social interactions.  

 

2.2.2.3. Constructed dialogue and involvement  

For Tannen, involvement is an emotional bond achieved interactionally that connects people to 

one another. Constructed dialogue, details, and repetition are three of the main conversational 

strategies that can create involvement according to Tannen (2007). Her approach fits within the 

larger theoretical framework of intertextuality and dialogicality in Bakhtin, Bateson, and 

Becker's sense of the dialogical relation of language and texts, integrating these scholars' 

theorizing. Tannen's view of involvement stems from "the interactive nature of conversational 

interaction" and it involves considerations of active listening and repetition of the speaker's 

words (27). Constructed dialogue can be understood as diachronic repetition, using Tannen's 

words, and it occurs when "a speaker repeats another's words at a later time" (Tannen 2007: 

102). Tannen introduced the term constructed dialogue to convey that what speakers often relay 

in "reported speech" is not "reported" but constructed by speaker's perception and the speaker's 

interactional goals within the new context. Tannen argues that the utility of constructed dialogue 

lies the interlocutors' mutual and "active participation in sensemaking," which "contributes to the 

creation of involvement" (Tannen 2007: 132). Tannen's view of constructed dialogue as 

"recontextualization of words in a current discourse" (17) highlights the agency of the speaker in 

making the choice of words (or languages) at a specific interactional moment. According to 

Tannen, when speakers repeat some bit of dialogue from the past, they are inevitably evaluating 
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it against the new context, and also evaluating the voices they bring into the new context. For 

instance, they may animate language to accentuate the comical effect of a story when it is 

supposed to be funny, which can ultimately create humor and involvement.  

 Tannen examines the ways involvement is created in social and cross-cultural 

interactions. She aligns with Gumperz's (1982) view that active engagement and mutual 

comprehension based on prior knowledge are required to create and maintain conversational 

involvement in interaction. Gumperz views cross-cultural communication as a lucrative site to 

examine involvement strategies where interactional conventions might be signaled and 

interpreted differently (as cited in Tannen 2007: 26). Tannen, in line with Gumperz, emphasizes 

the importance of accounting for involvement strategies especially among members of cultures 

that come together not only speaking different languages, but having very different cultural 

norms and expectations.  

Tannen's concept of constructed dialogue intersects well with bilinguals' social 

interaction where dialogue that originally occurred in one language could be reshaped or 

recontextualized into a completely different language and/or be marked by different body 

configurations and paralinguistic features. Tannen cites a study by Koven (2001) who examines 

French and Portuguese bilinguals' constructed dialogue when telling the same personal 

experience in both languages. When recalling experiences in the language in which they were 

originally conducted, the speakers did not animate discourse more often, the author discovered. 

However, regardless of the language they spoke at the time, individuals were more likely to be 

more animated while speaking French more than when speaking Portuguese in their stories. The 

author finds that speakers use constructed dialogue to "perform cultural selves" (Koven 2001: as 

cited in Tannen 2007: 18). 
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In language learning contexts, constructed dialogue has been examined by LaScotte and 

Tarone (2019) who found that English language learners' proficiency, accuracy, and fluency 

were strikingly higher when enacting the voices of more fluent English speakers in constructed 

dialogue. They even found that the complexity of their speech improved in the constructed 

dialogue segments. They cite examples of a Russian-accented English speech in retelling a story 

about a Russian shopkeeper and explain that students creatively imagine voices and embody 

them when telling stories that do not necessarily align with the language that was spoken. The 

authors suggest the possibility of viewing these playful sound and languages convergence as 

"translanguaging at its finest" (104), where the "constructed" aspect of their speech is indeed 

built on different voices that do not align with how the original encounter unfolded. I expand 

more on LaScotte and Tarone's study in my next section where I examine studies in language 

learning contexts.  

 

2.2.2.4. Intertextuality in language learning contexts 

Intertextuality as a linguistic phenomenon can be observed in ways in which bilinguals 

intertextually incorporate words and expressions using different languages and accents to create 

language play, which can take the form of constructed dialogue, which relies on Bakhtin's (1984) 

concept of dialogue as double-voiced discourse. The notion of "language play" or "speech play" 

in language learning contexts is defined as "[t]he playful manipulation of elements and 

components of language, in relation to one another, in relation to the social and cultural contexts 

of languages use, and against the backdrop of other verbal possibilities" (Sherzer and Webster 

2015: 1).  
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Ludic language play, as defined in (Cook 2000), relates its definition to the concepts of 

heteroglossia and Bakhtin's double-voiced words, as cited by Broner and Tarone (2001), who 

address the intersection of L2 learning with language play through the lens of double-voicing. 

They define ludic language play as what language learners do with language "for purposes of 

enjoyment, self-amusement, and fun. It includes play with language forms and sounds and 

semantic play: ridicule, and the creation of fiction and parody, as well as double-voicing" (375). 

They identify contextualization cues that signals language play and double-voicing in classroom 

contexts, such as laughter, changes in voice quality, and uses of innovative language forms that 

are not well-known. According to the authors, language play does not necessarily involve play in 

the sense of humor, as "[l]anguage change in the speaker occurs when the double-voiced 

language variety, or some aspect of it, becomes the learner's own, appropriated to the learner's 

own semantic and expressive intentions" (375). Broner and Tarone's examination of language 

play explores the learning outcome possibilities from using the student's resources to be creative 

and playful with their language varieties.  

LaScotte and Tarone (2019) adopt Bakhtin's (1981) notions of heteroglossia and double-

voicing to define the term ludic language play as instances "when a speaker manipulates 

language for his or her own emotional amusement and pleasure, or for irony, sarcasm, or 

resistance, exploiting an interplay among their multiple voices" (98). The authors' work 

highlights the importance for accounting for the language learner's varied resources when it 

comes to their first and learned languages. The authors state that double-voicing for language 

learners "crucially relies on heteroglossia speakers' mastery at a single point in time, of many 

different genres, registers, dialects, and other varieties of language" (98) and therefore should be 

accounted for when examining L2 speakers' interactions. LaScotte and Tarone's study of adult 
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English as a Second Language learners focuses on narratives using constructed dialogue where 

participants enact other's voices and the authors compare them to their normal narrative segments 

in an experiment created to measure accuracy, complexity, and fluency of their English. They 

found that when learners use animated enacted ways of re-telling these imagined 'voices', their 

fluency and accuracy were significantly higher than when they were not. They explore 

constructed dialogue as a site for translanguaging and ludic play that can improve L2 speakers' 

language fluency and complexity.  

Because intertextuality is such an integral part of communication, it offers a 

methodological framework to understand what goes on when L2 learners struggle to access the 

cultural repertoires of a new language and thus become unable to participate in the new 

community. Duff (2003) examines the possibilities and difficulties that occur when expected 

shared knowledge becomes part of classroom discussion. She studies intertextuality practices in 

two Canadian high school humanities courses, focusing on instances when local references to 

pop-culture are brought up and examining the linguistic, social, and affective features associated 

with their production and reception among students. The pop-culture discourse in her study had a 

multifold effect: while it contributed to increasing the engagement of local, fully English 

proficient students, it added to marginalizing newcomers and reducing their participation in the 

classroom due to their limited knowledge access, such as to television shows. However, she 

concludes that discourse involving pop-culture references offers a dynamic and engaging source 

in the classroom that enables students and teachers to "actively incorporate, respond positively or 

negatively to, or ignore pop culture topics that are raised in the class. That is, they can exercise 

their agency in such discourse" (236). Therefore, when language learners engage in interactions 

that involve multiple languages and cultures, these interactions, according to Fusaroli and Tylén 
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(2012), are not about exchanging information; "it is rather the very act of constructing and 

attuning to shared information in local contexts of coordination" (104). 

Repetition among L2 speakers is a commonly documented phenomenon in a number of SLA 

studies. According to Silva and Santos (2006), self-repetition by language learners serves a 

function of "stalling," one of the functions of repetition noted by Tannen (2007). The authors 

described the cognitive utility of L2 self-repetition which achieves two interactional objectives, 

namely to "hold the floor while simultaneously thinking what to say next" (42-43). Knox (1994) 

examines repetition as a conversational tool for cooperation and affiliation between native and 

non-native speakers' interactions. He argues that "the formal redundancy of repetition does not 

imply a poverty of meaning, but instead exposes the rich pragmatic potential of the linguistic 

form . . . [which shifts] the work of constructing coherent and meaningful text from a 

codification process to an interpretive process" (205). Most comprehensively, Duff (2000) shows 

a range of interactional and structural functions of repetition in foreign language learning 

contexts and illustrates empirical evidence that argues that repetition among L2 learners is not a 

passive "parroting" of what others have said, but rather provides "a much-needed affective 

dimension" (135) to the language learning experience and has an impact on knowledge 

production and socialization of the L2 learners by "fostering social cohesiveness and 

communities of learning." (112).  

 

2.2.2.5. Summary 

To sum up, in this section I reviewed some of the key scholarly research that addresses the 

concept of intertextuality, and its manifestations in speech through repetition and constructed 

dialogue. I introduced the concept of Bakhtin's (1981, 1984) dialogicality, Kristeva's (1986) 
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conception of intertextuality, and Becker's idea of shared prior texts and languaging. I also 

identified the concept of double-voiced discourse (Bakhtin 1984) and its many demonstrations in 

everyday discourse as well as classroom discourse. I also showed how Tannen's (2007) concept 

of involvement is structured through the combination of features that include constructed 

dialogue and repetition. Next, I expand on the concept of intertextuality by examining its 

intersection with framing, and how they are studied in data based on social everyday exchanges 

as well as bilingual learners' exchanges.  

 

2.2.3. Framing 

2.2.3.1. Framing and intertextuality 

Scholars have explored frames as an essential component for understanding how interlocutors 

co-orient toward the construction of meaning in social interaction (e.g., Tannen and Wallat 1993; 

Hoyle 1993; Gordon 2008, 2009; Aarsand 2008; Goodwin 1996). Originally, the theory of 

framing is attributed to Gregory Bateson's (1972) "A Theory of Play and Fantasy," which 

originated from his observations of monkeys' playing and fighting behavior during the 

anthropologist's visit to the zoo. Bateson noticed that a monkey's nip of another could mean 

either 'play' or 'fight' depending on what he calls the metamessage of the communication, which 

serves as a means of helping the receiver interpret the message as serious or playful. Frames, 

according to Bateson, contribute to sense-making, and all communication involves 

metacommunication, which is an exchange of signals that influence the way communication is 

interpreted.  

Sociologist Erving Goffman's (1974) Frame Analysis elaborated on the concept of 

framing to investigate everyday human interactions where frames help answer the question of 
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"what it is that's going on here" (8). Frames, according to Goffman, construct social experiences 

and they are primarily situational. Conversations can be transformed into something different 

through "keying," defined as "the set of conventions by which a given activity, one already 

meaningful in terms of some primary framework, is transformed into something patterned on this 

activity but seen by the participants to be something quite else" (43-44). He notes that keying 

changes the ongoing activity at a given time (i.e., frame change) through signals that mark when 

the transformation takes place (i.e., contextualization cues), which he describes as "brackets in 

time" (45) that mark the opening and closing of perceived activities. According to Goffman 

(1981), people do not simply alter frames and footings; instead, they tend to layer or laminate 

them within one another. Lamination implies two parallel descriptions of the activity, which 

according to Goffman, capture everyday social activities and experiences.  

Gordon (2009) shows how participants in social interactions alter and build new frames 

by actively reshaping sets of shared "prior texts" Becker (1995). Gordon's (2009) analysis of 

naturally-occurring conversations among family members builds on Tannen's (2007) work on 

repetition and intertextuality to empirically show how the concepts of framing and intertextuality 

are interconnected and productively used in family interactions. She examines two ways of frame 

lamination, overlapping frames and embedded frames, whereby the speakers function in more 

than one frame to accomplish different communicative goals (2009: 116). Overlapping frames 

refers to an utterance that "is situated in (at least) two frames at once" where "the utterance refers 

simultaneously to two contexts of enunciation: that of the present enunciation and that of a 

previous one" (Gordon 2009: 116). These can be understood as examples of double-voiced 

discourse, where each voice points to a different context. Embedded frames refers "to a situation 

in which a frame with a more specific metamessage is completely embedded in a frame with a 
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more general metamessage" (Gordon 2009: 141), for example when pretend play between a 

young child and her mother becomes a play reenactment of a specific prior experience they 

shared. Gordon highlights the role of intertextuality and repetition of jointly accessible and 

shared knowledge to create framing in family discourse, shared understandings among family 

members, and the family itself as a social unit. 

Tannen and Wallat's (1993) notion of frames as "structures of expectation" (59) based on 

speakers' previous knowledge and experience reveals the intertextual nature of framing in 

discourse that Gordon then expands upon. Tannen and Wallat define frames as consisting of 

various "sets of expectations about people, objects, events, settings or ways to interact" (60). 

Their study shows how multiple frames can be at work by examining a video-taped pediatric 

consultation session, showing how the pediatrician manages frames in interaction moment-by-

moment by changes in how she uses linguistic and paralinguistic cues. They describe how the 

doctor operates and continually shifts within different frames: the examination frame (where the 

doctor examines the child patient), the consultation frame (where she gives consultation to the 

patient's mother) and the examination frame (where the doctor explains the medical situation to 

the pediatric residents who will later watch the videotaped examination). The authors introduce 

the concept of "leaky frames" where one frame "leaks" into another (e.g., the pediatrician uses 

medical jargon in her playful talk with the child patient within the examination frame). This 

points to the cognitive burden of managing multiple frames in interaction. Additionally, the 

authors observe that the pediatrician often manages two frames simultaneously, for example by 

socially engaging with the child patient while examining her. The study shows how within each 

frame there is more than one alignment, or "footing" (Goffman 1981) at work, and how co-

constructing frames depends on the creation of shared meaning between the participants, which 
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highlights the role of intertextuality in understanding how frames operate. Tannen and Wallat 

offer the term "knowledge schema" to describe "participants' expectations about people, objects, 

events and settings in the world" (60), which also highlights the role of shared understanding and 

perception of activities as foundational in their joint interpretation among interlocutors, and 

"interactive frame" to capture how a social situation is defined by participants.  

Gordon (2008) addresses reframing, which she found to be useful in resolving 

disagreements between parents and children in her research on family conversation, such as 

when a parent reframes a conflict with the child by introducing a "spelling test" game, thus 

resolving a stressful parental situation. Gordon builds on the leaky frame idea by introducing 

blended frames, which are "cases in which there are two simultaneous definitions of what is 

taking place" (2008: 320). Unlike her concept of overlapping frames, which integrates a present 

instant with a previous engagement, blended frames make use of two parallel definitions of the 

interaction, as in when work and play happen at the same time to achieve parenting tasks with 

their children. I expand on the concept of framing in Chapter Six where I use the concept to 

examine moments of frame shifts within the eTandem interactions. Next, I turn to how previous 

literature addressed framing in language learning contexts.   

 

2.2.3.2. Framing in language learning contexts 

Several studies have examined framing in L2 learning contexts to uncover the phenomenon's 

interactional and structuring utility in classroom discourse. Doehler (2013) provides a 

comprehensive overview of the intersection of sociolinguistic theories and Second Language 

Acquisition (SLA) where she explores the intersection of the Vygotskian sociocultural theory 

and Conversation Analysis on SLA by exploring the potential of moment-to-moment analysis of 



 44 

foreign language speaker's social practices.  According to the author, while the field of SLA has 

called for a paradigm shift since the mid 1990s in research approaches to consider the contextual 

and social elements of language learning, these efforts were marginalized until the late 1990s 

when the focus in the field started to shift to "social-interactional approaches," defined as 

"approaches that are concerned with how learning processes and language use are inextricably 

intertwined with the detailed temporal unfolding of turns at talk and the sequential organization 

of mutually coordinated actions" (135). Davies (2017) examines the intersection between usage-

based perspectives in language learning and interactional sociolinguistics (IS). She shows how 

"IS can provide important insights into language use and learning" (75). According to her, this 

approach to foreign language learning has pedagogical potential to encourage learners to be 

active agents of their own learning which ultimately improves their communication skills.  

In contexts involving bilingual speakers, framing has been applied to analyze how 

students create expectations and interpret different situations. Even when language learners have 

limited language abilities, they nevertheless manage to achieve communication by staying within 

a jointly constructed frame and by displaying understanding through utilizing verbal and non-

verbal resources. Davies (2003) examines humor among beginner level English-language 

learners in a study of video-taped data. Davies explored frames related to language play and 

joking in weekly cross-cultural conversation groups set up to give English learners from different 

language backgrounds an opportunity to interact with native English speakers, in this case 

American students. The American participants were employed by the English Language Institute 

to develop conversational and cross-cultural communication skills with students from different 

backgrounds. Davies' analysis of these interactions is based on Gumperz's (1982) theory of 

conversational inference and the notion of framing to the analysis of everyday conversations. 
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Grounded in interactional sociolinguistics, Davies' study explores how joking frames are 

constructed, how participants signal shifts of footing in and out of joking frames, and how 

participants understand and interpret the joking episode as a speech activity. Despite their limited 

language skills in their L2, students were able to use jointly known contextualization cues to 

signal humor and achieve meaning and learning.  

Davies (2003) views participants as multicompetent language users, a view in line with a 

translanguaging framework. Bell, Skalicky, and Salsbury (2014) studied ways through which L2 

learners use language play over several different communicative activities in contexts other than 

the classroom. In a longitudinal case study of informal conversations which were recorded over 

10-12 months, the researchers analyze conversational data for language practice where a Mali 

and a Saudi learner have conversation practice sessions with native English speakers. The study 

demonstrates how learners align to each other's choice of linguistic repertoire regardless of 

differences in style and how they show awareness of the ways humor is carried out, while also 

highlighting language play's communicative and collaborative aspects.  

 As an analytic tool, framing has been applied to studies of language alternation and its 

various social functions in multilingual interactions. Georgakopoulou (2011) examines Greek-

English code-alternation in email exchanges among Greek and British students and recent 

graduates. Code-alternation acts as a contextualization cue to signal or mark participants' 

positions; Georgakopoulou finds that such alternation creates alignments among participants and 

a joint understanding for the performed email activity.  Practices of code-alternation position the 

sender and the receiver closer to each other and help "establish familiar frames of reference (…) 

inviting the addressees to search their repository of sociocultural knowledge and prove their 

group membership" (15). For example, a rapid code-alternation sequence in an email can reframe 
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an official email tone to be personal or enhance alignment as when a participant uses code-

alternation for humorous purposes. This alignment and humor frame are shaped by the 

participants' shared linguistic and cultural knowledge. 

 Framing participants' relations and interactions in mediated online interactions may 

involve other actions and interactions that are already in progress. Aarsand (2008) examines 

participation framework and online/offline framing in video-recorded data to investigate how 

Swedish students interact face-to-face and over MSN Messenger in a seventh-grade classroom, 

where the use of chatting is not a legitimate classroom activity. The author highlights the 

importance of considering the interplay between online and offline settings by demonstrating 

how students think about the switch between the two settings as borderwork, where "the students 

created borders between online and offline chatting, and between ratified and nonratified 

participants" (157). The study examines the online and offline actions in relation to Goffman's 

(1981) notions of byplay (interactions between ratified participants), sideplay (interaction 

between bystanders) and crossplay, defined as "communication between ratified participants and 

bystanders across the boundaries of the dominant encounter" (Goffman 1981: 134). Aarsand 

argues against the assumption of "entitlement" when it comes to participants relations to one 

another and the dominant activity (149). The study also found an instance of Swedish and 

English codeswitching during a conflict moment where a derogatory word was used in English 

during the MSN chat, where a student subsequently responded in the chat by switching back to 

Swedish using similar derogatory language to show her partner that his behavior is not accepted, 

and she did not switch the medium because, according to the author, she wanted to keep the 

conflict outside of the public gaze and create a barrier between online chatting and offline 

interaction. The author argues that online and offline activities do not comprise separate frames 
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in the students' interaction; instead, he emphasizes the importance of viewing online activities as 

interconnected to offline settings and communities. This perspective has recently been even more 

forcefully advanced as important to the study of digital discourse (see Bolander and Locher 

2020). I elaborate on the concept of participation framework, which figured into Aarsand's study 

and relates to understanding offline-online interconnections, in the next section, where I discuss 

footing and its relation to framing.  

 

2.2.3.3. Footing and participation framework  

Goffman (1981) focuses on how interlocutors display orientations toward frames by the act of 

establishing footings, defined as the alignments "we take up to ourselves and the others present 

as expressed in the way we manage the production or reception of an utterance" (128). Footing is 

related to Goffman's idea of layering frames, in which he notes "a change in our footing is 

another way of talking about a change in our frame for events" (128). Expanding on Goffman's 

concept of footing layering, Hoyle (1993: 115) notes that "most often interactants do not simply 

change footing but rather embed one footing within another. Such embedding of interaction 

arrangements, or 'lamination' of experience, permeates talk." She cites Goffman (1981:154), who 

states that "each increase or decrease in layering – each movement closer to or further from the 

'literal' – carries with it a change in footing."  

 This illustrates the dynamic nature of footing (i.e., alignments) taken up by interlocutors 

throughout the interaction where changes in footing can also imply changes in the "production 

format," which involves dissections of the concept of "speaker." According to Goffman (1981: 

144), speakers are classified into "animator" (the person who verbalizes the words); "author" 
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(who selects the words uttered or written by the animator); "principal" (whose beliefs and 

position are expressed); and "figure" (the agent described in utterances).  

 Goffman also classifies the "hearer" as multifaceted based on ratification and addressee 

status in what he calls the encounter's "participation framework." On the one hand, "ratified" 

hearers are official participants who may be addressed or unaddressed. "Unratified" hearers, on 

the other hand, are unofficial participants who can be perceived as "bystanders." Bystanders are 

either "overhearers" who unintentionally hear bits and pieces of talk, or "eavesdroppers" who 

exploit their access to the official talk to listen in. The possibilities of changing footings and 

framing can be accomplished through changes in participation framework. For example, 

"subordinate communication" is a possibility when dyadic interactions or the "dominating 

communication" is broken and a bystander is welcomed into becoming a ratified participant 

(133). Goffman describes this as "crossplay." 

 The management of footings through the linguistic strategy of repetition has been 

explored by Gordon (2007) in her analysis of conversations between a child and her mother. The 

study examines how repetition within exchanges (intratextually) and across exchanges 

(intertextually) enabled the daughter to repeat her mother's words to recreate maternal footings 

like her mother's. Gordon uses Bakhtin's (1984) concept of double-voiced discourse to analyze 

how the daughter incorporates her mother's voice into her own to display a mother's identity 

from her perspective of previous interactions, in other words, to pretend that she is her mother. In 

one example, the daughter's footing is established by reenactment of a previous conversation in 

which the mother was on the phone and the girl was whining and weeping, and the mother 

threatened punishment as a result (time-out). After a few days, the daughter wanted to role-play 

with her mother, so she pretends to be her mother, and the mother goes along with it. By 
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pretending to be on the phone and urging her mother (now playing the child's role) to be loud, 

the daughter puts the mother-as-discipliner footing to the test (to recreate a previous real-life 

scenario). The mother also displays change in footing in her pretending to be talking on the 

phone and using high-pitched voice to mimic her daughter's voice. Footing is established by the 

little girl through reiterating her mother's orders and threatening her "daughter" with a time-out. 

Her repetition of pieces of earlier material originally generated by her mother allowed her to take 

up the disciplinarian footing and demonstrate it by recycling pieces of prior text originally 

produced by her mother. 

 

2.2.3.4. Summary 

In summary, framing and intertextuality are essentially linked in the ways interlocutors construct 

and interpret current situations based on prior exchanges and lived experiences. When 

interlocutors engage in a conversation, they share the same frame by establishing the situation 

and interacting accordingly. They also use contextualization cues to signal framing, which are 

used based on participants' shared understanding of what these cues imply in the interaction. 

Scholars have examined framing in a multitude of contexts from family discourse to classroom 

interactions where the definitions of situations vary based on speakers' shared understanding of 

the context and its different social activities. Footing is introduced as another way of talking 

about speakers' alignment to the spoken utterance and to one another, where the status of 

speakers and hearers is dynamic and changing. In what follows, I outline approaches used in my 

analysis of video-mediated interactions which supplements my understanding of intertextuality 

and framing as they show in eTandem language practices.  
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2.2.4. Multimodality in video-mediated interactions 

Accounting for multimodal aspects in video-mediated interactions highlights the idea that 

"discourse is inherently multimodal, not monomodal" (Scollon and LeVine 2004: 3). In language 

learning environments, embodied means of interactions become even more relevant because "if 

we do not attend to non-verbal behavior, we may be missing important aspects of the 

communication, especially in situations where language competency is an issue" (Seo and 

Koshik 2010: 2238). For instance, Seo and Koshik (2010) show that students in ESL tutoring 

sessions preform head turns or tilts with extended eye gaze on the interlocutor when they are 

having comprehension issues and require other-initiated repair. Students' inference abilities 

(Gumperz 1982) during interactions structure their communicative practices and help them attain 

their interactional goals by relying on habitual methods of talking that includes their body 

configurations. According to Norris (2019), the visual aspects of the interaction, which includes 

the speaker's gaze, facial expression, head turns, and body orientations, as well as their 

engagement with the technological affordances of the medium of communication, are 

foundational ways that participants show and perceive attention and engagement in video-

mediated interactions.  

In any given social context, different occurrences happen and are mutually embodied and 

ratified by both partners within what Goffman (1982: 167) calls a "social situation," defined as 

an "environment of mutual monitoring possibilities that lasts during the time two or more 

individuals find themselves in one another's immediate physical presence and extends over the 

entire territory within which this mutual monitoring is possible." In webcam interactions, this 

kind of mutual monitoring involves the visual fields of each partner, i.e., what they choose to 

show to the other person through their camera lens (Sunakawa 2012). The interplay between 
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online and offline worlds during video-mediated interactions poses critical aspects in managing 

interactions and the creation of different participation possibilities. These are issues discussed by 

a number of studies that addresses the management of the technological medium and how it 

impacts the primary interaction (e.g., Rosenbaun, Rafaeli, and Kurzon 2016; Licoppe and Morel 

2012; Norris 2019; Cserző 2021).  

In educational contexts, Jewitt (2004) explores ways in which discourse has changed 

from the conventional teacher-student-textbook framework into more transformative and 

multifaceted ways of interacting using new modalities and ways of engaging with these 

modalities. An example of which is telecollaborative video learning contexts. For instance, 

Hampel and Stickler (2012) investigated the technological affordances of an online video-

mediated language program to find out how teachers and students used the written chat and the 

video aspect. Some discourse functions were found to be present in both modes: social 

discussions (welcomes and goodbyes); technology management; negotiating meaning (task-

related); off-task talks among students; and instructor feedback. The teachers utilized the text 

chat to reply to a student's spoken contribution; answer a student's inquiry; recreate or model 

language in writing to give feedback; and summarize the verbal conversation. The study also 

revealed a link between the oral and written forms. The modes were blended in three ways 

during interaction: to complement one another, to compensate for inadequacies, and to compete 

with one another. When input in one mode prompted a reaction in another, this was known as 

complementation. Teachers, for example, utilized this method to provide written comments on 

students' participation. The authors discussed two benefits for adopting text chat to complement 

the audio channel: text gives a more permanent record of an encounter, and both teachers and 

students may engage in discussion without interrupting the speaker.  
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The multimodal aspect of eTandem, according to Guichon and Cohen (2016), provides 

alternative learning opportunities based on the availability of aural, visual, and written modes of 

communication. According to the authors, integrating auditory and visual modalities in 

synchronous interactive learning environments may improve students' understanding, and 

combining voice and text chat may promote content discussion and meaning negotiation. They 

note that "different modes available in synchronous interactive environments are interrelated and 

the learning opportunities offered will depend on how users choose to combine or dissociate the 

different modes" (7). How such interactions unfold depends on how students choose to utilize the 

different affordances available in the medium based on their learning needs, and they typically 

use the modalities in complementary fashion. The analysis of Wigham (2017) focused on lexical 

clarifications in video conferencing and text chat. The study found that the visual mode was used 

to display active listening and attention to the interlocutor, the audio was used to emphasize a 

lexical item by repeating, and the text conversation was used to build mutual understanding 

about the lexical item (in a complimentary capacity). 

Norris (2004, 2016, 2019) introduced multimodal (inter)action analysis as a discourse 

approach originating from Scollon's (1998, 2001) mediated discourse analysis and growing out 

of sociolinguistic, discourse analysis, and social semiotic notions. Norris (2004) illustrates that 

within this framework, "social actors are often engaged in various (inter)actions simultaneously 

at different levels of awareness and/or attention" (Norris 2004: 102). She introduces the concept 

of "modal density" defined as "the intricate interplay of various modes of communication or the 

intensity of certain mode that a social actor employs" (102). The conventional view of context is 

expanded in the framework Norris proposes to include aspects and spaces situated outside of the 

focused interaction where the interaction occurs or what is seen on the researcher's video 



 53 

recorded data. She exemplifies that through introducing the terms "foreground" and background" 

of higher-level actions, borrowing the terms from art and music. Norris's (2004) study focuses on 

a brief situation in which a woman is sitting in the kitchen reading a cookbook and writing a 

shopping list, while her three-year old daughter is sitting in the lap of the mother's friend, Sandra, 

who is visiting with her three older kids who are playing in the living room. The researcher's 

camera captures Sandra and the child; Sandra has been drawing pictures for the child, while 

talking to the mom in the kitchen and then the dad joins. The analysis focuses on an instance that 

unfolds when Sandra jokes with the mother and the father, both of whom are not in the camera 

frame but can be heard. Norris examines the different levels of actions that Sandra foregrounds 

and backgrounds joking with the father and mother while holding their child. Within this 

situation, Sandra employs multiple communicative modes that occupy four levels of attention 

simultaneously: foreground; midground; between midground and background; and background. 

What is foregrounded in that moment is the act of Sandra joking with the parents, in 

which she uses embodied and verbal modes of communication to achieve it (e.g., shifting gaze 

and posture, gestures, laughter, joking utterances). The midground action is Sandra holding the 

baby in her left arm while drawing on a piece of paper to entertain the little girl; this is not 

foregrounded based on the little girl's repeated attempts to ask her to "draw daddy here" three 

times. Sandra is also aware of her own children playing in the living room as she occasionally 

addresses them, which according to the author, occupies a relative position between mid and 

background. The backgrounded action in this instance is her being a guest visiting her friend's 

apartment. These other actions are present simultaneously, but the only foregrounded higher-

level action at that instance is her joking with the parents. While Norris does not explicitly 

mention "framing" in her analysis, it is reminiscent of the idea of frame lamination where 
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multiple actions are simultaneously taking place, which is part of the interactional sociolinguistic 

framework her framework is built on.  

Her later studies (Norris 2016, 2019) focus on video-mediated interactions as they occur 

on Skype between family members who live in distant locations. She introduces an analytical 

framework on how to transcribe video-mediated data to capture the different level of actions 

being foregrounded or backgrounded. She also introduces the idea of focused attention or 

awareness to illustrate that "[t]he more focused upon a higher-level action a social actor is, the 

stronger is the higher-level action's modal make-up" (Norris 2016: 151).  Norris (2019) 

highlights the importance of considering larger data pieces when examining focused attention, 

which means going beyond the micro-analytical boundaries and looking at what happens prior to 

the start of an instance (in this case, the Skype video call). The author argues that jumping to the 

start of the video encounter without consideration of the participant's attention prior to the start 

of the encounter can result in insufficient and sometimes incorrect analysis of what the 

participant is actually focusing on. She found that spoken language is not necessarily a sign of 

focused attention. As the author shows in the examples, the participant can talk synchronically 

and repeat what their interlocutor is saying without displaying focused attention to their 

interlocutor but focusing on other people present in their physical space. I elaborate on the 

framework used by Norris and how I apply it to my study in Chapter Six, where I examine the 

multimodal aspects of the medium and how other people join the dyads' eTandem interaction.  

The affordances of language telecollaboration include different modalities students utilize 

to achieve learning and create meaning. Studies have highlighted the complexity of the video-

mediated context that extends beyond the primary exchange to include other participation 

possibilities. In this section, I presented a brief overview of studies that addressed the different 
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affordances offered by the visual, auditory, and written-chat modes of interaction in video-

mediated exchanges. Research have shown that they are typically used in a complementary 

manner to help learners achieve communicative goals, where the visual aspect is used to 

communicate and interpret comprehension issues prompting the interlocutor to expand based on 

the visual cues. I next turn to research that addressed language telecollaboration by giving a brief 

overview of the major approaches in the field.  

2.3. Overview of language telecollaboration  

Many studies have proved the effectiveness of eTandem as a method of language learning by 

measuring students' linguistic and intercultural developments using assessment tests before and 

after the eTandem program. For instance, some studies have measured the improvement of 

comprehensibility, or ease of understanding, of eTandem students after completing the program 

(e.g., Saito and Akiyama 2017). Other studies have examined participants' perceptions of the 

medium and its affordances by using retrospective data gathered by interviews and 

questionnaires to determine how successful or satisfied the participants were with the eTandem 

learning experience (e.g., Darhower 2008; Tian and Wang 2010; Akiyama 2015). Akiyama 

(2015) examined perception data regarding eTandem affordances as well as actual interactions of 

Japanese-English eTandem students. The study found that the students' joint identities as 

language learners and increased reciprocal involvement were developed through increased 

awareness of sociolinguistic variations enabled by eTandem affordances, which includes using a 

video-mediated context to talk to same-age peers in one-on-one interactions with minimal 

instructor involvement.  

 Other telecollaboration research has taken a micro method of analysis by focusing on 

specific interactional features and examining their emergence within small sets of students. 
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Within this realm, there are studies focused on the negotiation of meaning (e.g., Van der Zwaard 

and Bannink 2014; Bower and Kawaguchi 2011; Kötter 2003) and corrective feedback (e.g., 

Tudini 2016). Other studies have examined the cultural aspects of such exchanges where roles 

are negotiated based on language expertise as well as cross-cultural knowledge and identities 

(e.g., Telles 2015b; Cappellini and Mompean 2015; Sanchez 2015; Zakir, Funo, and Telles 

2016). These studies explored the roles students are expected to fulfil in institutionally assigned 

tasks and activities, while also uncovering how students sometimes break out of these roles.  

 In relation to eTandem discourse, Telles (2015b) notes that eTandem interactions are 

different from other online interactions in that eTandem "cannot be exclusively considered 'fun 

talk' for practicing and learning foreign languages" but rather "it is a virtual and active locus of 

negotiation of identities" (22-23). The study highlights the different facets of national and 

linguistic identities revealed in exchanges among a Portuguese and American pair of students 

where one student is positioned as a "representative" of a certain language or nationality, and 

thus the nature of the talk constructs their performative identities during eTandem interactions. 

Similarly, Zakir et al. (2016) examine how asymmetries in relation to cultural understanding and 

learning is reflected among Portuguese-English eTandem learners, and they identify culture as a 

situated construct relative to the ongoing interaction where cultural aspects are co-constructed by 

students as they find commonalities based on their knowledge and lived social practices. The 

partners in the study are found to bring their personal interpretations of their interlocutor's 

culture and negotiate them based on their own perceptions, and not based on their native-

language status.  

 Within the eTandem language exchange context, the students' status as a "native" or 

"non-native" speaker is one of many factors that impacts role-taking and participation 
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configurations. This is a topic that has been probed and problematized by many studies (e.g., 

Yang and Yi 2017; Sanchez 2015; Cappellini and Mompean 2015; Ahn 2011). For example, 

Ahn's (2011) study of Korean and American face-to-face tandem learning illustrates how 

language and culture roles are interactionally dynamic and invoked during the ongoing 

exchange. For example, the study demonstrated how a Korean student's creation of a "side 

sequence" (Jefferson 1972: 297), consisting of a side exchange related to the ongoing talk, 

during the English part of the conversation about American culture led to his American partner 

creating another side sequence about Korean culture that led to creating "a mutual learning 

partnership" (177). Thus, the author highlights how the students' pre-assigned institutional roles 

as expert in one language or culture are continually negotiated and created through the ongoing 

activity during the language exchange interaction.  

 Sanchez (2015) examined the fluidity of roles taken by Mexican learners of English and 

American learners of Spanish from a positioning framework, which can be defined as "the 

discursive process whereby selves are located in conversations as observably and subjectively 

coherent participants in jointing produced story lines" (Davies and Harré 1990: 48). Sanchez 

observes that the participants in her study resisted taking up the pre-assigned expert versus 

novice roles in relation to their native or non-native languages. She gives an example of a 

Mexican student who positions herself as a struggling English learner, while her American 

partner, rather than positioning herself as an English expert, portrays herself as a fellow language 

learner who is likewise striving to master her target language. When evaluating the dynamic 

environment of telecollaborative tandem learning, Sanchez determined that the expert-novice 

model may be too rigid and so needs to be changed, and positioning may prove to be a beneficial 

analytic approach to dispel assumptions about learners' pre-determined roles. Similarly, Yang 
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and Yi (2017) explored eTandem learners' negotiation of multiple identities among Korean and 

English students. The study found that learners embrace their learner identity and negotiate their 

multiple identities in the contexts of language telecollaboration which allows them to create a 

community where they can share their joint struggles as language learners in a safe and 

reciprocal space.  

 Expertise status among students in relation to content or conversational topics has been 

examined by several studies (e.g., Cappellini and Mompean 2015; Cappellini 2016; Leone 2012). 

For example, the different roles taken up by eTandem learners have been explored by Cappellini 

and Mompean (2015), who developed a methodological model to study expert-novice roles in 

relation to topics. Examining French-Chinese eTandem sessions, with a focus on the French 

language part, the authors found that language learners take up expert roles when it comes to 

their L1 and display expertise in the topic or culture discussed. The authors identified four 

configurations through which eTandem students display expertise: (1) when students discuss 

French culture, (2) when students discuss Chinese culture, (3) when they talk about topics that 

are personal to one's life, and (4) when they discuss something unrelated to either culture (e.g., 

the World Cup tournament). Based on the first two categories, Cappellini and Mompean 

identified what they call "crossed expertise" (254) where one student talks about their own 

culture using the other's language (e.g., the Chinese student talking about Chinese New Year 

using French), in which case the Chinese student's position as expert is likely to be challenged by 

the French speaker based on the spoken language. The authors say that this leads to learning 

sequences and discussion of new vocabulary elicited by the language expert, in this case the 

French, to their Chinese partner who provided cultural access to the topic. This type of "crossed 

expertise" shows how the pre-determined roles assumed in eTandem does not necessarily 
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manifest in the lived reality of students' interactions. Still, their analysis focused on the French 

part of the eTandem sessions, a limitation acknowledged by the authors.  

 While these studies have productively examined interactional features of the medium in 

relation to language and cultural understanding, few studies on telecollaborative exchanges have 

examined aspects of language choice or codeswitching. The ones that exist in the current 

literature have mentioned codeswitching as a tool for meaning negotiation and for repairing 

communication breakdown (e.g., Akiyama 2018; Tudini 2016; Leone 2012; Kötter 2003), 

however, there are no studies that have focused on the creative and playful utility afforded by the 

bilinguals' eTandem exchange to utilize their full language and cultural repertoires. I review the 

research that addressed some of these aspects in Section 2.4.1.4, the next section. In what 

follows, I examine literature that has addressed the focus of this study, namely language 

alternation practices in the form of codeswitching and translanguaging. 

2.4. Language alternation  

2.4.1. Codeswitching 

The term codeswitching (or as it sometimes referred to as code-switching or code switching) 

traditionally refers to the practice of alternating the use of languages or language varieties within 

spoken or written communication. Scholarly approaches to codeswitching and research findings 

have varied extensively based on the examined speech community and the researchers' 

methodological frameworks and areas of study. Since codeswitching has been studied from 

many angles for an extended period of time, in this section I highlight existing research that is 

most relevant to my study. I first define the concept and its key classifications, then provide an 

overview of the sociolinguistic approach to codeswitching in social interactions and classroom 

environments (including online learning environments), then discuss examinations of Arabic and 
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English codeswitching as well as Arabic bidialectal codeswitching, and finally conclude the 

section by examining the major criticism of the concept and its practice that impacted the 

demand for a new concept, translanguaging.   

 

2.4.1.1. Defining codeswitching  

In conversations involving multilinguals, participants often intermingle their languages in forms 

commonly known as codeswitching, broadly defined in a long line of research on the topic as 

"the alternate use of two or more languages, varieties of a language, or even speech styles" 

(Hymes 1977: 103), and "the alternation of two languages within a single discourse, sentence, or 

constituent" (Poplack 1980: 583).These definitions of codeswitching foreground the ongoing 

verbal exchange as reflective of a phenomenon that emerges in a conversation between 

bilinguals (or speakers of multiple dialects) who know one another's languages (or dialects), and 

they focus on the successive alternation of languages or language varieties. However, what 

constitutes a "code" is more complex and has been a point of contention, especially in relation to 

the conception of translanguaging discussed later in this section.  

The term code within the codeswitching paradigm refers to "the particular dialect or 

language that a person chooses to use on any occasion, a system used for communication 

between two or more parties" (Wardhaugh 2006: 84). From a grammatical structural perspective, 

Myers-Scotton (2009: 473) defines codeswitching as altering the use of two languages or 

language varieties, discounting established borrowed words or phrases. She identifies two 

patterns of codeswitching: inter-sentential codeswitching, which "includes switching between 

monolingual sentences from the participating varieties" where "the extent of an inter-sentential 

switch can be one sentence or many more in an extended discourse," and intra-sentential 
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codeswitching, which occurs in lexical items and grammatical features, and "includes bilingual 

constituents within a single sentence" (473). She also introduced a frequently used framework in 

codeswitching research, the Matrix Language Frame model, where the matrix language is the 

base language most frequently used in the utterance and the codeswitched item is the imbedded 

language (Myers-Scotton 2009: 484). 

Several terms have been used to capture to the phenomenon of codeswitching, such as 

code mixing and code alternation. Myers-Scotton (2009) states that "some researchers use other 

terms while still referring to utterances with surface-level elements from two varieties" (473). In 

some cases, the distinction between the terms codeswitching and codemixing seems to be based 

on the structural location of the switched items within the sentence, with multiple researchers 

restricting the term codemixing to intra-sentential switching instances. For instance, 

Kamwangamalu (2010: 116) defines code mixing as "the intrasentential alternating use of two or 

more languages or varieties of a language" (116) and Muysken (2000: 1) defines codemixing as 

"all cases where lexical items and grammatical features from two languages appear in one 

sentence." Nevertheless, the term codeswitching seems to be the most used one in the literature, 

covering different structural aspects of switches that also captures code mixing.  

Codeswitching has been addressed from two broad classifications that often overlap: first, 

its linguistic features (e.g., Poplack 1980; Muysken 2000) and second, its functional and socio-

interactional features (Blom and Gumperz 1972; Auer 1984; 1998). The linguistic features of 

codeswitching were examined in a study of Spanish-English bilingual Puerto Ricans born in 

New York City by Poplack (1980) who identified three patterns of codeswitching: intra 

sentential/intimate switching, inter sentential switching, and tag/emblematic switching. Scholars 

who examine the linguistic features have investigated patterns of codeswitching to establish 
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possible patterns of where codeswitching occurs within a dataset, showing that it is not a random 

phenomenon (e.g., Myers-Scotton 2009; Poplack 1980; Auer 1984). I elaborate on the functional 

and interactional features of codeswitching in my next section where I examine the 

sociolinguistic approach to codeswitching.  

 

2.4.1.2. Codeswitching in sociolinguistics  

Sociolinguistic research has a long tradition of examining (and re-examining) 

codeswitching beyond its grammatical and structural emergence. While the practice and its 

interactional functions are agreed upon, there have been some revisions and contention relating 

to its categorization (e.g., Gumperz 1982; Auer 1984; Li Wei 2002, 2005). In sociolinguistic 

research, codeswitching is found to be a marker of membership, identity, and solidarity (e.g., 

Blom and Gumperz 1972; Gumperz 1982; Heller 1992). Additionally, language ideologies and 

attitudes have been identified as an essential component of codeswitching (Gal 2006; Jaffe 

1999). With the backdrop of social and political circumstances, codeswitching has been 

examined in multilingual migrant communities.  

One of the earliest studies to address practices of language alternation in American 

contexts was George Barker's (1947) account of language use among Mexican American 

families in Arizona; he phrases his inquisition as, "How does it happen, for example, that among 

bilinguals, the ancestral language will be used on one occasion and English on another, and that 

on certain occasions bilinguals will alternate, without apparent cause, from one language to 

another?" (Barker 1947: 185-186, as cited in Nilep 2006). Barker found that interactions between 

family members or other close friends were most frequently done in Spanish, while formal talk 

with Anglo-Americans was more likely to take place in English (even when all participants in 
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the conversation could communicate in Spanish). Other later codeswitching studies on migrant 

communities examined Italian migrant children in Germany (Auer 1984), Puerto Rican 

immigrants in New York (Poplack 1980), and Japanese/English-speaking families in Los 

Angeles (Yamamoto 2001). 

Studies on the functional and interactional features of codeswitching emerged from the 

linguistic anthropological work of John Gumperz during his fieldwork in Norway in Blom and 

Gumperz (1972), which influenced his later work on the notion of contextualization cues in 

interactional sociolinguistics. Blom and Gumperz examined the verbal repertoires that members 

of speech communities employ, including codeswitching in Norway in which individuals move 

from the local dialect to standard Norwegian based on situations and social relations. Their study 

foregrounds the notions of situational and metaphorical codeswitching, showing that context can 

be transformed by the linguistic choices participants make in the interaction and that 

codeswitching can show clear changes in participation's rights and obligations (424). Situational 

codeswitching is more commonly referred to as "code selection" rather than "switching" as it 

occurs between rather than within sentences and it is linked with the situation. Metaphorical 

codeswitching is based on the semantic element of the normal associations of language and is 

linked to how signal and interpret relationship based on their code choice. Myers-Scotton (1993: 

56) provided a summary of the methodological premises at the heart of Gumperz's model: first, 

the suitable research site to examine codeswitching is small group interactions, and naturally 

occurring data is the goal of the investigation; and second, the social meanings of language use 

are a consequence and a function of situated contexts. Gumperz's valuable contribution to the 

study of codeswitching has been recognized by a number of scholars, for instance Woolard 
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(2004: 75) comments on his work stating that it "has had not only seminal but enduring influence 

on the accepted anthropological view on codeswitching."  

In his later work, Gumperz (1982) revised his situational and metaphorical 

categorization, and opted to use the more encompassing label "conversational code switching." 

He recognized the challenges for language analysts to identify codeswitching moments as either 

situational or metaphorical only. Except for diglossic contexts, according to him, the majority of 

native speakers have little awareness or understanding of their own conversational code changes 

based on the formality of the setting. He believes that in order to understand "the role of 

language in social processes in general, we need to begin with a closer understanding of how 

linguistic signs interact with social knowledge in discourse" (Gumperz 1982: 29). In this later 

study, he provided one of the most commonly used definitions of conversational codeswitching, 

stating that,  

Conversational code switching can be defined as the juxtaposition within the same speech 
exchange of passages of speech belonging to two different grammatical systems or 
subsystems. Most frequently, the alternation takes the form of two subsequent sentences, 
as when a speaker uses a second language either to reiterate his message or to reply to 
someone else's statement. (59) 
 

Gumperz (1982) identifies six conversational code switching functions: marking quotation, 

specifying addressees, interjection, reiteration, qualifying messages, and "personalization versus 

objectivizations" (80); this last function has to do with speaker positioning and illocutionary 

aspects of the speech event. Originated by Gumperz (1982), the concept of contextualization 

cues is essential in exploring codeswitching in sociolinguistics as it emphasizes the idea that 

"context" continually changes and evolves as style or register shifts occur in conversations. In 

other words, context is not something permanent, but it evolves based on linguistic choices that 

include choice of language or register.  
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Codeswitching, like contextualization cues, allows speakers to signal their alignment and 

highlight their participatory roles in interactions. Goffman's (1981) notion of footing—as the 

stance or role one takes within an interaction—is viewed as related the interactional functions of 

codeswitching. In fact, Goffman uses Gumperz's concept of codeswitching as a display of 

switching footing. While Gumperz (1976) identifies selection of reception and personal 

directness or involvement as functions of code-switching (as cited in Goffman 1981: 127), 

Goffman examines codeswitching behavior that does not include "language code" in the 

conventional understanding. Instead, code switches capture speaker's footing which includes 

participant's alignment and their projected self (Goffman 1981: 128). Goffman states, "[f]or 

speakers, code switching is usually involved" in changes of footing, "and if not this then at least 

the sound markers that linguists study: pitch, volume, rhythm, stress, tonal quality" (Goffman 

1981: 128). Goffman explains that such shifts in behavior can be explained through the notions 

of codeswitching as well as footing.   

Scholars have implemented a "micro" perspective in their analysis of codeswitching not 

only in interactional sociolinguistics, but also by using Conversation Analysis (CA) as an 

analytical framework. This is done by examining codeswitching with a focus on the sequential 

order of switches as they unfold in interaction (e.g., Auer 1998; Li Wei 2002). Most notably in 

this approach, Peter Auer's 1984 Bilingual Conversation provided a pioneering work on 

interaction and codeswitching. While his view of language alternation in bilingual conversations 

is based on CA principles of "a model for turn-taking in conversation" (Sacks, Schegloff, and 

Jefferson 1974: 696), he continually acknowledges the pragmatics and social context of 

codeswitching by situating these moments within the macro social community norms.  
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 Auer's discourse analysis approach to codeswitching suggests that codeswitching and its 

derived meanings are essentially "embedded in the sequential development of the conversation" 

(1984: 93), where the topic (or situation) is continually negotiated and everchanging.  Auer 

views language alternation as a contributing factor to the creation and management of social 

meaning in bilingual conversations, stating:  

In the organization of bilingual conversation (...) participants have to solve a number of 
problems (...) related to the organization of conversation in general, e.g., to turn-taking, 
topical cohesion, (...) the constitution of specific linguistic activities. The alternating use 
of two languages may be a means of coping with these problems. (Auer 1988: 158) 

 

By examining codeswitching within the context of social interaction, Auer offers a perspective 

that reconciles sociolinguistic methods and structural or grammatical approaches. Auer (1984) 

cautions that "[g]rammatical restrictions on code-switching are but necessary conditions; code-

switching is not merely a matter of linguistic well-formedness" (1-2), pointing to the necessity of 

looking beyond the syntactic level to the communicative context to understand why a transition 

is made and what effect it has on the contextual meaning. Auer (1998) finds eight categories 

where codeswitching commonly occurs to serve interactional and social functions, some of 

which echo Gumperz's (1982) conversational codeswitching functions: reported speech; 

participation selection; reiterations; activity type change; topic shift; parentheses or side 

comments; language play; and topicalization. Auer's conceptualization of codeswitching 

highlights the role of the organizational sequence of talk where language choice contributes to 

the negotiation of meaning.   

 Li Wei (2002, 2005) followed a similar path to Auer in examining patterns of 

interactional discourse within the social and conversational context. He provides an overview of 

CA-oriented analysis to bilingual interaction, in which "particular attention is paid to the way in 
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which individuals strategically use the codes in their bilingual repertoires to achieve specific 

interactional functions" (Li Wei 2002: 159). In his examination of Mandarin Chinese and 

English codeswitching in social interactions, Li Wei (2005) notes that  

[T]hose who adopt the CA approach to code-switching argue that one must not assume 
that, in any given conversation, speakers switch languages in order to 'index' speaker 
identity, attitudes, power relations, formality, etc. Rather, one must be able to 
demonstrate how such things as identity, attitude and relationship are presented, 
understood, accepted, rejected, or changed in the process of interaction (Li Wei 2005: 
382). 

 

Li Wei (2005) highlights the importance of uncovering sociolinguistic aspects of the interaction 

and its participants (e.g., identity, power relations, formality) that are "demonstratively relevant" 

(382) to the interlocutors through their inference and co-construction of codeswitching. This is 

done, according to him, through showing consistent evidence from the discourse that proves 

these sociolinguistic aspects. Li Wei's assertions also underscore the need to re-examine the 

automatic suppositions about what a "code" indexes, i.e., what language or variety of language it 

signals or what symbolic associations it carries. This gives a glimpse into his early concern with 

codeswitching's limiting descriptive utility in more nuanced and creative practices. To that end, 

he expands the scope of his research in his later work on translanguaging, as I discuss later in 

this section.  

 Another conceptualization of codeswitching comes from a theoretical overview of 

codeswitching within sociocultural linguistic view by Nilep (2006: 17), who highlights the 

relation of codeswitching, "as an alternation in the form of communication," to its function as a 

marker of shifts in context within which linguistic features can be jointly interpreted. He 

provides a definition that expands the meaning of "code" in defining codeswitching as "a practice 

of parties in discourse to signal changes in context by using alternate grammatical systems or 



 68 

subsystems, or codes" (17). Nilep also notes that since analysts and parties in contact cannot 

directly view the mental representations of these codes, the analyst must monitor discourse and 

deduce the importance of a linguistic structure as code from its impact on interactional discourse, 

i.e., how relevant it is to the parties engaged in the interaction and meaning-making process in a 

given context. In what follows, I give a brief overview of studies that have examined 

codeswitching in classroom environments, followed by a review of codeswitching in 

telecollaborative learning environments.  

 

2.4.1.3. Codeswitching in language learning contexts 

Codeswitching has been widely examined in the context of language learning as a valuable 

practice in language learning contexts, though some research explores its detrimental effect on 

learning outcomes (as discussed in an overview of codeswitching in classrooms by Li Wei and 

Martin 2009). There are numerous studies on codeswitching in language learning contexts that 

highlight its numerous pedagogical affordances. For example, Anton and DiCamilla (1998: 319) 

recognize the role of students' L1 in face-to-face interactions between pairs of adult L1 English 

speakers who studied Spanish at the beginner level, stating that codeswitching to the student's L1 

plays "a strategic cognitive role both in scaffolding and in establishing intersubjectivity." 

Similarly, Swain and Lapkin (1998: 333) found that adolescent students at a French immersion 

program utilized their L1 "to regulate their own behavior, to focus attention on specific L2 

structures, and to generate and assess alternatives." Martin-Jones (1995: 98) explains the social 

utility of codeswitching in pedagogical contexts, stating that, 

[W]henever a bilingual who has the same language background as the learners switches 
into shared codes, s/he is invariably expressing solidarity with the learners. Code-
switching is employed in more subtle and diverse ways in bilingual classroom 
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communication. Teachers and learners exploit code contrasts to demarcate different types 
of discourse, to negotiate and renegotiate joint frames of reference and to exchange 
meaning on the spur of the moment. 

Studies that highlight the interactional utility of codeswitching in language learning contexts 

broadly fall under the field of CA-for-SLA (Conversation Analysis for Second Language 

Acquisition) a term first used by Markee and Kasper 2004), defined as "a subfield of second 

language studies (SLS)/applied linguistics (AL) that uses conversation analytic techniques to 

study language learning." (Markee and Kunitz 2015: 425). Exploring codeswitching contexts has 

proven to be a productive endeavor in the field of CA-for-SLA as it acknowledges language 

learners as "active agents" whose lived reality does not necessarily adhere to the institutional 

expectations of the target or official language (Markee and Kasper 2004: 496).  

 My analysis of language alternation in this study partially aligns with the CA-for-SLA 

framework, namely in that I use institutional discourse data to understand how the L1 and L2 are 

empirically used in meaningful manners that show pragmatic competence. This is a proposed 

area for future research identified by Markee and Kunitz (2015) who call for modifying 

perceptions about the use of L1 in language learning contexts, including in translating, to change 

the perception that they are "necessarily inappropriate or undesirable language learning 

behaviors" (Markee and Kunitz 2015: 434).  

 Studies in language learning contexts have examined the interactional impact of 

codeswitching; rather than seeing it as a problem-solving tool, they focus on its utility in 

structuring interaction and as an affordance for meaning making. For example, Trudgill (2000) 

notes that speakers codeswitch to manipulate, influence, and define the situation as they see fit, 

as well as to convey subtleties of meaning and personal intentions. Language learners also 

codeswitch to signal membership, to establish rapport and "group identity and solidarity" (Tay 
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1989: 413). In language classrooms that feature target languages other than English, Mori (2004) 

and Kasper (2004) use CA approaches to examine codeswitching in bilingual and multilingual 

interactions. Mori (2004) examines learning opportunities of codeswitching in Japanese 

classrooms and demonstrates how codeswitching acts as a resource for maintaining sequential 

boundaries while also influencing the organization of the interaction activities. In German 

language classrooms, Kasper (2004) demonstrates how "code switching worked as one device by 

which the novice requested a target language action format from the L2 expert" (551). These 

studies, and many more, illustrate the interactional functions of codeswitching that shows the 

agency of the language learner. Given my study's focus on eTandem, I next turn to examine the 

literature on codeswitching in telecollaborative contexts.  

 

2.4.1.4. Codeswitching in telecollaboration research  

Many of the studies in the literature on telecollaborative language learning and SLA have 

focused on codeswitching as a "solution" for communicative problems, which, while an 

important function of codeswitching, does not capture the full social and interactional utility of 

the practice. These studies mostly focus on other interactional functions, like repair and meaning 

negotiation, and address codeswitching or translating to the student's L1, as a means toward 

learning goals. Additionally, some of the studies I review in this section (e.g., Kötter 2003; 

Kasper 2004; Conti 2021) examined exchanges between learners with a gap in their proficiency 

of their target language and suggested that such asymmetries in language command necessitate 

relying on their L1 by translating and codeswitching for comprehension purposes. Additionally, 

by focusing on repair and language feedback within language-centered episodes, these studies 
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overlook other instances where students engage in intercultural and social topics that may 

involve spontaneous codeswitching used in other interactional and creative capacities. 

Tudini (2016) investigates the function of repair and codeswitching in written chat 

eTandem interactions between one dyad of English and Italian in an Australian university. 

Tudini states that the utility of codeswitching "extends to other naturalistic contexts, where there 

is no teacher presence, and where the conversation is written" (24). Drawing on CA, the study 

examines the role of codeswitching to mitigate the face-threatening aspects of corrective 

feedback, particularly in other-initiated other-repair. The speakers' joint knowledge of both 

Italian and English, and thus their codeswitching into and out of both languages, helped them 

achieve pedagogical as well as socialization goals. Tudini found that the partners switched to 

each other's L1 to ensure that they understood the repair in their L2 or to request assistance. The 

study examined multiple examples of reciprocation of corrective feedback, frequently done by 

codeswitching, which enabled the pair to overcome language asymmetries and overcome the 

face-threatening side of corrective feedback. Codeswitching in these instances was utilized 

effectively for learning as well as for establishing alignment between the two students.  

Bower and Kawaguchi (2011) examine telecollaborative language exchange in Japan and 

Australia, where Japanese and English learners engage in synchronous text-based eTandem 

interaction. The study examines meaning negotiations, and it compares corrective feedback 

provided by the eTandem partners during the chat session to feedback provided after the chat 

ended (through email). The study found almost no explicit corrective feedback during the 

synchronous text-based exchanges, which is in line with previous research in peer-to-peer 

language learning (e.g., Morris 2005 study of Spanish learners). The authors offer two probable 

explanations for the low explicit feedback rates in text-based conversations: one issue might be 
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because participants do not want to give specific corrective criticism since it might break the 

flow of the conversation; another factor might be cultural, due to differences in politeness forms 

where correction of foreign language might be discouraged. Students who provided feedback 

over email after the chat gave mainly metalinguistic clarifications to clarify errors their partner 

made. While their study did not focus on codeswitching, Bower and Kawaguchi in their analysis 

of meaning negotiation during chat found that codeswitching, in the form of explanation or 

translation, was a productive strategy that allowed for successful meaning negotiations. A 

meaning negotiation was judged "successful" if the eTandem partner in the role of the learner 

provided modified output or acknowledged the correction.  

Extending Tudini (2016) who examined codeswitching in other-initiated other-repair and 

Bower and Kawaguchi (2011) who found that codeswitching is one of many strategies used in 

meaning negotiations, a more recent eTandem study by Conti (2021) examined negotiation of 

meaning to find the common linguistic strategies used to signal "non-understanding" in the 

context of Chinese-Italian eTandem learning. The Chinese and Italian participants in the 

exchange were college students in Italy. The study is unique in that it examines language 

exchange between two languages other than English; however, the idea that there is always a 

dominant language or lingua franca emerged in his analysis of codeswitching. The study found 

that students use repetition and frequent codeswitching to Italian to resolve moments of non-

understanding. The author theorizes the reason behind the use of Italian as "a safe solution to 

most communication problems" is because of the language proficiency imbalance between the 

two groups, even though the two groups presumably had similar L2 levels (Conti 2021: 309). 

Another reason could be because all the interactions occurred in an Italian university so Italian 

was naturally the dominant language, as the author theorizes. The study highlights the function 
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of repetition in codeswitching in bilingual interactions to negotiate meaning and achieve 

understanding.   

Kötter (2003) examines meaning negotiation and corrective feedback in written-based 

English-German telecollaboration where language learners were given tasks (e.g., create a profile 

of yourself online and discuss with your partner) without explicit instructions about which 

language to use. The German students were more proficient in their target language (English) 

than their American counterparts were in their target language (German). This resulted in 

imbalance in reciprocity and language input. The author distributed questionnaires to ask the 

participants about what strategy they used most when they did not understand their partners. 

Most of the German learners would ask for a translation, whereas English learners reported 

asking for repetition of the word or to paraphrase it. When German learners could not express 

their thoughts, they indicated that they often resorted to paraphrasing or using words from their 

L1, whereas the English learners would paraphrase. This study is another example of 

telecollaboration research where codeswitching is viewed in a context where there are gaps in 

language proficiency between the partners, which creates the need for codeswitching to express 

themselves and create understanding.   

Kasper (2004:551) examines Gesprächsrunde or dyadic conversations for learning 

among German-English learners in face-to-face contexts, involving novice and expert language 

speakers, where codeswitching happens frequently and is seen as caused by gaps in proficiency 

in their target languages. Her research highlights how the L1 speakers of a language take up an 

authoritative identity in both structuring the conversation and its content, which is invoked, 

according to the author, by the L2 speakers codeswitching to their L1 to implicitly signal lack of 

understanding. The author's study involved novice speakers, so the frequency of codeswitching 
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is scaffolded within the gap of knowledge. On the other hand, Leone (2012) mentioned 

codeswitching as a way for advanced learners of Italian-English to achieve meaning negotiation, 

where the codeswitch happens to invoke past contexts where the experience they narrate took 

place.  

Leone (2012) examined three English-Italian eTandem sessions among one dyad who 

were advanced speakers of their target languages. The author investigated the impact of 

knowledge in target languages and content, where the first focuses on the linguistic competency, 

and the second focuses on shared experiences and knowledge of different topics. The study 

examined codeswitching practices where students respect the language separation rule, yet they 

frequently codeswitch between Italian and English. Among advanced language speakers, the 

author examined the utility of codeswitching in meaning negotiations, where she described the 

practice as a communicative tool used to evoke a prior context where an event happened. She 

also examined codeswitching in self-initiated repair (which is the most used type of repair in 

their eTandem data); students repeat the translation of a word to request help. Additionally, the 

study also showed how students utilized the video and written features of their eTandem. The 

chat was typically reserved for messages intended to be more permanent (e.g., new words or 

references the students ask about), as well as to check the technology connection (e.g., "can you 

hear me?"). Leone also found gestures and body movements to corresponded to changes in 

comprehension (e.g., a student moves their body and head closer to the webcam to signal lack of 

understanding or request a repetition from the primary speaker). The author cautions against the 

prototypical expectations of "expert/novice" roles assumed in eTandem studies; in this study of 

advanced language learners, the roles are not as saliant as in other eTandem studies where the 
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partners' asymmetrical language competency necessitates taking up the role of expert/teacher 

(e.g., Kasper 2004).  

Thus far, I introduced the concept of codeswitching and reviewed how it has been 

examined in social and pedagogical contexts. These studies highlighted the interactional and 

structural utility of codeswitching as a purposeful practice that contributes to achieving learning 

and establishes affiliation with one's bilingual interlocutor. I also reviewed how codeswitching 

has been examined in telecollaborative language learning environments; for the most part, these 

studies focused on its utility as a repair strategy in learning-focused episodes of talk. Given my 

study's focus on Arabic and English eTandem, I turn next to how bilingual codeswitching is 

explored in the existing literature. After that, I examine a subset of codeswitching practices that 

relates to Arabic diglossia where the possibility of codeswitching extends to Arabic varieties. 

 

2.4.1.5. Arabic and English codeswitching 

In a comprehensive review in Modern Arabic Sociolinguistics: Diglossia, Codeswitching, 

Attitudes and Identity, Abdulkafi Abirini (2016) examines and evaluates the main approaches 

and methods used in Arabic sociolinguistic research, with a focus on language and dialect 

alternation in the Arab world. In addition to outlining common traditions in sociolinguistic 

research in Arabic, he offers analysis of modern mediated methods of interaction that impacted 

the distribution of Arabic varieties and the introduction of innovative methods of language 

alternation. In spoken discourse, Albirini (2016: 224) identifies two types that emerge in Arabic 

speakers' codeswitching: (1) bilingual codeswitching between Arabic and other distinct 

languages, mainly French and English, and (2) bidialectal codeswitching between Standard 

Arabic and Colloquial Arabic, or regional dialects. I address dialect codeswitching in my next 
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section. In this section I focus on language switching to and from English. While there are 

numerous studies on Arabic-English codeswitching in text messaging and written computer-

mediated interactions, I focus here on studies that examine codeswitching's social and 

interactional utility in spoken interactions.    

In his examination of Arabic-English codeswitching, Albirini mostly focuses on 

switching between Arabic dialects and English, not Standard Arabic and English. He cites a 

study by Safi (1992) as one of the most representative studies on Arabic-English codeswitching. 

Safi examined switching between Saudi Arabic and English among graduate and undergraduate 

Saudi students in the United States, finding that the line between the "we code" and the "them 

code" is dissolved in the speakers' interactions within the U.S. context. Discourse markers (such 

as yaʕni and okay) are frequently used in both Arabic and English, in which interjections are 

influenced by both languages. Unlike Saudi Arabic, which is used to express politeness and 

emphasis, English was found to be used to express profanity or sensitive and personal topics. In 

terms of topic-based codeswitching, Arabic is used to express religious and patriotic sentiments, 

whereas English is utilized to portray more serious, business-like attitudes toward the subject 

matter (Safi 1992, as cited in Albirini 2016: 226).  

Several other studies have examined the structural functions of Arabic-English 

codeswitching. Using the Myers-Scotton's (1993) method of the matrix language frame, 

Mathkour (2004) reports on the functions of conversational codeswitching between Arabic and 

English among Jordanian Arabic speakers. The study concludes that interjection is the most 

frequent reason for code-switching among Jordanian bilinguals who use English words (e.g., 

okay, yes/no, please, thank you, bye) as sentence fillers in their Arabic utterance. Al-Enazi 

(2002) examined the syntactic constraints of Arabic-English codeswitching among Saudi dialect 
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speakers living in the United States. While his study focused on syntactic patterns and changes of 

codeswitching, he found that codeswitching in everyday conversations occurred most frequently 

in interjections such as the use of the discourse marker yaʕni and in culturally or religiously 

specific expressions (such as wallah which can be translated into 'swear to Allah'). English words 

are used more in academic expressions (e.g., dissertation, presentation), and numbers and dates 

when specificity is needed. Participants also occasionally switched to English for "prestige" 

reasons to show their bilingual fluency using weighty words (e.g., legitimate, protocol).  

Other existing studies focus on social factors that influence bilingual codeswitching. In a 

study by Abalhassan and Alshalawi (2000) that involves Saudi Arabic speakers in Saudi, 

codeswitching between Arabic-English was examined in order to find reasons behind the 

frequency of their switching and to test their awareness of their language alteration. The study 

found multiple instances of switching in the tape-recorded data where Arabic was the prominent 

language throughout, but English words and phrases were used to facilitate communication and 

understanding among the participants. The authors interviewed the participants and learned that 

most switches (59.2%) were because participants forgot the term in Arabic, especially in 

academic and scientific domains (285). The study found a correlation between participants' 

fluency in both languages and the complexity and frequency of their switches, with highly fluent 

bilinguals switching more frequently and in more creative manners.  

Among Jordanian English speakers, Al-Hourani and Afizah (2013) examined the speech 

of Arabic-English speakers living in Malaysia. They collected audio recordings of natural 

conversations among friends followed up by interviews with the participants. The study 

identified four factors that impact the participants codeswitching, which were confirmed in the 

follow-up interviews, where they found that familiarity with one another was the major factor 
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that impacts the frequency and complexity of switching. The setting or place where the 

individuals are located also affected codeswitching, with their homes being a more likely setting 

than a classroom; codeswitching was also involved in shifting topics based on formality or 

domain; and finally, the age of the interlocutors mattered, where speakers are more likely to 

codeswitch with interlocutors of a similar age. These different interactional properties offer an 

insightful overview of the general patterns of codeswitching among Arab communities where 

English is taught as a foreign language and used in academic contexts.  

In this section I examined studies on bilingual codeswitching between Arabic and English 

in spoken discourse. Codeswitching is found to frequently occur in domain specific expressions, 

such as academic, business, and technical domains, as well as in discourse markers that 

contribute to structuring interaction and information while also typically carrying cultural and 

religious relevance to the speaker. Other studies found that codeswitching may occur because a 

bilingual speaker faced difficulty retrieving the term in one language, so they switched to a more 

accessible language. Another important type of codeswitching among Arabic speakers happens 

between Arabic dialects, and I examine previous studies on bidialectal codeswitching next.   

 

2.4.1.6. Arabic dialects codeswitching 

Arabic diglossia is a unique site for sociolinguistic inquiry, especially when it comes to 

codeswitching within Arabic varieties. However, as Albirini (2016) and Bassiouney (2006, 2010) 

have noted, it is challenging to prescribe codeswitching patterns and social functions of Arabic 

bidialectal codeswitching due to the unpredictable and frequent mixing of dialects in everyday 

communication. There are two Arabic varieties: the Standard is the formal register learned by 

Arabic speakers through formal education and used for academic and formal communications. 
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The dialect is the register used by families at home and for casual, daily communications. This 

second variety differs from one Arabic speaking region to another (e.g., Jordanian, Egyptian, 

Moroccan, and so on). Diglossia is formally defined in Ferguson's (1959), where he notes that 

Arabic is one of the few languages that demonstrate this phenomenon distinctly. The Standard 

variety is what is taught to Arabic L1 and L2 learners, while the dialects are acquired in everyday 

interaction with family and friends, and for L2 speakers, through additional instruction in the 

classroom and studying abroad in Arabic speaking regions (Al-Batal 1992). 

Codeswitching between the Standard and the local dialects have been examined in two 

domains highly relevant to the way Arabic is constructed: monitored and unmonitored speech. 

The choice and distribution of Arabic varieties is highly impacted by which speech it falls under. 

The importance of this categorization is brought up by Albirini (2011: 240), who defines 

monitored speech based on the function (formal, intellectual, serious topics that includes religion 

or academia), audience (relatively sizeable), and expected variety (typically, but not always, the 

Standard). Referencing the variationist linguistics tradition, from which he discusses the aspect 

of monitored and unmonitored speech styles (Labov, Cohen, Robins, and Lewis 1968), Albirini 

contests the idea that monitored speech as less authentic and spontaneous because of its tendency 

to use formal speech, compared to unmonitored and informal conversations. In Arabic, as he 

notes, there are different sets of expectations due to its diglossia, where using the dialects in 

monitored speech contexts would be marked and deemed unnatural. In other words, he calls for 

using so-called "monitored Arabic speech" to examine authentic and meaningful bidialectal 

switching because the Standard is expected in such contexts and dialect switches may occur 

spontaneously.  
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Unmonitored speech, according to Albirini, is what aligns with Labov's account of daily 

conversations as "the most systematic and regular form of language" (Labov et al. 1968: 167). 

This type of speech does not adhere to the norms of a speech community, instead being 

influenced by demographic, group, interpersonal, contextual and pragmatic aspects. 

Additionally, because it is based on social encounters in ordinary life, unmonitored speech often 

involves discussion of roles, meaning, and identity; this typically results in more variation in the 

patterns and functions of bidialectal codeswitching (Albirini 2016: 241). While the interpersonal 

nature of the conversations I analyze aligns more with unmonitored speech, the Arabic students' 

use of the Standard variety and the institutional context support monitored speech patterns, 

making their switches to the dialects marked and potentially meaningful. Next, I examine two 

studies on monitored speech, where the use of Standard is expected, that illustrate when the 

Standard or the dialect is preferred by Arabic speakers.  

Monitored Arabic speech was examined by Albirini (2011), who used video and audio 

data of religious lectures, political debates, and soccer commentaries to investigate the social 

functions of dialectal codeswitching. He identified nine interactional reasons why speakers in his 

monitored data switched to the dialect from the Standard: (i) in parenthetical phrases and fillers; 

(ii) to downplay a particular piece of the discourse; (iii) to mark indirect quotes; (iv) to simplify 

an idea; (v) to give examples; (vi) to signal a shift in tone from serious to comical; (vii) to 

discuss taboo or derogatory issues; (viii) to introduce daily-life sayings; and (ix) to scold, insult, 

or personally attack (Albirini 2011: 547). These general functions of switching to the dialect 

establish alignment with the audience by using a local and jointly accessible dialect. Using the 

Standard variety, on the other hand, appears for more serious and for more intentional purposes. 

The author found the following eight reasons: (i) to initiate formulaic expressions; (ii) to 
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highlight the importance of a segment of talk; (iii) to mark emphasis; (iv) to introduce direct 

quotations; (v) to signal a shift in tone from comical to formal; (vi) to produce rhyming stretches 

of discourse; (vii) to take a formal and academic stand; and (viii) to indicate pan-Arab or Muslim 

identity (Albirini 2011: 541). The author notes that the most noticeable pattern in switching to 

the Standard is in formulaic expressions that are religious in nature and express an Islamic 

identity (e.g., insh'Allah or 'God willing'). These expressions are used with an emphasis on the 

"Allah" part of the expression and as a transition element which draws attention of the Arabic 

listeners to the religious or serious topic shift.  

 Albirini and other Arabic sociolinguists derived their analysis of bidialectal 

codeswitching from Ferguson's (1959) model of diglossia, with some pragmatic expansion of the 

model in examining contexts where the "High" variety is traditionally designated. For instance, 

Saeed (1997) investigated the pragmatic functions and frequency of switching from Standard 

Arabic (SA) to three local Arabic dialects (Egyptian, Kuwaiti, and Yemeni) in the context of 

formal religious discourse. The author examined audio and video recordings of three Islamic 

scholars to illustrate their bidialectal codeswitching pattern. His findings are summarized in 

Albirini (2016: 242) and codeswitching falls into three classifications: (1) iconic/rhetorical (for 

quoting real-life events, hypothetical examples, and to simplify meaning); (2) structural 

(motivated by the speech structure); and (3) other (due to lack of linguistic competence in SA). 

These studies show that the SA is the variety deemed appropriate for formal and serious 

messages; its use indexes a more reserved membership and meaning. In contrast, switching to 

local dialects serves to simplify meaning through lighthearted language that creates alignment 

with the audience who uses these regional dialects in everyday communication.  
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While the previous studies focused on monitored speech which involves the expectation 

to use SA, other studies have explored spontaneous everyday discourse that is referred to by 

Albirini (2011) as unmonitored bidialectal interactions. Elsaadany (2003) examined 

codeswitching among different Arabic speakers living in the United States who would 

codeswitch between Arabic and English, as well as among their regional Arabic dialects. The 

participants of the study spoke a variety of Arabic dialects including Egyptian, Saudi, Sudanese, 

Jordanian, and Moroccan. The study found when these speakers communicate, they tend to 

codeswitch in cross-dialectal manner, without resorting to the SA variety. Interestingly, the study 

found that speakers of other dialects tend to codeswitch to the Egyptian dialect the most, 

especially at the lexical and phonological levels, while Egyptian speakers do not codeswitch to 

the other Arabic dialects. It is argued that speakers tend to switch to Egyptian because it is the 

most commonly familiar Arabic dialect, and speakers in the study switch to it to simplify 

communication and create alignment with their Egyptian interlocutors. Many instances of 

language play using bidialectal codeswitching were found in the study, which echoes findings by 

Albirini (2011) who found that switching to local dialects marks a shift in tone from serious to a 

playful one (in line with Gumperz's 1982 discussion of codeswitching functioning as a 

contextualization cue).    

Bidialectal codeswitching among L2 Arabic speakers is not widely studied. Most studies 

that examine bidialectal competencies among L2 Arabic speakers focus on the pedagogical 

implications of diglossia on Arabic as a foreign language (e.g., Al-Batal 1992; Palmer 2007), 

while others broadly examine L2 Arabic speakers' immersion and study abroad experiences in 

the Arab world using retrospective data with data derived from questionnaires and interviews 

(e.g., Al-Mamari 2011; Palmer 2008). This body of research confirm the advantages of studying 
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abroad and interacting with Arab locals for L2 Arabic pragmatic development, which is an 

important and productive way to attempt to answer the complicated issue of "what variety of 

Arabic should be taught to Arabic learners?" However, these studies neglect to show the lived 

reality of how L2 Arabic speakers utilize their dialect repertoire in interactions with L1 Arabic 

speakers, a point my study will begin to illuminate.   

Other more recent studies examined the pragmatic development of L2 Arabic learners 

who spent some time in an Arab region (e.g., Al-Gahtani and Roever 2015; Morkus 2018). These 

studies examined specific speech acts and the authors designed linguistic experiments to elicit 

oral speech using Arabic, participants' target language. Al-Gahtani and Roever (2015) examined 

the level of directness in request production among L2 Arabic learners in Saudi Arabia in a 

longitudinal study over a period of five months, with a focus on L2 use of Standard Arabic. The 

study found that participants' directness levels in requests followed a U-shaped pattern where 

they started off using direct request, then reduced them over a period of time by using less direct 

requests, and then reverted to more direct requests toward the end of their Arabic learning 

experience. The study justifies the use of the Standard because the authors' role-play experiments 

were conducted within an institutional context where the students were accustomed to using the 

more formal variety, especially in acts of requests from their fellow students or institutional 

representatives. Morkus (2018) examined the speech act of refusal in L2 Arabic with L1 

American English, focusing on Egyptian Arabic and comparing L2 pragmatic competence 

between intermediate and advanced Arabic learners. His focus was on negative pragmatic 

transfer from L1 English, which the study found to be more common among intermediate 

learners compared to advanced learners who gained more exposure to bidialectal social 

interactions. While these studies are useful in demonstrating the progression of L2 Arabic 
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pragmatic competence and the effectiveness of study abroad and immersion programs, the 

datasets are based on elicitation tasks that tend to be unnatural and do not represent the actual 

bidialectal codeswitching in social interaction.  

Al Masaeed (2020, 2021) takes a bidialectal perspective to examine L2 Arabic pragmatic 

competence among study abroad students. While his study does not focus on bidialectal 

codeswitching, it highlights the utility of infusing L2 Standard Arabic speech with the local 

variety to achieve pragmatic competence that approximates that of the locals' bidialectal 

competency. Al Masaeed (2021) uses different situational scenarios to elicit three speech acts: 

apologies, refusals, and requests. The author also tested the L2 Arabic speakers' ability before 

and after they finished their short-term study abroad experience (eight weeks) in Jordan and 

compared them to L1 Jordanian speakers in his data. He notes that he focused on these speech 

acts because they are ones that L1 Arabic speakers almost always use the spoken variety to 

communicate. His goal is to show the role of bidialectal practices in the improvement of 

appropriateness and pragmatic strategies of learners after their exposure to authentic Jordanian 

speech in their short study abroad. His findings align with previous studies on the benefits of 

study abroad for dialect pragmatic competence in those significant improvements in the L2 

Arabic appropriateness score and their use of bidialectal practices were noted. However, the L2 

Arabic speakers diverged from Jordanian L1 speakers in some aspects; specifically Al Masaeed 

found that participants after their study abroad used more words (i.e., displayed increased 

verbosity) in the three scenarios. According to the author, this is due to the fact that they were 

using more of recently learned spoken variety than they did before the eight-week program, and 

also their use of the local Jordanian dialect led to more appropriate productions of apologies, 

refusal, and requests in a manner similar to that of the Jordanian speakers. He points to learners' 
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increased awareness and knowledge of socio-pragmatic features that include using the dialect, 

not the SA, in the three speech acts he examined.  

In his 2021 study, Al Masaeed does not describe the participants' bidialectal alternation 

as "codeswitching," instead focusing on learners' use of the two dialects as an indicator of L2 

Arabic pragmatic competence. In his 2020 study, which I review in more detail later in this 

section in my discussion of translanguaging, Al Masaeed examines bidialectal translanguaging 

among L2 Arabic study abroad students in Morocco who would alternate between SA, Moroccan 

Arabic, English and a few times French, in creative and meaningful ways.  

When it comes to bidialectal codeswitching among L2 Arabic speakers, studies like Al 

Masaeed (2021) and Morkus (2018) have shown that exhibiting bidialectal codeswitching 

indicates high competency in L2 Arabic speech, which can be accomplished in relatively short 

periods of language immersion in programs where students learn authentic Arabic ways of using 

the Standard and the dialects. Both studies highlight the dearth of research in the domain of L2 

Arabic bidialectal competency and urge Arabic sociolinguist scholars to examine the empirical 

reality of L2 Arabic pragmatic abilities in interactions with Arabic speakers, a contribution the 

current study makes.   

 All things considered, codeswitching has been shown to be an effective and meaningful 

practice in bilinguals' speech. While most studies on language codeswitching underscore its 

positive interactive utility, the fact remains that there are several studies that view codeswitching 

as a reflection of bilinguals' language deficiency and the practice as detrimental for language 

development. I briefly present these views in the next section, showing part of the basis for a 

preference for translanguaging as a practical and comprehensive framework, which I review 

after. 
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2.4.1.7. Codeswitching: The critical view of the term and its implications 

The contention around the term codeswitching seems to fall under one of two categories based 

on how they were addressed in the previous literature: the first perspective addresses the limiting 

implications of the term and its basis on faulty conceptions of the bilingual mind; the second 

perspective examines how the term has been applied in pedagogical contexts and how it has been 

regarded as detrimental for the achievement of language learning. I briefly address each 

perspective in this section, examining the points of departure for use the term translanguaging. 

First, scholars have problematized the words "code" and "switch" in codeswitching, in 

the sense that it relies on faulty structural and mentals models of the bilingual, which is broadly 

built on psycholinguistic notions of languaging and the bilingual mind. This point of view finds 

fault with the terminology and the way it is used because of the underlying assumption of 

monolingualism as the norm. According to this critique, the term creates restriction and 

boundaries because of its rigid implications that fail to account for bilinguals' lived reality and 

their daily practices of language alternation. The "code" metaphor, as Becker (1995) argues, 

gives us a limiting view of language, similar to that of the conduit metaphor (Reddy 1979) of 

"output" that evokes an image of language as a converter or conduit of fixed coded messages. 

Becker suggests we view language as languaging, as a verb reflecting the ongoing activity of 

language. This concept is similar to the reasoning behind Li Wei's later preference for the term 

translanguaging instead of codeswitching, which I present in the next section.  

Within this view of codeswitching as an insufficient of faulty term, Cáccamo (2000) 

offers one of the earlier discussions that problematizes equating "code" in codeswitching to 

language variety. This interpretation, according to the author, may mask the interactional roles of 

such alternation: 
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Practically all work on "code-switching," or changing codes, has been based on a strict 
identification between the notions of "code" and "linguistic variety," be that a language, 
dialect, style, or prosodic register. However, this structural focus fails to convincingly 
explain certain conversational phenomena relative to relevance or significance (or lack of 
relevance) of alternations between contrasting varieties. (as translated and cited by Nilep 
2006: 2) 

 

In an attempt to bridge this gap, Nilep (2006) notes that language researchers have investigated 

the structural affordances and constraints of codeswitching in syntax, morphology, and 

phonology, which offered constructive models. Nevertheless, as he states, it fails to account for 

why codeswitching happens, its functional properties, an aspect that is addressed in scholarly 

research oriented towards sociocultural linguistics (Nilep 2006: 2). According to Goodman and 

Tastanbek (2021), the ambiguity surrounding the term codeswitching emerged from its early 

conception as a practice analyzed within the context of diglossia in speech communities, defined 

as when "two varieties of language exist side by side through the community, with each having a 

different role to play" (Ferguson 1959: 325). This definition of diglossia and others that 

expanded on it, for instance Fishman's (1967: 30) definition of diglossia as inclusive of "sperate 

dialects, registers, or functionally differentiated language varieties," are still limiting and 

bounded, as Goodman and Tastanbek explain. Additionally, as the authors note, the definitions 

imply a bilingual's awareness of boundaries, which accentuates separation and overlooks natural 

and spontaneous mixing. The authors align with García's (2009) views on codeswitching, stating 

that this stems from a monoglossic framework of language that sees bilinguals as a combination 

of two separate monolinguals, and they propose translanguaging as a more encompassing term. 

Myers-Scotton's (1993) model of the codeswitching called the "matrix language frame," 

which I mentioned earlier, introduces the distinction between a "matrix language" and an 

"imbedded language" along with other grammatical categorizations that reflect the grammatical 
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structure of codeswitching. This idea has been contested by many scholars who observe 

challenges in separating grammatical features based on the model, especially in instances where 

it is difficult to identify the matrix language in extended and continued codeswitching (Goodman 

and Tastanbek 2021: 32). Goodman and Tastanbek point to cases where codeswitching would 

fail to capture what was going on, such as when speakers use "fused" speech that linguistically 

contain components from both languages and psychologically imply bilingual processing of two 

languages at the same time (32). In such instances, it is challenging to determine a specific 

language that the bilingual switches "from" or "to" in the ongoing speech. Goodman and 

Tastanbek (2021) cite research by Bilaniuk (2004: 417) who showed interview data of a 

Ukrainian-speaking woman who speaks Russian using Ukrainian pronunciation in meaningful 

ways, in which case she is simultaneously using both of her language resources; codeswitching 

or Myers-Scotton's matrix language frame would be insufficient to capture this complexity. 

Other studies reject the term codeswitching to counter historically dominant cultural 

ideologies that deems certain varieties as different while others as the norm in the mainstream 

public. For example, Young (2009) discusses American communities that use hybrid varieties 

that do not follow the use of so-called Standard English. He examines African American English 

(AAE), and occasionally references Spanglish, a hybrid variety used by Spanish-English 

speakers, in light of how public media address these language practices. He makes an argument 

against using the term "codeswitching" in the context of AAE using Du Bois' (1994) concept of 

"double consciousness," which describes the psychological and linguistic impact of a long 

history of racism and segregation of black people in the U.S. Young problematizes the 

mainstream view of Barack Obama's speeches being described as an example of codeswitching, 

claiming that such opinions stem from a deficient view of AAE, which equate the variety with 



 89 

illiteracy and stems from "segregationist, racist logic" (52). Instead, he proposes "code meshing" 

which he defines as "the blending and concurrent use of American English dialects in formal, 

discursive products, such as political speeches, student papers, and media interviews" (51).  

Lu and Horner (2013) opted for the term "translingual practices," expressing the 

detrimental impact of the divisive implications of the term codeswitching on subordinated 

communities in that it views varieties of languages "as discrete, stable, internally uniform, and 

linked" to one's "likewise stable and uniform location and social identity" (Lu and Horner 2013: 

583). Lu and Homer (2013) make an argument against codeswitching as a "monolingualist 

ideology," addressing the problematic connotations of a "mother" or "native" language implied 

when using the term. They examine rhetorical and composition essays where the normative 

"code" is Standard Written English and call for a translanguaging perspective to foreground 

writers' agency. In reference to Young's (2009) call for using the term "code meshing," they 

make the favorable distinction that "[c]ode-switching is commonly understood to represent 

submission to the norms of specific codes, whereas code-meshing is seen as deviating from these 

norms through (unauthorized) mixing or meshing of them" (600). In other words, codeswitching 

is viewed as an "illegitimate" practice which deviates from the status quo, and in certain 

marginalized communities, this view carries social justice implications.  

The idea that language reflects society and indexes identity is echoed by Gumperz (1982) 

who states that in bilingual communities, "the tendency is for the ethnically specific minority 

language to be regarded as the 'we-code' (…) and for the majority language to be regarded as the 

'they-code" (66). Based on these views it appears that there is a need to reconceptualize the 

concept of codeswitching, evident in the above critique and in some studies' suggestions of 

alternative terminology. These disapproving views mainly stem from theoretical and ideological 
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points of views; however, similar negative views are evident in educational contexts where the 

stigma of the term carries impacts on bilingual education and learners' identities. 

The other negative view about codeswitching emerges from its pedagogical implications 

in formal language learning contexts. The institutional expectation of language learning stresses 

the importance of using one language at a time to achieve language competence; deviations from 

this norm is considered a marker of lack of proficiency in the target language. As Romaine 

(1995) asserts in regard to codeswitching, "[i]ndeed, in probably the majority of communities 

where it has been studied, some social stigma has been attached to this mode of speaking by both 

the community as well as outgroup members, e.g., educators" (291). Even though many current 

linguists have abandoned the concept of codeswitching as an anomaly, the opinions of these 

"stakeholders" in language teaching maintain a negative and unfavorable view of codeswitching 

in educational settings.   

Early research in bilingualism blatantly considered codeswitching as a defect resulting 

from knowledge gaps and incompetence (e.g., Bloomfield 1927; Weinreich 1968). In fact, 

Weinreich (1968) defined the "ideal bilingual" as someone who "switches from one language to 

another according to appropriate changes in the speech situation (interlocutors, topics, etc.), but 

not in an unchanged speech situation and certainly not within a single sentence" (73). According 

to his account, a bilingual who switches in the same "speech situation" or "within a single 

sentence" are not ideal; their inappropriate language switching deems them as deficient 

bilinguals.  

Some of the research about the negative implications of codeswitching is from language 

teachers' perspective who were asked by the researchers about their students' language practices 

(e.g., Ellis 1984; Cook 2001; Olmo-Castillo 2014). The consensus in those studies is that 
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teachers sometimes view codeswitching as a hinderance for learning the target language; 

nonetheless, the researchers (and some of the teachers) observe that codeswitching is a natural 

practice in contexts where two languages are shared by speakers, and it may help students 

participate more in the discussion if they are able use to the language they know well and are 

comfortable using. The idea that codeswitching is a sign of "linguistic decay" was discussed (and 

rejected) by Appel and Muysken (1995), who note that "code mixing" is viewed more negatively 

because of its unsystematic nature and it is generally viewed as a "coping mechanism" as 

opposed to codeswitching which is viewed as more strategic. 

The stigma around codeswitching is not only due to its perceived negative impact on 

students, but also toward when and how teachers codeswitch. In the Malaysian context, where 

multiple languages coexist (137 languages and dialects), codeswitching is sometimes viewed as a 

"coping strategy employed by... instructors to mask their linguistic competence" (Ariffin and 

Husin 2011: 239), fitting in with the idea that the "major reason for code switching is limited 

proficiency in a language" (David and McLellan 2011: 293). Several Malaysian studies have 

sought to dispel this stigma by researching students' attitudes regarding the usage of L1 in their 

learning. For example, Selamat's (2014) research at two Malaysian secondary schools found that 

while instructors were worried that codeswitching might impair students' language acquisition, 

students saw it as a valuable resource in their learning. Similar findings were found by 

Rajendram (2019) who wrote her dissertation on translanguaging as an effective pedagogical 

strategy in Malaysian classrooms.  

In postcolonial contexts where language choice can be indicative of political and national 

identity, Gibson Ferguson (2003) notes that codeswitching is viewed indifferently in South 

Africa, but it is viewed very negatively in Hong Kong. He argues in favor of a change in 
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language policy that views codeswitching as a systematic and functional practice that is 

conducive in the classroom irrespective of political associations. His suggestion seems to be in 

line to what later emerged as pedagogical translanguaging, a strategic incorporation of the 

students and teachers' linguistic repertoires into classroom activities.  

 

2.4.1.8. Summary 

To sum up, I provided definitions of the concept of codeswitching in linguistic research, then 

identified its application in sociolinguistic research. I then reviewed studies of codeswitching in 

second language acquisition as well as in telecollaborative language learning contexts, with a 

focus on the practice's social and interactional functions based on empirical research. I then 

narrowed down my scope to cover codeswitching in Arabic and English, and bidialectal 

codeswitching between Standard Arabic and regional Arabic dialects. Finally, I presented an 

overview of scholarly work that questioned and challenged the term codeswitching based on two 

perspectives, its restrictive and limiting implications that fails to capture the reality of 

bilingualism, and its pedagogical implication on bilingual language learning. Many researchers 

who contested the use of codeswitching proposed a more encompassing term to capture language 

alternation in a holistic and favorable way. In the next section, I present the scholarly transition 

in describing multilingual language practices that lead to the favorable use of translanguaging 

and review the concept in its pedagogical and non-pedagogical applications.   

 

2.4.2. From codeswitching to translanguaging  

Recent studies have addressed how the terms codeswitching and translanguaging are taken up 

by linguistics scholars and the relationship between codeswitching and translanguaging, with 
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multiple discussions that present different points of views that attempt to distinguish or reconcile 

the two terms and their use in language research. In this section, I present the most important 

ideas in the field of translanguaging as they relate to my study; I then provide definitions of the 

concept of translanguaging and how it is used empirically in language research.  

 The previously discussed study on the topic of translanguaging and codeswitching by 

Goodman and Tastanbek (2021: 29-30) outlined different categories of the current literature, 

showing how scholarly research view the two concepts. First, studies that view translanguaging 

and codeswitching as founded on different concepts about the bilingual mind, to that end, the 

two concepts are not mutually intelligible. According to such studies (e.g., Otheguy, García, and 

Reid 2015, 2019) the conception of translanguaging challenges the idea of "code" in 

codeswitching in its bounded and additive sense; for these translanguaging studies, multilinguals 

"expand" their language repertoire instead of switching or adding. Second, there are studies that 

account for translanguaging as a multidimensional practice that includes codeswitching as a 

practice of language alternation (García 2009; Mazak 2017), or views translanguaging as an 

attempt to disrupt the idea of "code" and what it implies, but do not attempt to replace the 

longstanding position of the term codeswitching (Li Wei 2018: 27). Finally, there are studies that 

examine translanguaging broadly as a theoretical conception that is different from codeswitching 

(Heugh 2015), while others still acknowledge its overlap with codeswitching (Baker and Wright 

2017).  

The notions of codeswitching and translanguaging, according to García (2009), stem 

from theoretically different positions on how language contact is viewed. In translanguaging, 

multilinguals are viewed as having access to "a languaging continuum" (García, 2009: 47) rather 

than being based on choices of "language" or "code." From a theoretical standpoint, García, 
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Johnson, Seltzer, and Valdés (2017: 20) make the point that codeswitching is conceptually and 

ideologically different from translanguaging; they state this distinction as follows: 

Code-switching refers to switching back and forth between language codes that are 
referred to as separate and autonomous. It considers language only from an external 
perspective. Code-switching is often considered a violation and a disruption of 
monolingual language use and is frequently stigmatized. Translanguaging, however, 
refers to the ways that bilinguals use their language repertoires, from their own 
perspectives, and not from the perspective of national or standard languages.  

 

The current study aligns more with the second and third perception of translanguaging in line 

with Li Wei's treatment of the concept, which is echoed in the work of Ortega (2017, 2019) and 

many others (e.g., García and Li Wei 2014). Scholars under this category acknowledge the added 

value of translanguaging in capturing the social intricacies of bilingual interactions and the 

bilinguals' creativity, criticality, and agency (Li Wei 2018: 23), but still acknowledge 

codeswitching. For these authors, the theoretical and practical capacity of translanguaging can 

capture moments a traditional view of codeswitching will insufficiently describe, and the concept 

is not intended to be oblivious of the fact that bilinguals are aware of their named languages 

(Ortega 2019). Li Wei's recent work (e.g., 2018) uses translanguaging to capture creative and 

playful practices of bilinguals' interaction that codeswitching, or any other "code" based terms, 

would fail to capture, and his earlier work that used codeswitching (e.g., Li Wei 1998) is focused 

more on interactional and structuring functions of the practice where the concept of "code" is 

clear and interactionally negotiated. In fact, even in his later work addressing translanguaging, Li 

Wei (2018) mentions codeswitching in his discussion of bilingual first language acquisition 

where the language boundaries are drawn pedagogically.  

In his earlier work, Li Wei (1998) investigates interactional functions of code-switching 

as a possible source to enhance turn selection, mark dispreferred responses (i.e., ones which 
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work against accomplishing the planned action of a previous turn), and make speakers' identities 

and backgrounds relevant to the ongoing interaction. In this study, which predates his later work 

on translanguaging, the author views alternations between languages at or above the clause level 

as codeswitching. His later work moves away from the traditional distinction between languages 

as "codes," pointing to how traditional terms such as codeswitching and code-mixing become 

"unable to fully capture the creative and critical dimensions" of these languages, noting that in 

reference to Chinese Singaporean speech "[a] classic code-switching approach would assume 

switching back and forward to a single language default, and it would be the wrong assumption 

to make about this community of multilinguals" (Li Wei 2018: 13-14). In contrast, according to 

Li Wei, the notion of translanguaging captures the multilayered capacity of language alternation 

as more than entities of cognitive structures being alternated. Li Wei's work extensively focused 

on translanguaging as a term to describe moments that involve creative and playful use of 

languages. He examines what he calls New Chinglish, which involves "ordinary English 

utterances being re-appropriated with entirely different meanings for communication between 

Chinese users of English as well as creations of words and expressions that adhere broadly to the 

morphological rules of English but with Chinese twists and meanings" (Li Wei 2018: 11-12).  

Similarly, Ortega (2019: 31) affirms that the translanguaging concept does not overlook 

the fact that for bilinguals, "languages are often identified and treated by speakers as labeled and 

separate at the conscious level"; however, "what routinely goes into meaning-making by 

multilinguals, both overtly and covertly, is the fluid mixing of semiotic codes irrespective of 

named languages." She gives an example of study by Swanwick, Wright, and Salter (2016) 

observing a young girl from Pakistan who goes to school in North England and uses a multitude 

of linguistic and semiotic resources within a single exchange (e.g., she reads out loud from a 
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book in English, then answers her mother's questions about the book in Punjabi, while 

simultaneously changing body configurations and facial expressions to maintain dialogic and 

multimodal connection with her mother). The girl was able to identify and clearly articulate the 

different linguistic and semiotic resources she uses in her daily interactions (e.g., she mentions 

that she signs to her deaf father, uses English and Punjabi with her mother, and uses English with 

her friends) (Swanwick et al. 2016 as cited in Ortega 2019: 31). Ortega notes that the little girl's 

practices are not purely codeswitching, but neither are they translanguaging. They align more to 

a middle ground within the continuum of "codeswitching" and "translanguaging," described next.  

Unlike Li Wei, who maintains a position that "code" is a limiting notion that fails to 

capture creativity and agency in bilinguals' interactions, Ortega, while still acknowledging these 

values, outlines an empirically based continuum of mixing practice. On the one extreme end 

there is straightforward codeswitching, instances where there is no ambiguity about language 

boundaries and the bilinguals' verbalized awareness of them; in the middle, there is "code 

gliding" or "multiple, frequent, rapid and unselfconscious weaving in and out of languages" 

(Sridhar and Sridhar 2018: 5, as cited in Ortega 2019: 31); and on the opposite extreme side there 

is translanguaging, "where language boundaries are said to be blurred or fused" (Ortega 2019: 

31).  

She provides an example of translanguaging from her personal interactions with a 

childhood friend on Facebook who sent her a message: "mi segunda lengua favorita, el 

horringlish" translated as "my favorite second language, the horringlish." Ortega notes that 

Spanish word "el horringlish," which is a creative mixture of "horrible" and "English," is fused 

with a combination of English and Spanish, where the word horrible is a cognate and homograph 

in both languages. This playful blend makes it a challenge to determine a "switch" from one 
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language to another; especially in its social meaning where Ortega understood the message as 

more than "horrible English"; knowing her friend well, she knows that he meant "to express 

mixed feelings toward a language that is at once loved and challenging to learn" (31). This was a 

meaningful interaction that included an expression interpretable only based on the participants' 

shared history and their joint Spanish and English repertoire, and it is an example, according to 

Ortega, that the construct of translanguaging can capture. Next, I expand on the concept of 

translanguaging and its pedagogical and social applications.  

 

2.4.2.1. The conceptualization of translanguaging 

The term translanguaging was originally coined as a descriptive name for a specific pedagogical 

activity in which the teaching and learning practices in bilingual classrooms involve an input in 

one language and an output in another (Li Wei 2018: 15). Translanguaging is a term attributed to 

Cen Williams' (1994) Welsh translation of the term trawsieithu, to capture teaching and learning 

practices of Welsh and English, where the teacher would mostly teach in Welsh and the students 

would mostly respond in English, occasionally reversing the language choice based on the class 

task; the author observed that this pedagogical practice that proved to be helpful for the learners. 

As noted by Li Wei (2018), Baker (2001) first translated the term into English and defined 

translanguaging broadly as "the process of making meaning, shaping experiences, gaining 

understanding and knowledge through the use of two languages" (Baker 2001: 288). While these 

practices were not exclusive to the Welsh classroom, as Li Wei (2018) asserts, their use and 

effective utility in the classroom were not stigmatized; the students' and teachers' language 

varieties in the translanguaging context were honored and utilized to maximize teaching and 

learning. 
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The notion of translanguaging parallels Becker's (1995) idea of languaging; in his 

collection of essays entitled Beyond Translation, Becker explains that "[a]ll languaging is what 

in Java is called jarwa dhosok, taking old language (jarwa) and pushing (dhosok) it into new 

contexts" (185). His idea is that language involves an active process of "languaging," which has 

to do with the creation of social context through language, a perspective now captured in 

interactional sociolinguistics and other approaches to the analysis of discourse. García and 

Sylvan (2011) argue that "Translanguaging builds on the concept of languaging…. However, 

translanguaging also relates to the concept of transculturation," which "refers to the complex and 

multidirectional process in cultural transformation, as well as to the questioning of the 

epistemological purity of disciplines and of the knowing subject" (389). According to the 

authors, by blending the concepts of transculturation and languaging, translanguaging 

acknowledges "the complex and multidirectional process in the language practices of people and 

challenges the view of languages as autonomous and pure, as constructed in Western thought" 

(389). 

The idea of translanguaging in recent literature evolved to include the multiple linguistic 

and non-linguistic resources consistently used by participants as a system of communication 

(e.g., García 2009; García and Li Wei 2014; Ortega 2017, 2019), which include multiple 

languages in the meaning-making process of the conversation. In describing the practice of 

translanguaging, Ortega (2017: 290-291) states, 

Humans make meaning by assembling linguistic signs but also by pooling language (and 
all their languages) together with whatever other bits of semiotic repertoire they have, to 
the point that meaning making is always multisensory, multimodal, and always involving 
much more than language. 
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Ortega (2019) elaborates on the concept translanguaging, advocating for empirically based 

research of its practical manifestations in bilinguals' interactions. In the field of 

psycholinguistics, Ortega asserts that translanguaging is "covert and unavoidable, as 

multilinguals cannot engage in one-language-at-a-time processing, because all languages get co-

activated for comprehension" (31-32). This has important implications in bilinguals' pedagogical 

and social contexts, which I explore next.   

 

2.4.2.2. Pedagogical and spontaneous translanguaging  

Based on prior research of the theoretical and practical aspects of translanguaging, there are two 

overarching dimensions of translanguaging: pedagogical and spontaneous (Cenoz 2017), where 

the practice is viewed as an instructional classroom strategy (pedagogical); or translanguaging 

observed in the lived reality of bilinguals (spontaneous). The boundary between the two can be 

challenging to decipher as spontaneous translanguaging, due to its nature, can occur in 

pedagogical contexts where it may or may not have explicit pedagogical value. My focus here is 

on reviewing the literature that has identified the application of translanguaging as a pedagogical 

or spontaneous translanguaging. There is a rich and complex history of the theoretical bases of 

pedagogical translanguaging that is beyond the scope of this study. I focus here on broadly 

defining the concept and briefly overview studies that examined translanguaging for pedagogy.  

 

2.4.2.2.2. Pedagogical translanguaging 

As stated earlier, translanguaging was originally intended as a pedagogical practice where two 

languages are used for teaching and learning, a practice implemented by Cen Williams (1994) 

using English and Welsh. Pedagogical translanguaging is defined by García and Kano (2014) as 
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"a process by which students and teachers engage in complex discursive practices that include all 

the language practices of all students in a class in order to develop new language practices and 

sustain old ones, communicate appropriate knowledge, and give voice to new socio-political 

realities by interrogating linguistic inequality" (261). This view of translanguaging normalizes 

the bilingual speaker's language repertoire as productive and sanctioned within the classroom 

context. Translanguaging pedagogy is viewed as instrumental for social justice as it offers 

linguistically minoritized bilinguals the agency to maximize their language learning and societal 

integration using what is accessible and known to them (Ortega 2019; García et al. 2017).   

In language-learning contexts, Ortega (2017) notes that allowing translanguaging 

practices helps in supporting arguments advocating for a view of "multicompetence" (Cook 

1992) to challenge an inferior view of non-native speakers. Referencing the work of Jarvis and 

Pavlenko (2008), Ortega (2017: 290) explain the multilingual turn in SLA which impacted the 

conception of translanguaging, as involving the fundamental assumption that "bilinguals are not 

double monolinguals and that all the languages of L2 learners interact at all levels of proficiency 

and in all directions." Interlocutors, under the view of translanguaging, meaningfully utilize their 

"full linguistic repertoire without regard for watchful adherence to the socially and politically 

defined boundaries of named (and usually national and state) languages" (García, Otheguy and 

Reid 2015: 283). 

Many studies have explored the benefits of integrating translanguaging as a pedagogical 

practice within language learning classrooms and have advocated for their utility to enable 

students to access knowledge and better understand the subject matter (e.g., García 2009; Garza 

and Langman 2014). For instance, Garza and Langaman's (2014) examination of data collected 

at a Texas elementary school showed the benefits of permitting bilingual use in a Spanish and 
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English class among Latin bilinguals, where the teacher enabled them to access academic 

material using the language skills they bring to the classroom while also learning new ones. The 

authors assert the need for more research on student-led translanguaging with a focus on the 

students' shared sociocultural backgrounds. Creese and Blackledge (2010) argue that students' 

bilingual classroom activities can be viewed as "a way to save face with regard to different levels 

and proficiencies in the two languages", as well as "a style resource (Androutsopoulos 2007) for 

identity performance to peers" (110).  

Recent studies on pedagogical translanguaging use the term to distance the practice and 

its pedagogical utility from the negative associations surrounding the term codeswitching. For 

example, in the Malaysian context, where the term codeswitching is viewed negatively, 

Rajendram (2019) explores the multilingual practices of trilingual speakers (Tamil, Malay, and 

English) in English classes in Malaysia, stating that her choice to use translanguaging is inspired 

by the pedagogical positivity surrounding the term. She compares two elementary classrooms in 

Malaysia where one was conducted with the traditional English-only policy, and the other 

allowed students to use their trilingual resources while learning English. She found that in both 

classes the students mobilized practices of translanguaging using multiple verbal and non-verbal 

resources, irrespective of rules and expectation. Even when students are not "instructed" to 

translanguage, they naturally and productively utilize their repertoires. Rajendram advocates for 

the practice of student-led collaborative translanguaging by documenting its affordances in 

Malaysian language classrooms where multiple languages naturally coexist. From interviewing 

the students and their two teachers, she concludes that the institutional language rules and 

practices, parental attitudes about linguistic capital, and ethnic conflicts in the nation, all affected 

and inhibited students' individual language choices and views about translanguaging. 
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Nonetheless, the students in both classes were able to fulfill the tasks and utilize the affordances 

of translanguaging productively and agentively.  

Pedagogical translanguaging accounts not only for the bilinguals' spoken languages, but 

also for their semiotic and multimodal repertoires. According to Li Wei (2018), a 

translanguaging approach to analyze multilinguals' language interactions underscores the agency 

of language learners and highlights the multiple sides of language users, including their 

"personal history, experience, and environment; their attitude, belief, and ideology; their 

cognitive and physical capacity" (Li Wei 2018: 23). He discusses the scope of translanguaging in 

bilingual pedagogical contexts as encompassing multimodal and multisensory aspects of 

interaction:  

Translanguaging embraces the multimodal social semiotic view that linguistic 
signs are part of a wider repertoire of modal resources that sign makers have at 
their disposal … It foregrounds the different ways language users employ, create, 
and interpret different kinds of signs to communicate across contexts and 
participants and perform their different subjectivities.  (Li Wei 2018: 22) 

 

Li Wei introduces the concept of translanguaging space, defined as "a space that is created by 

and for translanguaging practices, and a space where language users break down the 

ideologically laden dichotomies," which "allows language users to integrate social spaces (and 

thus 'linguistic codes') that have been formerly separated through different practices in different 

places." (Li Wei 2018: 23). The concepts of creativity and criticality are central to the 

transformative potential of translanguaging (García and Wei 2014). Creativity is defined as the 

capacity to "'push and break boundaries between named language and between language 

varieties and to flout norms of behaviour" (Li Wei 2018: 23), and, criticality, refers to the 

capacity to draw from "available evidence insightfully to inform different perspectives of 
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cultural, social and linguistic phenomena and to challenge and express ideas through reasoned 

responses to situations" (Lie Wei 2018: 23).  

 In his studies on Chinese heritage language learners of Mandarin in the U.K., Li Wei 

(2014) demonstrates how students showed agency in constructing their learner identities by using 

Cantonese characters in their class work to express learned Mandarin expressions, which shows 

creativity and criticality where they were able to utilize the semiotic resources readily available 

and meaningful to them to achieve learning. In a study of language practices in English-Medium-

Instruction mathematics classrooms in Hong Kong, Tai and Li Wei (2021) examine the use of 

multiple languages and modalities to learn mathematics concepts, focusing on how the teacher 

constructs playful talk to promote and assist content learning. For example, the teacher uses 

mnemonics that include Cantonese rhyming words, repetition, stress, and English mathematical 

technical terms to enhance students' learning and retrieval of mathematic concepts. Another 

example the authors provide is of the teacher's creation of an imaginary context using 

multimodal resources to promote comprehension and simplify complex mathematical concept. In 

this context, the teacher creates a hypothetical scenario using a multitude of resources, that 

includes "gestures, intonations, smiley voice, facial expressions, use of Cantonese, the drawings 

(hand-drawn person and a triangle which represents a hill)" (623). According to the authors, 

translanguaging enables the teacher to connect mathematical notions with a lighthearted playful 

talk using shared resources accessible to his students. This focus on the semiotic and multimodal 

resources, that includes linguistics landscape, is explored more within the context of spontaneous 

translanguaging, which I present next.  
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2.4.2.2.2. Spontaneous translanguaging 

Translanguaging practices have been investigated in everyday commercial contexts and 

locations, such as on signage in markets and shops (e.g. Blackledge and Creese 2017; 

Blackledge, Creese, and Hu 2016). The semiotic resources of interactions involving 

translanguaging has been examined in trading contexts by Blackledge and Creese (2017), which 

mainly involve people who do not share linguistic or cultural backgrounds. In discussing an 

example involving a Chinese butcher's interaction with a customer at a market in Birmingham, 

U.K., the authors illustrate ways through which semiotic repertoires are used instead of verbal 

linguistic ones, to accomplish the trading activity: 

When a customer asks the assistant butcher for the relatively specialized product of pig's 
small intestine, he does not easily have the English words required. Instead he 
translanguages through a repertoire of expansive gestures which are understood by the 
assistant butcher because he has encountered something like it before. (Blackledge and 
Creese 2017: 266) 

 

According to the authors, the commercial activity is accomplished successfully and pleasantly, 

with no visible disparities between language, cultural, or national backgrounds, thanks to 

translanguaging in the use of shared semiotic repertoires of gestures and expressive facial 

expressions (266). A key distinction that Blackledge and Creese (2017) make in regard to what 

makes translanguaging as a descriptive tool distinctive from codeswitching is that under a 

translanguaging view, practices of language alternation are not seen as "marked or unusual, but 

are rather taken to be the normal mode of communication" (252).   

 In a study that examined Korean and English bilinguals' interactions, Ryoo (2017) 

conducted focus groups where a number of Korean Americans, who were first generation 

immigrants to the U.S., sat with one another and were prompted by the researcher to talk without 

being instructed about what language to use. The bilinguals initially used English, but as they 
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spent longer periods of time, they started engaging in translanguaging where they would use 

Korean along with other playful mixings of English and Korean. The author describes 

translanguaging as an "intimate practice" (179), in the sense that the bilinguals initially 

maintained language separation but as they got to know one another and interact further they 

started alternating languages comfortably and meaningfully. This initial hesitation to mix 

languages was confirmed by Ryoo during interviews with the participants who expressed that 

they felt comfortable mixing languages with close friends and family, but found it difficult to 

initiate translanguaging with strangers, even knowing they both speak the same languages. The 

author states that the participants' unwillingness to use their languages, as well as the shame 

associated with mixing language, may reflect how often Korean and English are 

compartmentalized within the Korean educational system and society in general (192). Ryoo is 

yet another scholar who uses the term "translanguaging" to convey a positive attitude toward 

spontaneous language alternation behaviors. 

Translanguaging as a descriptive tool proves to be lucrative in the context of Arabic 

diglossia where the choices of language varieties expand. Al Masaeed (2020) examines L2 

Arabic study abroad students' speech where participants interact using different varieties of 

Arabic and English during "conversations-for-learning" sessions. In his (2020) study, Al 

Masaeed examines L2 Arabic dyadic interactions in Morocco during a summer study abroad 

where American students talked to native Moroccan students who spoke English and French.  

The Moroccan students were hired and paid to participate in a U.S. federally funded program, so 

their role was to engage in Standard Arabic conversations with the expectation of giving 

feedback during these speaking practice sessions.  
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Al Masaeed's findings reveal recurrent and successive translanguaging between the 

Standard and Moroccan varieties, despite the Standard-only policy. While the participants (both 

L1 and L2 Arabic speakers) mostly used the Standard, they both frequently used the Moroccan 

variety, as well as sometimes Egyptian and Levantine, and some English words and phrases, and 

in few cases they playfully integrated French words and pronunciations. The author notes that 

these switches to Moroccan contribute to establishing intersubjectivity and show intercultural 

competence of L2 Arabic speaker. Al Masaeed's use of translanguaging in describing his data 

seems to be motivated by the lack of hesitation and fluidity presented in the participants' uses of 

the two dialects. He states that:  

This linguistic fluidity does not disregard multilingual speakers' awareness of linguistic 
and ideological boundaries, but rather acknowledges their ability to strategically and 
creatively exploit and manipulate the linguistic resources they have at their disposal for 
engaging in productive and meaningful interactions. Translanguaging focuses on how 
multidialectal and multilingual practices reflect the speaker's own idiolect (i.e., 
strategically deploying all their linguistic repertories regardless of named languages). 
(Al Masaeed 2020: 251) 

 

Al Masaeed (2020) offers a unique perspective on the language/dialect alternation practices of 

L2 Arabic speakers. The view of bilinguals fusing language boundaries in their natural speech 

creates the possibility of describing the students' language practices as translanguaging. There is 

one example from his study that aligns with translanguaging as a concept of fusing multiple 

language resources in a creative and playful manner, which shows the multifaceted sides of 

language varieties that are used as a source of humor and cannot be captured by a code-based 

distinction. The author gives an example that features translanguaging in language play using 

French pronunciation where an L2 Arabic speaker starts telling his partner about what he did 

while traveling to another city using a mixture of Standard and Moroccan and shares that he went 

to a coffee shop and had a cappuccino and a croissant. He says "cappuccino" while lengthening 
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the vowels and using smiley voice, then, as he notices his partner's laughter at his first 

pronunciation, he says "croissant" in an exaggerated French manner, and subsequently repeats 

the French "oui" or 'yes yes.' While the author does not know if the L2 Arabic speaker speaks 

French, this interaction creates humor by playfully mixing resources available in the context of 

Morocco, where codeswitching between French and Moroccan Arabic is widely attested 

(Albirini 2016).  

Translanguaging in written digital contexts in Arabic offers an interesting site for 

research on creative interactive practices. Arabizi is a written form used in texting where Arabic 

meaning is conveyed through English script and certain numbers are used to replace Arabic-

specific consonants that are not present in English. Albirini (2016) notes that it is viewed as 

casual chat that includes a mixture of English and Arabic, where Arabic words are codified using 

English letters written from left to right (unlike Arabic text, which is written from right to left). 

Because of the expansion of technology-related English terminology, it is widely used among 

Arab youth in social media and personal texting exchanges. Ortega (2017) describes this 

phenomenon, noting similar practices have been described as "script-focused translanguaging" or 

"trans-scripting" (Androutsopoulos 2015: 188; as cited in Ortega 2017: 295).  

 

2.3.2.2.3. Summary 

In brief, I have shown how translanguaging emerged as a concept that captures bilinguals' 

language resources as entities that do not occur independently from one another, but rather 

coexist in their acquisition and utilization in social and pedagogical contexts. I presented the 

many schools of thought on translanguaging research that advocate for a paradigm shift in the 

way language alternation practices are addressed, where an existence of named languages is 
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acknowledged, but their practical utilization transcends boundaries among those languages. 

While the construct of codeswitching productively captures many of bilinguals' language 

alternation practices, it has been shown to lack the capacity to fully account for nuanced 

practices of language use where the boundaries between languages are blurred in creative and 

meaningful ways. 

2.4.3. Conclusion  

This chapter has introduced the theoretical framework through which I analyze the study data. I 

presented the underlying framework of interactional sociolinguistics and outlined its fundamental 

ideas and notions, including Gumperz's (1982) concepts of conversational inference and 

contextualization cues, which he introduced in founding what would become known as 

interactional sociolinguistics; Schiffrin's (1987) work on discourse markers; Goffman's (1981) 

concepts footing and participation frameworks; Bakhtin's (1981, 1986) concepts of dialogicality 

and its manifestation in double-voiced discourse and Kristeva's (1986) notion of intertextuality. 

The chapter has also introduced Tannen's (2007) synthesis of Bakhtin's (1981) dialogicality in 

her study of repetition and constructed dialogue as resources to establish involvement in social 

interactions as well as other studies that connect theorizing by Bakhtin and Goffman in the 

context of interactional sociolinguistics (e.g., Gordon 2009). In addition, I identified the current 

research on the backdrop of institutional discourse (Heritage 1997) in language telecollaboration 

where the eTandem data is situated.  

 The notions of dialogicality, intertextuality, and double-voiced discourse are foundational 

concepts for my analysis in that they highlight aspects of translanguaging that distinguish the 

construct from other language alternation practices also observed in the current study. 

Additionally, Becker's (1984) idea of shared "prior text" highlights the differences observed in 
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the data based on the dyads' shared access to Arabic dialects and cultural resources. These 

analytical approaches together illuminate the appearance of the students' creative language 

alternation practices that challenge prior research on codeswitching being an unsanctioned 

practice used to address comprehension issues in bilingual discourse. By using interactional 

sociolinguistics, the current study aims to fill gaps in how language alternation practices are 

productively used in a myriad ways that utilize speakers' prior knowledge and their interpretation 

of contextualization cues to achieve interpersonal involvement and learning.  

 Considering the context of language telecollaboration discourse, this chapter outlined the 

primary approach to address codeswitching in a context where languages are meant to be 

separated. For pedagogical purposes The current literature mainly focuses on the language 

alternation practices as a repair strategy in bilinguals' talk, which highlights the practice of 

codeswitching as marked and unsanctioned. By showing how translanguaging and codeswitching 

are productively used in the current data, this study aims to enrich what is already known about 

the eTandem medium through introducing Arabic and English exchanges where the diglossia of 

Arabic presents another layer of possibilities in alternation practices that in fact shows the 

bilinguals' pragmatic competency. Considering how the literature on L2 Arabic discourse has 

been sparse, this study attempts to illuminate the empirical reality of L2 Arabic learners' 

conversational strategies with L1 Arabic partners and to show how they utilize their language 

resources productively to achieve interactional goals.  

  



 110 

CHAPTER THREE 

DATA AND METHODS 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter introduces the eTandem project and outlines the data used for this study. The study 

is based on existing data approved by Georgetown University IRB STUDY00004208. Professor 

Michael Ferreira of Georgetown University collected the data under IRB 2014-1045. I first give 

an overview of the Arabic-English eTandem class whose interactions constituted the data for 

Ferreira's study, followed by my process of selecting the three focal dyads for my own. I then 

introduce the stages of analysis and the interactional features this study examines concerning 

language alternation practices. Finally, I review relevant features of the Arabic language 

pertaining to my analysis of bilinguals' language alternation practices.  

3.2. The Arabic-English eTandem  

My data derives from a telecollaborative language exchange program that matches students who 

attend a private university in the Eastern United States with language partners in other countries 

through their educational institutions. In the Fall of 2014, it expanded from Portuguese to include 

Spanish, Arabic, French, Japanese, Russian, and Turkish. The Arabic portion of the program 

matches U.S. students who are taking Arabic as part of a credit-bearing Arabic course and 

English learners in a public university in Jordan, who joined the class through their institution to 

improve their English language skills. Both partners are university students (undergraduate and 

graduate in both contexts). The information I have about the program and the students is based 

on the course syllabus, guidelines, conversations with the supervisors, and other documents 

shared regarding the course and what the students said about their language expertise during their 

sessions. The prerequisites to take the eTandem Arabic course were "one year, two semesters of 
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Modern Standard Arabic." The requirements to fulfill this course are based on students' 

attendance of two kinds of sessions: weekly on-campus classes as a group and individual Skype 

sessions with their language learning partners. 

For the Skype portion, the Jordanian and American students arranged a time to meet for 

an online session once a week for an hour over the course of six weeks where they were required 

to record their video sessions. The full project dataset consists of video Skype sessions between 

13 student pairs. Each pair partook in six one-hour sessions where the American students were 

required to record the entire session and submit the videos to their professor. The students 

displayed awareness of the recording aspect (i.e., their video interactions may be observed by the 

professor), evidenced by the fact that the female Jordanian students wore hijab during their 

interactions with their female partners, knowing that the male professor (or possibly a future 

researcher) would watch their sessions. Both students also talked about the timeline when they 

were expected to submit their video recordings and about the tool they use to screen record.  

In addition to the video Skype interactions, the data also consists of course materials, 

including the syllabus, guidelines, and prompts in the form of instructions for each session. The 

students were also asked to write reflections in blog posts submitted after each session. 

Unfortunately, I do not have access to their blog posts as they were part of an online course 

management system no longer used by the university.  

The Arabic-English course guidelines were shared with both American and Jordanian 

students. The students were asked to schedule their sessions "at a mutually convenient time 

during the week using their own personal computer." The topics given included a list of various 

themes that were not organized in a specific order in the shared guidelines; the students, during 

their video interactions, reference a particular topic shared weekly via email to both. The list of 



 112 

topics included: getting acquainted, familiarity with their target language, travels, holidays you 

celebrate, local cuisine, pastimes (readings genres, sports, student clubs), local news, and social 

media sites students use to stay connected. While the students were asked to prepare to talk about 

these topics and to ask their partner about them, they were given the flexibility to expand on 

other topics and "follow the natural path of your conversation tasks." The guidelines indicated 

that the students were expected to prepare for the interaction by reading about the topic for each 

session, making notes on the language they are speaking and learning, and reviewing any notes 

or references provided by their partner before the interaction. 

The partners were asked to speak each language for 30 minutes; they were not given 

specific instructions about which language to start with. The language feedback guidelines the 

students were given were broadly phrased as follows in one paragraph:  

Remember that your role for 30 minutes is as a tutor; then you change role to become the 
tutored/student. What kind of feedback would you like to receive when you're the 
student? How helpful would you like your partner to be? Can you display the patience 
and understanding that you would like your partner to do when the roles are reversed? 
 

While the time arrangement aspect and the expert/novice roles were highlighted, the expected 

feedback type was kept general. This is contrastive with other eTandem programs where students 

are given instructions on which language to start with and formal training on how to give 

corrective feedback to their partners. For example, in Akiyama (2018), the Japanese-English 

eTandem students were asked to start their video sessions with English, five-minute free 

conversation, followed by a 25-minute task-based conversation, then switch to Japanese. They 

were also given a few minutes to complete a reflection journal where they would note errors they 

and their partners produced based on their training. 
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Unlike the Japanese-English eTandem, the Arabic-English eTandem students seem to be 

given more autonomy and flexibility in structuring their sessions and giving language feedback. 

The only part emphasized in the Arabic-English eTandem guidelines was about the topic of each 

session and dividing the session in half to practice each language equally. The students could 

meet their partner at a mutually arranged time through the Skype name provided by their 

respective educational institutions. However, as I have seen in the data, most of the partners 

eventually end up exchanging personal Skype names and social media information, especially 

Facebook, to stay in touch and chat outside of these interactions.  

3.3. Selection of the focal dyads 

Some challenges came with using secondary data that were collected several years ago. Since all 

the collected data took place before I started my Ph.D. at Georgetown University, I had little 

access to information on the participants and the settings of the encounters they had. To help 

mitigate this limitation, I had multiple conversations with Michael Ferreira and (the now retired) 

Professor Terry Potter and his T.A. Mike Raish to gather as many insights as possible about the 

project and its expectations. Their assistance in answering my questions and providing important 

resources helped me tremendously understand a context I was distanced from.  

 The video data shared consisted of 128 video files in one folder with no specific order. 

Each video was saved under coded names (e.g., GU-LLT12-1292914.mov) to protect the 

students' privacy. I watched all the videos and organized the dyads into 13 folders based on the 

students engaged in the conversations. However, some dyads had missing video sessions. In 

contrast, others recorded more sessions than six sessions, which from the video appears to be due 

to connectivity issues where they had to end their session and restart it later. I asked the professor 

of the Arabic eTandem course about this inconsistency, and he shared that the main challenge 
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reported was the Internet connection from the Jordanians' side. In a PowerPoint file that was part 

of a presentation about the Arabic-English eTandem, there are two quoted reflections from the 

American students' blogs (bolded in original):  

"…we were having connectivity problems for a bit, so she ended up walking up onto the 
roof to improve her signal (which actually worked!), the down side of this was how 
windy it was outside…." 
 
"Due to internet failure in [my partner's] internet cafe, we could only speak for around 
20 minutes." 
 

These Internet issues were reflected in the data analyzed in this study, where eTandem sessions 

get abruptly disconnected. My initial stage of data selection included disqualifying videos that 

were consistently unusable due to one or more of the following technical malfunctions:  

1. Disabled video on one or both sides of the interaction 
2. Muted audio on one or both sides of the interaction 
3. Poor video quality, the persons appear pixelated, or the image is too dark 
4. Poor audio quality, voices are continuously spotty or too low 

 

I narrowed down my selection to 51 video interactions that took place between 7 student dyads 

with a total of 6 to 9 sessions each (some recorded more because they cut previous sessions in 

half for time reasons or because of connection issues). The seven dyads I was left with produced 

good quality recordings, though not all their recordings were consistently functioning. Some had 

one or two sessions with one or both sides with no audio. I kept them in my pool of consideration 

because they had other sessions that were clear. 

 Then I turned to the second stage of my data selection, which consisted of closely 

observing the seven dyads' interactions. I knew that I wanted to learn the intricacies of the 

eTandem medium in the context of Arabic language learning, where there are two established 

varieties. Having taught Intermediated and Advanced Arabic at Georgetown University and my 
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experience interacting with faculty and students at the Arabic and Islamic Studies Department, I 

realized early on my interest in the conversational use of Arabic as a foreign language, especially 

when it comes to contexts where speakers share resources of their learned languages. I already 

had an existing curiosity about my students' creative use of Arabic (Standard and dialect) and 

how they mix it with their American English. I wanted to see what that looked like in a virtual 

one-on-one context that involves social talk bounded by institutional expectations.  

 Four out of the seven dyads displayed a disparity in proficiency in their target languages. 

This happens when one of the language partners speaks their target language at a different 

proficiency level than their partner. This resulted in interactions lacking in reciprocal 

contributions and one language dominating the entire session. Scholarly research on eTandem 

has frequently reported this issue as hindering the quality of the interactions and overall 

experience for both students. Akiyama (2018: 366) found similar instances in her Japanese-

English eTandem data and notes that " [w]hen participants cannot achieve intersubjectivity due 

to the differences in the proficiency level, what often happens is that the language expert (i.e., 

NS) continues to hold the floor, while the language novice (i.e., NNS) remains silent without 

knowing what to say." She also reports that codeswitching happens in such dyads for repair and 

clarification reasons. The four dyads displayed this disparity in language proficiency in both 

ways, either from the Arabic learner or the English learner. For example, in one of the four 

dyads, the American student spoke Arabic fluently; he spent his study abroad in Lebanon and 

spoke the Lebanese dialect. His female partner's English was limited; the entire conversation 

turned to him speaking Arabic (Lebanese or Standard) or switching to her L1 Arabic. When 

these two students acknowledge that it is time to shift to English, the conversation turns into an 

English lesson using Arabic and English to explain basic English grammatical concepts. This 
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resulted in one language, in this case, Arabic, dominating their entire sessions. This also 

happened where the Arabic learner was at an intermediate level Arabic and had not yet been to a 

study abroad. Given my interest in bidialectal and bilingual language practices, I chose to 

exclude those pairs.  

Among the seven dyads, three displayed symmetrical language fluencies where all six 

students were proficient in their target languages. Their language alternation is not entirely due 

to a gap in proficiency (as I noticed with the other four), and L2 Arabic students displayed 

bidialectal use. In their Arabic and English conversations, they discussed a wide range of topics 

in their recordings allowing them to reference shared knowledge and create involvement 

interactionally, including telling stories and cross-cultural discussions. They shared 

metalinguistics insights about communication in their target languages, and even sometimes told 

jokes and used playful talk. These are the three dyads I selected for the current study; I elaborate 

on them in my next section.  

 

3.3.1. The focal three 

The three dyads – Iman from Jordan and Amy from the U.S., Ahmad from Jordan and Brandon 

from the U.S., and Rasha from Jordan and Gabi from the U.S. – collectively recorded 19 video 

sessions, a total of approximately 17 hours. Not every pair completed the full 60 minutes for 

each session; Table 1 shows a breakdown of each of their eTandem sessions and the timestamps 

for each language. The students completed recording six to seven sessions and submitted them to 

their professor. The dyads structure of their sessions varied individually. Those who negotiated 

language choice do so at the beginning of their session. One dyad, Rasha and Gabi, did not 

negotiate their language choice and used Arabic dialects and English interchangeably.   
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Table 1.  Recordings used for the study and timestamps of each eTandem session 

Session number First part [min:sec] Second part [min:sec] 
Iman and Amy 

1 Arabic only [00:00 – 64:30] 
2 English [00:00 - 32:20] Arabic [32:20 - 61:10] 
3 English [00:00 - 31:35] Arabic [31:35-68:32] 
4 Arabic [00:00 - 29:35] English [29:35-59:30] 
5 Arabic [00:00 - 31:30] English [31:30 - 60:30] 
6 Arabic [00:00 - 25:00] English [25:00 - 62:16] 

Ahmed and Brandon 
1 Arabic [00:00 - 26:00] English [26:00 - 53:15] 
2 Arabic [00:00 - 16:30] English [16:30 - 28:28] 
3 Arabic [00:00 - 22:35] English [22:35 - 48:18] 
4 Arabic [00:00 - 23:10] English [23:10 - 51:04] 
5 Arabic [00:00 - 21:10] English [ 21:10 - 53:30] 
6 Arabic [00:00-27:30] English [27:30 - 55:10] 

Rasha and Gabi 
1 [00:00 - 50:30] 
2 [00:00 - 50:25] 
3 [00:00 - 46:25] 
4 [00:00 - 50:15] 
5 [00:00 - 23:00] 
6 [00:00 - 30:40] 
7 [00:00 - 53:10] 

 

Iman and Amy decided in their first session to speak Arabic for the entire hour and allocate the 

next session to English only. However, Amy's professor asked her to divide their next session in 

half to allow for practice in both languages within one hour. The pair completed the remaining 

five sessions alternating between starting with English and Arabic. Ahmed and Brandon 

completed their six sessions consistently, starting with Arabic in the first half-hour and then 

switching to English for the second. Their second session was cut in half, where they spoke 

Arabic and then English for 15 minutes. Brandon mentioned that he had other commitments, so 

they had to cut their second session short. I am unsure if they made up the second half as I only 
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found six sessions for this pair. Rasha and Gabi completed seven sessions. They did not 

negotiate their language choice, which I elaborate on when discussing their backgrounds in 

Chapter Four. Rasha uses her target language, English, for almost the entire time, and Gabi 

alternates between Jordanian, Standard Arabic, and English. They reduced their fifth session by 

half, but they made it up in their sixth session with another half-hour session. They did not share 

why their fifth session was shorter; they might have used another medium to discuss this 

scheduling change.  

The students were asked to talk about how proficient they were in their target language in 

one of their sessions, which provided me with the information I summarize in Table 2 and Table 

3. The Jordanian students talked about how most of their university courses are in English, and 

they mentioned that they have been taking English since elementary school. Iman and Ahmed 

talked about what they are studying in college, but Rasha only mentioned that she is doing her 

master's degree without saying what she is studying. Still, she also mentioned that the courses 

were in English.  

Table 2. The Jordanian students' English language proficiency 

Jordanian 
student 

Education level Exposure to the target language 

Iman College senior studying 
English Language and 
Literature 

She started learning English in elementary 
school. 

Ahmed College senior studying 
English Language and 
Translation 

He started learning English in elementary 
school. 

Rasha Graduate student  She started learning English in elementary 
school. 

 

The three American students in my data all completed a semester abroad in an Arabic-speaking 

country the semester before taking the eTandem course. They were required to take a course in 
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spoken Arabic during the study-abroad semester. Table 3 summarizes how long the American 

students had been studying Arabic at the time they participated in the eTandem course.  

Table 3. The American students' Arabic language proficiency 

American 
student 

Education level Exposure to the target language 

Amy College senior studying 
Political Science  

She started learning Arabic two years before 
her semester abroad in Morocco.  

Brandon A graduate student 
studying Political 
Science 

He started learning Arabic one year before his 
semester abroad in Egypt. 

Gabi College senior studying 
Political Science  

She started learning Arabic three years before 
her study abroad in Jordan. 

 

The six students' compatible proficiency levels in their target languages is important for my 

study, which does not aim to assess the success or failure of eTandem pairings or their language 

acquisition, but rather observes the naturally-occurring discourse of bilingual learners and how 

they utilize all their shared language resources. The American students' study abroad experiences 

in Arab countries enabled them to reference shared experiences that their Arab partners are 

familiar with. The Jordanian students' familiarity with American pop culture and their English 

proficiency enabled them to engage in discussions that reference shared knowledge. I introduce 

each student in more detail in Chapter Four, where I examine their language alternation practices 

in relation to their shared dialects, personal identities, and level of adherence to the institutional 

eTandem guidelines. Next, I introduce my analysis method and how I approached the data.  

 

3.3.2. The analysis 

My analysis focuses on instances where language partners alternate between languages or 

dialects (i.e., when they use Arabic during their English-allocated part, use English during their 
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Arabic-allocated part, or switch between the Standard and the dialect). I focused on stretches of 

exchanges where such instances occur, documenting critical interactional and multimodal 

aspects that seemed to be relevant to these occurrences, based on theories and approaches of 

interactional sociolinguistics, CA-for-SLA, and multimodal discourse analysis. I took a data-

driven interactional sociolinguistic approach that allows discovery through ethnographic study 

and observation. This approach allows the researcher to seek "recurrent encounter types most 

likely to yield communicative data relevant to the research problem at hand" (Gumperz 2015: 

317). As a starting point, I watched the entire video sessions and jotted down timestamps of each 

moment that included language/dialect shift, noting the name of the dyad, their session number, 

and the language-allocated part. Additionally, I noted a description of the instance, linguistic 

phenomena, and possible direction for analysis (e.g., footing, positioning, framing, etc.). I used 

an Excel sheet to document this initial stage of data analysis and I documented the following 

instances/features,  

• Corrective feedback or negotiation of meaning 
• Metalinguistic comments 
• Referencing shared knowledge (e.g., location, cultural reference, celebrities) 
• Referencing a previous exchange between the dyad 
• Referencing accessible objects: physical, visual, technological resources 
• Referencing eTandem: session topics or mid-session language shift 
• Embodied configurations: gestures, proximity to the camera, posture change, gaze  
• Voice quality and intonation changes 
• Introducing other people or other people showing up but getting no introductions 

 

For the most part, in terms of the sound of their talk, the students maintain a formal and self-

contained disposition, with few accentuated contours and relatively monotonous pitch. As a 

result, changes in their prosodic features and body configurations became more salient and 

worthy of noting. Upon completing logging these categories, it became instantly apparent to me 
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that there are consistent patterns when it comes to how students showed more clear-cut 

codeswitching as compared to how they showed more fluid and creative uses of their shared 

language resources. Several linguistic and paralinguistic contextualization cues emerged that 

reliably seemed to signal the more creative uses of language varieties noted while I was coding. 

This included repetition, changes in head and body movement, other bodily gesturing, laughter, 

smile voice, use of animated voice, rate of speech, and changes in voice loudness. I noted these 

features in the Excel sheet and then started transcribing selected examples using ELAN to 

portray the language alternation patterns more clearly and show the multimodal aspects of the 

video. I used different tiers that represent each student, their physical changes, and the third tier 

for additional notes that emerged while I was transcribing. For the Arabic parts, I initially used 

Romanized Arabic, then went back after retrieving the transcript to represent Arabic consonants 

with IPA symbols.  

 I then started identifying these moments into one of three categories: first, codeswitching, 

when language alternation is clear and distinct; second, translanguaging, when there is the 

indistinct merging of languages and dialects; and third, longer stretches of exchanges that 

included successive alternation of language alternation where it was a challenge to determine a 

language that the students switch "from" or "to," which I initially coded as underdetermined. 

 One thing that stood out to me within these exchanges was that the Jordanian students 

sometimes invited other people into their eTandem conversations. Such introductions of other 

people resulted in rich exchanges that showed different facets of the students' language 

repertoires. These triadic moments were also transcribed as part of my interest in language 

alternation. I transcribed these moments in line with Norris (2016, 2019) who provides criteria of 

examining different actions that happen before and after attention changes take place. I noticed 
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right away that these triadic moments would lead to reframing of the ongoing talk and abrupt 

shifts in topic. Additionally, after these moments end and the third person no longer appears on 

the Skype screen, the dyads discuss the incident by commenting on and sharing stories about 

similar "interruptive" instances that have happened to them when they were using video chat, 

which occasionally resulted in stories about the L2 Arabic students' study abroad experiences 

and their Skype calls with their parents back in the U.S.  

 Additionally, within the realm of my exploration of repetition and language alternation, I 

noticed many exchanges where the students switched from English into Arabic expressions that 

include the word Allah (e.g., inshallah or 'God willing,' and wallah or 'swear to Allah'). They 

appeared in my original transcripts several times, and it seemed that the American students did 

something different when using them. Both Jordanian and American students in my data used 

inshallah frequently, but I was curious to see how the American students used it and whether 

their use was similar to their L1 Arabic partners who had self-proclaimed Islamic backgrounds. 

The data gave me an opportunity to probe this further in a comparative and empirically-grounded 

way, so I went back to the videos and noted all exchanges wherein each group used these 

expressions and counted their frequency to gauge the consistency of their use among the three 

dyads. I then started another transcription phase of all exchanges that used the expression in both 

Arabic and English-allocated parts. At that point, I also started reading more of the literature on 

Allah expressions; while these are heavily studied among Muslim Arabic and non-Arabic 

speakers, studies of uses of them among L2 Arabic speakers with no Islamic backgrounds are 

almost non-existent. My initial consideration of the interactional utility of the expression 

inshallah in particular aligned with my interest in intertextuality and signaling shared 

knowledge, so I delved deeper into the discourse to understand the specific interactional use of 
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the expression by comparing it to how their Jordanian partners used it. In what follows, I give an 

overview of Arabic and how I transcribed the Arabic dialects.  

3.4. Arabic diglossia  

Arabic diglossia presents a unique site for sociolinguistic inquisition where two varieties of 

Arabic exist side by side throughout the Arabic-speaking world. The fusˤħa (commonly known in 

English scholarly research as Modern Standard Arabic) is the formal register learned by Arabic 

speakers through formal education and used for academic and official contexts. The ʕammiya 

(also called Colloquial Arabic, vernacular, or a regional Arabic dialect) is used for casual, daily 

communications and varies from one Arabic-speaking region to another. Charles Ferguson's 

(1959) seminal work on Arabic diglossia introduced the concept and defined it as,  

a relatively stable language situation in which, in addition to the primary dialects of the 
language (which may include a standard or regional standards), there is a very divergent, 
highly codified (often grammatically more complex) superposed variety, the vehicle of a 
large and respected body of written literature either of an earlier period or in another 
speech community, that is learned largely by means of formal education and used for 
most written and formal spoken purposes but is not used by any sector of the community 
for ordinary conversations (....). The superposed variety is the High (H) variety and the 
regional dialect is the Low (L) variety. (Ferguson 1959: 336) 

 

Ferguson points out that Arabic is one of the few languages that exemplifies the actual definition 

of diglossia as a context of linguistic coexistence. Standard Arabic, which he calls the "High" 

variety, denotes prestige through education and grammatical correctness; it is codified and 

learned in formal contexts by both native Arabic speakers and learners of Arabic. There are no 

"native" speakers of Standard Arabic because it is taught through formal education and confined 

within formal contexts (though children typically learn it earlier from watching TV cartoons in 

Standard Arabic). For the native Arabic speaker, the Standard coexists side by side with the 

regional dialect, which Ferguson calls the "Low" variety. This is the variety Arab children are 
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exposed to first from their family and surroundings. The dialects are rarely codified, and they 

differ from one Arabic-speaking region to another. Palmer (2007: 113) notes that the spoken 

dialects "differ more and more significantly from each other the further away one goes from 

one's place of origin." This is important to note for my data consisting of Egyptian, Jordanian, 

and Moroccan Arabic speakers, where Egyptian and Jordanian are mutually intelligible but 

Moroccan is not. I discuss this in more detail in Chapter Four. With the advent of the Internet 

and social media, the dichotomy of the two varieties – Standard and dialect – has changed.  The 

dialect is increasingly used in text-based computer-mediated contexts like text messaging and 

social media and the Standard is no longer restricted to formal contexts; it is used in 

conversational spoken and written contexts along with the dialects (Al-Batal 2018).  

While for the educated Arabic speaker, the two varieties were acquired from a young age 

and coexist in harmony, the diglossia aspect of Arabic has significant pedagogical consequences 

for L2 Arabic learners. Al-Batal (1992) addresses the substantial difficulties of both teaching and 

learning the language because of its diglossic nature. His study addresses the many 

communication issues advanced Arabic learners face when they talk to Arabic speakers in 

contexts where the dialect is expected. He suggests a reformed compromise to "reflect in the 

classroom the diglossic situation (with its different varieties) as it exists in the Arab world today 

through introducing MSA as a written variety alongside one spoken dialect for communication" 

(Al-Batal 1992: 298). The current study acknowledges the two varieties as the Standard and local 

dialects in line with Al-Batal (1992: 285), whose work "does not aim to define these different 

levels [but rather] recognize the existence of these levels and the complexities they pose for the 

linguistic situation in Arabic."  
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The prerequisites to take the eTandem Arabic course were "one year, two semester of 

Modern Standard Arabic." While there were no explicit instructions on which variety to use, the 

students were exposed to the Standard in their classroom environment, and they mostly use it 

during their eTandem sessions. The advanced students in my dataset learned the dialect through 

their semester study-abroad programs, where they were required to take a spoken Arabic course 

alongside their spoken interactions with their host families and the locals. Reciprocally, the 

native Arabic speakers use the Standard for the most part with their interlocutors, knowing that it 

is the variety they are most familiar with. That does not preclude both L1 and L2 Arabic speakers 

from alternating their use on several occasions.  

In my transcripts, my method of identifying whether an Arabic element belonged to the 

Standard or dialect was influenced in part by Albirni (2016: 231), who cites Eid's (1988) criteria 

for detecting bidialectal transitions. The identification of switches, according to Eid, should be 

predicated on circumstances when obvious forms of one or the other variables are employed, 

which eliminates unclear circumstances in which the two varieties share linguistic forms. In my 

data, elements identified as dialect use were either lexical items that are unambiguously from a 

dialect and are not used Standard (e.g., Egyptian 'awi 'very'; Moroccan waxa 'okay'; Jordanian 

shu 'what'), or they were what Eid calls "modified forms" (55) which pertain to one variety but 

their phonology or morphology were altered in the other variety. For example, Brandon, an L2 

Arabic learner, used the Egyptian form of the word 'beautiful' /gamil/, which is realized as 

/dʒamil/ in Standard Arabic; the /dʒ/ sound in Standard Arabic is realized in Egyptian as /g/. In 

this case, I considered his use of /gamil/ as Egyptian.  

Another important subtle distinction is in the definite article al- or 'the' in Arabic, which 

attaches to the word in writing. Some English words that have Arabic origins maintained the 
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original construct of the definite article al- and its following lexical item (e.g., algebra, alcohol). 

The article can be used in both Standard and dialect and from my data, it is used with English 

words within code alternation instances (e.g., al midterm). However, its realization in Standard 

carries a glottal stop and the /a/ sound. It is sometimes modified as /il-/in Jordanian and noted in 

my transcript as Jordanian dialect.  

3.5. Conclusion  

I have presented the eTandem project, which is the basis for this study. I gave an overview of the 

eTandem project in the context of its Arabic-English class and shared some limitations 

associated with the accessibility to information as a researcher who encountered the data after 

data collection was completed. Various obstacles arose during the early stages of data acquisition 

and categorization that included inconsistencies of recorded sessions, technical malfunctions, and 

disparity in language proficiency among some dyads. I showed the process of my data selection 

based on the quality of recordings and the students' language proficiency compatibility based on 

my particular research interest. I then gave an overview of the Arabic language, focusing on 

details that are especially relevant for my study.  
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CHAPTER FOUR  

LANGUAGE ALTERNATION PRACTICES: THE ROLE OF SHARED DIALECTS AND 

LEVEL OF INSTITUTIONAL ADHERENCE 

4.1. Introduction 
This chapter explores how bilinguals' shared language varieties and cultural resources enable 

them to create sociable and sometimes playful talk using their language varieties. I show 

language alternation patterns among three Arabic-English eTandem dyads with varying degrees 

of shared access to Arabic dialects. The practice of language alternation ranges from 

codeswitching in its traditional sense to more fluid and less defined ways of integrating linguistic 

and cultural resources, which I use the concept of translanguaging to describe. While all study 

participants spoke English and Standard Arabic, the L1 Arabic speakers spoke Jordanian, and the 

L2 Arabic speakers spoke different Arabic dialects (Moroccan, Egyptian, and Jordanian) based 

on their study abroad experiences. In this chapter, I introduce the dyads and examine their 

patterns when utilizing their shared linguistic and cultural resources. I use intertextuality, double-

voicing, and repetition concepts to demonstrate how the three dyads used their language and 

cultural resources to create involvement and accomplish learning, and to illuminate the 

appearance of codeswitching and translanguaging as part of their practices.    

Codeswitching instances in their traditional sense, as I show in my examples, are 

generally co-oriented to by the dyads as contextualization cues to engage in learning-centered 

talk and address comprehension issues. Still, double-voiced language alternation invokes 

different aspects of histories and experiences. It is signaled using different cues that are not 

present when a student switches to resolve a language comprehension issue. I identified the 

following contextualization cues that index double-voiced intertextuality in the students' 
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language alternation practices: lexical repetition, laughter or smile voice, use of exaggerated 

Arabic accent that can include animating different voices, changes in body configurations within 

the limitation of the eTandem talking head setup, and paralinguistic features such as shifts in 

loudness, pitch, and rhythm.  

While all three dyads codeswitch in a bilingual and bidialectal capacity, their utilization 

of their language resources varied. I present the three dyads in this chapter on a continuum of 

levels of frequency and complexity of language alternation practices. I use the first dyad as a 

baseline to show a pair who scaffold their language use within the institution's expectations and 

exhibit few instances of purposeful learning-centered codeswitching; the second dyad shows 

more fluid and creative ways of integrating their language resources; and the third dyad presents 

a unique case where its members do not negotiate language use, and their shared Jordanian 

appears to be a resource for their pattern. Two factors emerged that could explain the dyads' 

different levels of language alternation. First, the differences could be explained by the dyads' 

shared Arabic dialects that stem from the L2 Arabic student's study abroad experience. The 

dyads who share mutually intelligible dialects tend to push the language/dialect barrier more. 

Second, different levels of language alternation could owe to the pairs' overall level of adherence 

to the eTandem institutional expectations. While all three pairs discussed the pre-assigned topic 

for their sessions, they displayed different levels of investment in their partner's L2 learning 

based on corrective feedback reciprocity and time commitment during the sessions.  

 Irrespective of shared dialects or institutional adherence, overarching themes emerged 

among all three dyads when it comes to their use of languages and dialects. First, all three pairs 

use codeswitching as a contextualization cue, in line with Gumperz (1982); specifically, the 

participants codeswitch to index lack of understanding, request clarification, or engage in 
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meaning negotiation. Second, the topic of study abroad appears to be a significant source of 

switching among the L2 Arabic speakers into their learned Arabic dialects; it also seems to 

create a space for their L1 Arabic speaker to codeswitch to their partner's learned dialects. Third, 

all three dyads utilize their Arabic dialects at some point in their interactions (in both English and 

Arabic turns). Use of the dialect seems to create friendly and less formal moments in the 

exchanges. Fourth, both L1 and L2 Arabic speakers initially used their dialects in self-repair by 

switching back to Standard Arabic right after the dialect word. However, this varied across the 

three dyads as they progressed in the sessions based on their shared dialects. Finally, all L2 

Arabic speakers showed high L2 pragmatic competence in their bidialectal switches, evident in 

their contextual use, sometimes along with appropriate prosodic and body configurations. Their 

switching from the dialect to the Standard in the same expressions shows awareness of the two 

Arabic varieties and the dialect's social utility where it is not encouraged in the eTandem 

language-learning setup. 

My analysis of language alternation practices integrates concepts of intertextuality 

(Bakhtin 1981; Kristeva 1986) and double-voiced discourse (Bakhtin 1986), and Becker's (1994: 

165) idea that language use depends on the repetition of "a shared repertoire of prior texts." 

Meaning-making in bilinguals' language-learning talk where speakers have vastly different 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds necessitates intertextual referencing to shared prior texts. In 

social contexts, studies have examined how intertextuality is manifested through repetition and 

contextualization cues (e.g., Tannen 2007; Sierra 2016). Sierra's (2016) study on friends' social 

interactions identified lexical, prosodic, and phonetic contextualization cues used to signal 

double-voiced intertextuality of media references. She showed examples of repeated words, 

phrases, or enacted phonetic qualities that can be tracked to specific media references, 
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illustrating how intertextual repetition and enactment can be considered double-voiced following 

Bakhtin's (1986) notion, and how the friends' close relationships enabled the interpretation of 

these creative practices. In my bilingual language-learning data, double-voicing is created using 

repetition and sound enactment, which is interpreted by the partner based on mutually accessible 

linguistic and cultural resources. In this way, Becker's concept of shared prior texts and Bakhtin's 

double-voiced discourse aid my understanding of bilinguals' creative and playful use of their 

linguistic and cultural resources to co-construct understanding, humor, and involvement, all 

while accomplishing learning in their target languages.  

While codeswitching is one of the linguistic contextualization cues identified by 

Gumperz (1982), its appearance in this bilingual language-learning data does not necessarily 

invoke double-voicing in the sense that not all instances of codeswitching recontextualize some 

specific prior text. Other contextualization cues play a role in creative and playful double-

voicing, and these are particularly important in the bilinguals' talk because they facilitate 

understanding of phonetic or lexical references that could potentially be risky or face-threatening 

to their partner. They create what Gumperz (1982: 2) calls "conversational inference," which 

involves the process through which interlocutors understand and evaluate each other's 

contributions and formulate their responses. As Gordon (2007: 138) points out, double-voicing 

through repetition of another's speech (or in my case, dialects, or accents), "can be used in the 

same way the other used the words (i.e., to pay homage to that other), or in a way opposite to 

what the other intended (i.e., to mock that other)." As a result, it is critical to have shared 

resources to understand and co-orient to one another's participation and involvement in situations 

involving culturally and linguistically diverse individuals as something that does not mock or 

undermine their language and cultural values. Tannen (2007:26) explains that for Gumperz 
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(1982) "conversational involvement is the felicitous result of conversational inference," or the 

capacity to understand, both globally and locally, what the communication is about and what 

one's contribution to it is anticipated to be. Drawing on Tannen's (2007) conceptualization of 

involvement strategies, I examine patterns of repetition and what she calls "constructed dialogue" 

as resources of sensemaking that signal interpersonal involvement and social coherence. In my 

analysis of language alternation, the students co-orient to recognized repeated words that invoke 

their use in a prior context and "recontextualize" them into new contexts (Bauman and Briggs 

1990), sometimes enacting and animating their own perceptions and adding details.  

This study aims to extend previous findings regarding ways of signaling intertextuality in 

discourse (e.g., Tannen 2007; Sierra 2016), and previous work on translanguaging (e.g., García 

and Li Wei 2014; Creese and Blackledge 2015; Lie Wei 2018), by identifying a range of 

contextualization cues that signal double-voicing in the switched utterance, and depending on the 

contextual use and the recipient's co-orientation, I identify them as either codeswitching or 

translanguaging.  

In the next section, I provide my theoretical background. I first outline the notions of 

codeswitching and translanguaging, as well as the ideas of double-voicing and intertextuality. In 

my analysis, I first describe how I understand codeswitching and translanguaging appearing in 

my data. Through the analysis of examples from each of the three dyads, I outline the main 

patterns that emerged in their utilization of their language resources. In the conclusion, I bring 

together the concepts of codeswitching and translanguaging and my integration of intertextuality, 

double-voicing, and repetition in light of the current eTandem data.    
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4.2. Background literature  

4.2.1. Codeswitching 

Scholars in language learning research have long shown the interactional and structural capacity 

of codeswitching in bilingual contexts. Gumperz's (1982) seminal work on what he calls 

"conversational code switching" identified codeswitching as one of many "contextualization 

cues" language speakers use to signal and interpret social activities. He outlines several 

codeswitching functions that include quotation marking, addressee specifications, interjections, 

and reiteration. Blom and Gumperz (1972) describe what they call "situational" and 

"metaphorical" codeswitching. Situational codeswitching occurs based on changes in the 

situation, such as social contexts (e.g., speaking to older or younger group of people); whereas 

metaphorical codeswitching, the "situation" remains the same, but the codeswitching occurs as a 

conversational strategy to enhance interaction (e.g., choosing one code over another to make 

requests, topic shift, apologize, or joke). In his later work, Gumperz (1982) expands on the 

metaphorical type as conversational codeswitching, where he recognized that it is challenging for 

analysts to distinguish between situational and metaphorical language shifts, and that language 

users have little perceptions or understanding of their code choices within interactions. 

 Refuting this classification of "situational" and "metaphorical" codeswitching, Auer 

(1984) takes a Conversation Analysis approach to closely examine how codeswitching does not 

necessarily align with a certain topic or situation. Instead of emphasizing the importance of topic 

or semantic components, Auer claims that codeswitching and its derived meanings are contained 

in the sequential evolution of the discourse in which the topic (or situation) is constantly 

negotiated. He emphasizes the need to go beyond the grammatical level to the communicative 

environment to understand why a language transition was made and what impact it had. 
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 In Arabic and English codeswitching, many studies have focused on the situational and 

interactional functions of codeswitching. Most notably, Albirini (2016) outlines in his book on 

Arabic codeswitching and diglossia the many ways Arabs switch bilingually, mostly to English 

and French. Most of the codeswitching he explores in Arabic and English happens between 

Colloquial Arabic and English. He concludes that Standard Arabic does not seem to have a 

prominent presence in the bilingual codeswitching among Arabic speakers (228), which does not 

reflect the reality of the L1 and L2 Arabic speakers in my study who, for the most part, use the 

Standard variety and frequently switch to English from Standard. Many of the studies on 

bilingual codeswitching note that it frequently occurs in interjections (e.g., okay, yes/no, please, 

thank you, bye) and into Arabic dialects (e.g., wallah, inshallah, yaʕni) (e.g., Safi 1992; 

Mathkour 2004; Al-Enazi 2002). Safi (1992) observes that switching to English within Arabic 

speech is used more in formal contexts (e.g., academic, business, science) and for profanity or 

the discussion of a taboo topics, and switching to Arabic from English speech is used more for 

religious topics and to display Arab national identity. 

 Several studies in different Arabic dialects examined bidialectal codeswitching into or 

from the Standard among L1 Arabic speakers. Saeed's (1997) study on religious discourse in 

Islamic sermons, where the Standard is used, revealed that switching to the dialect simplifies 

meaning through familiar lighthearted language that creates alignment with the audience. 

Similarly, Albirini (2011) examined different contexts where the Standard is expected to be used 

(e.g., TV shows on religious, political, and sports topics) and found similar patterns to Saeed's 

(1997) study, but also found that the dialect is used to discuss taboo or derogatory issues, or to 

scold, insult or personally attack (Albirina 2011: 547). In contrast, the shift to the Standard 
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appears to be more serious and intentional, to highlight an important segment of speech, to signal 

a shift from comic to a serious tone, and to express pan-Arab or Muslim identity.  

While there are many studies demonstrating how codeswitching functions (and is 

sometimes prohibited) in language-learning classrooms (see Martin-Jones 1995; Li Wei and 

Martin 2009), studies on bidialectal codeswitching among Arabic learners has been sparse. There 

are some relatively recent studies that examine L2 dialectal competency among learners of 

Arabic (e.g., Morkus 2018; Nassif and Al Masaeed 2020; Al Masaeed 2020, 2021). Morkus 

(2018) examines negative pragmatic transfer from L1 English to L2 Arabic among intermediate 

and advanced study abroad students in Egypt, his focus is on pragmatic speech acts of refusals. 

Al Masaeed (2021) is one of the few studies that takes a bidialectal approach to examine L2 

Arabic pragmatic competence among study abroad students. While his research does not focus 

on bidialectal codeswitching, it demonstrates L2 Arabic pragmatic competence to produce 

apologies, refusals, and requests. He also stresses the need to teach L2 Arabic speakers to 

integrate the dialect within their Standard speech to acquire pragmatic competence comparable to 

the locals' bidialectal competence. His findings echo earlier studies on the benefits of study 

abroad for L2 Arabic dialect pragmatic competence (e.g., Al-Mamari 2011; Palmer 2008). This 

study expands on their L2 Arabic competence by examining actual bidialectal codeswitching 

instances in naturally-produced speech in language-learning situations such as on eTandem and 

integrates the phenomenon of translanguaging within Arabic varieties. 

 

4.2.2. Translanguaging  

The concept of translanguaging is grounded in bilinguals' classroom and real-life experiences, 

defined as "the flexible use of linguistic resources by bilinguals in order to make sense of their 
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worlds" (García and Leiva 2014: 200). In a pedagogical sense, this involves language teachers 

utilizing their language repertoire to create an inclusive and welcoming space of their students' 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds. The notion of translanguaging draws from Becker's (1995) 

idea of languaging, which views language as an ongoing creative activity of repeating and 

recontextualizing. García and Sylvan (2011) note that translanguaging builds on the concept of 

languaging and "transculturation" (Ortiz 1995), which refers to the multifaceted and complicated 

process of cultural transition and "the questioning of the epistemological purity of disciplines and 

the knowing subject" (García and Sylvan 2011: 389). In the authors' view, translanguaging 

recognizes the complex and multidirectional processes in people's language practices and 

contradicts Western thought's conception of languages as independent and bounded in the way 

they are actually used. 

García and Li Wei (2014) note that the expressive potential of translanguaging is 

characterized by creativity and criticality. Creativity is about pushing the limits of norms and 

expectations, including the use of multiple language varieties, and creating something unique. 

Criticality is the ability to use accessible information to build measured viewpoints of 

sociocultural, political, and linguistic notions and to communicate views appropriately through 

rational responses to circumstances. Both features are key components of what Li Wei calls 

"translanguaging space." He first introduced the idea of translanguaging space in Li Wei (2011) 

to describe metalanguage remarks and practices made by Chinese youths in Britain who grew up 

with monolingual ideals about separating their languages to accommodate societal and 

institutional expectations. He defines translanguaging space as a "a space for the act of 

translanguaging as well as a space created through translanguaging." (Li Wei 2011: 1223).  
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Li Wei's work on translanguaging (e.g., 2016, 2018) captures the creative and playful 

practices of bilinguals' interaction that highlights the bilinguals' multicompetence enabled 

through the creation of translanguaging space. This space could be pedagogical, for example, Tai 

and Li Wei (2021) examine a mathematics classroom where the teacher and students speak 

Chinese and English, they learn math using concepts from the specialized subject matter using 

English as well as from Chinese characters and multimodal resources enabled by the teacher's 

shared access to his students' resources. This is broadly what the authors described as playful 

classroom talk through translanguaging. Additionally, translanguaging space could be created by 

bilinguals in their casual talks where they know that they speak one another's languages and can 

get the cultural references from both contexts. This is what Li Wei (2018) describes in what he 

calls New Chinglish in interactions among Chinese-English bilinguals, which involves English 

words that are being repurposed with new meanings for communication amongst Chinese 

English users and the construction of words and phrases that follow the morphological norms of 

English but include Chinese twists and connotations. According to the author, such practices are 

embraced within a translanguaging space where interlocutors can be creative with their shared 

language and cultural resources, which is relevant for my analysis of the last dyad, Rasha and 

Gabi, who I propose have unintentionally created a translanguaging space through their shared 

backgrounds and familiarity with American English and the Jordanian dialect and setting.  

Still, Li Wei's earlier work (e.g., Li Wei 1998, 2002, 2005) used "codeswitching" by 

taking a Conversation Analysis approach to examine interactional and structuring functions of 

the practice where the concept of "code" is clear and interactionally negotiated. However, even 

in his earlier work, he called for the re-examination of what a certain language or language 

variety indexes and how it is utilized among bilinguals. My analysis aligns with his view in that I 
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acknowledge the presence of codeswitching among all pairs, but the ones who share Arabic 

language varieties seem to do more with their language resources, which I use the concept of 

translanguaging to describe.  

Ortega (2019: 31) asserts that the concept of translanguaging does not ignore the fact that 

languages are often recognized and regarded as separate by speakers at the conscious level; 

however, what multilinguals habitually do in meaning-making is the dynamic mixing of semiotic 

codes regardless of named languages, a notion that in some instances can be better captured by 

"translanguaging" than "codeswitching." She proposes an outline of language alternation 

continuum where on the one end there is simple and clear codeswitching where language 

boundaries are clear based on the context and the bilinguals' vocalized awareness of them; in the 

center, there is "code gliding" (Sridhar and Sridhar 2018, as cited in Ortega 2019) where the 

language switch is rapid, swift and appears to be less conscious. On the other end, there is 

translanguaging, "where language boundaries are said to be blurred or fused" (31). The 

perspective that codeswitching and translanguaging exist on a continuum productively 

characterizes what I observe in my dataset. 

 

4.2.3. Intertextuality, double-voicing, and repetition  

Similar to how language boundaries can be "blurred" (in Ortega's 2019 terms) in multilinguals' 

translanguaging practices, specific conversations or texts do not exist in isolation but rather 

harken back to and draw on others prior. Kristeva (1986) describes how speakers and listeners 

repurpose language and the idea that other texts inform every text as intertextuality. She builds 

on Bakhtin's (1981) notion of dialogicality, which also influenced Becker's (1994) idea of prior 

text. Becker (1994, 1995) illustrates a wider argument by using translations of distant literature in 
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multiple languages to show that many aspects of language are changed and diminished (or 

sometimes, extra meaning is added) in their present realization. The process of translation, like 

spoken repetition, inherently involves moving bits of language use into new contexts.  

 Though all language use involves prior texts and is thus inherently intertextual, there are 

cases where speakers create what are called "double-voiced words" (Bakhtin 1984, 1986). 

Bakhtin (1984: 195) states that words become double-voiced when "[s]omeone else's words 

introduced into our own speech inevitably assume a new (our own) interpretation and become 

subject to our evaluation of them." These words are (intended to be) heard as having 

metaphorical "quotation marks," as Morson and Emerson (1990) explain in their discussion of 

Bakhtin's dialogicality and double-voiced discourse. Morson and Emerson (1990: 141) state that 

"each language reflects, in its particular unsystematic clustering and clumping, the contingent 

historical and social forces that have made it." They explain that double-voiced discourse can be 

conceptualized as passive or active. Active double-voiced discourse actively resists and counters 

the repeater's use of the discourse. In passive double-voiced discourse, there are two types, 

unidirectional and varidirectional; the distinction between the two "pertains to the relationship 

between the speaker's purposes and the purposes of the other" (Morson and Emerson 1990: 150). 

Unidirectional double-voiced words align with the original text, taking the form for example of 

narration or stylization, whereas varidirectional double-voiced words counter the original text, 

taking forms such as parody, irony, or hostility. In other words, the speaker has the agency to 

repeat specific expressions in a manner that is either in agreement with or in contestation and 

subversion of them. These notions are important in that they capture that when we use the words 

of others for our own purposes, we sometimes use them in ways that were intended and 
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sometimes in ways that were not intended. Either way, we are taking some sort of stance toward 

the prior words. 

Tannen (2007), in her analysis of everyday conversations and literary discourse, 

integrates the concepts of dialogicality, intertextuality, prior text, and double-voicing in her study 

of what she calls "involvement strategies" in social interactions that include repetition and 

"constructed dialogue." She examines synchronic repetition, which occurs within the same 

conversation, and diachronic repetition, which occurs across conversations and includes 

constructed dialogue. Tannen's idea of constructed dialogue is introduced to replace "reported 

speech"; it emphasizes the speaker's agency in reshaping the words in the new context, which 

could take the form of enactment through changed voice quality and adding details. When 

speakers repeat some previous bit of discourse, as Tannen (2007) argues, they invariably offer a 

perspective on it in light of the current context; for instance, they may use animated language to 

emphasize a story's comedic effect when it is meant to be playful. Tannen demonstrates how 

voice quality is used as a contextualization cue to attribute different words and attitudes to 

different characters, conveying drama in constructed dialogue.  

Sierra (2016), in her analysis of conversations among a group of American friends aged 

in their mid-twenties, identifies a range of strategies that are used to signal that some bits of 

discourse are drawn from some prior source – specifically, to signal intertextual references to 

media texts. While the strategies Sierra identifies include uses of regional and foreign accents 

(among other strategies such as vowel lengthening and laughter), codeswitching and 

translanguaging are not explored. Sierra argues that the joint identification of intertextual 

references among members of the friend group thus relies in part on shared contextualization 

conventions. 
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 This harkens back to Tannen's (2005, 2007) work aligning with Gumperz's (1982) view 

of cross-cultural communication as a rich site for investigating communicative differences, 

including uses of contextualization cues such as uses of repetition, details, enacted voices, pitch, 

intonation, and pacing. Tannen (2007: 26) points out that common conversational strategies can 

be problematic in cross-cultural or cross-subcultural encounters. This is troublesome in that 

differences in the use and interpretation of strategies may hinder the construction of 

"involvement," or "an internal, even emotional connection individuals feel which binds them to 

other people as well as to places, things, activities, ideas, memories, and words" (Tannen 2007: 

27). In other words, when strategies are shared, involvement is enhanced. The same is true when 

intertextual references are shared in contexts such as conversations among friends (e.g., Sierra 

2016), among family members (e.g., Gordon 2007, 2009), and in classrooms (e.g., Duff 2003). 

The notions of intertextuality and double-voicing have been applied to language-learning 

and other bilingual contexts. Broner and Tarone (2001) examine the intersection of language 

learning and language play through double-voicing among children in an L2 Spanish immersion 

classroom. They illustrate how language learning happens using Bakhtin's (1984) notion of 

double-voiced discourse, stating that "[t]he advanced L2 learner must master not just one register 

or language variety, but several: all those voices or varieties appropriate to the speech 

communities to which the learner belongs, or wishes to belong" (Broner and Tarone 2001: 375). 

They observe that Bakhtin's argument implies that when other people's languages are acquired, 

they get associated in the learner's consciousness with the personal qualities of those other 

speakers. As a result, the student internalizes and remembers the language variety associated 

with various roles and registers and may utilize them as needed. They identified 

contextualization cues in the classroom that indicate play and double-voicing that include 
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laughing, changes in voice quality, and the use of unusual language forms. In a prelogical sense, 

language play as double-voicing does not have to be humorous; it happens when there is 

language change in the speaker's variety indexed through cues that imply that the utterance is 

appropriated to the learner's use for their expressive purposes.  

Intertextual references, double-voicing, and constructed dialogue in bilingual speech have 

been examined by LaScotte and Tarone (2019) in their study of adult learners of English and 

their constructed dialogue when narrating stories. In English, these learners would occasionally 

enact words and phrases that originally occurred in their native languages by using an accented 

English voice. The authors view these instances as translanguaging, grounding their findings on 

the construct on Bakhtin's heteroglossia and double-voicing.  In line with the translanguaging 

school of thought, the authors state that bilinguals do not learn languages by only acquiring 

abstract linguistic concepts; instead, they "internalize and store (...) sets of personalized 'voices' 

constituting complexes of linguistic and nonlinguistic features, each of which communicates a 

particular person's emotion, personality, and social stance" (LaScotte and Tarone 2019: 97). 

They find that bilinguals' language accuracy increases as they construct and re-enact voices from 

the learned language compared to narrated segments with no constructed dialogue or enactment.  

 To sum up, in this section I have reviewed the theoretical concepts that figure most 

prominently in my analysis: double-voiced words (Bakhtin 1984), shared prior text (Becker 

1994), contextualization cues and codeswitching (Gumperz 1982), intertextuality, involvement 

and repetition (Tannen 2007), Arabic codeswitching (Albirini 2016), and translanguaging (Li 

Wei 2018). While we know much about double-voicing and intertextuality, their presence is 

understudied in the context of Arabic-English language and culture online learning and in 

dialogue with the notions of codeswitching and translanguaging. 
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4.3. Patterns of language alternation: Codeswitching and translanguaging practices  

4.3.1. Introduction  

In this analysis, I first discuss the dyads' overall patterns of interaction in relation to the notions 

of codeswitching and translanguaging. Next, I present the three dyads whose discourse I consider 

in three separate sections: Iman and Amy, Ahmed and Brandon, and Rasha and Gabi. In so 

doing, I introduce each participant and display an overview of their eTandem level of adherence 

and their general language alternation patterns. I then analyze representative excerpts that display 

their most salient features when it comes to language alternation. While students use Standard 

Arabic for the most part, in instances where they are codeswitching bidialectally, I marked the 

lines with Arabic varieties in my transcript to signal the dialect, these markers follow the words 

used in each of the following Arabic varieties: 

• <SA> Standard Arabic 
• <MA> Moroccan Arabic 
• <EA> Egyptian Arabic 
• <JA> Jordanian Arabic 

 
 

4.3.2. Codeswitching and beyond across the dyads 

I broadly use the term "language alternation" to describe the students' bilingual and bidialectal 

code choices, which includes practices of codeswitching as well as other fluid practices that 

include code gliding and spontaneous translanguaging. My categorization is partially founded on 

interactional sociolinguistic bases where the focus is on the context and the interlocutor's co-

orientation to the exchanges that involve language alternation and their interactional function, as 

well as a focus on what the eTandem context entails when it comes to institutional expectations. 

It is also founded on language learning literature that identifies codeswitched utterances based on 

their scaffolded use and pedagogical and pragmatic implications. 
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Some of what the bilinguals do in my data is productively understood as codeswitching, 

which, as I show, frequently happens among Arabic and English and in Arabic dialects. I 

consider language alternation to be codeswitching in two broad categories. First, spontaneous 

instances slip into the other language in the form of interjections or discourse markers that may 

or may not include self-repair. Second, instances emerge that are centered around the 

comprehension of the codeswitched utterance and create a language-learning focused exchange 

around that utterance, with minimal other codeswitched words. I elaborate on each next.  

First, codeswitching happens spontaneously in one utterance, and it happens in both 

bilingual and bidialectal ways. These mostly happen as what is traditionally known in the 

codeswitching literature as "emblematic" codeswitching to tag speech, interject, and for 

backchanneling. They happen in all directions, from Arabic to English, and from English to 

Arabic, and sometimes from Standard to Arabic dialects, and English to Arabic dialects. In 

codeswitching to English (e.g., you know, like, okay, yeah), and in most Arabic dialects (e.g., 

yaʕni 'I mean/like', in Egyptian mashi 'yes/okay,' and Jordanian `aah 'yes/okay'). This first 

spontaneous one-time codeswitch also happens in domain-specific academic words in English-

Arabic switching (e.g., midterm, theoretical, presentation). It may include other words not 

covered here. Still, codeswitched words and single utterances generally follow the same pattern 

of being spontaneously embedded within one-language speech and as a one-time occurrence, 

which may or may not be self-repaired right after. These switches frequently happen and do not 

interrupt the interaction flow, and they may happen more than once within one exchange, which 

I also consider codeswitching.  

Second, instances where the student's language shift has overt metalinguistic purposes, 

typically interrupting the conversation's flow. These are unambiguously described as 
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codeswitching as they display scaffolding of language resources. This typically involves 

bilingual codeswitching during comprehension problems or negotiation of meaning that require a 

joint effort from the dyads to resolve by translating from one language into another. This may 

also involve anticipatory types of codeswitching where the student switched to their partner's L1 

to ensure they understood the word. The codeswitching here is more intentional and purposeful 

in that it includes explicit metalinguistic purposes centered around the codeswitched utterance, 

and the language remains to be same around the codeswitched occurrence. These mostly include 

self-initiated repair by translating the expression or vocalizing a word search to index their need 

for repair or assistance to the interlocutor. This may also include explicit statements about lack of 

comprehension, which prompts codeswitching into the questioner's L1. These types of 

codeswitching constitute the most frequent pattern of language alternation, and they happen 

across Arabic varieties and English and by both American and Arab students. All dyads 

displayed bidialectal codeswitching, with varying degrees based on their shared dialects, which I 

explore in my analysis.  

Next, there are language alternation practices in my dataset that display different patterns 

and interactional functions than the one explored in codeswitching. There are two practices of 

what I consider to be exchanges that cannot be sufficiently accounted for by codeswitching. This 

is based on my close observations of the intertextual processes and different levels of 

involvement among the three dyads based on their shared dialects and cultural resources. The 

first dyad who do not share a mutually intelligible dialect only exhibit codeswitching. In 

comparison, the other two dyads do more with their language resources in both frequency and 

successiveness of switched words and creative and playful integration of phonetic convergence 

from all their linguistic resources. Whereas the second dyad (Ahmed and Brandon) share 
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mutually intelligible dialects (Egyptian and Jordanian), the third dyad (Rasha and Gabi) speak 

Jordanian and are both familiar with the Jordanian setting. I examine two terms that apply to 

their language practices, code gliding and translanguaging. 

 Code gliding is defined as "multiple, frequent, rapid and unselfconscious weaving in and 

out of languages" (Sridhar and Sridhar 2018: 5, as cited in Ortega 2019: 31). I found that it 

frequently happens during moments of session closing when the dyads end the Skype session. 

Schegloff and Sacks (1973) examine closings in social talk as a site that creates specific 

organizing difficulties in conversations, including a sequential arrangement in turn-taking. In 

bilingual eTandem exchanges, these appear to be a site for fluid language alternation that aligns 

more with code gliding, especially that they involve the participants' scheduling of their next 

session or negotiating the medium of interaction to schedule these sessions. I expand on this in 

Chapter Five, where Allah expressions provide expressive solutions in such exchanges within 

English and Arabic. This chapter shows a few examples from the second dyads code gliding 

practices during session closings.  

Unlike codeswitching and code gliding, other practices involve spontaneous and playful 

integration of linguistic sound resources from Arabic and English in seamless and creative ways, 

which I call translanguaging. These practices happened less frequently, and their use is either 

normalized through repeated use or taken up to be humorous. The way I conceptualize 

translanguaging in my analysis of these instances includes using words in one language and 

modifying them phonetically to sound similar to the other language. This sound modification is 

quite distinct from the original sound of the word and how it is used in the target context. Some 

examples show how American speakers carried phonological features and pronunciation rules 

from their L2 Arabic into their English speech creating interesting sound patterns that mimic the 
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pronunciation of their perception of Arabic accents. These translanguaging instances display a 

creative and unique way of combining language resources that does not adhere to established 

expectations of language separation and illustrates the bilinguals' language repertoire. 

Additionally, the pair co-orient toward them differently from the learning-centered way they do 

with codeswitching.  

I found that these words appear to be double-voiced and playful as they are accompanied 

by contextualization cues that index playful use (e.g., repetition, giving a smile or laughing while 

saying the word, changing prosody or body configurations) and elicit a reaction from their 

partner. Other similar sound-related enactments happen in repetition, chanting, and constructed 

dialogue that merges Arabic dialects with English, which I explore in detail in my analysis.  

Second, one American student in the data, Gabi, displayed a unique way of using 

English, Standard, and Jordanian Arabic in a fused and unselfconscious way. Her Jordanian 

partner seems to normalize that pattern and never comments or repairs. I view Gabi's speech in 

such instances as a display of spontaneous translanguaging. I also theorize that this pair's 

normalization of free and creative use of language resources unintentionally created a 

"translanguaging space" (Li Wei 2018), highlighting the bilinguals' creativity and criticality in 

language use. I elaborate on this point in my discussion of Rash and Gabi, the last pair whose 

discourse I explore in my analysis.  

4.4. Iman and Amy: Maintaining the boundaries 

4.4.1. Iman and Amy and their language alternation practices: Overview  

Iman is a Jordanian undergraduate student studying English Language and Literature. She works 

as a part-time tutor to elementary school children. She wants to pursue tutoring as a full-time job 

and do a graduate degree at her university in Jordan.   
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Amy is an American undergraduate student in Political Science who works as a part-time tutor 

teaching SAT writing. She speaks Spanish, and she is currently learning French. She spent her 

study abroad in Morocco, and she speaks Moroccan Arabic.   

 I consider Iman and Amy to be the "ideal" language-exchange partners in their 

reciprocity of eTandem's mantra of "autonomy, reciprocity, and no mixture of the two 

languages" (Telles 2015b: 3). The fundamental quality of this pair's conversational pattern that 

distinguishes them from the other dyads is that they truly display telecollaborative language 

learning in its structural and pedagogical sense. Members of the pair speak and practice both 

languages in an almost equal amount of time where they are cognizant of time boundaries; in 

Arabic, they speak the Standard for the most part; they typically avoid codeswitching; they abide 

by the session's topic prompt and continually reference it; and they consistently reciprocate 

corrective feedback and evaluation of one another's L2 use.  

Iman, the L1 Arabic speaker, consistently uses Standard Arabic or English in the 

allocated language part. Her dialect switches are very infrequent, only happening spontaneously 

in one word or phrase and in cases when she talks to her family members using Jordanian (which 

I show in Chapter Six in my examination of triadic moments). Amy, the L2 Arabic speaker, also 

consistently uses Standard Arabic or English in the allocated language part. She switches to 

Moroccan very few times in the first two sessions, and she never did again in their remaining 

four sessions. The pair's bilingual codeswitching happens infrequently, mostly to resolve a 

comprehension problem or to elaborate on a learning-centered topic. 

Both members of the pair take up the roles of expert and novice seriously, evident in their 

other-initiated other-repairs and their initiative to give overall feedback to their partner at the end 

of their sessions. While all three dyads in my study gave each other language feedback at some 
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point, Amy and Iman are the only ones who explicitly asked for and gave each other overall 

feedback about their language use. Additionally, this pair are the only ones who consistently 

vocalize their uptake and say "thank you" when repaired. Interestingly, I also noticed that both 

Iman and Amy have a notebook and a pen near their laptops to take notes on new words they 

learned from their partner. I suspect that the fact that they both teach as a part-time job had some 

impact on how they take up the roles of a teacher/expert when it comes to their partner's L2. It 

also might have made them more "studious" in the way they take evaluation and feedback, say 

"thank you," and write down new words and other things they learn in their notebooks.  

While their interactions are rich with linguistic and cultural engagement, the pair 

displayed the least amount of language play that appears to be intentionally for humor purposes. 

The other pairs shared interpersonal stories, switched among languages and dialects for playful 

reasons, used more constructed dialogue, and repeated and animated words. The constructed 

dialogue instances I found in this pair happened when Iman introduces young children to their 

Skype conversation (shown in Chapter Six), and the pair start sharing stories about similar 

instances using constructed dialogue.  

I suspect that there are two factors that impacted this pair's language practices and overall 

compliance to the language-learning institutional frame. The first one is their professional 

identity as part-time tutors. They frequently talk about their jobs and use their teaching 

experience as a source for sociable exchanges (e.g., Iman on multiple occasions mentioned how 

much she enjoys teaching kids and that she feels frustrated when they do not do well in their 

exams). Amy uses her teaching experience to give Iman feedback on English (e.g., she 

frequently frames her language advice to Iman as feedback she would give her SAT students). 
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The second factor that might have impacted the pair's overall language pattern might be their 

dialect; Jordanian and Moroccan are not mutually intelligible, a point I expand on next.  

 

4.4.2. Bidialectal codeswitching to Moroccan and Jordanian Arabic 

Iman and Amy rarely use local dialects, and when they do, they self-repair back to Standard 

Arabic right after. When it comes to the Moroccan dialect which Amy sometimes slips into, 

Iman (L1 Arabic) co-orients to it as a "foreign" language and asks Amy about it. It seems that the 

Moroccan dialect among these two pair creates a role reversal between their expert/novice roles 

where Amy, the L2 Arabic speaker, explains the meanings and usages of Moroccan words, a 

point I show in one example next. This is contrastive with the other pairs in my data who 

frequently used their mutually intelligible dialects (Egyptian and Jordanian), sometimes in more 

creative and playful ways. 

Moroccan dialect (also called Darija) is not mutually intelligible with other Arabic 

dialects, unlike Egyptian, Gulf, Jordanian, and other Arabic dialects, which are to some degree 

mutually intelligible (with phonetic or phonological variation and some semantic differences). 

The Moroccan Darija is very different semantically and morphologically as it was heavily 

influenced by the Berber languages (or Amazigh) and to some degree by French and Spanish. In 

order to be understood by other Arabs, Moroccans need switch to the Standard. Albirini (2016: 

228) explores this topic in his examination of the speech of well-educated Jordanian, Saudi, 

Egyptian, and Moroccan speakers, from younger as well as older generations (his data is based 

on Ph.D. professors and their college students). He found Moroccan speakers to be the most 

fluent in speaking Standard Arabic, which he attributes, based on his interviews with the 

participants, to their more frequent use of the Standard when communicating with other non-
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Moroccan Arabic speakers. In other words, Moroccans have more exposure to and investment in 

practicing the Standard, which is the mutually intelligible variety among all Arabic speakers, 

both L1 and L2.  

Among the pair, Amy occasionally switched to Moroccan dialect using markers 

commonly used in Moroccan bizzaf ('very') and waxa ('okay' or 'alright'), but these switches were 

only observed in their first two sessions. My analysis here focuses on one instance where Amy 

switches to Moroccan Arabic using the word waxa. She used it a few times in their first session, 

but Iman only asked about it in their second session. The first time, in their first eTandem session 

(Excerpt 1) it was not picked up by Iman; but the second time, in their second session (Excerpt 

2) Iman referenced it. I first briefly present the first time Amy used the expression, and my focus 

will be on the second time it occurred where it was intertextually referenced.  

In presenting these examples, I show how bidialectal codeswitching happens with this 

pair and how intertextuality as a framework helps illuminate their more structured language 

practices. Iman essentially repeats Amy's use of waxa in a diachronic manner. Amy's 

unassuming first use of waxa from a previous context (Excerpt 1) was extracted or 

"decontextualized" and then relocated or "recontextualized" (Bauman and Briggs 1990) by Iman 

in a new context (Excerpt 2) that is less spontaneous and more language-focused.  This is 

different from the other pairs' spontaneous use and repetition of features of their shared dialects.   

Excerpt 1 is part of the Iman and Amy's closing exchange, where Iman initiated ending 

the session at the one-hour mark when the session was supposed to end (note that the other two 

dyads under study typically end their sessions around the fifty-minute mark). Iman was at her 

aunt's house, and it was late in the day, so she had to rush back home. The time constraint aspect 

could be the reason why Iman chose not to acknowledge the markedness of Amy's use of the 
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word waxa at that time. The excerpt also serves as an example of how the pair manage the 

closing structure of their eTandem sessions, which I found to be a site for frequent codeswitching 

practices. The Arabic they use is Standard (unmarked in the transcript), I only marked the 

Moroccan use.  

Excerpt 1  
Iman-Amy #1 | Arabic-allocated part 
 

1. Iman:   ana al`an fi bayt xalati 
   I am at my aunt's house 

2. Amy:   Oh ((head nod))  
3. Iman:   my aunt 
4.     wa yadʒib un adhhab ila al manzel  

   and I have to go back home 
5. Amy:      à  Oh okay waxa <MA> ((head nod)) 
6. Iman:   yeah fa natakalm insh`Allah yum alxamis?  

   yeah so we'll talk God willing on Thursday? 
7. Amy:   yum alxamis inshallah, naʕam  

   on Thursday God willing, yes 
 

In this extract, the pair engage in codeswitching using English, Standard, and Moroccan Arabic, 

naturally interwoven into their closing exchange. After Amy used waxa in line 5, Iman followed 

by confirming their next week's online meeting, and their Skype video exchange ended.  Then in 

their next week's session, Amy used the Moroccan expression again, as shown in Excerpt 2; this 

time, Iman asked about it while referencing their previous session as for the first part of the 

second session, they were speaking English, and Amy did not use any Arabic.   

The excerpt is from the pair's mid-session transition from English, the language they 

started speaking for the first half of the session, into Arabic, the language they use during the 

second half of their session. Prior to the start of the excerpt, when the pair were using English, 

Iman was talking about dishes traditionally eaten in Jordan for Eid (an Islamic holiday) which 
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consist of meat-based dishes common in holiday celebrations in the Middle East and North 

Africa. In response, Amy shared that during her study abroad program in Morocco, her 

American friends who were vegetarians struggled there. Subsequently, noticing that it is halfway 

through their session, Amy initiates switching to Arabic. The Moroccan dialect shift here 

happened adjacent to her talk about her study abroad experience, which is similar to other 

instances where Amy brought up a wedding she attended in Morocco and used the word bizzaf  

('very'), another Moroccan expression that Iman picked up on. Both expressions were used by 

Amy in the first two sessions, and it seems that Iman pointing them out made her stop using 

them as she realized they are not accessible to her partner. My focus will be on the expression 

waxa ('okay') and how its meaning is negotiated in this mid-session language transition.   

Excerpt 2  
Iman-Amy #2 | Mid-session transition: English to Arabic 
 

1. Amy:   It's hard to be a vegetarian. 
2.     When I was in Morocco 
3.    um (.) I had friends who were vegetarians  
4.    but who didn't do it in Morocco 
5.    because it was so hard not to eat meat um when they were there. 
6.     ((shifts gaze to the time on the corner of her laptop screen)) 
7.    okay I think it's about time to switch to Arabic  
8. Iman:   yeah haya! ((laugh)) 

   yeah let's do it! 
9. Amy:   ((laugh)) 
10.    à   um (.) waxa <MA> =  

   um (.) okay  
11. Iman:    à =what uh, badi <JA> asa`lik su`al <SA> 

   what uh, I want to ask you a question 
12. Amy:   uh-huh  
13. Iman:   matha taʕni waxa?  

   what does waxa mean? 
14. Amy:   oh waxa! ((laugh))  
15. Iman:   taquliha kathir ((h)) 

   you say it a lot  
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16. Amy:   ((laugh continues))  
17.    oh naʕam uh waxa uh 

   oh yes uh waxa uh  
18.    yaʕni min al daridʒa al maghrabia yaʕni "okay" 

   like from the Moroccan Darija it means "okay" 
19. Iman:   ah  
20. Amy:   um naʕam hatha laisa fusħa  

   um yes this is not the Standard Arabic 
21.    wa lakin um hathi fi al uh uh um  

   but um this is in the uh uh um  
22. Iman:   allahdja al maghrabia  

   the Moroccan dialect  
23. Amy:   allahdja al maghrebia naʕam um  

   the Moroccan dialect yes um  
24.    wa fi fi al lugha al inglizia uh ana aqul  

   and in in the English language uh I say  
25.    aqul "okay" `aw um `aw um shai` mithl hatha  

   I say "okay" or um or um something like that  
 

The above two extracts show how the pair follow the eTandem institutional structure by 

completing an exact hour in their session (Excerpt 1) and giving each language equal time for 

practice (Excerpt 2). In the latter one, they followed through with English being the dominant 

variety before the switch initiation and Arabic was the dominant variety after. The pair's strict 

adherence to the time and language rules does not preclude them from codeswitching in 

interactionally meaningful ways. 

Amy used Moroccan Arabic to initiate the session's official switch from English to 

Arabic by saying "waxa", which shows her Arabic repertoire that consists of Moroccan and 

Standard varieties. The Moroccan is evidently not accessible to her L1 Arabic partner Iman, who 

uses English and Jordanian Arabic (line 11), asking "what uh, badi asa'lik su'al" ('what uh I want 

to ask you a question'); the English "What" here could simply be a false-start as they were 

speaking English previously. She then switches to a pure Jordanian way of asking questions 
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using "badi," or 'I want' before asking the question in Standard Arabic in (line 13) "matha taʕni 

waxa?" or 'what does waxa mean?' This is an interesting role reversal of the "expert/novice" roles 

expected in such language exchange arrangements, where Iman, as the native Arabic speaker, is 

asking about an Arabic word. In response, Amy laughs and responds initially with a discourse 

marker "oh" along with waxa; "oh" shows a change in state, as noted by Schifrin (1987). This 

displays Amy's recognition of the markedness of her bidialectal switch between what was 

expected to take place (speaking Standard Arabic), and what happened (she used Moroccan 

dialect, an obscure dialect to non-Moroccan Arabs). It could also show Amy's lack of awareness 

of her bidialectal switch to Moroccan, evident in the absence of self-repair to the Standard (along 

with her laugh and the use of the discourse marker "oh").   

In Excerpt 2, Iman's recycling scaffolded the expression within language boundaries and 

showed awareness of the markedness of the expression that was intertextually referenced from 

an earlier session. Iman prefaced her question in a mix of English, Standard and Jordanian (line 

11: "I want to ask you a question") by a declarative statement, then she asks it (line 13 "matha 

taʕni waxa?" or 'what does waxa mean?'). This shows a type of intentionality and prior existing 

curiosity about the word, which is subsequently explained in Arabic (line 15: "I heard you say it 

a lot" in a smile voice). Shifting to a smile voice cues her changed state and helps to minimize 

alienating Amy who uses "a lot" of Moroccan, a dialect known for its lack of mutual 

intelligibility with other Arabic dialects. 

Amy's explanation involves naming different Arabic varieties (she explains, in Standard 

Arabic, in lines 20-21 that waxa "is not Standard Arabic"; she trails off and Iman completes the 

utterance in line 22, saying (in Standard Arabic) that this is Moroccan dialect. Amy echoes this 

in line 23. Later Amy refers to English, explaining: "in English I would say 'okay' or something 
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like that" (line 24-25: "fi al lugha al inglizia uh ana aqul aqul 'okay' `aw um `aw um shai` mithl 

hatha"). These features of the talk, along with Amy's use of the discourse marker "oh" and her 

laughter, clearly show that its context has shifted, but she is aware of the dialect boundaries. The 

intertextual affordances created by the expression's initial use and its subsequent meaning 

negotiation show the value of eTandem as a telecollaborative context where strict boundaries are 

spontaneously broken, allowing for deeper language and cultural learning.  Also worth noting is 

that attending to another's discourse and repeating it, within and across interactions, may have a 

social bonding function (Tannen 2007). 

The L1 Arabic speakers, including Iman, also codeswitch to their Arabic dialects, and 

they typically self-repair right after. I show one example here (Excerpt 3) of Iman bidialectal 

codeswitching between Jordanian to Standard Arabic. In this example, Iman was asking Amy 

about her roommates and learns Amy has lived with them for not even two months. Upon 

learning this, Iman responds, "not for too long" using the negation expression "mish" (Jordanian) 

then switching to "laisa" (Standard) (line 9 below).  

Excerpt 3  
Iman-Amy #1 | Arabic-allocated turn  
 

1. Iman:   kam lakum taʕishun maʕ baʕdh? Kam min alwaqt? Yaʕni-  
   How long have you lived together? How much time? I mean- 

2. Amy:   oh li shahar?  
   oh for a month? 

3. Iman:   shahar faqatˤ?!  ((surprised, gesturing one finger to double check)) 
   A month only?! 

4. Amy:   um naʕam. `aw uh mumkin sitat `usbu- `usbuʕ-  ((whisper)) 
   Um yes. Or uh maybe six wee- week-  

5. Iman:   sitat `asabiʕ?  
   Six weeks? 

6. Amy:   `asabiʕ. shukran, `asabiʕ.  
   Weeks. Thank you, weeks.  

7. Iman:   djamʕ `usbuʕ `asabiʕ  
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   The plural of week is weeks 
8. Amy:   uhum  
9. Iman:  à oh mish <JA> laisa munthu zaman <SA> ((laugh)) 

   Oh not  <JA> not for too long <SA> 
10. Amy:   naʕam  

   Yes  
 

 After using "mish," Iman immediately switches to the Standard Arabic form "laisa." The 

Jordanian negation marker "mish" is also used in other regional dialects such as Gulf Arabic (as I 

show an example of its use by Brandon later). I consider its use here to be Jordanian because 

Iman is from Jordan. Iman's laugh and dialect switching could be because she was surprised that 

Amy did not live with her roommates for too long, or it could be her recognition of the dialect 

codeswitch. Subsequently, Iman asked Amy a different question which did not include expansion 

on Amy's situation with her roommates. This type of codeswitching, which takes place and is 

followed by self-initiated self-repair to the "sanctioned" code, frequently happens among this 

pair and extends to their Arabic and English codeswitching, which I examine next.  

 

4.4.3. Bilingual codeswitching: Standard Arabic and English 

4.4.3.1. Bilingual codeswitching to achieve understanding  

Language alternation for the purpose of achieving understanding or resolving comprehension 

problems frequently happens among all three pairs, but especially among Iman and Amy, who 

codeswitch infrequently. This happens by translating the misunderstood expression to achieve 

understanding. I consider those to be clear cases of codeswitching that are purposeful and 

oriented toward learning outcomes. The codeswitch is performed as a quick and accessible 

solution to a temporary comprehension problem that halts the flow of the interaction; there is no 

back and forth or reciprocity in language alternation and the quick switch is followed by 
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maintenance of one language. For example, in the Arabic-allocated part of their session, Iman 

asks Amy in Arabic, "what time is it there?" and Amy could not understand the question or 

maybe could not hear her, so Iman repeated the same question in English (line 5), after a couple 

of attempts to explain the question in Arabic (lines 1 and 3).  

Excerpt 4 
Iman-Amy #1 | Arabic-allocated part 
 

1. Iman:   uh kam al saʕa, kam assaʕa ala`an ʕindakum? 
   uh what's the time, what's the time now over there? 

2. Amy:   kam . saʕa? 
   What . clock? 

3. Iman:   kam assaʕa, ʕindkum  ((points at Amy to signal "over there")) 
   What is the time, over there  

4. Amy:   u:h 
5. Iman:   à  What's the time? 
6. Amy:   Oh . al ithnin wa la` la`  ((laugh)) 

   Oh . the two and no no 
7.    thalatha . oh bidun  ((laugh)) 

    three . oh without 
8. Iman:    ((laugh))  
9. Amy:   yaʕni lais al kalima bidun wa lakin, thalath bidun thulth 

   I mean not the word without but, three without quarter 
10. Iman:   thalath `ILA thulth. 

quarter TO three. 
11. Amy:   `ila.  Shukran. Thalath `ila thulth  

to. Thank you. Quarter to three 
12. Iman:   naħnu al ʕashira `ila thulth  

It's quarter to ten here  
13. Amy:   ah okay ((laugh)) 

 

I consider this to be codeswitching because Iman resorted to translation as a means of fixing this 

non-comprehension instance after two attempts to clarify the meaning first in Arabic. Switching 

to English was the last resort solution; it was not something she did spontaneously or playfully. 

This was a thought-out process given the number of verbal and non-verbal attempts to clarify the 
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meaning (in line 3, she pointed to Amy while saying, "kam al saʕa, ʕindkum," or 'what's the time 

there?'). This is a codeswitching instance also because the switch was a one-time occurrence, 

where the pair returned to Arabic right after this single switched instance and maintained the 

Arabic part with no more language alternation.  

The next example shows an instance of codeswitching from Arabic to English in the form 

of translation. Iman switches to English to say the word "traditional," which was translated to 

Arabic right after as "taqlidi" as the pair were discussing the session's topic, which was about 

their country's local food, and Amy had asked Iman what they eat during Eid. As mentioned, the 

strict observance to the session's pre-assigned topic consistently throughout the session is 

something unique to this pair. They continually ask each other questions about the topic of the 

session, maintaining interactional engagement under the framework of the session's topic.  

Excerpt 5 
Iman-Amy #1 | Arabic-allocated part 
 

1. Amy:   matha tˤabaxat uh fi, `aw tatˤbax, kul fi kul ayam ʕid al Adħa? 
   what did you cook uh in, or usually cook during Eid al Adha? 

2. Iman:   u:h, fi al urdun, natˤbuxu al mansaf  
   u:h, in Jordan, we cook mansaf 

3. Amy:   mansaf? 
4. Iman:   hal taʕrfin al mansaf? 

   do you know mansaf? 
5. Amy:   la` 

no 
6. Iman:   la`? al mansaf hwa uh uh ((gesturing big pot)) 

   no? Mansaf is uh uh 
7.    yatakwan min uh aruz wa laban  

   consists of uh rice and yogurt  
8. Amy:   Oh. okay  
9. Iman:   wa laħam ((laugh)) 

   and meat 
10. Amy:  ((laugh)) 
11. Iman:  à hathi hiya al tˤabxa al traditional, yaʕni al tabkha al taqlidia  
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   this is the traditional dish, meaning the traditional dish 
12.    fi al urdun, na'kuluha fil ʕid  

   in Jordan, we eat it on Eid 
13. Amy:   tˤayeb 

  alright  
 

The codeswitching in this extract happens when Iman repeated the same structure "al tabkha al 

traditional" (a mix of Standard Arabic and English) to the fully Standard Arabic "al tabkha al 

taqlidia" (line 11), which shows a distinct and structured language boundary. The use of al- 

(which is a definite article that attaches to words in Arabic) shows a standard way of Arabic-

English bilingual codeswitching among Arabic speakers (Albirini 2016), which is also observed 

among the L2 Arabic students in my data (e.g., Brandon codeswitching in "al midterm" in 

Excerpt 14). There is a possibility here that Iman was under the assumption that Amy would not 

recognize the Arabic word for "traditional," so she repeated it in Arabic within the same template 

for Amy's benefit (to improve her Arabic), or possibly because the pre-assigned topic "traditional 

food" was shared with them in English (guidelines and emails). Iman had introduced the switch 

using the verb "yaʕni" (though often serving as a discourse marker, here it functions as the verb 

'meaning'). Iman also aligns with the session's topic on talking about traditional Jordanian food, 

even initiating comprehension checks from her L2 partner (line 4: "hal taʕrfin al mansaf?" or 'Do 

you know mansaf?'), which shows her display of a teacher/expert role. Following this exchange, 

the pair proceeded with their Arabic exchange abiding by the institutional policy of language 

separation and fulfilling the topic prompts, with Iman continuing to describe other traditional 

Jordanian food.  

Among this pair, there are a number of instances where they initiate repair to their 

partner, using codeswitching and displaying what scholars in Conversation Analysis refer to as 

other-initiated other-repair (e.g., Schegloff 1992). In the next excerpt, it was done during their 
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English-allocated part of their session where Iman initially used an expression in English that 

Amy deemed incorrect. As the pair were talking in English about their plans after college, Iman 

shared her plans to start graduate school at her current university, which she describes in English 

in line 9 ("the mother university"). She then translates this into Arabic in line 10 ("al djamiʕa al 

'um"). In other words, Iman uses both English and Arabic. Amy initiated a repair of Iman's use of 

the Arabic expression and explained that it is called "the flagship university" in the United 

States. (The expression in Arabic uses the word "mother" to describe the same concept of 

"flagship" in reference to the most prominent universities in their location). 

Excerpt 6 
Iman - Amy #3 | English-allocated part  
 

1. Iman:   um the university of Jordan  
2.    the great university in Jordan 
3. Amy:   uhum  
4. Iman:   so I want to continue in my university  
5. Amy:   good  
6. Iman:   because it's uh behind my house 
7.    and it's the the. the mother university 
8.    ((gesturing big with both hands)) 
9.   à we we call it the mother university 
10.   à or yeah um al djamiʕa al 'um  

   or yeah um the mother university 
11. Amy:   uhum yeah.  
12.   à um (.) in the U.S., we call that "the flagship university" 
13. Iman:   flag?  
14.    ((brings one ear and one side of the head close to screen))  
15. Amy:   flag. ship. flag like you wave  
16. Iman:   can you ((signals typing with her fingers)) say, write it, send now  
17. Amy:   yeah. just a second ((types "flagship" on Skype chat))  
18. Iman:   thank you ((writes it on her notebook using a pen)) 
19. Amy:   yeah no problem.  
20.    so it's a flag like, like these flags 
21.    ((turns the camera toward U.S. States' flags on the wall next to her)) 
22.    flag ((points at the flags on the wall)) 
23.    SHIP, like a, like a boat, you know ((signals big ship with hands)) 
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24.    because um when a long time ago when people you know traveled in ships 
25.    they would have a big ship and then smaller ships with them  
26.    and the big ship was the one with the flag  
27.    so when we have one university that's the main one  
28.    à like you call "the mother university" we call it the "flag. ship. university"  
29.    because it's the big one and it has sort of the smaller ones around it  
30. Iman:   ah. your university big? are big? is big?  
31. Amy:    is big. 

 

Instances of other-initiated other-repair are commonly avoided, and when they happen, they are 

often mitigated using codeswitching to lessen their face-threatening aspect, as observed by 

Tudini (2016) in a telecollaborative language-exchange study. In this extract, Iman's initial use of 

"the mother university" in English was first done in an affirmative tone, then her translating it 

into Arabic "or yeah um al djamiʕa al `um" (lines 9 and 10) showed a type of uncertainty in her 

initial use of the expression. This could have prompted Amy to initiate the repair and elaborate 

on its meaning. This type of comprehensive elaboration to explain language or cultural concepts 

is very common among this pair, which could also be related to the fact that both work as part-

time tutors.  

Additionally, Iman's translation of the expression brought more attention to it and 

centralized it, making it an accessible intertextual reference for Amy's later repetition (line 28), 

where Amy felt that it is a learning opportunity for her partner and thus explained "like you call 

'the mother university' we call it the 'flag. ship. university'." Iman, in the second line of the 

extract had said, "the great university in Jordan," which seems to be another way of describing 

the Arabic concept of "the mother university." However, her use of "the great university" was not 

addressed by Amy, unlike the more bounded expression "the mother university," which provides 

a clash with Amy's accessible "prior texts" (Becker 1994) in her American language and culture. 

This echoes findings by Cappellini and Mompean (2015), who found that their French-Chinese 
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eTandem language learners take up "expert" roles when it comes to using their L1, and also to 

display expertise in the topic discussed, which they call "crossed expertise." They found that 

students take up more authoritative roles when using their L1, even when it concerns a topic 

related to their partner's culture. In this case, Iman was talking about her graduate plans in 

Jordan, but the fixed expression created a discussion centered around what American English 

uses to describe "the mother university." This example resonates with their findings where such 

"crossed expertise" moments are found to lead to learning sequences and discussion of new 

vocabulary elicited by the language expert (in this case Amy since it was the English part) to 

their partner who provided cultural access to the topic. 

While Amy appears to be taking up the expert/teacher role, Iman engages in a 

student/learner capacity. Iman showed her learner role by asking more questions about the 

expression, asking Amy to type it "flagship" in the Skype chat box, and then thanking her while 

writing it down in her notebook. Amy showed her expert/teacher role in that she explained the 

expression "flagship" word by word, enunciating each word (lines 15 and 28) "flag" and "ship," 

and explaining its lexical origin (lines 23-29). Her expansive elaboration on the expression was 

animated and multimodal; she first complied with Iman's request to type the expression by 

switching from the visual modality of their eTandem to the written one, then expanded on the 

elaboration explaining "flag" by switching the camera view to show her some U.S. States' flags 

near her (line 20), and explained "ship, like a, like a boat, you know" using gesturing to signify a 

boat (line 23). Interestingly, that was done after Iman apparently thought Amy finished her 

explanation when she typed the expression on Skype (Iman said "thank you" in line 18). While 

Amy corrected Iman's initial use of English in "the mother university," she later used that very 

same phrase in English (line 28: like you call 'the mother university' we call it the 'flag. ship. 
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university'"). This repetition validates Iman's Arabic resources, as Amy literally translated the 

expression from Arabic into English, just as Iman had. This type of language-centered 

engagement within their "expert/novice" roles is very common among this pair in their bilingual 

interactions, where even their infrequent instances of codeswitching are productively purposeful 

and oriented to enriching their learning-learning goals. 

  

4.4.4. Bilingual codeswitching to Arabic for words with no English equivalent  

The pair's adherence to the eTandem language separation rules is exemplified in the next two 

extracts, where they only codeswitch in words that are not present in English and follow through 

with using only English afterward. Their institutional adherence is also shown in their 

engagement in language-centered topics in these extracts, which are the last ones I show of this 

pair in this chapter. Both show the pair briefly codeswitching from English to Arabic in words 

that do not have an exact translation in English, only a descriptive one.  

In Excerpt 7, the pair engage in a metalinguistic discussion about their use of English and 

Arabic in their daily lives, and Amy codeswitched to Arabic to show an example when she uses 

Arabic in text messaging. The word maʕlesh is a colloquial term used across several Arabic 

dialects, its contextual meaning is not easily translatable to English, but the closest equivalent 

would be saying something like "never mind," "whatever," or "it's okay" and in Arabic it is used 

either as a response when someone apologizes or as encouragement or consolation when 

someone is feeling down or upset about something. Iman and Amy were asking each another if 

they had someone in real life to practice the target language with.  

Excerpt 7 
Iman-Amy #3 | English-allocated part 
 

1. Iman:   My friends don't like uh talking English ((laugh))  
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2. Amy:   Speaking English. yeah ((laugh))  
3. Iman:   uh yeah or uh chatting  
4.    ((signals phone-typing hand gesture))  
5. Amy:   Oh ((head nod)) uhum yeah  
6. Iman:   both they don't like  
7. Amy:   yeah (.) sometimes um I will, like a lot of the words  
8.    the times that I speak in Arabic to my friends  
9.    It's words that um we know in Arabic that we don't really say in English  
10.               à   so things like, we'll say "maʕlesh" ((head shrug, shoulders raised)) 
11.    or something because that 
12.    we don't really have similar expression in English um, things like that  
13.    so I often text that to my friends or will say things like that  
14. Iman:   ((head nod while smiling))  
15. Amy:   But then we have to explain it to all our friends who don't speak Arabic  
16. Iman  ((laugh)) cause they don't know  
17.    you have a lot of friends who study Arabic yeah?  
18. Amy:   yeah uhum ((head nod)) 

 

The term "maʕlesh" is a clear example of codeswitching where the expression was scaffolded by 

the English narration with distinct body configuration changes that occurred simultaneously with 

the codeswitched instance. Amy's body conduct while saying the expression shows incredible L2 

pragmatic competence, as the expression is, in fact, sometimes expressed alongside raising one's 

shoulders and head shrugging in an indifferent manner, which shows her awareness of the socio-

culturally appropriate use of the expression in interaction. Codeswitching in this instance is 

unavoidable as it is an Arabic expression, and it fits the topic of their exchange. 

Amy's expressive body configurations as she says the expression could be a type of 

constructed dialogue in the diachronic repetition sense (following Tannen's 2007 discussions of 

diachronic repetition and constructed dialogue) and it could also be viewed as multimodal 

repetition. Amy introduces the expression in reference to her other L2 Arabic speaking friends, 

saying, "it's words that um we know in Arabic that we don't really say in English so things like, 

we'll say 'maʕlesh'" while making the previously described head and body movements. This 
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creates involvement with her L1 Arabic speaker as she later explained that "then we have to 

explain it to all our friends who don't speak Arabic," which seems to have amused Iman as it 

made her laugh and say, "cause they don't know." This type of interpersonal involvement is one 

of the interactional functions created by constructed dialogue, which in this case, signals Amy's 

membership as an Arabic speaker like her partner Iman. 

Additionally, this exchange is emblematic of a general pattern of the pair's language 

pattern where they abide by the eTandem institutional policy of separating the languages and 

providing instructional linguistic feedback. Note how Amy initiated other-repair of Iman's use of 

"talking English" to "speaking English" (line 2), even though Iman does not seem to have picked 

it up. This pair frequently engage in such corrective feedback exchanges in both Arabic and 

English. The next excerpt further illustrates the pair's general pattern that is distinguishable from 

the other pairs whose discourse I examine in this chapter; I present the next example to show an 

infrequent instance where the pair used codeswitching as they made self-deprecating comments 

about their Arabic grammar.    

In Excerpt 8, the pair codeswitches to Arabic in an expression that does not have an exact 

equivalent in English. In written Standard Arabic, iʕrab describes symbols placed on top or 

under letters to mark the words' vowel placement and to indicate grammatical properties. Their 

placement impacts a word's pronunciation, conjugation, and meaning, and these symbols are 

especially helpful in words that have the same consonants but can mean different things based on 

their placement. 'Diacritics' would be the closest translation into English, but in Standard Arabic 

iʕrab includes more than pronunciation. Arabic iʕrab is one of the most challenging aspects of 

Standard Arabic language for both L1 and L2 Arabic speakers, but it must be learned as part of 

the Standard Arabic grammar as its use can fully change the meaning of a word. An example of 
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that is shown in Table 4 where the same word with and without diacritics have different 

meanings. 

Table 4. Example of iʕrab changing a word's meaning 

Word in Arabic Meaning in English Pronunciation 

ّدَجلا  The paternal grandfather Al-dʒad 

ّدِجلا  Diligence or hard work Al-dʒed 

ّدُجلا  The sea coast Al-dʒud 

 

The difficulty in this Arabic linguistic concept is illustrated in the humorous role reversal that 

happens as Iman and Amy bond over its difficulty. Note how the codeswitching occurs only in 

this domain-specific term "iʕrab," which again shows the pair's overall pattern.  

Excerpt 8 
Iman-Amy #3 | English-allocated part 
  

1. Iman:   yea and we are in Middle East we also we see the Arabic grammar  
2.    we see it very difficult  
3. Amy:   uhum  
4. Iman:   I'm not good at grammar in Arabic ((h)) 
5. Amy:   yeah ((laugh)) there are lots of rules  
6. Iman:    à yeah. you can uh (.) make iʕrab?  
7. Amy:   yes sort of ((laugh))  
8. Iman:   Oh good I want to ask you some questions ((laugh))  
9. Amy:   ((laugh)) I may not be able to answer them  
10.    but we're supposed to know how to do a lot of it.  
11.    I had tests last year where we would get um English sentences  
12.  à and we would have to write them in Arabic with iʕrab  
13.    ((seeing Iman's shocked face))  
14.    but they were short sentences ((laugh))  
15. Iman:   short. uhum ((head nod and smile)) 
16. Amy:   yeah um yeah. it's hard.  
17.    um at least we don't have that in English.  
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This bilingual codeswitching occurrence happened because the concept and word for "iʕrab" 

does not exist in English, the language the students are using at this part of their session. I use 

this example to exemplify the pair's generally infrequent and purposeful codeswitching pattern 

and their rich language-centered engagements. The fact remains that using the word's original 

pronunciation is only natural and expected in a context where Iman felt comfortable using it 

knowing that her L2 Arabic partner knows the reference without needing to explain it. This is 

evident in Amy's codeswitching as she repeated Iman's initial use (line 12) "and we would have 

to write them in Arabic with iʕrab." Iman's curiosity about her L2 Arabic partner's language 

ability is layered with double-voicing in a humorous role reversal: When Iman initially asked 

Amy if she could do iʕrab, Amy responded with an uncertain "yes sort of" while laughing, to 

which Iman (the L1 Arabic speaker) made a self-deprecating comment, "Oh good I want to ask 

you some questions," using "oh" a discourse marker, which following Schiffrin (1987), indexes a 

shift in her orientation to the previously said information. The shift could also be to initiate her 

humorous contribution (line 8: "Oh good I want to ask you some questions"), which resulted in 

joint laughter.  

 

4.4.5. Concluding remarks on Iman and Amy's discourse  

In this section, I introduced the first dyad and showed representative examples of their bilingual 

and bidialectal codeswitching. Iman and Amy, for the most part, followed the sessions' tasks 

rigidly and showed great awareness of language boundaries and the time given to practice each 

language. Iman, who speaks Jordanian Arabic, avoids speaking the dialect, and when she 

infrequently does, she self-repairs to the Standard right after. She chooses to speak the Standard 

variety to accommodate her L2 Arabic learner's language input needs, a point that will be clear in 
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my chapter on triadic moments (Chapter Six) when Iman would switch to Jordanian Arabic to 

speak to her family members and switches to Standard to address Amy. Amy, who learned 

Moroccan Arabic, also, for the most part, uses Standard Arabic during their sessions and only 

showed bidialectal codeswitching in their first two sessions. It appears that she picked up on the 

lack of intelligibility of Moroccan for her Jordanian partner and continued to speak Standard. 

This level of adherence is also reflected in their bilingual codeswitching, which is more 

intentional than the other dyads and contextualized within language-centered exchanges.  

Iman and Amy's language-focused engagements displayed intertextuality through 

repetition across interactions, what Tannen (2007) refers to as diachronic repetition (e.g., Iman 

referencing her partner's use of Moroccan waxa from their prior session), as well as through 

constructed dialogue (e.g., when Amy shared that she would text a word in Arabic that her other 

non-Arabic speaking friends would not understand, which showed multimodal enactment of the 

expression's gestural associations). This analysis displays how students linguistic and semiotic 

resources are part of the bilingual's language repertoire, a point embraced by translanguaging as 

framework (Li Wei 2018). The pair also displayed intertextuality through synchronic repetition 

(Tannen 2007) by repeating words and phrases in the same interaction. I theorize that there are 

two aspects that contributed to creating the interactional pattern of Iman and Amy: first, they do 

not share a mutually intelligible dialect (unlike the other two pairs), which makes bidialectal 

codeswitching interactionally impractical. Second, the pair's teacher-like and studious roles, and 

their rich engagement in language-centered topics, could be because they are both part-time 

tutors (Rasha teaches elementary school kids, and Iman teaches SAT writing). Their shared 

background as both college students and tutors could have impacted the roles they take up and 

their investment in their partner's target language. Despite its infrequency, their codeswitching 
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was "interactionally meaningful" (Auer 1984: 87), corroborating Gumperz' (1982) insights on 

codeswitching as a conversational tool to construct social meaning and relations.  Next, I 

illustrate how codeswitching and translanguaging across shared dialects can create deeper (and 

sometimes playful) engagements among the students since it intertextually references shared 

access to social knowledge of what these words signify, a point I expand on in my analysis of 

Ahmed and Brandon.  

4.5. Ahmed and Brandon: Blurring the boundaries and embracing the dialects 

4.5.1. Ahmed and Brandon and their language alternation practices: Overview  

Ahmed is a Jordanian undergraduate student who studies English Language and Translation. He 

wants to become an Arabic-English interpreter.  

Brandon is an American graduate student in his first year who studies Political Science. He 

spent his study abroad in Egypt, and he speaks Egyptian Arabic.   

 Unlike Moroccan Arabic, Egyptian Arabic is mutually intelligible by most Arab 

speakers. Albirini (2016) explains that Egypt's active and rich media presence (e.g., in movies, 

shows, and music) and Egyptian national pride, which extends to the dialect, made Egyptian the 

lingua franca of Colloquial Arabic. Studies that examined bidialectal codeswitching found that 

Arabs tend to codeswitch to Egyptian for some lexical items when they are speaking to an 

Egyptian speaker, but that the Egyptians do not codeswitch to their interlocutor's dialects 

(Elsaadany 2003). Interestingly, this happens in Ahmed and Brandon's conversations, where 

Ahmed playfully uses stereotypical Egyptian expressions that he knows, or Brandon has used 

before. The Egyptians' national pride in their dialect extends to the written medium where 

multiple Wikipedia entries are translated to Egyptian Arabic. This is very unusual because it is a 
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spoken dialect, and other Arabic dialects are not used in this written capacity (except in texting, 

social media, and informal emails).  

Even though most Arabic speakers understand Egyptian, in his initial interactions with 

Ahmed, Brandon would self-repair when using Egyptian during the Arabic-allocated parts of 

their sessions. This shows his awareness and compliance to the eTandem formal expectations 

when it comes to Arabic as well as his high L2 Arabic pragmatic competence where he is able to 

use the same expression in Standard and the dialect. In their later sessions, Brandon started using 

more Egyptian Arabic without self-repair, sometimes almost interchangeably with Standard 

Arabic. This is also similar to Ahmed's use of the Jordanian dialect, which is mutually 

intelligible to Egyptian speakers. The pair frequently utilize Colloquial Arabic when 

backchanneling (e.g., Egyptian mashi or 'yes/okay'; Jordanian `aah or 'yes/okay'); however, it is 

scaffolded within Standard Arabic (unlike in the discourse of the members of third pair in this 

study who both speak Jordanian).  

Ahmed and Brandon as a pair follow the eTandem expectations. At the beginning of the 

interaction, they negotiate their language choice and divide their sessions in half (though slightly 

less strictly than Iman and Amy typically do). They also reference the session's prompt and 

engage in it but deviate from the topic once they cover the main points. Most of their repair is 

self-initiated. A notable phenomenon I observed in this pair that distinguishes their discourse 

from that of the other two pairs in this study is that they would not offer other-initiated other-

repair.  

The pair codeswitch to English in a pattern consistent with codeswitching for meaning 

comprehension and domain-specific terms (e.g., midterm, theoretical). They do it more 

consistently than Amy and Iman, who adhere more to the language-separation rule. Brandon, 
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however, tends to switch to Egyptian more frequently, and Ahmed seems to find it amusing, 

evidenced in his repetition of some of Brandon's Egyptian use.  

Compared to the previous dyad, Ahmed and Brandon showed more creative and playful 

language alternation using their shared knowledge and language resources. The playful instances 

showed double-voicing, marked by contextualization cues that include repetition, smile voice, 

laughter, changed body posture as they say these expressions, and other prosodic and phonetic 

features. I examine some of these instances through a translanguaging lens and align more with a 

fluid view of language alternation than codeswitching.  

In the first section, I explore the pair's codeswitching, which includes unambiguously 

codeswitching instances. They are instances where the pair show awareness of language 

boundaries through self-repair to the sanctioned code or through negotiating the meaning of 

certain dialect expressions. I then explore language alternation that carries playful double-

voicing in the sense that the pair's practices invoke their shared knowledge of the local dialect 

and its use in a playful manner; some of these language alternation uses can be accounted for 

through the lens of codeswitching. These language alternation patterns occurred mostly in this 

pair's closing exchanges, which appear to be a site for more fluid language resources among all 

three dyads. Finally, I explore instances that I count as translanguaging, where participants use 

phonetic resources from different languages and creatively integrate them and sometimes 

seemingly intentionally for humor purposes.  

 

4.5.2. Bidialectal codeswitching: Standard, Egyptian, and Jordanian Arabic  

Brandon, who spent his study abroad in Egypt, often switches to the dialect while discussing his 

study abroad, an overall pattern observed in all three dyads among the Americans. The first two 
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examples show instances where Brandon codeswitched bidialectally, followed by self-repair to 

the Standard. In Standard Arabic, the /dʒ/ sound becomes /g/ in Egyptian Arabic. This is a 

general rule, and it has some variations based on Northern or Southern Egyptian dialects, which 

is not relevant to the current analysis. Brandon spent his study abroad in Alexandria, Egypt, 

which abides by the /g/ shift rule.   

The following excerpt was taken from the pair's first session where Brandon switched 

dialect twice from Egyptian Arabic using /g/ to Standard Arabic using /dʒ/. There were a few 

exchanges separating these instances, but both happened during the Arabic-allocated turn of their 

first session, where they maintained the use of the Standard. Ahmed, in the following excerpt, 

asked Brandon if he visited other cities in Egypt, to which Brandon responded that he visited 

Sharm El Sheikh, a luxury beach resort in Egypt located along the Red Sea. I italicized the 

dialect use in the transcripts.  

Excerpt 9 
Ahmed-Brandon #1| Arabic-allocated part 
 

1. Brandon:          ana ana zurt Sharm El Sheikh, wa lakin hatha faqatˤ 
   I I visited Sharm El Sheikh, and that's it 

2. Ahmed:            kayf wadʒadt uh Sharm El Sheikh? 
   How was uh Sharm El Sheikh? 

3. Brandon:          uh, gamil, <EA> dʒamil, dʒamil <SA> 
   uh, beautiful, <EA> beautiful, beautiful <SA> 

4. Ahmed:            dʒamil uh? adʒmal min al Qahira 
   Beautiful uh? More beautiful than Cairo? 

5. Brandon:          uha.  albaħr alaħmar, uh, wa al funduq hunak kana (.) zay zay ʕutˤla hunak 
   uha. The Red Sea, uh, and the hotel there was (.) it was like like a vacation  

    (...) 
 

6. Brandon:          aywa. zay uh atagruba <EA> (.) atadʒruba. <SA> 
   Yes. like uh experience <EA> (.) experience. <SA> 
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Brandon describes the Egyptian city using the word "beautiful" in Egyptian Arabic, "gamil," then 

switched to "dʒamil" (line 3), repeating it twice in Standard Arabic. Then he did the same thing 

in a later instant with the word "experience," where his dialect switches from "atagruba" to 

"atadʒruba" (line 6). This shows his bidialectal L2 pragmatic competence and his awareness of 

the socio-pragmatic demands of the eTandem as a language learning context where the use of the 

Standard is expected. Additionally, and unlike his other spontaneous and sometimes playful uses 

of the Egyptian dialect presented later in this section, he did not mark the Egyptian code by 

laughter or smile voice.  

There are other instances where Brandon switched back to the Standard variety in a 

similar self-initiated self-repair manner that was not within the context of his study abroad in 

Egypt. One very interesting instance (for me personally as a Saudi Arabic speaker) was when he 

codeswitched between three dialects, one of which is in the Gulf dialect (the Arab Gulf includes 

countries like Saudi, Kuwait, Qatar, UAE). It is challenging, though, to confirm that it is Gulf 

Arabic because the Gulf dialect shares some common features with other dialects, especially Iraq 

and Jordan. I assume it is Saudi because, in one of the sessions, he asked Ahmed if he had been 

to Saudi Arabia and then said that he has a lot of friends from there. Whether it is Gulf Arabic or 

not, his use is not Egyptian, which shows a tri-dialectal codeswitching.  

Ahmed and Brandon, in this excerpt, were talking about midterms in their schools. 

Ahmed, an undergraduate student, had a number of midterm exams, while Brandon, a first-year 

graduate student, had to write final papers for his courses. Here Brandon is explaining to Ahmed 

that he does not have midterms; in doing so, he uses three variations of the negation "there's no" 

to express that there are "no exams," the first two are colloquial Arabic, and the third one is 

Standard Arabic.  
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Excerpt 10 
Ahmed-Brandon #5 | Arabic-allocated part 
 

1. Brandon:          saʕib saʕib dʒidan wa lakin uh   
difficult very difficult but uh 

2.    mish <EA> imtiħanat, mafi <GA> laisa <SA> imtiħanat 
not <EA> exams, not <GA>, not <SA> exams 

 

The dialect switch here happens in the repetition of the negation expression 'not' three times, in 

three different Arabic varieties. The second of which "mafi" is not used in Egyptian dialect, the 

word for 'not' in Egyptian is "mish" or possibly 'mafish.' This successive self-repair sequence 

shows a deliberate code choice, which also highlights Brandon's L2 command in utilizing his 

spoken Arabic repertoire. It is bidialectal codeswitching among three Arabic varieties (or tri-

dialectal codeswitching). This type of dialect awareness shows a high level of fluency in 

Brandon's Arabic. The first two negation expressions are correct grammatically, and Ahmed 

probably understood them, as Egyptian and Jordanian are mutually intelligible, but Brandon in 

these exchanges makes an effort to speak Standard, which makes his other not repaired and 

sometimes playful diversions from the Standard even more interesting and meaningful.  

I present one final example in Brandon's Egyptian-Standard Arabic, which I consider to 

be bidialectal codeswitching that voices the student's awareness of dialect boundaries displayed 

through intertextually referencing his study abroad using a constructed dialogue structure. In this 

example, the pair have spent the first half of the session speaking Arabic, and they were about to 

switch to English. This next excerpt is taken from the students' first session from the mid-session 

transition part where they switch the language they practice from Arabic into English. Brandon 

says, "now we can switch over" (line 9) as the pair shift into the English part. Prior to the start of 

the extract, the pair were talking about issues regarding local dialects that Brandon faced when 
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he first went to Egypt, particularly the phonetic realization of the Standard sound /q/ as a glottal 

stop in Egyptian, represented in my transcript as [` ]. One example the pair discussed was the 

Arabic word for 'apartment' in Standard Arabic is "shaqa" and in Egyptian is "sha`a," and they 

also talked about the Arabic word for 'truth' which is "al haqiqa," realized as "al ha`i`a" in 

Egyptian with two glottal stops to replace the /q/. Due to the length of some of the lines, I bolded 

the Egyptian words in this transcript to distinguish them from the rest of the Standard, instead of 

using <EA> or <SA>.  

Excerpt 11 
Ahmed-Brandon #1 | Mid-session transition: Arabic to English 
 

1. Brandon:  wa lakin fi masˤr la yestaxdem (.) al ha`i`a 
   But in Egypt they don't use it (.) al ha'i'a [the truth] 

2. Ahmed: `uh, `uh `uh ((mimicking the glottal stop [` ] sound in Arabic)) 
3. Brandon:   à al hamza saħ? fa ana lama kunt fi masˤr ana kunt zay 

   The [glottal stop] right? So when I was in Egypt I was like 
4.    "Ha`i`a? Ma maʕna  ha`ia? `Aw ma maʕna  sha`a?" 

"Ha`i`a? [truth?] What does ha`i`a mean? Or what does sha`a 
[apartment] mean?"  

5. Ahmed:  shaqa  
   Apartment ((enunciating the /q/ in accordance with Standard Arabic)) 

6. Brandon:          shaqa ((laugh))  
   Apartment 

7.          à turid un, turid un tatkalm bilinglizi al`an? 
        Do you, do you want to talk in English now? 

8. Ahmed:            u:h naʕam 
   u:h yes 

9. Brandon:          now we can switch over ((pull away from screen and sinks into chair)) 
10. Ahmed:      à `aah <JA> ((laugh)) you know you relaxed now ha? ((h)) 

   Yes  
11. Brandon:          ((laugh)) I think you'll speak better English than I speak Arabic  
12.    but I want to improve, I do want to improve my Arabic a lot 
13. Ahmed:            me too also I want to improve my English  

 

Brandon's use of the Egyptian dialect is codeswitching; he did it in a demonstrative manner to 
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comment on Egyptian Arabic, and he contextualizes these words within that context ("wa lakin fi 

masˤr la yestaxdem (.) al ha`i`a," line 1), or 'but in Egypt they don't use it [referring to the /q/ 

sound in Standard Arabic].' This is similar to the way Amy and Iman would discuss Moroccan or 

Arabic-only words; however, the way Ahmed ratifies Brandon's contribution shows higher 

involvement in the sense that there is humor and amusement in the pair's repetition. In line 2, 

Ahmed repeats the glottal stop three times in an amused manner which can be viewed as 

"savoring and showing appreciation of a good line or a good joke" (Tannen 2007: 61). This is 

because for Ahmed, Egyptian is a different dialect from his Jordanian (which uses the /q/ sound 

in the words described). Brandon's bidialectal codeswitching to Egyptian from Standard (lines 3 

and 4) starts with "So when I was in Egypt I was like 'ha`i`a'? what does 'ha`i`a' mean?" The 

codeswitched terms are embedded in constructed dialogue that create a story about his study 

abroad through adding details about specific words and showcases initial dialect awareness. The 

successive repetition of words continues, this time when Ahmed uses the Standard Arabic 

version of Brandon's Egyptian utterance of the word 'apartment' (line 5), which Brandon repeats, 

subsequently switching back to the Standard (line 6).  

 The pair's involvement is also evident in Ahmed's remark about Brandon's changed body 

language once they transitioned into English, Brandon's L1. Ahmed playfully remarks on 

Brandon's body language as he backs away from the screen and sinks into his chair in a clearly 

relaxed manner; he says (line 10: "you know you relaxed now ha?"). This type of close 

observation of one's demeanor could be viewed as potentially face-threatening, especially as this 

was the pair's first time meeting on Skype. Ahmed's playful remark was cued with a smile voice 

and then laughter which served as contextualization cues recognized by Brandon, who also 

interpreted it as humorous and made a self-deprecating comment (line 11: "I think you'll speak 
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better English than I speak Arabic"). The pair's repetition continues as Brandon uses self-

repetition (line 7: "but I want to improve, I do want to improve my Arabic"), which was 

subsequentially repeated by Ahmed (line 8: "me too also I want to improve my English"), 

displaying listenership through repetition, a general linguistic feature observed in this pair, while 

also demonstrating similarity (which also builds connection). 

 When it comes to this pair's adherence to the eTandem time structure rules, they relax the 

boundaries a little more than the previous pair. In this (their first) session, Ahmed and Brandon 

transitioned into the English-allocated part of the session after completing 28 minutes speaking 

Arabic. The first pair, Iman and Amy, always complete 30 minutes on the dot (sometimes a few 

minutes more, but never less) before transitioning to the other language, and they always 

complete a full hour before ending the Skype call. Ahmed and Brandon relax the eTandem time 

structure rule, evident also in them frequently ending their sessions around the 50-minute mark 

(which I show in a closing exchange example later in this section). I turn now to show the pair's 

Arabic and English codeswitching patterns.  

 

4.5.3. Bilingual codeswitching: Standard Arabic and English  

Ahmed and Brandon codeswitched in both the Arabic and English parts of their sessions. Unlike 

the previous pair who codeswitch to achieve comprehension and negotiate meaning, this pair 

codeswitch consistently in their use of academic words (e.g., theoretical, thesis, midterm, class, 

presentation, paper). In this section, I first show an example where they used codeswitching to 

achieve understanding, and then show examples where they deviate from the institutional 

expectations and codeswitch consistently in domain-specific words. I only show two examples 

where they used "theoretical" and "midterm" during their Arabic-allocated part of the session.  
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4.5.3.1. Bilingual codeswitching to achieve understanding 

In the next extract, I briefly show an example of codeswitching between English and Arabic in 

the form of translation. The goal is to illustrate how I conceptualize this pair's language 

alternation practices where there are moments where they codeswitch, to provide a contrast to 

other moments where the continuum of language alternation is stretched a bit more beyond a 

"coded" view. Ahmed was telling Brandon, in English, about a National Geographic 

documentary he watched where they said there is a possibility of contracting AIDS from 

breathing the virus. While the accuracy of this information is questionable, it is irrelevant here. 

Ahmed resorted to translation to request assistance from Brandon in searching for the word 

"breathe" (line 3 below) by translating it into Arabic "tanafas."  

Excerpt 12 
Ahmed-Brandon #3 | English-allocated part 
 

1. Ahmed:  and there's a uh, there's a possible-  
2.    It's possible to spread AIDS throughout the air.  
3.        à and if someone u:h smells or tanafas? <SA> 

                 breathes?  
4. Brandon:          breathes 
5. Ahmed:            ̀aah <JA> breathes. breathe the virus they could die  
6.              or they could gain this uh virus  

 

The assistance initiation starts in the extract when Ahmed attempted to use the word "smells" 

(line 3) after using a drawn-out filler sound "u:h" then realizing it is not the right word, he used 

the word "tanafas" with a rising intonation marking uncertainty and requesting word search 

assistance. Brandon right after provided the word "breathes" (line 4), resolving this brief word 

search. Ahmed's codeswitching here is for a specific purpose of seeking assistance in a lexical 

item, and it halted the flow of the conversation before Ahmed says in line 5, "breathe the virus" 

and continues to talk. 
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 Brandon's repair of Ahmed's error saying "smells" is initiated by Ahmed; this pair do not 

engage in other-initiated other-repair, like Iman and Amy would occasionally do. They often 

codeswitch into the other language to seek assistance from their partner. Ahmed's uptake of the 

repaired word is repeated twice with a slight variation in the verb (line 5), starting with the 

Jordanian Arabic expression "`aah" which means 'yes/okay' colloquially, and then continuing 

"breathes. breathes the virus they could die." This type of repair is the most observed type of 

repairs among the students in my study, which echoes Leone (2012) findings that repair is often 

self-initiated in their eTandem data and follows a similar pattern to this example, where the 

student uses the term in a different language, thus implying that they require assistance, and then 

signal uptake by repeating their partner's words.   

 

4.5.3.2. Bilingual codeswitching in domain-specific words  

The following two excerpts show examples of a frequently documented function of Arabic-

English codeswitching in both classroom and social interactions. It involves Arabic speakers 

codeswitching into English using domain-specific words used in academic, business, or 

technology contexts. These words have an Arabic equivalent, but their English versions are more 

accessible in their target contexts, and sometimes (like the word 'midterm'), their English 

equivalent is shorter than their Arabic one. While this codeswitching frequently occurred in 

Ahmed's Arabic speech, it also happened in Brandon's L2 Arabic speech. This displays 

Brandon's high L2 pragmatic competence, where his bilingual codeswitching pattern is similar to 

that of L1 Arabic speakers. In both exchanges, the pair were talking about college assignments 

and exams; their codeswitched elements were scaffolded within the academic English 

expressions, displaying a straightforward pattern of codeswitching.  
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In Excerpt 13, Ahmed is telling Brandon about his Language and Translation course 

midterm exam. There are two parts of the exam, a practical part where they translate passages 

and a theoretical part. Ahmed switched twice from Arabic to English to reference the 

"theoretical" part of the exam, which I bolded in the transcript.  

Excerpt 13 
Ahmed-Brandon #5 | Arabic-allocated part 
 

1. Brandon:          Kayf kayf kan al`imtiħan? 
 How how was the exam? 

2. Ahmed:            al- um kan imtiħan tardʒama su`alan, imtiħan su`alan 
the um the translation exam had two questions, a two-question exam 

3.                     uh minhum kan uh tardʒama ʕadi 
uh one was uh regular translation 

4.                  à   wa al `axr imtiħan uh theoretical. Nadhari 
and the other one was uh theoretical. Theoretical  

5. Brandon:         mashi <EA> 
   okay <EA> 

6. Ahmed:           kan kan al- kan ah... alimtiħan qasˤir,  
   it was it was ah... the exam period was short. 

7.        à lam astatˤiʕ un un udʒawyed al s'ual al theoretical.  
   I couldn't answer the theoretical question. 

8. Brandon:         um (.) hal hal lazim taktub katir lil su`alyen? 
   Um (.) do do you have to write a lot for the two questions? 

9. Ahmed:           naʕam 
   yes  
 

The pair maintain using Standard Arabic within their session's Arabic-allocated part, but there 

are two codeswitches in this exchange. First, Ahmed switched to English twice in the word 

"theoretical". Then there is another dialect switch made by Brandon to display listenership using 

the Egyptian marker "mashi" (line 5) which means 'okay/alright'.  

In the bilingual codeswitch, even though Arabic has an equivalent term for theoretical 

"nadhari," which Ahmed used to self-repair (line 4: "wa al `axr imtiħan uh theoretical. Nadhari"), 
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or 'and the other one was uh theoretical. Theoretical.' Ahmed switches to English again (line 7) 

without self-repair. I speculate that Ahmed's first translation of the word "theoretical" is in 

accordance with the language-learning frame to share with Brandon its Arabic equivalent and to 

accommodate his L2 Arabic learning needs.  

The same domain-specific codeswitching pattern among Arabic speakers was found in 

Brandon's (L2 Arabic) in two forms, as shown in Excerpt 14. First, in the English word 

"midterm," Brandon codeswitches using similar English words that L1 Arabic speakers would 

codeswitch to. Second, he also used these English words with the Arabic definitive article al-, to 

reference "the midterm" from his previous utterance, which he used twice in the excerpt (along 

with one bare "midterm").  This is a continuation of the previous exchange between the pair 

where they were talking about their courses' requirements.  

Excerpt 14 
Ahmed-Brandon #5 | Arabic-allocated part  
 

1. Brandon:          hal, alimtiħan, hatha, hatha imtiħan kan fi al wasˤatˤ al fasˤl? 
is, this, this, exam, was the exam in the middle of the semester? 

2.                   à  zay midterm? 
like midterm? 

3. Ahmed:     à  midterm `aah! <JA> naʕam midterm 
midterm yes! Yes midterm  

(...)  
 

4. Brandon:   à  fi al `usbuʕ al madi ah intahyut min kul al midterms.  
last week ah I finished all the midterms.  

5.         à wa laken ana li al midterms fi al- albarnamdʒi al majester  
      but for me the midterms in the Master's program 

6.    muʕdam minhum huwa maqalat= 
most of them are essays 

7. Ahmed:           =maqala- 
essay- 

8. Brandon:          maqala ʕala al dimuqratˤya fi al ukraniah 
An essay about the democracy in Ukraine  
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9.            awh lazim aktub maqala ʕan a:h (.) al ħukuma fi: dʒanub afriqia 
or I must write a paper about a:h (.) the South African government 

10. Ahmed:            naʕam saʕib.  
yes difficult.  

 

In this extract, Brandon seems to follow the same codeswitching patterns of his L1 Arabic 

partner when switching to English in domain-specific terms. The pattern is characterized by 

repeating the same word first in Arabic then in its English equivalent, as I showed Ahmed did in 

Excerpt 13.  Here, Brandon first used "midterm" after saying its Arabic descriptive equivalent, 

"imtiħan kan fi al wasat al fas'l," or 'the exam in the middle of the semester' (line 1). He also 

added the definitive prefix "al-" prior to the English term "al midterm," a common practice of 

codeswitching among Arabic speakers. The fact that Brandon produces the same codeswitching 

patterns of Arabic speakers shows an advanced level of fluency in Arabic and its sociolinguistic 

intricacies. Ahmed takes an agreeable stance toward Brandon's codeswitched "midterm," 

indicated by his emphatic response of his repetition of "midterm" twice and saying "yes" twice in 

both the Jordanian "`aah" and Standard Arabic "naʕam" (line 3).  

So far, I have shown examples of Ahmed and Brandon's bilingual and bidialectal 

practices in moments that I consider to be codeswitching. They displayed frequently documented 

codeswitching patterns in the codeswitching literature in both bilingual and bidialectal manner, 

that include self-repair, word search, and domain-specific bilingual codeswitching. These are in 

line with the ways Iman and Amy showed codeswitching, but the current pair occasionally 

showed more playfulness in using repetition and constructed dialogue as involvement strategies. 

This extends to their other more nuanced practices of language alternation practices, which I 

explore next. 
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4.5.4. Beyond codeswitching: Interweaving linguistic and cultural resources 

Ahmed and Brandon displayed multiple instances where their shared language repertoires were 

integrated in a manner that was successive and fluid. This is a pattern that was not observed in 

the discourse of the previous pair, Iman and Amy, whose lack of shared Arabic dialect could 

have contributed to their strict language/dialect separation. In this section, I show examples 

where Ahmed uses his partner's Egyptian in a ratifying and playful way, evident in using 

contextualization cues that are absent when he uses Jordanian or Standard. I also show examples 

where Brandon uses exaggerated Arabic accent to say English words in self-repetition using both 

versions, and they are repeated by his partner using the typical Arabic articulation. These are also 

marked by contextualization cues that signal affiliation and play.  

Interpreted in light of Speech Accommodation Theory (Giles et al. 1987), Ahmed's use of 

his partner's Egyptian dialect and Brandon's overtly Arabic-accented shift in English words could 

be considered examples of convergence, wherein bilingual talk, speakers modify their speech to 

resemble the style of their interlocutor's language or a variety of language to gain approval of the 

interlocutor. This is one way of looking at this pair's language pattern. My interest here is 

focused on how codeswitching, and possibly other terms, could describe such instances based on 

the pair's shared dialect and cultural resources. I use the term code gliding, defined as "multiple, 

frequent, rapid and unselfconscious weaving in and out of languages" by Sridhar and Sridhar 

(2018: 5, as cited in Ortega 2019: 31) to describe the pair's more fluid ways of combining their 

language resources in succession. I use the term translanguaging to describe instances where the 

languages/dialects boundaries are fused in a single expression that Brandon created using a 

combination of his language and dialect resources. 
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4.5.4.1. Playful language, double-voicing, and code gliding in English, Egyptian, and Standard 

Arabic 

The pair's session closing exchanges provide a rich site for more fluid moments of language 

integration. In these exchanges, the current pair abide by the official language turn where they 

ended their session, but their closing exchanges present rich and creative instances where they 

mix their language and dialect varieties and where Ahmed seems to be amused by his partner's 

Egyptian use. Such exchanges start toward the end of the session the two students make final 

arrangements for their next meetings and establish a method of online communication (in this 

case, email or Facebook Messenger).  

As I show in Excerpts 15-17, there is a consistent pattern of shifting from English into a 

mixture of Arabic varieties toward the end of the pair's interactions, which displays a type of 

accommodation by switching to a joint language variety. Brandon shifts to Ahmed's native 

language and Ahmed shifts to Egyptian, an Arabic variety intimately familiar to Brandon but 

seemingly entertaining to Ahmed. I present three short excerpts from the pair's final seconds as 

they end their Skype calls.   

In the following excerpt, during the English-allocated part of their session, Brandon 

suggests that the pair meet next Wednesday, and Ahmed agrees. Brandon uses the expression "if 

that doesn't work" in reference to their Wednesday plan, which he later repeats using Egyptian 

Arabic by literally translating the expression word-for-word using English "if" in (line 7 "if ma 

yeshtaghil"), which is an odd Arabic way of saying the English expression in reference to time. 

In Arabic, the expression indicates that some mechanical function is broken. I consider 

Brandon's expression creation resulting from him combining his English, Egyptian, and Standard 

Arabic varieties, while using these within an English context to be an example of 
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translanguaging, which did not hinder accomplishing the session-closing goal.  

I bolded the Arabic words and italicized the Egyptian ones. The italicized words consist 

of either lexical items that are locally used in Egypt (e.g., "mashi," or 'okay/alright') or Standard 

Arabic words that are phonetically modified in the Egyptian dialect (e.g.,/dʒ/ becomes /g/ in 

Egyptian dialect in words like 'very much' as in 'thank you very much' is 'shukran dʒazilan' 

where /dʒazilan/ <SA> become /gazilan/ <EA>). 

Excerpt 15 
Ahmed-Brandon #1 | English-allocated part 
 

1. Brandon: if there's any issues  
2.                à     you can email me if that doesn't work 
3.                à and I'll email you the same if that doesn't work  
4. Ahmed: okay it's okay= 
5. Brandon: =is that mashi? <EA> 

   =is that okay? <EA> 
6. Ahmed: Mashi <EA> ((h)) naʕam <SA>it's work 

   Okay   <EA>           yes    <SA>   it's work  
7. Brandon: à  and if if ma <EA> yeshtaghil <SA> just email me  

   and if if not <EA> work <SA> just email me  
8.   and we'll figure out another time no worries at all 
9.   I'm flexible I'm very flexible 
10. Ahmed: okay. Thank you ((head nod and smile)) 

 

While English remains the dominant language in this exchange, the pair switch to Standard and 

Egyptian Arabic. In line 5, Brandon uses "mashi" or 'okay' as a question tag using a 

quintessential Egyptian marker for 'yes or okay' after an English statement. His use of "mashi" to 

replace 'okay' in "is that okay" is an interesting utilization of his informal Egyptian within 

informal English talk. Ahmed, in line 6, responds using three language varieties: Egyptian, 

Standard Arabic, and English ("mashi <EA> naʕam <SA> it's work"). First, Ahmed, a Jordanian 

speaker, adopts his partner's Egyptian colloquial and contextualizes it within his response. It 
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marks his recognition of the Egyptian word by repeating it and using it with a smile voice. 

Second, Ahmed repeats the same expression using the Standard Arabic word "naʕam" or 'yes,' 

which could be viewed as him bringing back his language repertoire to the eTandem guidelines 

or simply using their jointly familiar form of Standard Arabic. Third, he switches to English to 

match Brandon's expression uttered twice in the previous lines, "if that doesn't work," into 

English with slight ungrammatical structure, "it's work." Ahmed's repetition is ratifying in 

nature, a listenership function of repetition noted by Tannen (2007). It also shows a more fluid 

form of codeswitching, which I consider here to be more aligned with code gliding.  

The proper Arabic equivalent to the English expression "if that doesn't work" in reference 

to time would be translated into something more similar to the expression 'if it's not suitable,' in 

Arabic 'itha ghair munasib,' but Arabic does not use "work" in the time and scheduling sense. 

Brandon seems to recycle his statement in line 2, "you can email me if that doesn't work" into 

line 7, "and if if ma yeshtaghil just email me," using Egyptian marker ma, or 'not,' and the 

Standard way of saying 'work,' "yeshtaghil." This presents a unique display of translanguaging 

through an intertextual link to his previous statement, and on the larger scale, utilization of a 

casual American expression adapted into Egyptian and Standard. Ahmed seems to understand 

the overall meaning; he confirms and responds with "okay. Thank you," maintaining the English 

aspect of their closing part, and a head nod and smile in which the pair seem to have achieved 

joint understanding.  

The next excerpt shows another example of a display of bilingual and bidialectal 

codeswitching and code gliding in the same session closing moment of their second eTandem 

session. However, this example involves an Egyptian expression that Brandon used 

spontaneously, which was picked up by Ahmed (and was used playfully by him in their next 
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session). Some background is that the pair first agreed to communicate through email in the 

closing of their first session, and as they got to know each other better through their first few 

sessions, they decided to use Facebook for their online communication. This session took half 

the time of their normal 50-minute sessions as Brandon could not do the full hour because of a 

prior commitment, so the pair agreed to structure the 30 minutes into 15 in Arabic and 15 in 

English. The next excerpt shows how they closed the session at the 28-minute mark using 

English.  

Toward the end of the exchange, Ahmed and Brandon use Egyptian, Standard Arabic, 

and English. There are two Egyptian expressions that seem to be centralized in this exchange. 

First, Brandon uses the word "mashi," which means 'okay/yes/alright'; the word literally means 

'walking' in Standard Arabic, but its local utilization in Egyptian becomes an agreement marker 

known among all Arab speakers as a quintessentially Egyptian discourse marker. Second, 

Ahmed uses a playful colloquial Egyptian expression "`ishta" as a closing evaluative expression 

used in the same way the word 'cool' is used in colloquial American English to end an exchange; 

he also introduces metalinguistic talk about the term. Ahmed, despite being from Jordan and 

using Standard or Jordanian Arabic throughout the interactions, used the word knowing that 

Brandon spent his study abroad in Egypt and suspecting he would know the term; in using it he 

is highlighting knowledge and familiarity gained from their previous exchanges.  

The word `ishta literally means sweet heavy cream used a lot in Middle Eastern desserts, 

similar to whipping cream but thicker. In Colloquial Egyptian, the word is used as a flirtatious 

expression to describe a woman (especially light-skinned women), and it is used as a closing 

expression marking the end of an exchange in a humorous manner that also shows Ahmed's 
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accommodation of his partner's Egyptian. The word for 'goodbye,' "maʕ assalama" is used in 

both Egyptian and Standard.  

Excerpt 16 
Ahmed-Brandon #2 | English-allocated part 
 

1. Brandon:  So Wednesday next week 
2.    and when we meet Wednesday next week 
3.   let's talk about Friday.  
4.   Mashi? <EA> 

   Okay? <EA> 
5. Ahmed:  Mashi <EA> okay 

   Okay <EA> okay  
6. Brandon: Cool 
7.   I'm gonna I'll try to find you on Facebook tonight 
8. Ahmed:  okay 
9. Brandon:  Mashi? <EA> 

   Okay? <EA> 
10. Ahmed:  mashi mashi, <EA> ((laugh)) `ishta! <EA> 

   okay okay, <EA>    `ishta! <EA> 
11. Brandon:  shukran gazilan <EA> 

   thank you so much <EA> 
12. Ahmed:  Do you know the term Egyptian `ishta? 
13. Brandon:  `ishta (.) ah away <EA> zay like cool right? `ishta ((laugh)) 

   `ishta (.) Ah yeah <EA> like like cool right? `ishta 
14. Ahmed: `aah right ((laugh)) 
15. Brandon:  it means zay cool, `ishta ((laugh)) 

   it means like cool, `ishta 
16. Ahmed:  ((laugh)) 
17. Brandon:  alright maʕ assalama 

   alright goodbye  
18. Ahmed:  maʕ assalama  

   goodbye  
19. Brandon:  shukran gazilan <EA> 

   thank you so much <EA> 
 

The pair used Egyptian Arabic as they were engaging in the session's closing during the English-

allocated part of the session. The Egyptian colloquial "mashi," 'okay/alright,' was used twice by 
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Brandon in a questioning manner, "mashi?" and three times by Ahmed in an affirmative 

response, mirroring Brandon's use of the expression. Ahmed's uses of the expression are in the 

form of synchronic repetition manner that shows listenership and involvement to both Brandon's 

proposition about the session schedule and accommodation to his partner's colloquial Arabic 

variety. Ahmed first repeats Brandon's "mashi" using both Egyptian and English (line 5: "mashi 

okay"). Brandon asks again (line 9: "mashi?"), which Ahmed now responds to it is a successive 

self-repetition, followed by the local expression "`ishta" (line 10: "mashi mashi, `ishta!"). Ahmed 

first used "`ishta" with a smile voice and visible head and body movement, which act as 

contextualization cues marking his playful attempt in his use of "`ishta." It seems that Brandon's 

repetitive use of the Egyptian expression "mashi" triggered this playful initiation of another 

Egyptian expression. 

Ahmed brought up "`ishta" in a humorous and seemingly intentional manner; this is 

indicated in his rising pitch and his smile as he says it, and his body shift. When Brandon did not 

acknowledge or ratify Ahmed's contribution, Ahmed subsequently asked, "Do you know the 

term Egyptian `ishta?" (line 12) to ensure that his L2 Egyptian partner picked up on his playful 

attempt. His question seems to also intend to flaunt his knowledge of local Egyptian slang words 

to his partner, who spent his study abroad in Egypt, and to ensure that Brandon got the humor. 

(Ahmed does the same thing with another Egyptian expression, "`awi," meaning 'very much,' 

which I present in a later excerpt.) While this use of Egyptian dialect might not be as humorous 

for Brandon because Egyptian is the dialect he speaks, it is humorous for Ahmed's use since 

Egyptian is a different dialect to him and the use of the expression in this capacity requires 

knowledge of local Egyptian sociocultural norms. I consider this to be part of the pair's 

bidialectal code gliding that invokes double-voicing through playfulness, evidenced in how it 
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was contextualized. Using Bakhtin's (1981) idea of double-voicing, Ahmed's first use of the 

Egyptian expression "`ishta" could be viewed as varidirectional double-voicing, where he used 

his partner's Egyptian against him, and from his laughter and repetition of "mashi," appears to 

bring a different intention of creating humor (or perhaps implicitly mocking Brandon's frequent 

use of Egyptian). Ahmed's repetition of the "`ishta" to ask about his partner's knowledge in 

Egyptian slang seems to have made his double-voicing unidirectional, in that he used his own 

word in repetition contextualizing it within metalinguistic inquiry which made it lose its 

"comical" overtone. Ahmed's laugh, as he initially said it, creates playfulness that helped the 

expression be perceived as such and allowed the students to demonstrate that they have shared 

access to Egyptian vernacular.  

Brandon first was unsure of the word, displayed by his repetition of the word, followed 

by a pause, and right after he remembers it and states its meaning: (line 13:" `ishta... ah aywa zay 

like 'cool' right? `ishta (laugh)"), with the discourse marker "ah" showing a change of state that 

acknowledges the familiarity of the word and its connotation (Schifrin 1987). His recognition of 

the word is accompanied by laughter that shows his amusement, to which Ahmed responds with 

a smile voice, uttering in line 14 "`aah right," which shows pleasure that his partner received his 

playful reference. This is followed by Brandon repeating (line 15: "it means zay cool, `ishta") 

further acknowledging Ahmed's use of the reference. This exchange is another display of 

spontaneous and playful code gliding that is carried out by the pair's shared cultural and 

linguistic knowledge about each other's dialects and past experiences, as well as their own 

linguistic resourcefulness. Such interactions would not be possible among Iman and Amy, who 

speak different dialects and therefore do not have this type of shared reference.  

Brandon and Ahmed's high level of interpersonal involvement is also displayed in the 
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mediums they choose to communicate. In line 7 ("I'm gonna I'll try to find you on Facebook 

tonight"), Brandon references a previous exchange during the same session where the pair agreed 

to add one another on Facebook, confirming their previous agreement. All three pairs in my data 

brought up adding one another on Facebook at some point during their time together; however, 

Brandon and Ahmed brought it up early on (this is their second session). They agreed to use 

Facebook Messenger instead of email to schedule sessions, whereas the other two pairs under 

study agreed to add each other as they were ending the full semester of the eTandem program to 

keep in touch in the future. This shows a higher level of engagement among Ahmed and Brandon 

where they felt comfortable switching their interaction medium from a more formal one, Skype 

and email, to a more social and interpersonal one, Facebook Messenger. In this sense, the switch 

in medium sent a metamessage of friendliness (see Tannen 2013). 

The previous excerpt shows the pair's synchronic repetition of the Egyptian expression 

"`ishta" in the same exchange; the same expression was repeated in a diachronic manner in their 

next meeting as they were closing their session. The Egyptian expression was used by Ahmed in 

a code gliding manner from English.  In the pair's next session, Ahmed attempts to reinvoke 

humor attached to his association of the expression by saying "`ishta" in the same context as their 

previous session. The word was said in line 5 below, and it is unclear if it is picked up by 

Brandon. The following extract is taken from the pair's session-closing exchange with a similar 

pattern of consistent alternation in languages and Arabic dialects, which I identify as code 

gliding.  

Excerpt 17 
Ahmed-Brandon #3 | English-allocated part 
 

1. Brandon:  and you know if Wednesday doesn't work  
2.                  we'll message on Facebook 
3.                  easy enough, sounds good  
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4.      thank you, shukran gazilan   <EA> *Ahmed ((laugh)) 
   thank you, thank you so much <EA> *Ahmed  

5. Ahmed:     à  ahlan wa sahlan (.) <JA> `ishta <EA> ((laugh)) 
   you're welcome (.) <JA> `ishta <EA>  

6. Brandon:          maʕ assalamh ((h)) 
   goodbye  
 
Ahmed uses "`ishta" in a bidialectal switch from Jordanian to Egyptian in a playful manner 

signaled through his laugh and changed body configurations. It seems that Ahmed attempted to 

do playful recycling of the expression from the previous session and bring it as an intertextual 

reference from when he centralized the expression by asking if Brandon knew the reference. 

Now Ahmed knows that his L2 Arabic Egyptian-speaking partner understands the reference, so 

he uses it in a similar self-amused manner. Ahmed's visible amusement with the expression 

seems to be because he is a Jordanian speaker who finds Egyptian slang creative and different 

from his Standard and Jordanian speech. Brandon responded with 'goodbye' (line 6, "maʕ 

assalamh") with a smile voice. It does not seem like Brandon noticed Ahmed's playful attempt, 

as he does not laugh or repeat it.  

 Ahmed's playfulness with the Egyptian dialect, evident in his laugh and smile in initiating 

Egyptian slangs (e.g., `ishta) and mirroring his partner's Egyptian use (e.g., mashi), is also 

displayed in contexts other than session closings. I briefly present two examples next where 

Ahmed repeated, and in a later context recycled his American partner's use of the Egyptian way 

of saying "very much" as `awi. Like the previous examples, Ahmed playfully recontextualizes 

his partner's Egyptian, evident in his laughter and smile voice, which I consider to be 

contextualization cues that mark his intentionally playful repetition of their shared bidialectal 

resources. 

I briefly present a short part of their first session to show the moment when the pair made 
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an explicit metalinguistic comment about the Egyptian word "`awi." Prior to this excerpt, Ahmed 

asked Brandon about his study abroad experience in Alexandria, Egypt.  The adverb 'very much' 

is kathir in Standard Arabic; ketir is both Jordanian and Egyptian Arabic; and `awi with an initial 

glottal stop is a quintessential Egyptian expression used to emphasize description, when used 

together in this order, 'ketir `awi' in Egyptian, it adds emphasis, similar to saying in informal 

English "so very much," which is how I translate it in my transcript. The topic of study abroad 

once again seems to be a site for switching to the L2 Arabic student's learned dialects. The 

switch happened from Standard Arabic during the pair's Arabic-allocated turn to Egyptian and 

Jordanian.  This example displays "heteroglossia with awareness" (Bakhtin 1981, as cited in 

Tovares 2019), wherein this case, there is a deliberate playful utility of the local expression to 

reference the target culture and its linguistic norms while creating involvement based on the 

pair's joint access to the reference.  

Excerpt 18 
Ahmed-Brandon #1 | Arabic-allocated part 
 

1. Brandon:          ah ana ħabit Iskandaria (.) `awi `awi <EA> ketir <EA/JA> 
   ah I loved Alexandria (.) very much <EA> very much <EA/JA> 

2. Ahmed:            ̀ aah `awi <EA> yaʕni ketir <JA> ((laugh))  
   yeah. very much <EA> meaning very much <JA>  
 

The pair's bidialectal switch here seems less spontaneous than code gliding. Ahmed, recognizing 

the adverb in Egyptian, repeated it and shared his knowledge of its meaning. His metalinguistic 

comment uses the verb "yaʕni," or 'meaning/it means,' which is here not used as a discourse 

marker. Ahmed's display of comprehension of the Egyptian expression (line 2) shows a type of 

flaunting of his local Egyptian knowledge, even though Brandon did not ask him if he knew 

what it meant. It is similar to his earlier use of the expression "`ishta" with the similar 
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contextualization cue of a laugh, and then he asked Brandon, "do you know the term Egyptian 

`ishta?" Both instances show an awareness of language/dialect boundaries, and the pair 

continued speaking Standard after, which is why I consider them to be codeswitching more than 

code gliding.   

 The next example shows code gliding where the pair used their dialects in a more fluid 

and successive manner. Ahmed, in the next excerpt, initiated the use of the Egyptian adverb in a 

playful manner. In line 5, he shifts from Jordanian to Standard and then Egyptian, which was 

humorously ratified by Brandon in the following line (line 6), evident in their mutual laughter. 

The pair in the next exchange was talking about Brandon's Wednesday schedule, where he has 

four classes on the same day. 

Excerpt 19 
Ahmed-Brandon #5 | Arabic-allocated part  
 

1. Ahmed:            arbaʕ muħadarat! 
   Four lectures! 

2. Brandon:          ̀ ah <EA> 
yes 

3. Ahmed:            kul muħadra saʕa  wa nisf 
   Each lecture is one hour and a half 

4. Brandon :         fil ħaq- fil ħaqiqa?  saf ketir <EA/JA> 
   For real- for real? Many <EA/JA>classes  

5. Ahmed:      à `aah <JA> naʕam <SA> ketir `awi ((laugh)) 
   Yeah <JA> yes <SA>  so very much <EA> 

6. Brandon:    à  ketir `awi  <EA> ((laugh)) 
   so very much <EA> 
 

Ahmed rekeyed the Egyptian "`awi" that Brandon initially used in the previous extract and used 

it in this exchange to expand on Brandon's "ketir" into Egyptian "ketir `awi," or 'so very much.' 

In line 5, Ahmed could have meaningfully ratified his partner's contribution by saying "ah 

naʕam. Ketir" without the Egyptian `awi. But his expansion, along with his laugh, signals an 
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additional layer of playful meaning. Ahmed, in this context, appropriates his partner's Egyptian 

expression from a previous context and initiates it in a new context, which shows double-voicing 

of an Egyptian expression evidenced in its playful repetition and the pair's joint laughter. 

Brandon subsequently mirrored Ahmed`s Egyptian in the next turn in the same smile voice, 

signaling mutual recognition. 

In summary, in this section I showed how the pair use their jointly accessible Egyptian as 

a resource for intertextual references that create playful double-voicing that is mutually 

constructed and ratified. Ahmed often takes the lead in such playful moments, seemingly 

entertained by his partner's Egyptian use. The pair's synchronic and diachronic repetition of 

Egyptian words creates involvement and fosters a playful learning environment. So far, in this 

section on Ahmed and Brandon, I showed how they utilize their language resources in a 

codeswitching, or in some more fluid alternations, as code gliding. In the next section, I present 

three examples from Brandon's speech that display spontaneous translanguaging in certain 

expressions.   

  

4.5.4.2. Translanguaging by sound convergence using multiple language varieties 

The next excerpt displays several language alternations including codeswitching and 

translanguaging. I use this example to show how Ahmed and Brandon ask for assistance from the 

other by codeswitching and showcase Brandon's creation of a word that combines three of his 

linguistic resources, English, Egyptian, and Standard Arabic. I consider his word use and 

Ahmed's comprehension of what the expression meant to be translanguaging. Additionally, 

Brandon used this expression several times in his Arabic speech, with and without al- (the 

Arabic definite marker).   
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Excerpt 20 starts with Brandon telling Ahmed what he did the day before their session, 

and this transitioned into a discussion about Veterans Day, which is not a familiar concept to 

Ahmed. Brandon starts explaining what the day celebrates and its significance to Americans. He 

first starts by translating the name of the holiday word-for-word into Arabic, then says it in 

English and explains what it is in Arabic. Subsequently, Brandon shares that he went to a free 

musical concert on Veterans Day. Throughout the interaction, Brandon refers to a "musical 

concert" as "ħafla mjuːzɪka," where the second word in Arabic 'musical,' /mjuːzɪka/ is not really a 

meaningful word in Arabic, Standard, or dialect. It seems to be a sound product of three lexical 

and phonetic resources: the Standard Arabic /mu:siqa/, the colloquial Egyptian /mazɪka/, and the 

English /mjuːzɪk/. Brandon uses Standard Arabic for the most part in the exchange, yet he said 

the word a number of times using the /z/ sound, which is only in Egyptian or English. He uses a 

distinctive /z/ sound, with the vowel ending in the second syllable of the Standard Arabic word. 

Brandon repeats this seemingly blended word five times throughout this exchange (two shown in 

this excerpt), none of which were repaired or questioned by Ahmed. I consider Brandon's use of 

this word to be a display of translanguaging where he created a new word by converging his 

three linguistic resources.  

Excerpt 20 
Ahmed-Brandon 5 | Arabic-allocated part  
 

1. Brandon hwa ʕutˤla ħawl (.)  uh. yum almuħarib, yum almaħarib 
   It's a holiday about (.) uh. Veterans Day, Veterans Day 

2. Ahmed:            uh hatha awal marra (??) 
    uh this is the first time (??) 

3.    in English? 
4. Brandon:          ismuhu Veterans Day (.) so = 

   It's called Veterans Day (.) so= 
5. Ahmed:            = Vet- Vet-, hatha, this is the first time I heard of yum almuħarib 

   =Vet- Vet-, this, this is the first time I heard of Veterans Day 
6. Brandon:          uh aywa zay hwa ʕutˤla ħaith naħtafil nħtafil al  al- ashxas'  
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   uh yeah like it's a holiday where we celebrate celebrate the the people  
7.                 'eli uh (.) kanu fil alʕaskir, kanu, uh kanu fi aldʒaysh qabal 

   who uh (.) were in the military, were, uh were in the army  
8. Ahmed:            naʕam <SA> `aah <JA> 

   Yes <SA> yeah <JA> 
9. Brandon:          wa it's- hwa yum shukur yum shukur li (.)  `al `al service 

   and it's- it's an appreciation day appreciation day for (.) the the service 
10. Ahmed:            ah naʕam. li- li- al mutqaʕdin al ʕaskarin? Retired? 

   ah yes. For for the retired military? Retired? 
11. Brandon:          aywa aywa! <EA> 

   Yeah yeah! <EA> 
12. Ahmed:            for retired uh, uh, soldier? Right? 
13. Brandon:  à    aywa. wa bisabib alyum, kana uh kana ħafla muzica  

   yeah<EA> and because of this day, there was uh was a musical concert 
14.    fi al madinat Washington maʕ, maʕ, mughniat mugh- mughniat 

   In the city of Washington with, with, singers [feminine plural]  
15. Ahmed:           `aghani? Songs, right? 

   Songs? Songs, right? 
16. Brandon:          uh (.) musicians, izay <EA> aqul musicians? 

    uh (.) musicians, how <EA> can I say musicians? 
17. Ahmed:  mughaniun? 

   singers? [masculine plural] 
18. Brandon:          mughniun, aywa <EA> hatha, kana hunak mughniun  

   Singers, yeah <EA> that's it, there were singers 
19.    mashhur- mashhurun dʒidan 

   famous- very famous  
20.         à  wa ams ana thahabtu li alħafla al muzica 

   and yesterday I went to the musical concert 
21.    ((Ahmed's father brings him a cup of tea and the topic shifts)) 

 

There are several codeswitching instances that contribute to resolving comprehension issues 

here. In the first line, Brandon brought up the reference to Veterans Day by literally translating 

the name of the holiday into Arabic as "yum almuħarib" and repeating it twice. In the U.S., the 

"veteran culture" is celebrated, and Veterans Day is a federal holiday, so Brandon assumed 

Ahmed would have a similar reference in his own culture. Ahmed, still not getting the reference, 

requests an English translation (line 3) and says in Standard Arabic that this is the first time he 
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heard of it. Brandon shows uncertainty when explaining the meaning behind Veterans Day by 

codeswitching in "al service" (line 9). Finally, Ahmed, in another attempt to understand the 

reference, asked if the day is for "retired soldiers" by repeating the word retired in Arabic and 

English "al mutqaʕdin al ʕaskarin? retired?" (line 10). All of these are clear instances of bilingual 

codeswitching for meaning negotiation and understanding purposes.  

 Ahmed's codeswitch from Standard Arabic into English (line 3: in English?) seems to 

relate to the bilingual codeswitching that happens shortly thereafter (line 5: "Vet- Vet-, hatha, 

this is the first time I heard of yum almuħarib") using Brandon's literal translation of Veterans 

Day. Ahmed's codeswitching into English acts as a contextualization cue that functions to index 

his uncertainty and lack of understanding. His lack of other codeswitched utterances in the first 

part of the exchange makes his switch to English in these two instances more saliant, drawing 

attention to his lack of comprehension and need for expansion, which Brandon, in fact, provides 

in lines 6, 7, and 9. 

This extract shows how Brandon commonly asks for help with word search, and Ahmed 

asks for clarification when he does not understand a reference from his partner, unlike when 

Brandon used /mjuːzɪka/ as a matter of fact, which I consider to be translanguaging using his 

three language resources, and Ahmed seems to understand it based on their shared language and 

dialect resources. Brandon here requests assistance either by pausing and repeating a word, 

asking for translation, or codeswitching to English to replace the unknown word. For instance, in 

the above extract, Brandon searched for the word "singers" in Arabic, and he requested 

assistance from Ahmed (lines 14 and 16) where there is a considerably lengthy pause and 

multiple attempts to say the word, which he said it in the feminine plural form in Arabic 

"mughniat (pl. fem.)" (line 14). Then when Ahmed did not understand his inquiry, Brandon 
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switched to a direct question, "izay aqul musicians?" or 'how do I say musicians?' (line 16), to 

which Ahmed responded with the sought after word "mughniun (pl. masc.)," or 'singers (line 17) 

which is the appropriate use of the word when referring to a group of male and female singers.  

In this extract, I showed how Brandon blended three phonetic structures from his 

linguistic repertoires, creating a different word from the intended Arabic expression but similar 

to its three original resources, retaining its trilingual phonological aspects. Additionally, the fact 

that Brandon repeated it five times within the exchange, and the fact that the flow of the 

conversation went smoothly and uninterrupted by Ahmed, makes it an example of spontaneous 

translanguaging. Given that the three words for 'music' sound similar, Ahmed seems to 

understand Brandon's intended meaning and accepts it without interjections. Additionally, 

Brandon does not attempt to do self-repair or assistance request to search for the correct 

pronunciation of the word, something he did with multiple other Arabic words in this exchange. 

In the next example, I show a more intentional type of translanguaging which seems to amuse 

Brandon as he converges English and Arabic phonetic properties in his repetition of the word 

"Petra," the name of a place.  

The next excerpt is taken from the second part of Ahmed and Brandon's first session, in 

which the two students were speaking English. My analysis is focused on Brandon's phonetic 

translanguaging in his repetition of the word "Petra," where he modifies his first use in his 

repetition. He seems to mimic the Arabic way of pronouncing the sound /p/ 'Petra' as /b/ Batra` 

while exaggerating the glottal stop in the second syllable to mimic an Arabic accent. The 

voiceless bilabial stop [p] is a sound that does not exist in Arabic. The closest sound is the voiced 

bilabial stop [b]. English learners of Arabic background sometimes have difficulty hearing and 

producing [p]. For example, words like "Pepsi" or "pencil" are often rendered as "Bebsi" and 
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"Bencil" by Arabic speakers. 

The city of Petra (Arabic: ءارتبلا , Al-Batra`) has a famous archeological site in the 

Jordanian desert, which has been a UNESCO World Heritage Site since 1985 and is one of the 7 

New Wonders of the World.  It is one of the most visited archaeological sites in the world, and it 

provides good job opportunities for bilingual Jordanians to work in the area as tour guides and 

interpreters. Ahmed mentioned that he wants to work there as an interpreter in the future after 

Brandon says that he wanted to visit Petra when he was in Egypt for his study abroad. The 

exchange starts with Brandon asking Ahmed if Amman, the capital city where Ahmed lives, is 

the biggest city in Jordan.  

Excerpt 21 
Ahmed-Brandon #1 | English-allocated part  
 

1. Brandon:          is it the biggest city in Jordan? 
2. Ahmed:            no. there's another city, it's called Maʕan  
3. Brandon:          Maʕan. where's that? 
4. Ahmed:            in the South 
5. Brandon:          okay 
6. Ahmed:            it's a big city but uh (.) desert 
7. Brandon:          ah it's a desert so it's spread out 
8. Ahmed:            yeah, a lot of dust there 
9. Brandon:          gotcha 
10. Ahmed:            it's a (.) agriculture land, but they built in it, on it 
11. Brandon:          aha 
12. Ahmed:            beco- become just for for buildings 
13. Brandon:   à understood I gotcha. I really want to visit Petra (.) Batra:h` 

((raised pitch, smile voice, and active body movement as he repeats 
"Petra"))  

14. Ahmed:            Batra:` ((laugh))  that's cool  
15. Brandon:          lots of tourism there right? ((h)) 
16. Ahmed:            right ((head nod))  
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I consider this to be an instance of phonetic translanguaging where Brandon modified his initial 

pronunciation in the repeated utterance using his perception of Arabic pronunciation while the 

pair continued to speak English throughout the exchange. In addition to Brandon's lexical 

repetition of the word, there are a number of phonetic and prosodic contextualization cues that 

signal his repetition as double-voiced: he pauses before repeating the word, uses a higher pitch, 

smile voice, and switches body moment as he says Batra:h`. Additionally, he makes phonetic 

alternations to localize the pronunciation into Arabic: first the /p/ becomes /b/, the vowel /ɛ/ 

became /a/ in the first syllable, slight elongation and aspiration of the vowel /ɑ/ in the second 

syllable, and a glottal stop at the end. While his repetition does seem like he is trying to say the 

word in Arabic, Brandon goes beyond the normal Arabic way of saying the word and elongates 

and aspirates the second syllable. Ahmed's repetition of Brandon's "Batra:h`" (line 13) uses the 

shorter unaspirated second syllable.  

Brandon's double-voicing using amplified Arabic could potentially be "risky" in the sense 

that it might be interpreted as ridicule. He has only been to Egypt, and he only speaks Egyptian, 

so his exaggeration in pronouncing the name of a prominent Jordanian site could be mocking, 

especially since this was their first eTandem session. However, his other contextualization cues, 

like the smile voice and active posture change in his demeanor, indexed his repetition as a 

playful attempt to say the term in Arabic. Additionally, Ahmed is aware that he is an Arabic L2 

learner engaged with him in a language-exchange program, so his Arabic version of the word is 

contextualized within this context. Ahmed responds by mirroring Brandon's Arabic use, in a less 

accented way, showing his recognition of his partner's attempt to Arabicize the word (line 15: 

"Batra:` (laugh) that's cool"). Ahmed's laugh and repetition of the Arabic word signal his 

listenership and inference of the playful repetition of the term.  
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There are other instances where Brandon would converge Arabic sounds in English 

words. Unlike the Petra example where Brandon was visibly amused by his repetition, it seems 

to be more spontaneous in the next example. I conclude this section on Ahmed and Brandon by 

showing two examples of Brandon's use of the semi-trilled /r/ sound in English words. 

Specifically, the last two excerpts, show Brandon's "Arabicization" of the American sound /ɹ/ in 

the words "here" and "hamburger." The American English [ɹ] using the alveolar approximant 

does not exist in the same way in Arabic. Instead, it is realized as an alveolar tap sound  /ɾ/ 

similar to trilled /r/ but with less trilling.  

In the next exchange, Ahmed and Brandon consistently speak Arabic with no English 

switching, except the marked word produced by Brandon; he interjects with the English word 

"here" marked with a distinct Arabic accent. He uses an altered phonetic quality of the sound /ɹ/ 

in the word "here" that mimics the semi-trilled Arabic pronunciation. This excerpt is a 

continuation of the previous one where Brandon tells Ahmed that he went to a concert on 

Veterans Day.  

Excerpt 22 
Ahmed-Brandon #5 | Arabic-allocated part  
 

1. Ahmed:            ah al-, man kana almughinun? 
  ah the-, who were the singers? 

2. Brandon:          uh, anta aʕrf al al uh Black Keys? 
  uh, do you know the the uh Black Keys? 

3. Ahmed:            Black Keys? uh firqa musiqia?  
  Black Keys? Uh a musical band? 

4. Brandon:   à  here ana ana sa`ktubu ((Brandon types on Skype chat "The Black Keys")) 
  here I I will write it 

5. Ahmed:  `aah 
   Okay <JA> 
 

In an attempt to explain the pop culture reference to The Black Keys, Brandon types the band's 
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name in the chat section of their Skype interface. Brandon's distinctive Arabic-like pronunciation 

of "here" and the ease and speed through which he said it makes it almost indistinguishable from 

the surrounding Arabic utterances. He appears to have spontaneously slipped into English while 

maintaining the Arabic "flair" of his speech.  This is one of few examples where such Arabic-

accented English words occur in Brandon's speech without displaying humor through using 

repetition, smile voice or laughter. His mixing of a lexical item from one language with phonetic 

of another is double-voiced where two voices are manifested and heard simultaneously. While it 

was not as playful and used in repetition as his other practices, it can be viewed as an instance of 

translanguaging where the one word has associations with two languages.  

In the same Arabic-allocated part of the interaction, the pair discuss American food as 

part of the session's activity task. Ahmed, prior to the start of the next excerpt, asked Brandon 

about traditional food they have in the United States, to which Brandon responded that they do 

not have specific regional cuisine as people in the United States are mostly immigrants coming 

from everywhere in the world, which he views positively as it exposes him to international 

cuisine. Then he interjects by talking about hamburgers as a popular food in the U.S.  Brandon, 

in the following example, says "hamburger" twice, the first time in an exaggerated Arabic 

manner using an amplified trilled /r/ in both places of the /r/ and shortening the first syllable 

while placing the stress on the second syllable, rendered as / hʌmˌ`bɜr gər /. This is different 

from the Arabic pronunciation in its semi-trilled /ɾ/ and it is different from the American 

pronunciation of the word as /ˈhæmˌbɜɹ gəɹ /, which he uses in self-repair after saying it in the 

Arabic-accented way. The following exchange involves a number of codeswitching instances 

between English, Standard Arabic, Egyptian and Jordanian Arabic, in addition to the 

"hamburger" example which is best seen through the lens of translanguaging. Note that Ahmed's 
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use of `aah is a Jordanian backchannel word meaning 'okay/yes'.   

Excerpt 23 
Ahmed-Brandon #5 | Arabic-allocated turn  
 

1. Brandon:          lama tazur al uh al welayat almutaħida  
   When you visit uh the United States  

2.   ħatakal akl maxiky <SA> katir. <EA> 
You will eat a lot of Mexican food.  

3. Ahmed:            ̀aah <JA>  naʕam <SA> 
   Yeah <JA>  yes <SA> 

4. Brandon:          Hunak (.) uh. matˤaʕim maxikya <SA> katira hina <EA> 
   There's (.) uh a lot of Mexican restaurants here 

5. Ahmed:            ̀aah 
6. Brandon: wa kaman <EA> uh, wa lakin fil- uh. al `akl al taqlidi fi al walyat   

  almutaħida  
    and also <EA> uh,  but in- uh. the traditional food in the United States 

7.                à     hiya zay, hamburger [hʌmˌ`bɜr gər ], hamburger [ˈhæmˌbɜɹ gəɹ] ((h)) 
    it is like, hamburger [hʌmˌ`bɜɾ gəɾ ], hamburger [ˈhæmˌbɜr gər] 

8. Ahmed:           `aah hamburger [hʌmˌ`bɜɾ gəɾ ] ((h)) 
9. Brandon:          wa hotdogs (.) enta aʕrf hotdogs? 

   And hotdogs (.) Do you know hotdogs? 
10. Ahmed:           `aah hotdog ((laugh))  
11.    with mustard and ketchup right= ((gesturing hotdogs))     
12. Brandon:         =aywa <EA> 

   =yeah <EA>  
 

When Brandon uses Arabic accented words that are originally English, he displays changes in 

body configurations, uses smile voice, and uses them in repetition, which I consider to be 

contextualization cues that signal double-voicing, and can be viewed as translanguaging through 

phonetic convergence. The word "hamburger" became a loanword in Arabic, and it is used with 

localized Arabic pronunciation by shortening the first syllable and soft trilling the two /r/ sounds 

in the second syllable [hʌmˌ`bɜɾ gəɾ ], which is how Ahmed uses it in response to Brandon (line 

8). Brandon (line 7) exaggerates the semi-trilled sound into a fully trilled /r/ in his pronunciation 

of the word the first time in a way that sounds slightly comical. The fact that he self-repaired 
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right after into the word's the American English pronunciation [ˈhæmˌbɜɹ gəɹ] shows a type of 

awareness that his initial use of the Arabicized pronunciation might have been unnecessary since 

hamburger is an English word. His self-repair might also be due to his recognition of his more 

than normal trilling of the /r/ sounds. Ahmed responds (line 9) with an affirmative "`aah 

hamburger" and repeats the word using the less-trilled version while matching Brandon's smiling 

manner. 

There are a number of bidialectal codeswitching too in this extract. Ahmed's affirmative 

"`aah" is repeated in (lines 3, 5, 8, and 10) as Brandon held the floor for the most part in this 

exchange about American food. Brandon also switches to Egyptian a few times (lines 2 and 6 in 

the masculine and feminine version of 'a lot,' as "katir" and "katira" respectively, and in line 6 in 

the word 'also,' as "kaman." Ahmed also codeswitches to English in (line 11: "with mustard and 

ketchup right") which seems to index his cultural knowledge about hotdogs when Brandon asked 

him if he knows hotdogs, as he did not only answer by switching to English but gestured a 

hotdog bun with his hands.  

In this set of extracts, I showed how Brandon modified certain words in English to make 

them sound Arabic in a manner I would account for as translanguaging. While these words could 

simply be his version of saying these words in an Arabic accent, he does not display this pattern 

of repetition and self-repair when he says other English words in Arabic (e.g., in Excerpt 14, his 

codeswitching from Arabic to English in the word "midterm," used three times in separate 

utterances with and without al-, but always without trilling the /r/ sound). In the instances I 

examined here, Brandon's repetition and switches in self-repair into their "appropriate" 

pronunciation show a different playful integration of his language resources. Additionally, he 

consistently uses contextualization cues along with his repetition (e.g., smile voice, changed 
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body posture, and rising intonation) that index his awareness of the different sound patterns and 

marks his phonetic convergence as showing playful double-voicing that references the culture 

and accents from which he derives aspects of his utterances. His partner co-oriented to Brandon's 

playful language by repeating his Arabic accented words with less accent, providing a learning 

opportunity for his partner, and maintaining a pleasant learning environment through shared 

laughter.  

 

4.5.5. Concluding remarks on Ahmed and Brandon  

This section showed Ahmed and Brandon's language alternation patterns, which displayed a 

range of language practices. Some of this pair's language alternation behaviors revealed 

codeswitching patterns, while others showed more fluid patterns that reflected code gliding or 

translanguaging. Their interactions exhibited a more fun and engaging pattern than the previous 

pair, Iman and Amy, which appears to be the outcome of their mutually accessible dialects. 

Ahmed often included his partner's Egyptian language into his speech, some of it in a diachronic 

repetition manner from his partner's speech in a prior session, while others in a synchronic 

savoring repeating manner. Brandon occasionally integrates his Arabic and English resources in 

a way that demonstrates translanguaging. My use of the concept of translanguaging to describe 

these instances highlights his creativity and criticality (two meaningful potentials of 

translanguaging according to García and Wei 2014) as a bilingual who utilizes his language and 

cultural resources in unique ways that seem to add a gleeful air to the pair's interactions. His 

playful repetition of these words is received well by his partner, who signals recognition of his 

partner's humor through laughter and repetition. This ultimately contributes to creating 

involvement among members of the pair and fosters a mutually pleasant learning environment.  
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4.6. Rasha and Gabi: Breaking the boundaries and intertextuality at its finest 

4.6.1. Rasha and Gabi and their language alternation practices: Overview  

Rasha is a Jordanian graduate student who interns part-time at a law firm. She is currently 

studying to take the IELTS (International English Language Testing System), an English 

language proficiency test. 

Gabi is an American undergraduate student studying Political Science. She is of Iranian descent. 

She spent her study abroad in Jordan, and she speaks Jordanian Arabic.   

 Rasha and Gabi are a unique pair in this study because they are the only ones among the 

three dyads who speak Jordanian. They are also both familiar with one another's target cultures. 

For example, unlike the previous two dyads, Rasha frequently mentions her American friends 

and her sister-in-law, who is American. Gabi also has Arab friends that she talks about, and she 

seems to be acclimated to the Jordanian culture where she spent her study abroad and fondly 

remembers in her interactions. She spent her study abroad in Amman, the capital city of Jordan, 

where Rasha grew up and currently resides. Gabi was exposed to Jordanian Arabic, and she is 

familiar with several Jordanian cultural references and tourist sites, which she frequently 

references. Additionally, Gabi's parents are originally from Iran; she mentioned that she speaks 

Persian and has been to Iran a few times. While she says she is American, her multicultural 

identity seems fluid, which could have impacted her unique language and involvement pattern 

with Rasha.  

In comparison to the previous two pairs, Rasha and Gabi are the ones who break the 

eTandem boundaries the most. They do not negotiate their language choice or session structure 

at any point, though this may have occurred in their first session, which did not have audio due to 

a recording malfunction. They also might have negotiated their session structure in a different 
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medium (they used email to schedule their eTandem sessions, also referring to their use of 

Facebook during their last two sessions). Their relative lack of structure is perhaps not 

uncommon in telecollaborative eTandem exchanges; for instance, Tudini's (2016) study of one 

dyad's Italian-English telecollaboration found that the pair use Italian and English 

interchangeably with no explicit planned structure of language use. However, this pair is 

different in that Rasha speaks for the most part in English, her target language, while Gabi 

interweaves Arabic varieties with frequent switching to long stretches of English. There is a clear 

lack of reciprocity when it comes to equal time given to Gabi's L2. The few times that Rasha 

uses Arabic, she uses Jordanian Arabic, a dialect she shares with her partner. Rasha's use of 

Arabic was minimal, mostly to translate something from English or to help her partner with 

Arabic. Rasha is also the only one among the three dyads (and in the entire dataset) who uses her 

phone, not a laptop computer, to do the eTandem sessions. In my sixth chapter, I elaborate more 

on the eTandem modality and how it is used as a resource for participants. 

Rasha and Gabi's background greatly impacts the topics they engage in and their manner 

of interaction; unlike the previous two pairs, they have a good deal of shared knowledge to 

reference. They frequently engage in interpersonal exchanges filled with laughter and 

overlapping talk, where they share stories and animatedly enact constructed dialogue. They 

understand each other's references and frequently utilize them as an intertextual resource in their 

stories. Unlike the first two pairs, their social-based interactions do not include as many language 

or learning-centered exchanges. Their more "intimate" relationship might have had an impact on 

their language patterns and their lack of institutional adherence to the eTandem expectations. The 

lines between eTandem students who are expected to take up roles of "teacher" and "learner" 
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might have been blurred into a relationship between two friends who happen to speak each 

other's target languages.  

I propose that this pair's eTandem exchanges echo the concept of a translanguaging 

space (Li Wei 2018), which is used in a more pedagogical way to allow students to integrate 

their language varieties in a way that was formerly divided in different places, and identifies 

creativity and criticality as its main two components. While I do not claim eTandem as a 

translanguaging space because there are clear guidelines that emphasize separating the two 

languages, this pair's free and creative use of their language resources seems to align with the 

concept, especially in its two key elements of creativity and criticality. Creativity refers to the 

bilinguals' "abilities to push and break boundaries between named language and between 

language varieties, and to flout norms of behaviour including linguistic behaviour," and 

criticality refers to "the ability to use evidence to question, problematize, and articulate views" 

(23). In other words, drawing on the notion of translanguaging space highlights the bilingual's 

agency in utilizing their language resources in how they see fit to advance their interactions in a 

creative and reasonable manner. This view resonates with the way I observed this pair's use of 

their shared language and cultural resources. Using a code-based notion of language alternation 

would overlook the pair's agency and creativity in using language that could be deemed 

unsanctioned or sometimes ungrammatical. This is a point evident in most of this pair's 

interactional patterns and language variety choices, as I show in this chapter.  

However, the pair do display some awareness of the eTandem institutional expectations. 

They often engage in the sessions' prompt provided to them by their educational institution prior 

to the interaction, they reference the topic at the beginning of their interaction, and they talk 

about how they prepared for it. While they often deviate from the topic, this is not uncommon 
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among the three dyads. I also found two instances where Gabi, halfway through their session, 

mentioned that it is time to switch to English, so she switched to English for a few minutes then 

went back to her regular pattern of mixing, whereas Rasha speaks English for the most part. The 

pair occasionally display corrective feedback in both self-initiated and other-initiated manner. 

They both do other-initiated other-repair, evidenced in the first excerpt below where Gabi 

repaired Rasha's English use of "submit" to "prepare" in relation to food. Other-initiated other-

repair was only done by the current pair and by Iman and Amy; Ahmed and Brandon did not 

display this type of repair. 

  I illustrate Rasha and Gabi's general pattern in the first excerpt below, showing how 

Gabi uses a mixture of Arabic dialects within one sentence and then switches to English and how 

Rasha continually speaks English. Gabi frequently uses the Colloquial marker yaʕni within her 

Arabic and English speech. The particle yaʕni in Standard Arabic means 'I mean' or 'it means' as 

one word, and it can be used in Colloquial speech as a discourse marker or filler like the use of 'I 

mean/like/you know' to elaborate and give examples (e.g., Al-Khalil 2005). Due to its versatile 

use as a filler in the Jordanian dialect, I use the expression as is in my translations of Gabi's 

speech.   

 

4.6.2. Undefined language boundaries and spontaneous translanguaging space 

The first excerpt shows a typical example of the pair's general pattern: Rasha continually speaks 

her L2 English, with few instances of codeswitching to Jordanian Arabic, whereas Gabi uses 

Jordanian Arabic interwoven with Standard grammatical features and words, which I consider to 

be translanguaging. However, the pair displayed awareness of institutional expectations in two 

ways: first, they stayed on topic and referenced the session's task, which was to discuss their 
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respective local cuisine; second, Gabi provided other-initiated other-repair to Iman's lexical 

mistake in English. 

This extract also shows that Gabi's membership as part of the "Americans" is quite fluid. 

In the following extract, Gabi says in Arabic: "like what do we eat, uh like what do the 

Americans eat," she self-repaired from "we" to "they" and then she continued to use "the 

Americans" and "they." It seems that in these moments, she is not one of the Americans, but 

interestingly in another instance (Excerpt 25), she uses "we," saying in English "but in America 

you know we're a little poor." Gabi, in following excerpt, seems to distance herself by avoiding 

using "we" in reference to American cuisine; she started talking about American food, but she 

abruptly switched to talking about Iranian food.  It seems like when it comes to food, she is not 

one of the Americans; she is Iranian.  Given Gabi's successive use of Arabic varieties and 

English, I bolded her Arabic words and marked the dialects to distinguish them from her English 

speech 

Excerpt 24 
Rasha-Gabi #6 
 

1. Gabi:  bas wallah yaʕni <JA> ana `ufakir <SA> yaʕni <JA> 
But I swear yaʕni <JA> I think <SA> yaʕni <JA> 

2.    ana fakaret <JA> qabl <SA> yaʕni <JA> hatha <SA> Skype session  
I thought <JA> before <SA> yaʕni <JA> this <SA> Skype session  

3.    yaʕni shu <JA>  na`kul <SA> uh yaʕni <JA> ya`kulu `al amrikyin  
yaʕni what do<JA> we eat <SA> uh yaʕni  <JA> what do the Americans 

eat  <SA> 
4.    wallah ma baʕref <JA> 

swear I don't know <JA> 
   (…) 

5. Gabi:   yeah yeah bas yaʕni <JA> `al amrikyin <SA> yaʕni <JA> 
yeah yeah but like <JA> the Americans <SA> like <JA> 

6.    they don't like to do work so they just like they don't. 
7.    in Iranian culture if you don't provide options you're very rude.  
8.    so so like when when my, we have like parties in our house 
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9.    my mom= 
10. Rasha:   =uh okay it's (.) you mean uh you mean 
11. Gabi:   like uh for instance dishes  
12.    so like if I was uh mathalan <SA> like  

so like if I was uh for example <SA> like  
13.    [if I was uh  
14. Rasha:   [you don't present or submit just one meal  
15.    you should uh you should uh submit many many plates right? 
16. Gabi:   sˤaħ bas yaʕni fi al inglizi mish 'submit' it's like 'prepare'  

right but like in English it is not <JA> 'submit' it's like 'prepare'  
17. Rasha:   prepare ah okay  
18. Gabi:   so like for instance like fi el <JA> baiti <SA> 

so like for instance like in <JA> my house <SA> 
19.    we always have um when guests come over 
20.    something with fish something with beef like laħm [beef] something  

 

Gabi's speech pattern shows a range of language alternation features. While she uses English and 

Jordanian Arabic alternatively, her Arabic speech is produced in an indistinct blend of Standard 

and Jordanian. It was challenging to decipher which word belongs to which Arabic variety, as 

she sometimes says Jordanian Colloquial words with a Standard phonetic way of saying them. In 

my transcript of her speech, I mark Standard Arabic <SA> and Jordanian Arabic <JA> based on 

their lexical categorization and what they are more likely to be in the context. In Figure 1, a 

reproduction of lines taken from the above extract, I show the rapid frequency and blending of 

her use of the two dialects. This is not possible for all of Gabi's utterances, as there are certain 

instances where the boundaries between Arabic varieties are extremely blurred in her speech, and 

in these cases I consider her language alternation to be a display of spontaneous translanguaging. 

In the text that appears in the figure, Gabi is telling Rasha that she had been thinking about the 

session's topic and could not figure out what Americans eat exactly.   
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Gabi uses Jordanian and Standard almost interchangeably, then she seamlessly integrates English 

in "Skype session," switching from the Standard Arabic article for 'this' in "hatha" and then 

saying in English "Skype session." There is no apparent consistency about her Arabic to English 

switches; she uses both Jordanian and Standard before switching to English in this extract and 

this occurs elsewhere in her discourse as well. She then sometimes goes into longer stretches of 

English speech. Generally, there are no clear boundaries of one language that she switches "into" 

or "out" of, unlike the previous two pairs who displayed bidialectal and bilingual language 

alternation patterns in more grounded ways. Gabi speaks Jordanian Arabic smoothly and 

meaningfully with her L1 Jordanian speaker, even though it is fused with Standard. It does not 

impact her L2 pragmatic competence and her language partner co-orients to her speech in a 

positive and constructive way.  

 Another example from the same extract shows how she fuses a definite Jordanian article 

with a Standard Arabic word. The definite article al- in Arabic is not an independent word; it 

attaches to the word it proceeds. Gabi's use of the definite article al- is consistent with its use in 

Standard Arabic, for example "`al amrikyin," (line 5) or 'the Americans.' But later, she uses the 

Jordanian version of the definite article el- and attaches it to the Standard way of saying 'in my 

ana fakaret <JA> qabl <SA>  yaʕni  <JA> hatha <SA> Skype session  
I thought <JA> before <SA> yaʕni <JA> this <SA> Skype session  
 
(I thought about it before this Skype session) 
 
yaʕni shu <JA> na`kul <SA> uh yaʕni <JA> ya`kulu al amrikyin <SA> 
yaʕni what do<JA> we eat <SA>, uh yaʕni  <JA> what do the Americans eat 
<SA> 

 
(like what do we eat, uh like what do Americans eat?) 

 

Figure 1. Representation of Gabi's translanguaging (lines 1-2, Excerpt 24) 
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house ("fi el baiti," line 19). Gabi uses the Jordanian definite article el- and attaches it to a 

Standard Arabic word of saying "my house," which is not a grammatical combination in that she 

said 'in the my house,' but it could be a rapid self-repair as she mixes the definite article with the 

Standard, or it could be her way of adding a Jordanian flair to her Arabic speech with her 

Jordanian partner. This makes Gabi's speech in such instances align more with translanguaging 

than with the more traditional notion of codeswitching. I would not describe Gabi's speech as 

codeswitching or code gliding. The language/dialect boundaries are very blurred; she seamlessly 

fuses the two Arabic varieties into her English speech; and she is making a meaningful 

contribution to the interaction that is comprehended by her Jordanian partner, who does not 

repair or comment on it.  

In Excerpt 24, Gabi maintained an aspect of the eTandem language-learning by providing 

corrective feedback to her partner ("sˤaħ bas yaʕni fi al inglizi mish 'submit' it's like 'prepare'" 

line 16), translated as, 'right but like in English it is not submit it's like prepare,' while clearly 

deviating from the eTandem one-language rule. Rasha's use of "submit" in relation to food was 

not something Gabi deemed allowable in this context. It seems that the fact that Rasha repeated 

the word "submit" two times and used the word "present" as well ("you don't present or submit 

just one meal you should uh you should uh submit many many plates right?" lines 14-15) made it 

more salient for Gabi because there were other language errors made by Rasha that go 

uncorrected.   

  Another interesting aspect of Gabi's translanguaging pattern is the way she repeats 

English and Arabic words successively in ways that do not seem to be in self-repair, and her 

partner does not appear to be bothered by it. When providing examples in her discourse, Gabi 

interchanges between the use of English "for instance" and "like" and the Standard Arabic 
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"mathalan," or 'for example' (line 12) and the Jordanian marker "yaʕni," which essentially 

function to mean the same thing (i.e., to elaborate and provide examples). She also uses the word 

"beef," then right after she says it in Standard Arabic, "laħm" (line 20).  These frequent and rapid 

use of language resources might be something that Gabi does in her L1 English, irrespective of 

other languages. However, in this eTandem language exchange context, Rasha seems to 

normalize them by engaging in the interaction without remarking on her partner's Arabic dialect 

use. Rasha, for the most part, uses English, depriving Gabi of authentic Arabic input, which is 

one of the eTandem goals. There are few instances where Rasha used Arabic to refer to domain-

specific words or occasionally provide corrective feedback to Gabi. It might be possible that 

Rasha, who mentioned that she has several American friends, sees her partner's speech of fluid 

mixing of Jordanian and Standard with English as normal and fluent compared to her other 

American friends, so she does not need to provide Arabic practice to her partner. Despite their 

deviation from the eTandem norm, their joint practices are mutually ratified, and they do not 

derail their interactions from being meaningful, and even sometimes show lengthy stretches of 

humor and creativity in language play, an example of which I present next.     

 

4.6.3. Translanguaging practices as double-voicing in constructed dialogue 

A pattern that emerges in the current pair's interactions is their frequent use of constructed 

dialogue that deepens their involvement in the interaction and highlights Gabi's unique pattern of 

spontaneous translanguaging. The first excerpt centers around a saying that exists in both Arabic 

and English with a one-word difference. The saying in Arabic uses "golden spoon," while in 

English, it is "silver spoon," where the saying is "to be born with a silver spoon in one's mouth." 

Both silver and gold spoons expressions imply wealth, specifically inherited wealth that one did 
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not work hard to achieve, so the difference in metals did not impact the reception of the 

expression's meaning among the pair in the current context. Rasha first said it in English using 

the Arabic version with "gold," and instead of spoon, she used "spatula." I am unsure why she 

used "spatula" instead of "spoon" as the original saying in Standard Arabic uses the English 

concept of 'spoon.' The pair spontaneously stumble upon this realization and discuss it 

humorously by linking it to their respective Jordanian and American cultures.  

This fits in with the pattern among all three L2 Arabic speakers of frequently alternating 

language when speaking about their study abroad. In the following excerpt, Gabi was 

reminiscing about her stay in Jordan, where the cost of living is high, and she jokingly said that if 

she lived in Jordan, she would have to rely on the local buses, which according to the pair, are 

the cheapest option for public transportation in Amman. Rasha responded by agreeing with how 

financially challenging it is to live comfortably in Amman and by sharing the idiom in a self-

deprecating manner.  

Excerpt 25 
Rasha-Gabi #6  
 
1. Gabi: I miss those buses ((laugh)) like (??) 
2. Rasha:       ((laugh))  
3.    We we we we didn't born while 
4.                 I don't know, we say it we say it  
5.                  I'll translate it in Ara- in English.  
6.                  We didn't born while we have a golden u:h  
7.                 a golden u:h (.) what do you call it? uh spatula? in our mouth? 
8. Gabi:         oh golden spoon? 
9. Rasha:        gold yeah gold spatula.  
10.              à we say "ma inwaldna we btimna maʕl'at dahab"<JA> in Jordan  
   we say "we weren't born with a golden spoon in our mouth" <JA> in Jordan 
11. Gabi:         ((laugh)) 
12.    bas yaʕni fi el inglizi iħna yaʕni ʕina <JA> ʕibara mithl <SA> heik yaʕni 

<JA> 
  but like in English we like <JA> have a similar <SA> saying like <JA> 
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13.              à  "I wasn't born with a silver spoon in my mouth" 
14. Rasha:        silver? it's gold in Arabic ((laugh)) 
15. Gabi:         yaʕni bas fi Amrika yaʕni  
  you know but in america you know <JA> 
16.                  we're a little poor so we don't have gold, we say silver ((laugh)) 
17. Rasha:        yeah ((laugh)) because we are rich, so we use gold ((laugh)) 
18. Gabi:         yeah bas yaʕni yaʕni <JA> `ufaker <SA> yaʕni <JA> fi `al- <SA> inglizi <JA> 

yeah but like like <JA> I think <SA> like <JA> in the <SA> English <JA> 
19.                  iħna yaʕni neħki silver ʕashan yaʕni uh <JA> 
  we like say silver because like uh <JA> 
20.                   because it looks like a regular spoon  
21.                   yaʕni all spoons are made of metal 
22.                   but it's not like, but if you have a silver one 
23.                   it looks similar but it's like fancier  
24. Rasha:        ah okay. 
25. Gabi:         if I had a gold spoon I would never eat out of it  
26. Rasha:        right ((laugh)) 
 

Rasha's use of Jordanian Arabic here is bilingual codeswitching as she verbalizes the language 

boundary. She displayed some false starts, pauses, and repetition in her initial mentioning of the 

idiom, but she did not hesitate to share it anyway, knowing her partner would understand her 

Jordanian version of the idiom, and she opens its meaning up for discussion (line 7: "a golden 

u:h what do you call it. uh spatula? in our mouth"). Rasha states that she is translating it from 

Arabic (line 5 "I'll translate it in Ara- in English") and follows by using "spatula" and "golden" in 

lines 6 and 7, then translates it to Jordanian Arabic saying: (line 10: "we say [idiom in full 

Jordanian] in Jordan").  For Rasha, it is a Jordanian expression, part of her Jordanian repertoire. 

This is clear from the fact that she translated the expression in Jordanian Arabic, not Standard 

Arabic, even though it is a Standard Arabic idiom that was adapted into regional dialects with a 

slight lexical variation. This is one of the few instances where Rasha used Arabic in her 

eTandem interactions, opting to use Jordanian knowing her partner shares her dialect.  
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It seems that the discussion had centered around the gold versus silver aspect because 

even when Gabi corrected Rasha twice about spoon instead of spatula (line 8: "oh golden 

spoon?") and (line 13: "I wasn't born with a silver spoon in my mouth"), there is no uptake from 

Rasha, the only uptake is in the gold part (line 9: "gold yeah gold spatula"), and (line 14: "silver? 

It's gold in Arabic"). This shows the pair's high level of engagement based on their shared 

sociolinguistic repertoires where they feel comfortable saying things that could potentially be 

incorrect in their target language but knowing that they both speak Jordanian Arabic and having 

experience in the same community (Amman, Jordan). It also shows another example of Gabi's 

initiation of repair.  

 Gabi's spontaneous translanguaging pattern is evidenced in her seamless and frequent use 

of the discourse marker yaʕni. In this one exchange, she used it 11 times. It seems to parallel her 

use of the filler "like" during her longer stretches of speaking only English. This shows Gabi's 

high L2 pragmatic competence and familiarity with the native Jordanian use of the marker as a 

filler in social interactions. For example, Gabi's other-initiated repair has high usage of hedging 

using yaʕni, which is a discourse feature observed in local Jordanian repair strategies where L1 

Jordanian speakers tend to use the marker yaʕni to hold the turn and initiate repair (Al-Harahsheh 

2015). Gabi uses the marker constantly throughout her conversations and when she offers 

corrective feedback, similar to L1 Jordanian use found in the study. She first used it three times 

in (line 12) as a hedging device and then twice in (line 15) to repair Rasha's use of the idiom. 

Gabi's initiation of this corrective turn seems to not only serve as a repair for a word-choice error 

but to open a metadiscursive discussion on the silver and gold aspect of the idiom. She also 

contributes cross-cultural comparative information about how the saying goes in America as 

opposed to Jordan, which also shows her fluid identity as an American; in the context of 
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language and idioms she uses "we" to mark her membership: (line 15-16: "fi [in] Amrika yaʕni 

we're a little poor so we don't have gold."). This is contrastive with the previous example where 

she self-repaired from "we" to "they" in talking about what Americans eat. 

The pair's interactional pattern is also reflected in their self-deprecating humor, along 

with their continued laughter as they tried to explain the silver and gold choice. Gabi says, in line 

16, "we're a little poor so we don't have gold, we say silver"; and Rasha, who seems to be ironic, 

says in line 17, "yeah because we are rich so we use gold." Rasha's comment seems ironic 

because a few seconds earlier, she was talking about the financial challenges of living in Jordan.  

Such moments show the learners' creativity and criticality, two central aspects of the 

concept of translanguaging space (according to Li Wei 2018) where pairs use their shared 

resources to critically examine cross-cultural aspects when it comes to idioms and why they are 

different across cultures, and in a creative manner integrate them in their language learning 

exchanges. Using a code-based notion of language alternation would overlook the pair's agency 

in using language that could be deemed unsanctioned or incorrect to the native speaker. This is a 

point evident in most of this pair's interactional patterns and language variety choices, as I show 

next.  

The next excerpt took place before the previous one; I present it here rather than earlier 

because the previous excerpt highlights a generally observed pattern about Gabi's identity and 

feedback style. The next excerpt highlights a feature evident in all the three pairs in my study 

where the topic of study abroad brings creative and frequent language alternation, though, as 

mentioned, Gabi's language alternation is especially interesting. Gabi and Rasha were talking 

about the expensive cost of living in Jordan. Rasha, living in the capital city of Amman, agrees 

with Gabi, who is familiar with it from her study abroad in Amman. Rasha, before the start of the 
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next excerpt, talked about how expensive it is to maintain car insurance in Jordan. Gabi says that 

she would have to take busses as her public transportation if she lived in Amman. The interesting 

part of this in terms of translanguaging is Gabi's intertextual reference (in the form of constructed 

dialogue) to cheap busses taken by people of low income that in Jordan are called "autobus," 

pronounced /`o.to.biːs/, where they typically have a human operator who musically shouts out 

the names of the bus destinations out of the bus window or door. The bus operator, not the 

driver, would shout out the names of the destinations in a musical manner, which was 

impersonated in Gabi's reference to the Jordanian buses.  

Excerpt 26 
Rasha-Gabi #6 
 
1. Rasha:   you can't save money  
2.     you can't save money for yourself 
3. Gabi          No you can't, like I was thinking  
4.                   if I went I would take those buses  
5.                   like you know al- al- al- uh  
                           the- the- the- uh 
6. Rasha:         yeah ((laugh)) 
7. Gabi:          `al <SA> autobus yaʕni <JA> says  

the <SA> autobus yaʕni <JA> says 
8.                  à Zarqa Zarqa Zarqa Sweileh Sweileh Sweileh= ((laugh))  
9. Rasha:         =transportation ((laugh)) 
10. Gabi:           No I love them ((laugh)) they  
11.                   à Zarqa Zarqa Zarqa Sweileh Sweileh Sweileh ((laugh)) 
12. Rasha:        yeah ((laugh)) why not why not 
13. Gabi:          No I miss those buses ((laugh))  
 

Gabi was able to capture the image of the buses and reference them not through overt description 

or codeswitch but through imitating the voice quality and musicality of the operator in an almost 

onomatopoeia manner of mimicking sound. I consider these to be examples of translanguaging 

that show her creative and critical use of linguistic and local resources shared by her L1 



 221 

Jordanian interlocutor. Gabi's introduction of the bus chant in constructed dialogue creates 

involvement, a feature of constructed dialogue noted by Tannen (2007). There was a type of 

hesitation before her bus chants, evident in the false starts and repetition, "like you know al- al- 

al- uh. al autobus yaʕni says," before relaying the bus operator's chants. The repetition of al, or 

'the,' marks a word search where Gabi is trying to locate the reference; yaʕni, a discourse marker 

that serves many interactional functions, is used here as a hesitation marker. She clarified the 

reference to the bus through creative and humorous chanting of the bus operator's sounds. 

Instead of saying "those cheap buses," she described its basic operational structure. She already 

clarified the reference in (line 7: "`al autobus yaʕni") where she fused the Standard Arabic way 

of say 'the' initiated using a glottal stop, with the local reference of the bus followed by "yaʕni."  

The special bus chant was ratified by Rasha, who responded with laughter, cueing 

recognition, and creating involvement with her partner's reference evoked by animated 

constructed dialogue. Gabi repeated the same chant twice, also appearing to be amused by the 

remembrance of the simple everyday street life in Jordan ("savoring repetition," in Tannen's 

2007 terms). As an American, Gabi's continuous laughter in referencing this method of 

transportation (taken by low-income Jordanians, unlike Rasha, who has a car) and her actively 

animated chants could potentially sound condescending, which is why I suspect she followed up 

twice after each bus chant, with "No I love them" and then "No I miss those busses" (lines 10 

and 13). She seems to be actively aware of the local Jordanian associations of autobuses and she 

repairs her stance in reference to these buses by prefacing her statements with "no," followed by 

emphasizing her positive sentiment toward these buses, "love" and "miss" them. This is all in 

reference to her study abroad experience, which seems to allow her translanguaging pattern to 

shine.  
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Rasha's ratifying Gabi's references is what also makes the pair's interaction align with a 

translanguaging space. Rasha is actively co-orienting to her partner's references through laughter 

and listenership cues. She is able to appreciate the humor of Gabi needing to take these buses if 

she lived in Jordan, a reference only ones who are closely familiar with the Jordanian culture 

would get. The language learners co-oriented to one another's intertextual references in a 

seamless and autonomous manner based on their shared repertoire, not only in their Jordanian 

dialect but also in that they both know the context of the city of Amman. In the next excerpt, I 

show how Gabi utilizes her shared knowledge of the local Jordanian scene and how the pair 

negotiate the meaning of unknown concepts in Arabic using their shared cultural knowledge.  

 In the next extract, I examine Gabi's moments of translanguaging while telling a story 

about an Arab man who was making romantic advances toward her in Jordan. Prior to the 

exchange, Rasha and Gabi were talking about Turtle Green, a locally well-known tea bar with 

live music in Amman, Jordan. According to the pair (first noted by Rasha and then repeated by 

Gabi), the patrons of the place can be "weird" and pretentious (Gabi's repetition occurs at the 

beginning of the excerpt). As the excerpt unfolds, Gabi shared a story about an Arab man with 

dreadlocks pretending to be American by speaking to her in English outside the bar. She mimics 

his Americanized mannerisms through animated enactment and by saying "oh yeah" in a distinct 

Arabic-accented voice, and active gesturing and body language, then the two laugh 

simultaneously recognizing the "type".  

In the first few lines (lines 2-14), Gabi tries to explain that the Arab man had dreadlocks, 

a concept Arabic as a language and culture does not have; there is only a word for braids. Gabi 

explains using hand-gesturing, demonstrating with her own hair, and then Rasha recognized it by 

referencing "Jamaican" using a shared cultural reference in place of a missing Arabic word. In 
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this transcript, I bolded all Arabic used and Italicized the clear Jordanian use.  

Excerpt 27 
Rasha-Gabi #7 
 

1. Gabi:  Wallah they're so weird in Turtle Green. Like kolhum they're so weird  
              Like all of them  

2.    Like I went inside one day and I saw this guy, and he had,  
3.    shu yaʕni al had? Shu yaʕni?  

   what does it mean this? What does it mean?  
4.     ((pulls strand of hair forward to camera and twirls around index finger))  
5.    al uh. Yaʕni sheʕrhu mithl yaʕni, al- al- (??)  

the uh. Like his hair looks like, the the (??) 
6.    you know like the, it all like rolled up,  
7.    like you, fi `al inglizi, in English we call it "dreads"  

    in English 
8. Rasha:  shaʕru tˤawil medʒadal? 

   his hair is long and braided?  
9. Gabi:  No (.) it's like his hair, is like  
10.     ((continues to pull hair strands to demonstrate 'dreadlocks'))  
11.    like mathalan like this is my hair right? ((still pulling hair strands)) 

like for example 
12. Rasha:  okay? 
13. Gabi:  and then you wrap it, like your whole hair is like wrapped like this  
14.     ((wraps a strand of hair around her finger close to the camera))  
15.    like into little things like this, and you wrap all of them  
16. Rasha:  à ah okay. It's like u:h Jamaican or= 
17. Gabi:  =yeah yeah yeah!  
18.    Fillugha `al inglizia hatha ino sheʕr mithl  yaʕni 

In the English language this hair is for example like 
19.    iħna niħki hatha "dreads" 

   we say this is "dreads" 
20. Rasha:  ah really?  
21.     ((Gabi stops fiddling with hair and pulls hair back)) 
22. Gabi:   and I saw this guy in Turtle Green  
23.    and he came and he talked to me and he's like-  
24.    he he he's like taking out a cigarette  
25.     à  and he's like "OH" yaʕni "YEAAʕ" heik  

   and he's like "OH" yaʕni "YEAAʕ" like this 
26.    ((both laugh loudly)) 
27.    and I looked at him, and I was like  
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28.     à "HABIBY! anti fi `al `urdun yaʕni mish fi `al amrika"  
   "SWEETHEART! you're in Jordan you know not in America"  

29.    yaʕni khalas it's fine, yaʕni like what do you mean  
   yaʕni enough it's fine, yaʕni like what do you mean 

30.    You think like you're in America  
31.    like you're in Jordan, what are you doing  
32.      ((both laugh)) 
33. Rasha:  yeah people here are crazy.  
34.    I think uh (??) here in Jordan, they lost their identity 
35.     believe me, so they don't know where they belong  
36. Gabi:  ana maʕk ʕan hatha  

   I agree with you on this point 
 

The students collaboratively utilize shared linguistic knowledge and intertextual references to 

establish meaning. First, the word search for 'dreads' was finally clarified after many attempts by 

Gabi to embody the concept with her gestures using her own hair, which appear to have worked 

as Rasha first thought of it as "braids" using the Jordanian Arabic word (line 8: "shaʕru tˤawil 

medʒadal?" or 'his hair is long and braided?'). Gabi, unsatisfied with Rasha's interpretation, 

continues to signal 'dreads' using her hair and says, using Standard Arabic and English in line 11, 

"like mathalan like this is my hair right?" (mathalan is 'for example' in Standard). Gabi's frequent 

use of the filler "like" in this instance is representative of her other English speech, where I 

suspect extends to her use of the Colloquial discourse marker yaʕni, which she uses several times 

in this exchange (lines 3, 5, 18, 23, 25, 28) with English, Standard, and Jordanian Arabic.  

The pair resolve the 'dreadlock' word search using a multitude of jointly recognizable 

semiotic resources where Gabi used her own hair and eventually resolve it when Rasha mentions 

a mutually accessible reference (line 16: "oh okay. It's like uh like Jamaican") which Gabi 

emphatically interrupts in agreement (line 17: "yeah, yeah yeah!") and offers the English within 

an Arabic statement that combines a prototypical way of explaining a lexical item in Standard 

Arabic, while using yaʕni and other Jordanian words (line 18-19:  "Fillugha `al inglizia hatha 
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<SA> ino sheʕr <JA> mithl <SA> yaʕni iħna niħki <JA> hatha <SA> 'dreads'"), translated as 'In 

the English language this hair is called like we say this is dreads' Her use of "in the English 

language" instead of "in English" follows the formal way L2 Arabic speakers use Standard 

Arabic in Arabic learning classrooms. She also uses "mithl" which becomes 'mitl' in Jordanian, 

and "hatha" which becomes 'hada' in Jordanian. This shows her two worlds, one in which she is a 

learner of Arabic and one in which she is fluent in Jordanian, colliding in one sentence, creating 

a fusion of meaningful Arabic that I would argue cannot be fully accounted for as bidialectal 

codeswitching.  

Gabi continues to share the incident at Turtle Green using a multitude of linguistic and 

paralinguistic resources. She first switches to English to set the scene (lines 22-24), then switches 

between English and Jordanian Arabic, showing how accurately she is depicting an Arab guy 

who is hitting on an American woman. In narrating the Arab guy's voice, she says ("and he's like 

'OH' yaʕni 'YEAAʕ' heik," line 25) animating his utterances using exaggerated English with 

Jordanian Arabic. Specifically, she uses Jordanian "yaʕni" and "heik," or 'like this' to describe 

the constructed dialogue but uses a loud "OH" and emphatic pharyngeal "YEAAʕ" in the 

constructed dialogue, which seems to mimic English with a strong Arab accent. The end of 

"yeaa" was not the aspirated 'yeah'; she used obstructed Arabic pharyngeal sound /ʕ/ that exists 

in Arabic (and not English), like in the discourse marker yaʕni. It was said in a loud and 

expressive manner that only added to the double-voicing she establishes through the sarcastic 

tone of describing the "weird" men of Turtle Green. She then adds in lines 27-28, "and I looked 

at him, and I was like 'HABIBY! anti fi `al `urdun yaʕni mish fi `al amrika'"), which translates to 

'Sweetheart! You're in Jordan not in the U.S.' She uses a hypothetical constructed dialogue (it is 
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unlikely she actually said this) of how she reacted to that man using mostly Jordanian Arabic and 

Standard "`al amrika" in the glottal stop Standard way.   

While constructed dialogue is known to be a site of codeswitching in the "reported" parts, 

I consider Gabi's constructed dialogue to be a display of translanguaging. Her use of Jordanian 

was not limited to the parts where she was speaking in another's voice, she uses quintessentially 

Jordanian expressions like "heik" and "yaʕni" in her narration of the man's voice, but she uses 

Arabic-accented English to report the man's words. When reporting her own voice in this 

incident, she uses Jordanian expressions "habiby" and others, with Standard Arabic features "`al 

amrika." 

I speculate that Gabi was trying to embody the guy's heavy Arabic accent in the way he 

spoke to her in English to create an unfavorable impression (also reflected in her body 

configurations of him), perhaps because he was hitting on her, and she was not happy about it. 

Also, this could be because he seems to be pretending to be someone he is not, not only in his 

dreadlocks, which are very uncommon in the Arab world, but also his language choice to speak 

to her in English when she can speak Jordanian. This is something Gabi complained about 

regarding the study abroad program; she did not like it when the locals in Jordan spoke to her in 

English. This is evident in the excerpt where she said in English in line 30-31, "You think like 

you're in America, like you're in Jordan, what are you doing."  

 While Gabi used Jordanian Arabic within the constructed dialogue to voice the Arab guy 

and her own constructed speech in "I was like HABIBY! anti fi al `urdun yaʕni mish fi `al 

amrika," she mostly used Standard Arabic to explain what the term "dreads" means (line 18). Her 

transition from Standard to dialect is smooth and purposeful to the story, and it adds a humorous, 

sarcastic tone, apparently appreciated by Rasha (she laughs) and Rasha's reciprocation of the 
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sarcasm in line 33 (she says, "yeah people here are crazy"). In this exchange, translanguaging is 

especially apparent in the part where Gabi exaggerated the pharyngeal sound /ʕ/ in "YEAAʕ" 

(line 25) in the constructed dialogue of the Arab guy, where she used Arabic phonetic features of 

obstructing aspirated sounds and converged it with an English word, creating a fusion of voices 

that can be captured through the lens of translanguaging, showing her exceptional command of 

Arabic varieties to construct a story and create humor.   

In their study of adult English learners and their use of constructed dialogue when 

recounting stories, LaScotte and Tarone (2019) examined intertextual references, double-voicing, 

and constructed dialogue in bilingual speech. The students in their study would occasionally use 

an accentuated English voice to enact words and phrases that originated in their native languages 

in English. The authors consider these occurrences to be translanguaging, basing their 

observations on Bakhtin's heteroglossia and double voicing constructs. Bilinguals, according to 

the authors, do not learn languages by simply memorizing abstract linguistic concepts; rather, 

they internalize "sets of personalized 'voices'" made up of clusters of linguistic and nonlinguistic 

qualities that each communicate a specific user's sentiments, character, and social viewpoint 

(LaScotte and Tarone 2019: 97). Gabi's frequent translanguaging in and out of constructed 

dialogue enacts her double-voicing of stereotypical gender perceptions in a vivid manner through 

adding details to the man's overall appearance and voice quality. The use of details, enacted 

voices, repetition, and constructed dialogue are linguistic features noted by Tannen (2007) to 

create involvement and foster interpersonal engagement, and that seems to be how these features 

function in Gabi and Rasha's interaction. Additionally, Rasha's recognition of the "weird" men of 

Turtle Green enabled her to co-construct the story through her access to her partner's references.  

The capacity of the pair to freely employ their linguistic repertoire gives them agency in 
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acquiring new concepts. In this case, Arabic, 'dʒadail or medʒadal' means 'braids or braided,' and 

it is not the same as dreadlocks, which the pair learned that there is no Arabic word for. This 

took place in a collaborative learner-centered environment that fosters creativity by legitimizing 

the use of the learners' multiple linguistic and cultural resources. Through this spontaneously 

created translanguaging space, Gabi and Rasha were able to intertwine their linguistic and 

cultural resources creatively and effectively. Rasha, by intertextually referring to "Jamaican" 

dreads, was able to integrate a mutually shared cultural reference and solve this comprehension 

problem; and Gabi contributed by using her interpersonal knowledge of Rasha to produce a 

meaningful and humorous interaction. Gabi's intimate knowledge of the Jordanian culture and 

knowing Rasha and her position on the authentic Jordanian identity (line 34, where Rasha says 

that many Jordanians have "lost their identity") allowed her to take an "insider" position to freely 

narrate this incident using constructed dialogue and play on English and Arabic sounds. I next 

present the last example of this pair's language alternation pattern where Gabi seems to slip into 

using Arabic phonetic resources while saying English words.  

 

4.6.3. Translanguaging by sound convergence using multiple language varieties  

The students' shared knowledge and dialect continue to be a site for their interpersonal 

involvement based on shared references, in this case, to the Backstreet Boys and Waffle House. 

The following example features a pop culture reference to the singing group Backstreet Boys and 

their songs. The Waffle House, which from the pair's interaction, seems to be a karaoke place 

and a restaurant. I found their Facebook page, and it says they identify as an American restaurant 

"serving both the expat and the local customers" in Jordan. They serve food and alcoholic drinks, 

along with having karaoke rooms. Prior to this excerpt, Rasha asked Gabi which Arabic singers 
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she listens to, which resulted in a lengthy exchange. Then Gabi reciprocated and asked Rasha 

about American music. Once again, Gabi's translanguaging pattern seems to be heightened when 

she shares experiences from her study abroad in Jordan; and in this case, when pop culture 

references are brought up, they seem to bring up intertextual links to mutually familiar topics and 

shared experiences.  

My interest in this final exchange is to show Gabi's integration of Arabic in pronouncing 

the English word "lonely" using the Arabic, not American English, /l/ sound. In Arabic, the 

alveolar lateral approximant sound occurs as light or clear non-velarized [l]. Whereas in 

American English, it can be velarized [ɫ] at the end of words (e.g., ball, call) or before 

consonants (e.g., milk, cold). This velarization of the so-called "dark L" does not exist in Arabic, 

except in one position, in the Standard Arabic pronunciation of the word Allah [`ɑɫˈɫɑːh] (which 

will be relevant for my next chapter on insh`Allah as a discourse marker). I use the terms "dark 

L" and "clear L" in my analysis of the excerpt below.  

Excerpt 28 
Rasha-Gabi #7  
 

1. Gabi:            do you listen to any American music or no? 
2. Rasha:            American music? Um I don't know  
3.              when I was teenager I used to love um (.) Backstreet Boys?  
4. Gabi:  ((gasps loudly)) YEAH?  
5.    ((loud laugh)) 
6. Rasha:  I don't know what happened to this band  
7.    because I don't hear anything from them ((laugh)) 
8. Gabi:  la yaʕni hala` kulu uh not popular anymore ((laugh)) 

   no like now all of them uh not popular anymore  
9.  Rasha:  ((laugh)) 
10.  Gabi:   oh oh! yaʕni ana lama kunt fil urdun, kul `al amrikyin maʕi yaʕni  

   oh oh! Like when I was in Jordan, all the Americans with me like 
11.    we had an obsession with the Backstreet Boys. 
12.    Yaʕni betaʕrfi Waffle House fi Rainbow Street? 

   Like you know Waffle House on Rainbow Street? 
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13. Rasha:  Yeah 
14. Gabi:  One day we rented out the Waffle House and we were eating waffles  
15.    and betaʕrfi yaʕni Waffle House ʕandaha karaoke right?  

   and you know like Waffle House has karaoke right? 
16. Rasha:   ((head nod)) 
17.  Gabi:  So we just literally put on every single Backstreet Boys song  
18.    and everybody started singing karaoke to the Backstreet Boys  
19.    Mathalan yaʕni 'I want it that way'  

   For example like 'I want it that way' 
20.    à  'Show me the meaning of being lonely' 
21.    ((Skype call disconnected)) 

 

When Rasha first brought up that she used to listen to Backstreet Boys as a teenager, it triggered 

a strong reaction from Gabi, reflected in her loud gasping followed by a "YEAH!" and then 

laughter (lines 4 and 5). This initiates an exchange where she shares a story about a karaoke bar 

in Jordan. Rasha says in lines 6 and 7, "I don't know what happened to this band because I don't 

hear anything from them," using English as she does for the most part; Gabi responds using 

Jordanian Arabic first then switches to English in line 8 ("la yaʕni hala` kulu uh not popular 

anymore"). This pattern is representative of how she makes more clear-cut language alternations, 

unlike other instances where she mixes Standard, Jordanian Arabic, and English. However, in the 

next line, as Gabi remembers an experience during her study abroad in Waffle House, she 

appears to get excited to tell the story and starts mixing her three language varieties (lines 10-

12). Line 10 is a mix of mostly Jordanian and a Standard feature ("`al amrikyin"), where she 

annunciates the `al in a glottal stop manner consistent with formal Standard Arabic (note that the 

Jordanian al- becomes el-). Then Gabi switches to a full sentence in English in line 11, saying 

"we had an obsession with the Backstreet Boys." She starts telling the story using English for the 

most part, while interjecting with Jordanian in lines 14-15, saying, "one day we rented out the 

Waffle House and we were eating waffles and btaʕrfi yaʕni Waffle House ʕendaha karaoke 
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right?") Then she gives examples of Backstreet Boys songs that they sang at the karaoke using 

Jordanian and Standard (line 19: Mathalan <SA> yaʕni <JA> 'I want it that way'"). Her 

storytelling speech remains to be mostly in English with some Jordanian, with the Jordanian 

being especially prominent in the presence of the discourse marker yaʕni. 

Gabi lists the songs they sang at the karaoke bar, and when she says in line 20 "Show me 

the meaning of being lonely," she pronounces the two /l/ sounds in the word "lonely" in the clear 

light /l/ said in the Arabic way. It is different from the American dark /l/ sound she uses in her 

English speech; for example, in a previous line (line 17) she said "literally" using the dark /l/ in 

the American way for both /l/ sounds. It seems to be that Gabi converged her Arabic sound 

repertoire while saying an English phrase (in this case an American band's song title) to perhaps 

enact the voices of other people with whom she shared the karaoke experience, as before that she 

says in line 18 "and everybody started singing karaoke to the Backstreet Boys." Possibly she 

went with some L1 Arab friends, who, reflecting an excitement similar to Rasha's about the 

Backstreet Boys, felt passionate about singing their songs and used the Arabic pronunciation. 

This fusion of cultural and linguistic resources can be accounted for through a translanguaging 

notion that considers the individual's language and social histories and experiences when 

analyzing their bilingual speech.  

There are several shared intertextual references that contribute to mutual recognition and 

involvement between the pair in this exchange. These include both international and local 

references, as Rasha recognizes the Backstreet Boys as an American band, and Gabi knows the 

specific location of "the Waffle House fi [on] Rainbow Street," and that they have karaoke  (line 

12). The pair were laughing during the entire exchange until the Skype call abruptly got 

disconnected from Rasha's side. When the pair reconnected, the Backstreet Boys topic was 
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dropped, and Rasha started talking about why the call got disconnected, which was because a 

family member called her on her phone, the device she uses for their eTandem Skype sessions. 

This speaks for the pair's more informal and intimate way (or perhaps Rasha's way) of 

conducting eTandem.  

In this example, I showed Rasha and Gabi's overall pattern in language alternation. 

Whereas Rasha typically speaks in English with some switching, Gabi mixes English with 

Arabic varieties. In this instance, she spontaneously used her Arabic resources of using the light 

/l/ in sharing a story that contextualized it within a prior Arabic context that evokes its phonetic 

properties. Her use of the light /l/ only in the parts referencing the song that she and her peers 

sang in Jordan shows a spontaneous utilization of her Arabic and English repertoire, captured in 

a translanguaging understanding of a bilingual's creative and agentive language use.  

 

4.6.5. Concluding remarks on Rasha and Gabi's discourse 

In this section, I showed Gabi and Rasha's language alternation patterns. This final pair 

represents the opposite end of the eTandem boundary-maintained continuum. They displayed a 

multitude of ways to relax these boundaries, including not negotiating which language to use, not 

dividing the sessions in half (Rasha using English for the most part, and Gabi infusing her 

English speech with Jordanian Standard Arabic mix). The other L2 Arabic speakers used 

Standard for the most part during their Arabic-allocated part of the session. This, however, did 

not derail Gabi and Rasha from accomplishing meaningful conversations and fulfilling their 

eTandem class. The pair's shared prior texts (Becker 1994) enabled them to engage in deep 

intertextual links to one another's worlds and contributed to the creativity and meaningfulness of 

interactions bounded in the context of the eTandem language exchange.  
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 For example, Gabi's repetition of the bus operator's chants and her constructed dialogue 

of the incident with the "weird" guy in dreads are all sociocultural references recognized by her 

Jordanian interlocutor learner by Gabi from her study abroad experience. In this sense, it 

demonstrates intertextuality by diachronic repetition, which highlight the idea that texts are 

composed of creative reshaping of prior texts into new contexts (Becker 1994). In her discussion 

of repetition and its relation to Bakhtin's dialogicality, Tannen (2007: 103) proposes that 

meaning of words and "the combinations into which we can put them are given to us by previous 

speakers, traces of whose voices and contexts cling inevitably to them." The students' shared 

dialects and cultural references enables them to achieve "conversational inference" (Gumperz 

1982) through creative ways of combing voices and cultural experiences in playful and 

expressive ways. This creates interpersonal involvement, captured by Tannen (2007:134) as "the 

simultaneous forces of music (sound and rhythm), on the one hand, and meaning through mutual 

participation in sensemaking, on the other."  

 I described Gabi's speech as showing translanguaging in the way her languages and 

dialects are fused consistently. By examining how her partner co-orients to her speech, I suggest 

that the pair have unintentionally created a "translanguaging space" (Li Wei 2018) where 

bilinguals display characteristics of creativity and criticality unhinged by named languages or 

institutional expectations in a coordinated manner aimed to achieve language and cultural 

understanding.  

4.7. Conclusion 

This chapter has brought together past research on codeswitching, translanguaging, 

intertextuality and double-voiced discourse. Bringing these elements together, I have examined 

how students' past experiences and familiarity with local dialects created intertextual resources 
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through repetition that index shared prior texts, which ultimately displays the utility of using 

their linguistic and cultural repertoire for learning (i.e., translanguaging). In the eTandem 

context, where languages are supposed to be separated, I demonstrated various language 

alternation patterns, from the unmistakable codeswitching to the more fluid use of language 

resources in code gliding and translanguaging. Furthermore, the usage of the video-eTandem 

medium allowed auditory and visual components to represent their paralinguistic 

contextualization cues, which are critical in such cross-cultural communication. This chapter also 

has introduced the pairs and their typical discursive practices that underly their shared resources 

and ways of co-orienting to one another's language/dialect practices.  

 Iman and Amy displayed the highest level of reciprocal investment in time, language 

practice, and corrective feedback. The duo codeswitched when giving each other feedback, 

including other-initiated other-repair and some expansions on language-related concepts. Their 

codeswitching repetitions were in the capacity of showing listenership and expansion, unlike the 

other two pairs who showed repetition for savoring, humor, and patterned rhythmic instances of 

repetition. On the other hand, Ahmed and Brandon were the intermediate pairs between the two 

extremes of strict eTandem compliance (Iman and Amy) and relative lack of compliance (Rasha 

and Gabi). Their exchanges showed a more playful and involved way that seems to result from 

their mutually intelligible dialects. From their exchanges, it appears that Ahmed, the Jordanian 

speaker, frequently integrates his partner's Egyptian it into his own speech, some in a diachronic 

repetition manner from his partner's speech in a previous session. Brandon converges Arabic and 

English resources in a way that shows translanguaging and uses his Egyptian as a resource to 

narrate stories in a constructed dialogue manner. I showed how some of these instances index 
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double-voicing through their consistent pattern of repetition, smile voice, and changed voice 

quality and body configurations. 

 Rasha and Gabi were the pair on the other end of the spectrum, who despite their lack of 

compliance to the eTandem session structure, referenced the sessions' prompts and provided 

corrective feedback to one another in both self and other initiated manner. Gabi displayed a 

unique translanguaging pattern where the boundaries of Arabic varieties were blurred, with the 

use of multiple English episodes. The pair demonstrated high involvement in their overlapping 

speech, repetition, constructed dialogue, and prosodic features. I analyzed Gabi's constructed 

dialogue showing double-voicing through voice enactment and playful language that sometimes 

mimics Arab cultural norms.  I propose that the pair have spontaneously fallen into an unplanned 

translanguaging space where they both use their linguistic resources freely in a way that shows 

creativity and criticality, two key features of Li Wei's (2018) concept of translanguaging space. 

 In line with Ortega (2019) and Li Wei (2018), my use of translanguaging to describe the 

students' utilization of their language resources does not disregard the reality that bilinguals are 

aware of their language boundaries and how they utilize them in their talk, especially in this 

institutional language exchange context. However, what the students do in a context where they 

know their audience have shared resources demonstrates a less self-conscious and more dynamic 

use of their language and cultural resources. The students translanguaging practices were 

accomplished by repetition, constructed dialogue, and contextualization cues to index their 

creative usage through changes in voice quality, body configurations, smile voice, and laughter. 

These subtle characteristics would be undetectable in a text-based telecollaborative medium, 

which has been the subject of the few eTandem studies that mentioned the utility of 

codeswitching as a repair strategy (e.g., Tudini 2016; Kötter 2003).  
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 I have shown how the students' shared repertoire of past cultural and linguistic resources 

is leveraged as a resource to achieve interpersonal connection and learning using intertextuality, 

double-voicing, and repetition as a framework. For these activities to be relevant and meaningful, 

they require an extensive shared understanding of the subtle intricacies of language and cultural 

resources, which in the case of Arabic includes an understanding of the Islamic faith that 

saturates Arabic discourse. My next chapter demonstrates how the students interactionally utilize 

resources that invoke the omnipresence of Allah, which carries different "prior texts" for the 

Jordanian Muslim students as opposed to their American counterparts, evidenced in the different 

ways they use these resources. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 INSHALLAH: SHARED CULTURAL RESOURCES FOR MANAGING FACE AND 

SIGNALLING RAPPORT 

5.1. Introduction 

In the previous chapter, I used the concepts of intertextuality, double-voicing, and repetition to 

show how the students' shared language varieties are utilized in their bilingual eTandem 

interactions to create involvement and achieve learning. In this chapter, I show how the pairs' 

knowledge of cultural expectations and language conventions is utilized for face accommodation 

and rapport signaling in their cross-cultural communication. I narrow my focus to one highly 

used Arabic spoken discourse feature with religious import for the L1 Arabic speakers, 

inshallah, which was utilized in varying ways by the L1 and L2 Arabic learners in my data. My 

goal in this chapter is to examine how the dyads use this Islamic expression and what makes its 

use so prevalent by the American students in their English and Arabic eTandem sessions. 

First, it is crucial to understand the salient connection between Arabic language and 

Islam. This connection is reflected in how conversational Arabic is packed with fixed phrases 

that include Allah, the Arabic word for God. When analyzing the colloquial speech of Arabic 

speakers and learners, the study of L1 and L2 Arabic talk cannot overlook the use of these fixed 

Allah expressions. In reference to their book Arabic, Islam and the Allah Lexicon (Morrow, 

Castleton, and Vittor 2006), Morrow and Castleton (2007: 205) state that "Arabic religious 

expressions are so common that the language counts Allah as its most common content word. 

You simply cannot effectively and legitimately teach Arabic without including Islamic 

expressions." The authors distinguish the use of the word "God" in English, which is often 

restricted to specific serious situations or oaths, formal or profane, to Arabic, where the word 
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Allah is frequently used in a multitude of everyday social situations (206, in reference to Harrel, 

Abu-Talib, and Carroll 2003).  

Their ubiquitous presence makes the mastery of such Arabic Islamic expressions a vital 

part of communicating organically and proficiently in Arabic. The students in my eTandem data 

used these expressions in almost every session, both within Arabic and English-allocated turns. 

Several unique conversational patterns emerged, reflecting various uses by the Jordanian and 

American students in different contexts. At specific points during the eTandem interactions, the 

American and Jordanian students brought up their religious backgrounds. It was usually done 

when they talked about their families, how they were brought up, or what they do during their 

respective religious holidays. Apart from Gabi, who never talked about religion, Amy and 

Brandon spoke about going to church on Christmas or Easter; the Jordanians mentioned Eid 

holidays, fasting on Ramadan, and talked about reading the Quran. Their faith identity is 

essential to note as a backdrop to analyze bilinguals' use of Allah expressions, which are 

essentially Islamic provocations to God. The most used Allah expression among all dyads is 

inshallah, which this chapter will focus on.  

My study found that the American L2 Arabic speakers use the expression inshallah in 

repetition, which was not found in the discourse of the L1 Arabic speakers. Inshallah was the 

most frequently used expression among all dyads. The American English speakers used it as a 

discourse marker to structure information and create involvement with their Arabic Muslim 

interlocutors using a unique repetition manner. They either used it in self-repetition (e.g., 

"inshallah, inshallah"), or they ratified their partners' use of the expression by other-repetition. 

The American students also used these expressions in more diverse contexts to express affective 

and emphatic sentiments. 
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On the other hand, the Jordanian Arabic speakers reserved their use to fewer contexts and 

never in self-repetition. They occasionally ratify their partners' use of the expression by repeating 

inshallah once, but this does not happen all the time, as found in the American students' talk. 

Additionally, the Jordanian speakers on multiple occasions used the expression annunciating the 

Allah part using the dark /l/ version with a glottal stop insh'Allah, something that was not found 

in any of the Americans' use. The Americans only use inshallah as one word, without the glottal 

stop separating the two syllables and with the light /l/ sound. Expectedly, the expression's 

underlying cultural and Islamic "prior text" for the Jordanians may have impacted both its 

frequency and its phonetic realization.  

My analysis reveals that the American students use these expressions similarly to their 

Jordanian partners when it comes to their interactive functions, which shows their high L2 

pragmatic competency. However, their more frequent initiation and self and other repetition 

might indicate a different perception of the expression's utility as L2 Arabic speakers.  First, the 

repetition could relate to speaking a foreign language in a real-time video interaction. It has been 

documented that L2 speakers tend to use repetition more in their interactions to aid in "halting" 

the conversation while holding the floor (Silva and Santos 2006). The repetition becomes evident 

in the other Arabic words and phrases the American students repeat before and after repeating 

inshallah. Second, the Americans' repetition of could be a cultural and linguistic accommodation 

to Arabic strategies to achieve conversation cooperation as repetition tends to be valued in 

Arabic discourse (e.g., Johnstone 1991; Johnstone et al. 1994). 

Additionally, repetition in conversations between native and non-native speakers has 

been known to be a conversational tool for cooperation and affiliation (Knox 1994). In social 

talk, it serves as a strategy to create interpersonal involvement (Tannen 2007). Finally, the 
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repetition of inshallah could be a way to show L2 Arabic pragmatic competence using an easily 

accessible word that has multifaceted interactional uses. By using culturally recognizable terms 

in talking to their Jordanian interlocutors, the American students establish rapport and 

involvement, which is essential in constructing knowledge but becomes all the more important 

when speaking a foreign language.   

Translanguaging as a framework provides an insightful interpretive tool to explore the 

use of this expression among students from different backgrounds. While I do not claim that 

when students use these expressions, they are "translanguaging" in the descriptive sense. 

However, translanguaging as a construct can aid in understanding and appreciating the utility of 

such culturally and linguistically intricate expressions. Accounting for translanguaging in such 

instances makes it apparent that speakers' use of inshallah during the English-language portion 

of the conversations is more than codeswitching to Arabic. Indeed, it allows both Arabic 

speakers and learners to do more with the resources they have at their disposal. The discourse 

marker inshallah and the other less frequently used Allah expressions (mashallah 'what Allah 

will,' wallah 'swear to Allah,' and alhamdulillah 'thanks to Allah') carry multiple facets of 

meaning that their English translations cannot readily replace. Their use within Arabic and 

English speech shows how the students utilized their shared linguistic and cultural resources 

meaningfully as part of their language-learning interactions. These expressions appear to have 

been adapted to each Arabic learner's idiolect, irrespective of their linguistically and religiously 

bounded basis. The notion of translanguaging proposes a multilingual model akin to the 

heteroglossia of discourse that considers the speaker's language repertoire, which includes the 

varieties of theological and socio-cultural knowledge and underlying shared meaning. 
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To this day, I have not found any linguistic study that empirically examines the use of 

Allah expressions among L2 Arabic learners. When such expressions are used within non-Arabic 

speech, they are considered by some studies as a type of codeswitching or mixing (e.g., Collier 

2005; Role and Sustano 2006; Al-Rawafi and Gunawan 2019) and all these studies examined 

their use by Muslims who do not have Arabic linguistic background. In theory, these expressions 

are indeed Arabic and Islamic in their origin, so their use within non-Arabic contexts would be 

considered codeswitching. The question is, to what extent do these widespread units become part 

of the L2 Arabic speakers' repertoires, being neither native Arabic speakers nor Muslims? 

This chapter demonstrates these findings by first examining the meaning of Allah 

expressions and their colloquial use in everyday Arabic conversation and presents an overview 

of the related literature that has reviewed the use of Allah expressions in everyday Arabic 

discourse. Next, I present my analytical framework based on current theorizing on repetition, 

formulaic expressions, face, and politeness.  I then show their overall frequency of use in my 

data and analyze specific examples that illustrate different pragmatic functions of inshallah.  

5.2. Allah expressions: Form and meaning 

The literal meaning of inshallah is "if God wills" or "if God permits" and it is used by Muslims 

to refer to something happening in the future or some type of future expectation. For example, a 

Muslim might say "inshallah my committee members will enjoy reading my dissertation." The 

expression is mentioned several times in the Qur'an and one of these verses explicitly demands 

Muslim believers to use the phrase when expressing future wishes or plans.  

"And never say of anything, 'I shall do that tomorrow,' Except [when saying], 'Inshallah 
(If Allah wills it.)' and remember your Lord when you forget..." 
[Holy Quran 18:23-24] 
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Inshallah is considered a phrase consisting of three words:  in- (lit. 'if'), Shaa- (lit. 'will'), and 

Allah (lit. 'God') (as stated in Al-Rawafi and Gunawan 2019: 524). The blend of these three parts 

is used as a one-word formulaic expression that references the deity of God in everyday 

situations. There are two prominent phonetic forms of the way the word Allah in inshAllah is 

pronounced as it is used in everyday situations. Jaradat (2014) describes the distinction in 

Jordanian Arabic, a distinction also applicable to other local dialects in the Arab world. He 

describes that the difference is only phonetic at the pronunciation level, but the two variants 

share the same orthographic form. The first variant emphasizes the glottal stop /`a-llah/ while the 

second converges the /l/ sound with the glottal stop /`allah/.  He notes that the first aligns with 

the Standard Arabic way, while the latter aligns with the Jordanian colloquial. Both variants were 

used by the Jordanian speakers in his study.  

Jaradat adds that the variation is in the position of the stressed syllable and the quality of 

/l/ sound. The first Allah is made of two syllables, and the second syllable is stressed. This 

variant is like the way Allah is pronounced in Standard Arabic with a geminate dark /l/ sound 

similar to the English /l/. The second variant of Allah carries the stress in the second syllable, and 

it is pronounced using a lighter /l/ mostly used in the spoken dialect. This is the /l/ that is more 

commonly used in idiomatic expressions in everyday conversation (Jaradat 2014: 62-63). The 

distinction will be made clear in my transcription using "insh`Allah" to indicate the first variant 

used occasionally by Jordanian students only, and "inshallah" which reflects the second variant 

used more commonly by both American and Jordanian students.  

When the expression is used in promises, its literal meaning is supposed, showing a 

strong commitment to the future outcome. However, the two variants can be used to express 

literal and non-literal meanings. While the expression is generally used "in good faith" to signify 



 243 

moral commitment to something happening in the future, its usage in everyday communication 

has evolved to other non-literal functions as a non-committal response implying distance and 

indirectness. According to Jaradat (2014: 62), Allah expressions including inshallah, have taken 

on the characteristics of proverbs in that they require an unspoken language competence shared 

by members of the same speech community to be comprehended. He cites Piamenta (1979: 2) 

who describes the expression as becoming increasingly idiomatic in its everyday use, stating that 

"though common in Arabic spoken by all creeds, the formulae have not lost their Islamic 

essence" (cited in Jaradat 2014: 62). The expression's commonality makes it an essential part of 

the Arabic speaker's repertoire and there is incentive for non-Arab Muslims – and, as I suggest, 

L2 learners of Arabic – to learn appropriate uses of the expression in everyday conversations.  

In its non-literal use, the expression inshallah can be used as a way to avoid responding 

directly with yes or no to something, and instead placing the promise in God's will and not the 

person's control. More recently, the expression in this capacity became a joke or meme about 

Arabic speakers using inshallah to diffuse a request in a non-committal manner, as seen in the 

two figures below.  

 

 

Figure 2. Meme source [https://images.app.goo.gl/gNHJ4nkfWDfwBMmM8] 
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Figure 3. Meme source [https://images.app.goo.gl/EUf4PwDorCUDaAVh8] 

The memes express a critical and sarcastic sentiment regarding the non-committal use of 

inshallah portrayed humorously, utilizing well-known Western/international meme designs. The 

first one shows a woman in one image yelling at a cat in another picture. The meme mocks the 

widespread use of inshallah by a parental authority portrayed here by a mean-looking cat edited 

to wear a hijab to represent a Muslim mother. The critique is illustrated through the facial 

expressions in the images and the all capital letters in contrast with the mother's indifferent 

response. The second meme references a line from Lord of the Rings movie said by the leading 

actor shown in the meme, "One does not simply…" which became a reference for complex and 

frustrating events or circumstances. Here it makes an evaluative remark on the lack of sincerity 

associated with using inshallah as an affirmative answer when the person truly means no. 

The non-committal uses of inshallah evoked in these memes have been documented and 

discussed in several studies. Morrow and Castleton (2007) discuss the emergence of "secular 

Arabic" among younger generations, who generally use fewer religiously-based Arabic 

politeness expressions, and when they do, they attribute less religiously bound meaning to them. 

Nazzal (2005) examined the pragmatic function of inshallah among Syrian speakers living in the 

United States and found the main use to be as a device to mitigate speaker's rejection by avoiding 
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social conflict and maintaining face. Drawing on politeness theory (Brown and Levinson 1987), 

Nazzal found that speakers used the expression as a mitigating device when their actions or 

requests might be face-threatening or "have undesirable consequences on their recipients" (251), 

so the use of inshallah in these circumstances helps protect the self-image of the speaker through 

the maintenance of face. He also discusses the use of the expression as a religious and cultural 

identity display. Cleft and Helani (2010) echo the mitigating and identity functions of inshallah 

and describe an information structuring function of the expression for topic closure and 

transition. They found instances where inshallah elicited reciprocity – repetition of the 

expression – which showed listenership and acknowledgment, functions that I also observe in the 

eTandem data.  

Inshallah, and other Allah expressions, are commonly used in everyday oral interactions 

and have been rarely documented in formal written contexts. This is because the form and 

meaning of such expressions are tied to spoken Arabic dialects, which are not recorded in written 

format. There are some contexts where such expressions can appear in written contexts, such as 

in novels that depict real-life situations or in popular culture articles where real-life 

conversations are cited colloquially using Allah expressions (Jaradat 2014: 62). These 

expressions are also used in a written manner on social networking sites (such as in memes) and 

in instant messaging, where the language register tends to be informal. For example, Ahmed and 

Al-Kadi (2016) documented Arabic-English bilingual students' use of WhatsApp, and one of 

their findings was that the participants frequently used inshallah in their WhatsApp messages as 

a means of reflecting their religious identities. These studies and many others (most notably, 

Albirini 2016) show the transition of spoken dialects to written code in modes of computer-

mediated communication.  
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In written electronic platforms, Arabic speakers integrate Allah expressions within 

English in what is known as Arabizi, the Romanization of Arabic script containing a mixture of 

English script and words with transliterated Arabic. The practice has been described as "script-

focused translanguaging" or "trans-scripting" (Androutsopoulos 2015, as cited in Ortega 2017: 

295). Arabizi, as a translanguaging practice, is viewed as a display and construction of the Arab 

youth identity on social media platforms (Akbar, Taqi, and Sadiq 2020). In their examination of 

the use of Arabizi in English text messaging by Arab postgraduate students, Keong, Hameed, 

and Abdulbaqi (2015) found that participants rely on Arabizi mainly to use religiously related 

words and phrases that carry emotional and cultural nuances of meaning not readily available in 

English. This study, which examined self-reported questionnaires and interviews, found that 

participants (mostly college friends) reported codeswitching in expressions like inshallah 'God 

willing'; alhamdulillah 'thanks be to God'; Allah y7mek 'May God protect you.' Given the 

intimate and emotive functions of some Allah expressions, their use among Arabic participants 

relies greatly on their closeness and familiarity with one another. In the next section, I present 

different linguistic approaches to the study of Allah expressions in L1 and L2 Arabic speech.  

5.3. Analytical framework 

The analysis of inshallah in this chapter draws primarily on three concepts: face, repetition, and 

formulaicity. In this section, I define these concepts and explain how I utilize them in my 

analysis. I first give a brief overview of previous literature that examined the use of Allah 

expressions in everyday conversations.  
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5.3.1. Allah expressions in spoken Arabic 

The ubiquitous use of Allah-related expressions among Arabic and Muslim speakers has long 

been linguistically studied from various sociolinguistic angles. Prior research has accounted for 

Allah expressions as discourse markers (Farghal 1995), politeness formulaic expressions 

(Ferguson 1983; Badarneh 2020), phatic communion expressions (Al-Qinai 2011), and 

indirectness using Quranic verses (Nazzal 2005).  

Ferguson's (1983) examined the use of what he called "God-wishes" in a corpus of thirty-

one Allah-expressions among Syrian Arabic speakers, and he identified three patterns where the 

expressions were used as politeness formulas: before-and-after crisis exchange, begging-and-

thanking formulas, and health inquiries. Farghal (1995) expanded the analytical scope of 

inshallah as a discourse marker and examined its use in Jordanian Arabic. His study identified 

the pragmatic functions of inshallah based on speech events introduced by Searle (1976), namely 

as directive, commissive, or expressive. As a directive, the discourse marker functions as a 

marker in tag questions to both seek information or expression exclamation. As a commissive, 

the discourse marker is used to mitigate or reduce the impact of the subsequent promise or offer. 

Finally, as an expressive discourse marker, it can serve the purposes of conveying hopes, 

indifference, gratitude, or apologizing. The author claims that inshallah should be regarded as a 

"general discourse marker" (254) within the speech event rather than a solitary "speech formula" 

that fails to account for the expression's numerous pragmatic applications in face-to-face contact.  

The uses of this expression demonstrate how it has come to be recognized as 

multidimensional resource for everyday communication. Mehawesh and Jaradat (2015) 

examined in-class conversations collected in a linguistics class at a Jordanian university. They 

used Grice's (1975) Cooperative Principle as their analytical framework to investigate instances 
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where students flout the maxims through using inshallah in its non-literal meaning. They 

identified six meanings of the expression within this capacity: irony, threatening, wonder, 

yes/okay, prohibition, and wish. As I explain in my analysis, these uses emerge in the discourse 

of the L1 Jordanian speakers, and I also show how they are used and recognized by L2 Arabic 

speakers in my data.  

Other studies have focused on the interaction structuring functions of inshallah as a 

discourse marker in topic transitions and interaction closing. Closings in naturally occurring 

conversations are referred to by Schegloff and Sacks (1973: 70) as "achievements, as solutions to 

certain problems of conversational organization." They look at how people use turn-taking to 

structure and sequence "opening up closings," which include pre-closings (e.g., "okay" and 

"well") to begin a closing contact and terminal exchanges (e.g., "good bye"). In their 

examination of a corpus of Levantine (mainly Syrian) Arabic conversations, Clift and Helani 

(2010) found that inshallah functions as a discourse marker to initiate topic closure and 

subsequently to move on to a new topic. The authors also found that the expression may or may 

not trigger reciprocation from the listener's side, a process that involves the other person 

repeating inshallah. I show examples of that feature in my analysis in instances where the 

expression was used within closing sequences to terminate the eTandem session.  

The use of inshallah by L2 Arabic speakers of Islamic background has been noted by 

several studies that identify similarities and differences to its use by L1 Arabic speakers. 

However, these studies focus on non-Arab Muslim communities where the use of such 

expressions naturally invokes religious and cultural identity. Speakers in such communities use 

their shared belief and knowledge of Islam and Arabic to establish a culturally bound meaning. 

Pishghadam and Kermanshahi (2012) examined the use of inshallah among Persian speakers in 
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Iran and found that while its use is similar to the aforementioned Arab uses to display the 

religious identity of the speaker, it was also used in indirect ways to postpone and evade 

confirmation by attributing responsibility to God instead of the speaker's will. They found 

pragmatic features that deviated from the Arabic use of the expressions, such as encouraging 

somebody to do something or to curse someone out of frustration by wishing them harm. Susanto 

(2006) identified patterns and meanings of inshallah among Indonesian and Javanese speakers as 

codeswitching instances and found that the use of inshallah deviated from its sentimental 

religious meaning. The study examined situational and metaphorical factors for codeswitching in 

which the expression was used to serve different levels of politeness and found that there are 

certain Javanese-Indonesian expressions commonly associated with the use of inshallah that 

show hesitation, express confirmation, or serve to make suggestions. This shows the versatility 

of the expression in non-Arabic contexts despite its foundational Arabic source.  

As presented thus far, there are many studies that examine the use of Allah expressions 

by L2 Arabic-speaking Muslims, and I still have not found any empirically based study that 

addresses the use of Allah expressions by non-Muslim L2 Arabic speakers. The only study I 

found in this domain was done by Al-Hawi (2018), who used a questionnaire to elicit self-

reported data from participants about their use of inshallah. It was the first of its kind to recruit 

participants that came from non-Islamic religious backgrounds who were L2 Arabic speakers. 

The participants resided in Jordan and came from the U.S., Canada, Europe, and Africa; they 

were men and women married to people from Jordan or they were working in Jordan. The study 

elicited attitudinal and behavioral information via twelve open-ended questions asking the 

participants about their use of the expression in their daily lives, their motivations to use the 

expression, and its pragmatic functions, providing valuable insights on the motivations and 
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attitudes of the use of the expression among such communities. The findings of the study 

corroborate my own observations about the use of inshallah by L2 Arabic learners as a discourse 

marker that conversationally serves to establish interpersonal involvement and create alignment 

with their Arab Muslim interlocutors, irrespective of its religious import. My study adds 

empirically-grounded evidence on how such communities actually use inshallah and compares it 

to their use by their Muslim L1 Arabic interlocutors.  

Al-Hawi (2018: 38) asked the participants of her study about their motivations for using 

the expression when communicating with Arabs, even while speaking English. In the open-ended 

questionnaire, the participants provided the following reasons: 

(1) to reflect their politeness and diplomacy; 
(2) to express their respect and understanding of the Arabic culture; 
(3) to show that they have adapted to the Arabic language skills and behaviours; and  
(4) to integrate with others in order to communicate successfully. 

 

While these were the most commonly expressed reasons, one participant shared that this 

expression became "habitual" in her everyday interactions with Arabs, and another said she used 

it as a response when she had no alternative response for a more appropriate answer (Al-Hawi 

2018: 38). This shows the participants' awareness of the pragmatic functions of the expression in 

the local Arab environment as something more nuanced than the English 'God willing' in its 

literal sense.  

 

5.3.2. Face  

The notion of face draws on the work of sociologist Erving Goffman (1967), expanded later in 

Brown and Levinson's politeness theory (1987). Goffman defines face as "the positive social 

value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a 
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particular contact" (Goffman 1967: 5). The concept of face essentially describes how 

interlocutors navigate social interactions in indirect and sometimes subtle manners to 

accommodate one another's conversational and social needs. Its later conceptualization in Brown 

and Levinson's politeness theory introduces the two complementary desires of humans in 

interaction: the desire to be liked and ratified (positive face), and the desire to maintain 

independence from obligations (negative face). Interlocutors try to show that both aspects are 

met in order to accomplish interactive social goals.  

In her work on the "logic of politeness," Lakoff (1973) explains what she called the 

"Rules of Rapport" which help understand why people refrain from saying exactly what they 

mean to say. These rules are:  

1. Don't impose 
2. Give options 
3. Be friendly 

 
As noted by Tannen (2005) in her discussion of Lakoff's work, people make stylistic and lexical 

choices to follow one or more of these rules. Tannen gives the following examples (cited 

verbatim: 18) to illustrate the stylistic effect created by observing these rules. She observes that 

speakers choose distance in their linguistic choices to accommodate for the first rule, such as 

when a host asks a guest, "Would you like something to drink?" the guest would respond, 

"Thank you, that would be nice," using the first rule by to create distance and not impose on the 

host. The second rule involves giving options through deference, which describes a style that 

appear hesitant, for example, when a guest is asked the previous question, they would employ 

this rule by answering "Whatever you're having," or "Don't go to any trouble." Finally, one 

exhibits camaraderie through following the third rule of being friendly, an example is when the 

guest walks into the house and says, "I'm thirsty. Do you have any juice?" In my analysis, I 
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demonstrate how inshallah works in relation to these rules for camaraderie and sometimes in 

some potentially face-threatening moments. 

The need for face accommodation and rapport signaling is especially heightened in cross-

cultural situations where different languages and cultures are involved. Successful 

communication is characterized by what Tannen (2007) calls conversational involvement, and 

people who share ways of speaking in many cases achieve this more easily than those who do 

not. This perspective was influenced by Gumperz's (1982) framework of cross-cultural 

communication which emphasizes the need for shared knowledge of both linguistic conventions 

and cultural expectations. Cross-cultural studies have revealed that the principles of 

conversational cooperation such as coherence, indirectness, and politeness are universally 

recognized but differ cross-culturally and linguistically (Tannen and Öztek 1977; Gumperz 1982; 

Brown and Levinson 1987). Gumperz (1982) introduced the concept of contextualization cues as 

a micro-level notion that illuminates the intricate features of social talk. Contextualization cues – 

linguistic and paralinguistic features like gesturing, prosody, lexical choice, and codeswitching – 

contribute to creating intersubjective understanding. Gumperz examines interethnic situations 

where certain contextualization cues failed to work in situated interaction, thus highlighting the 

importance of shared knowledge for interpreting and participating coherently. The use of Allah 

expressions in certain contexts could be viewed as a contextualization cue signaling a level of 

shared expectations of knowledge and interpretation. As such, they are lexical resources readily 

available to speakers similar to the way formulaic expressions are viewed in the context of cross-

cultural communication. 

The link between Allah expressions and politeness has been established in multiple 

studies. Most notably, Nazzal (2005) gave a detailed overview of the pragmatic functions of 
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inshallah among Arabs living in the United States. He found that inshallah is mainly used as a 

mitigating device to either reject a proposition, implicitly accept a proposition, or to predict the 

future. According to the author, resorting to the use of inshallah in such contexts accomplishes 

two things: first, it protects the self-images of interlocutors and contributes to the maintenance of 

face, and second, it enhances the integrity of one's message since it evokes the name of God, 

which is held at a high standard for Muslims. Badarneh (2020) examines the use of "politeness 

formulaic expressions" that involve Allah phrases among Jordanian Arabs. Unlike Nazzal's 

findings, the author found that the use of these expressions among Jordanians oriented to 

attending to positive face rather than negative face.  Badarneh explains that these expressions 

largely occur in happy social occasions, involving festivities and celebrations, stating that 

"through these formulae one can see more concern with solidarity and acquaintance, collectivist 

satisfaction, and communal belonging, as opposed to individualism and personal space" (168). 

This reflects the versatility of the interactional functions of inshallah, which is formulaic in 

nature. I elaborate on the concept of formulaic expressions and their use in cross-cultural 

contexts next.   

 

5.3.3. Formulaic expressions  

Language is primarily formulaic in its spoken and written forms as has been attested by a number 

of corpus linguistics studies (e.g., Sinclair and Sinclair 1991; Ellis, Simpson-Vlach, and Maynard 

2008). These studies demonstrate that language largely consists of "recurrent multiword patterns 

or formulas" (Ellis et al. 2008: 375) or "semi-preconstructed phrases that constitute single 

choices" (Sinclair and Sinclair 1991: 100). In interactional sociolinguistics, formulaic 

expressions are regarded as culturally-specific phenomena that arise as a result of sociolinguistic 
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factors and rely on shared social expectations (Tannen 2007; Tannen and Öztek 1977). The 

interpersonal meanings of formulaic expressions have been considered to be primarily context 

and culturally specific, and conversationally, they contribute to alignment and rapport (Norrick 

2003). While inshallah and the other Allah expressions used by the participants in my study 

carry religious meaning for some, they are formulaic in that they consist of multiple words that 

became idiomatic in use as a single expressive utterance. Their religious meaning for some does 

not prevent its function as an interaction structuring discourse marker, a point made by Farghal 

(1995).  

 Formulaic expressions' meaning and structural utility vary across languages and cultures. 

Al-Qinai (2011) examines Allah expressions as "phatic communion expressions," described by 

Senft (1995: 3) as "utterances that are said to have exclusively social, bonding functions like 

establishing and maintaining a friendly and harmonious atmosphere in interpersonal relations," 

discussing them in the context of translation studies, noting the complexity of translating them 

from Arabic to English. Al-Qani notes that translations of Arabic phatic phrases cannot rely just 

on semantic correctness; they must also consider the sociolinguistic elements that underpin their 

use (24). This is important to note when examining the transcripts in my analysis and the way I 

interpret their meaning as related to everyday American discourse markers.  

According to Tannen (2007: 50), formulaic expressions are less common in American 

English as compared to many languages, including Greek, Turkish and Arabic.  In their analysis 

of Greek and Turkish formulaic expressions, Tannen and Öztek (1977:516) describe formulaic 

expressions as "[f]ixed formulas which supply something to say 'at a time like this.'" The level of 

obligation to use such formulas in certain situations varied, but the authors focused their analysis 

on situations that required such formulas which seem to be "emotionally loaded for people in 
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many cultures" (520). The authors identified three categories where formulaic expressions are 

typically used in Greek and Turkish: anxiety provoking events, happy events, and rapport 

establishment. Related to the examples in my data, the authors cite the Turkish Islamic 

expression Allah kavustursun or 'may God reunite' (519) as a formulaic expression used in leave-

taking occasions which falls within the category of departure as an anxiety provoking event.  

Additionally, Tannen and Öztek point out that the concept of the evil eye is very 

influential in both Turkish and Greek, "the process by which good fortune is 'jinxed'" (521). 

They cite examples of formulaic expressions used to accompany the mention of a good event, 

and unsurprisingly the expression in Turkish, Allah nazardan sakasin or 'may God protect from 

the evil eye,' is religiously based. The authors argue that the invocation of God in such formulas 

helps people overcome the feeling of helplessness as humans. In both Greek and Turkish "[t]he 

good will of God can be invoked in two ways: by expressing an awareness of his power or by 

asking for his aid—for bad events—one can plead for God's mercy" (521). They add "many 

formulas have religious overtones; hence the frequency of references to Allah (Turkish) and 

Theos (Greek)" (524).  

Within the realm of L2 Arabic interaction, the utility of resorting to pre-constructed 

religious formulas becomes practical, especially in spoken conversations. In their analysis of 

formulaic patterns in native and L2 speakers, Ellis et al. (2008: 376) state that "[s]peech is 

constructed in real time and this imposes greater working memory demands compared with 

writing, hence the greater need to rely on formulas." Thus, it might be expected that language 

learners use formulaic language – along with repetition, considered next – more frequently than 

do native speakers. 
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5.3.4. Repetition  

Tannen (2007) distinguishes between two patterns of repetition, synchronic, self and other 

repetition within the same exchange, and diachronic, repeating words that were said previously 

in the past. Her categorization is inspired by Bateson's (1979:67) theorizing, which she relates to 

the concept of intertextuality, in which he argues that "'things'... are made 'real' by their internal 

relations and by their behavior in relationship with other things and with the speaker" (as cited in 

Tannen 2007: 10). Tannen argues that conversational utterances can only be fully understood 

when considering their relation to other utterances, synchronically, or diachronically. This is 

essential to consider when examining the meaningful capacity of inshallah, which is dependent 

on the shared recognition of the expression's cultural and religious value and its unique 

recurrence patterns. Tannen explains that repetition in everyday interaction creates coherence 

and interpersonal involvement. She identifies several types of repetition in discourse, three of 

which are especially relevant to my analysis: first, repetition for participatory listenership shows 

that the person is listening and accepts the speaker's utterance; for ratifying listenership, it shows 

approval and shared opinion on what is repeated; and stalling to allow the speaker time before 

providing a response. 

 There is a more ritualistic type of repetition that is occasionally expected in the use of 

inshallah in which the listener reciprocates by repeating the expression (e.g., Clift and Helani 

2010), which Tannen called "allo-repetition" or repetition of others (Tannen 2007: 63). These co-

constructed exchanges of expressions unfold as a reciprocal sequence that creates participatory 

listenership and forms an air of linguistic and cultural familiarity, while also creating 

involvement with the interlocutor. 
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 According to Johnstone et al. (1994: 11), repetition is used more frequently by Arabic 

speakers than it is by English speakers, and it is perceived more favorably. This reinforces 

Tannen and Öztek's (1977) findings regarding formulaic expressions. In fact, Johnstone and her 

colleagues explain that the use of repetition in Arabic is encouraged as a discourse tool that 

creates persuasion and coherence in both written and spoken contexts. They attribute the Arabic 

high tolerance of repetition to the Quran's writing style, which is highly repetitive, and the way it 

was revealed and taught through oral repetition to the Prophet Mohamed, who was illiterate 

(Johnstone et al. 1994: 16). This is important to note as a backdrop for understanding and 

appreciating the ways in which Allah expressions were repeated within and across speaker turns 

in my data.    

 Repetition among L2 speakers is a common habit documented by Silva and Santos 

(2006), where they note that self-repetition by language learners serves a function of "stalling", 

one of the functions of repetition noted by Tannen (2007). The authors described the cognitive 

utility of L2 self-repetition which achieves two interactional objectives, namely to "hold the floor 

while simultaneously thinking what to say next" (42-43). Knox (1994) investigates the use of 

repetition as a conversational strategy for cooperation and affiliation in encounters between 

native and non-native speakers. He argues that "the formal redundancy of repetition does not 

imply a poverty of meaning, but instead exposes the rich pragmatic potential of the linguistic 

form . . . [which shifts] the work of constructing coherent and meaningful text from a 

codification process to an interpretive process" (205). Most comprehensively, Duff (2000) 

illustrates empirical evidence that argues that repetition among L2 learners is not a passive 

"parroting" of what others have said, but rather provides "a much-needed affective dimension" 
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(135) to the language learning experience and has an impact on knowledge production and 

socialization of the L2 learners by "fostering social cohesiveness" (112).  

 This section discussed three principles used in my study: face, formulaic expressions, and 

repetition. Interlocutors manage social encounters in indirect and often subtle ways to suit one 

another's conversational and social requirements, which is what the ideas of face and politeness 

entail. This notion is demonstrated in the use of Allah expressions, as investigated by several 

studies (e.g., Nazzal 2005; Badarneh 2020). I then presented prior literature capturing the 

formulaic nature of language and its culturally specific expressions. Finally, I noted studies on 

repetition and its interactional function in everyday discourse, including fostering interpersonal 

connection and creating coherence in interaction (Tannen 2007). In the next section, I give the 

overall results of the frequency of inshallah as used by my data participants, followed by an 

analysis of selected excerpts.  

5.4. Results and analysis  

To understand the prevalence and utility of Allah expressions, I counted how many times the 

students in my data used them and noted their placement either in the Arabic or English allocated 

turns. While the present analysis is not quantitative in nature, several standout patterns became 

instantly apparent within my small sample of three dyads. Determining the use of Allah 

expressions and counting them was a straightforward process; however, there was one challenge 

in categorizing their use within Arabic or English language allocated turns. It was easy to 

determine that for the two pairs, Ahmed-Brandon and Iman-Amy, they structured their sessions 

in an organized manner and adhered to the language separation rule of eTandem. That was not 

the case for Rasha and Gabi's sessions, as their interactions do not have clear language 

boundaries. As I explained previously, Gabi's speech consisted of stretches of language 
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alternations within a single turn, which I counted as being within a turn of Arabic when most of 

the words prior and after were Arabic, and as English when most of the words prior and after 

were English. 

The table below illustrates the total number of inshallah used and in which language turn 

it was used in the current data. Overall, the American students produced 64% of such 

expressions, whereas the Jordanians produced 36%. This disparity could be partially attributed to 

the American students' tendency to repeat the Allah-expression in the same turn, as in "inshallah, 

inshallah," something that the Jordanian students never perform. I discuss this further in my 

analysis section. 

Table 5. Frequency of inshallah among the American and Jordanian students 
 

Arabic-allocated English-allocated Total 
Ahmed 3 6 9 

Brandon 8 3 11 
Rasha 0 4 4 

Gabi 14 20 34 
Iman 22  7  29 
Amy 25 4 29 
Total 72 44 116 

Arabic speakers 25 17 42 
36% 

English speakers 47 27 74 
64% 

 

The American and Jordanian students used inshallah within both English and Arabic allocated 

turns. Since Rasha spoke English for the most part (contributing to the lack of clear division 

between the designated "English" and "Arabic" parts of her session with Gabi), her use of the 

expression, as seen in the table, fell only within turns wherein she spoke English. The fact that all 

the students used the expression within their session's English-allocated turns, and that some 
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used it more within English, gives a glimpse into its spontaneous and meaningful integration 

within English. 

Among the three pairs whose discourse I closely examined, Iman and Amy used 

inshallah the most. As I discussed previously, the pair displayed the "ideal" scenario of eTandem 

exchanges expected and designed by their educational institutions. They divided the 

conversations equally in half, discussed the session's topic prompts and gave each other constant 

language feedback. This seems to have reflected on their way of utilizing inshallah where the 

distribution of these expressions is remarkably more in the Arabic-allocated turns than English, 

which is expected as the pair generally only had minor language alternation instances.  

Rasha and Gabi showed the least adherence to eTandem institutional rules, which is 

reflected in the distribution of their use of inshallah. Both students used the expression while 

speaking English, displaying their translanguaging space where they freely use their cultural and 

dialect resources. As discussed previously, the pair showed the most "intimate" type of 

relationship; their interactions did not unfold in the same institutional manner of language 

learning as the other two pairs in the study. Their conversations were rich in language play, 

alternations, and a myriad of Allah expressions. Rasha used inshallah a few times in her 

interactions. Gabi, on the other hand, was the only American student who I found to use other 

types of Allah expressions, including mashallah and wallah. 

Finally, Ahmed and Brandon used inshallah the least. For the most part, Brandon 

displayed the same pattern of self-repetition noticed among the other two pairs – i.e., repeating 

inshallah twice in a row – following Ahmed's use. The low number of inshallah occurrences 

found in Ahmed and Brandon's interactions could be due to the nature of the topics they discuss. 

Inshallah is usually used in reference to a future event or plan, and unlike the first two pairs, 



 261 

Ahmed and Brandon, for the most part, talked about things that happened in the past, including 

topics related to news, movies, sports, and TV shows. The few times they used inshallah were in 

relation to one's professional plans or in hopes of improving their target language fluency.   

In the remainder of this chapter, I explore the communicative practices associated with 

the use of inshallah by the L1 Jordanian Arabic speakers in comparison with the L1 American 

English speakers. I examine the topics and contexts associated with the students' uses of 

inshallah and show the different ways the expression was used in Arabic or embedded in their 

English speech. The three overarching themes associated with inshallah as it was used in my 

data appear as follows: (1) to wish for a future outcome, (2) to create rapport in interaction 

management, and (3) to evade or mitigate answering invitation requests or questions. I provide 

examples and analysis of each category below. 

 

5.4.1. Inshallah: Wish for a future outcome and rapport signaling 

In this section, I present four examples where inshallah was used by both Jordanian and 

American students: the first two examples are from Iman and Amy, they show the use of 

inshallah in conjunction with a language-learning topic, and then in relation to Amy offering to 

introduce Iman to her sisters. The other two examples are from Ahmed and Brandon, who used 

inshallah in reference to their expected graduation date or related to their wish to improve their 

language skills. I aim to display the difference between the two pairs when it comes to their 

repetition of inshallah, which shows their distinct ways of showing interpersonal involvement.   

In the first excerpt, Iman and Amy were talking about the Bible and Quran. Iman, the 

Jordanian Arabic speaker, mentioned that she had read the Bible in Arabic and asked if Amy had 

read the Quran before. Amy said that she tried to read the Quran before, but the language was too 
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complex for her to understand, as the Quran is written in Classical Arabic known as Quranic 

Arabic which is more eloquent and grammatically complex than the Standard variety. Iman in 

the following excerpt agreed with Amy and added that even native Arabic speakers find Quranic 

Arabic difficult and need "tafsir" (line 11) which is a type of interpretation or Quranic exegesis 

to understand the script.  

Excerpt 1 
Iman-Amy | Arabic-allocated turn  
 
1. Iman:  hal dʒarabti un taqra`i min al quran li`nahu bilʕarabya?  
  have you tried reading from the Quran since it's in Arabic? 
 
2. Amy:  uh shwaya ((laugh)) qalilan dʒidan bilʕarabya  
  uh a little bit ((laugh)) a bit in Arabic  
 
3.   wa laken qarutu al quran filinglizya.  
  but I read the Quran in English. 
 
4.   uh naʕam wa laken la a`ʕref kalemat kathira fil quran filʕarabya  
  uh yes and but I don't know a lot of words in the Quran 
 
5.   wa uh ana biħadʒa ila [kamus] lil qra`t al quran 
  and uh I need a [dictionary] to read the Quran 
 
6. Iman:  ah qamus  
  ah dictionary 
 
7. Amy:  qamus?  
  dictionary? 
 
8. Iman:  "qa" bilqa` naʕm qamus  
  with the sound "qa" yes dictionary 
 
9. Amy:  qamus shukran al qamus naʕam  
  dictionary thank you the dictionary yes 
 
10.   hatha saʕb wa = 
  it is difficult and= 
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11. Iman:  =naħnu aidhan naħtadj ila tafsir ʕindama naqrau`hu  
  =we also need to consult the exegesis of Quran when we read it 
 
12.   la`nu ħata saʕab lilʕarab  
  because it's also difficult for Arabs 
 
13. Amy:  naʕam  
  yes  
 
14. Iman:  naʕam  
  yes  
 
15. Amy:  à wa lakin urid un aqra` al qruan bilʕarabiya inshallah inshallah  
  but I want to read the Quran in Arabic inshallah inshallah 
 
16. Iman:  à inshallah saykun dʒayd binnisba laki  
  inshallah it will be good for you 
 
17.   uh le`anahu ʕarabya fasˤiħa dʒidan dʒidan, satataʕalmin kathiran  
  uh because it is in very very Classical Arabic, you will learn a lot 
 
18. Amy:  uhum 
 

There is a clear sense of caution surrounding Iman's suggestion that Amy, who had previously 

stated that she is a Christian who goes to church every Sunday, should read the Quran. Right 

before this exchange, Iman shared with Amy that she read the Bible; I anticipate that she was 

trying to indirectly give Amy an opportunity to share if she had read the Quran. Consequently, in 

this exchange Iman became more direct and asked whether Amy has read the Quran before, 

while displaying a level of caution through justifying why she asked the question (line 1: "Have 

you tried reading from the Quran since it's in Arabic?"), and then later Iman justified her 

suggestion for reading the Quran (line 17: "because it is in very very Classical Arabic, you will 

learn a lot"). Iman's justification is framed within the language-learning objective that underlies 
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their interactions, which ultimately helps mitigate a potential face-threat of imposing one's 

different belief system on another. The repetition of "very" in "it is very very Classical Arabic" 

highlights the linguistic value of the action proposed by Iman; this contributes to distancing the 

Islamic aspect of the book from its language improvement reward for Amy's Arabic learning.  

 Amy's use of 'inshallah' (lines 15 and 16: "But I want to read the Quran in Arabic 

inshallah inshallah") serves three purposes in this exchange: first, it seems to express Amy's 

genuine wish to read the Quran in its more complex Arabic version, as she already stated that she 

read the Quran in English (line 3), the wishful expressiveness here is cued through repetition, 

which implies her hope that her Arabic language would improve enough where she would be 

able to read and understand it. Repetition has been linked to emphasis (e.g., Tannen 1987), a 

function of repetition of inshallah here that communicates a sense of intensity of intent to do 

something in the future.  

Secondly, Amy's self-repetition of inshallah in this interactional sequence seems to 

contribute to closing the topic and initiating a topic shift. This is a common interactive function 

described by Clift and Helani (2010) who found an association between inshallah's use as a hope 

for a desired outcome with its use "as a gradual and collaborative disengagement from the 

preceding topic," which becomes "especially clear in contexts where the initial invocation 

expresses hope that the recipient chooses to support" (367). In this case, Iman's reciprocation 

(line 16) helps affirm her support of Amy's statement. Right after this exchange, Amy and Iman 

paused for a few seconds, then shifted topic when Iman asked if the professor of the eTandem 

Arabic course watches their video sessions. Additionally, the sequence of their transition aligns 

well with Clift and Helani's (2010) description of the sequence following what they called the 

"inshallah turn" where they state that "[s]uch expressions contribute to topic closure not only by 
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their position in the sequence, but also by the act of withholding new topic initiation afterwards" 

(370) and that initiating a new topic is typically done by asking a question, which is what Iman 

did following the inshallah exchange (in a line that was not included in the transcript above, 

Iman asked in Standard Arabic "does the professor view our sessions?" in reference to their 

eTandem video sessions and submitting their screen recordings to the course instructor. 

Finally, one last function of inshallah that emerges in this interaction falls within the 

framework of rapport and face work. As I previously explained, Iman already displayed caution 

trying not to impose her suggestion about reading the Quran, so Amy here seems to be attending 

to her interlocutor's face needs by signaling rapport and acknowledgement through explicitly 

stating her desire to read the Quran in conjunction with a double inshallah, which Iman repeated 

in the next turn showing involvement.  

The use of inshallah to signal rapport and involvement is also found in the pair's English-

allocated interactions. Iman and Amy show listenership and attentiveness in their overall pattern 

of interaction, reflected in their reciprocation of inshallah by repeating the expression in the 

following turn, as above. Prior to the start of the next exchange, Iman introduced Amy to her 

little sister, who showed up briefly and waved at Amy. Then the following exchange unfolded 

where Amy told Iman that she would like to introduce Iman to her sisters who reside in Georgia, 

U.S. The expression inshallah was used first by Iman and repeated in the next turn by Amy 

while speaking English.  

Excerpt 2 
Iman-Amy | English-allocated turn 
 

1. Amy:   ah I'm going home in November, for the Thanksgiving holiday,  
2.    and so maybe you can meet my sisters  
3. Iman:   okay uh uh in Atlanta sˤaħ?  

okay uh uh in Atlanta right? 
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4. Amy:   yes! in Atlanta  
5. Iman:   ah okay inshallah I want to see  
6. Amy:   yeah inshallah  
7. Iman:   ((Iman talks to someone behind her screen))  

 

Overall, this excerpt reflects Iman and Amy's conversational pattern of reciprocity and high 

attunement to the rule of rapport, "be friendly." Amy offered to introduce Iman to her sisters 

right after meeting Iman's sister in a sequential gesture of reciprocation. The way Amy offered to 

introduce her sisters was with elaborate information about why she is going back to her family's 

house. Iman in the following line showed active listenership by intertextually referencing where 

Amy is from "in Atlanta right?" (line 3), information that was shared in a previous session but 

not shared in this one. Amy displayed excitement at the fact that Iman remembered this piece of 

information by considerably increasing the volume of her response and using repetition "Yes! In 

Atlanta'' (line 4). 

Iman's initial use of inshallah here reflects the wishful function of the expression, while 

lessening the effect of directness. Amy's reciprocation shows her adherence to the cultural 

expectations attached to the use of inshallah and signals rapport with her Muslim Arab 

interlocutor. In line 5, Iman responded by explicitly expressing agreement and desire towards 

Amy's proposal to see her sisters in Atlanta "ah okay inshallah I want to see" (line 5). Without 

using inshallah, Iman's statement would sound demanding and more direct "ah okay [...] I want 

to see [your sisters]" and then Amy's response would show less engagement "yeah [...]". The 

addition of inshallah in both turns softens the directness of the request and inherently establishes 

a common ground of shared interactional practices and expectations that is ritualistic in Arabic 

talk about the future. The use of the expression here not only lessens the directness of the 

statement, but also and creates involvement and coherence in the exchange, both functions of 
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repetition and details described by Tannen (2007). This wishing function of inshallah extends to 

other contexts that do not refer to a specific future event. The next example shows an instance 

where Brandon uses inshallah to refer to his wish to further improve his Arabic.  

Ahmed and Brandon's use of inshallah in the following two exchanges reflects a different 

type of rapport and engagement than the one observed in Iman and Amy's conversations. In both 

of the following instances, Ahmed and Brandon use inshallah without reciprocation by the other 

partner, a pattern that reflects their overall less frequent use of the expression. Brandon prior to 

the following exchange was telling Ahmed about what he did during Veteran's Day, he struggled 

with the Arabic word for "museums," mispronounced it as "mutxaf" instead "mutħaf," with only 

one consonant off the correct pronunciation. Ahmed in response recognized and repeated the 

word "museum" in the correct Arabic pronunciation. Then Brandon made a self-evaluative 

metalinguistic comment (line 3), to which Ahmed agreed with and complemented Brandon's 

Arabic improvement (lines 4 and 5). 

Excerpt 3 
Ahmed-Brandon | Arabic-allocated turn 
1.   Brandon          izay aqul 'museums and monuments'? 
   how <EA> do I say 'museums and monuments'? 
 
2. Ahmed            ah mutħaf ((enunciated)) 
   ah museum 
 
3. Brandon          mutħaf, ana ((h)) ana kunt qarib ((h)) 
   museum, I ((h)) I was close ((h))  
 
4. Ahmed             qarib dʒidan, la aħsant, hathihi almarra dʒayd fi alʕarabya 
   Very close, no well done, this time you're good in Arabic 
 
5.    Akthar min almarat almadya 
   Better than last time 
 
6. Brandon    à   ((laugh)) inshallah 
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7. Ahmed            you become, you became, you start to improve your Arabic language 
8. Brandon         shukran, ana urid an atħasan lissa katir 
   thank you, I still want to improve more  
    

As I discussed in my previous chapter in distinguishing codeswitching from other language 

alternation practices, it is common for students in my data to codeswitch by translating words 

into the other language to request assistance during moments of miscomprehension. This is 

evidenced here in Brandon's question (line 1), which I consider to be a clear example of 

purposeful language-centered codeswitching.  However, this is not the case with Ahmed's switch 

to English in line 7 (where he mentions Brandon starting "to improve"), in which he repeats 

similar praise statements to what he said previously in English in lines 4 and 5 (where he praised 

him as "good" and "better than last time"). Ahmed seems to repeat the same thing to make sure 

that Brandon heard and understood him, and it is said in an encouraging manner that aligns with 

Brandon's previous statement about him being close to the pronunciation of the Arabic word for 

"museum." 

 In lines 4, 5 and 7, Ahmed compliments Brandon's Arabic fluency, and it seems to be 

taken positively by Brandon. Compliments have been depicted as "social lubricants" (Wolfson 

and Judd 1983:89) that "'create or maintain rapport'' (86). They can be viewed as statements that 

satisfy the interlocutor's positive face needs to be socially accepted and appreciated, and they can 

also be viewed as an evaluative statement that could potentially be taken as face-threatening. The 

potential face-threat here is especially apparent when Ahmed compares Brandon's current 

fluency in Arabic to his previous fluency as "better than last time" (line 5). This is similar to an 

earlier example from the previous chapter (Excerpt 11) where Ahmed commented on Brandon's 

switch to a relaxed body posture as they switched to speaking his L1 English. Similar to that 

example, Brandon's response here shows that he took it positively, as an encouragement, 
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evidenced by his laugh followed by saying "inshallah" with a smile voice; then he thanked 

Ahmed showing appreciation for his positive evaluation and indicating that he values their 

Arabic learning interactions "thank you, I still want to improve more" (line 8). Brandon's use of 

"inshallah" signals rapport with Ahmed and appears to add to the amicable tone of this exchange. 

The lack of repetition in reciprocation to inshallah among Ahmed and Brandon is 

observed in another instance between the pair where Ahmed used inshallah in reference to his 

expected college graduation. The following exchange took place during the pair's first virtual 

encounter. 

Excerpt 4 
Ahmed-Brandon | English-allocated part 
 
1.       Brandon:          so you studied at, you're in your fourth year at Jordan univer- 
2.                   the university of (.) Jordan, university of Jordan s'aħ? 
                   right? 
3. Ahmed:            yes university (.) university of Jordan 
4.      à and inshallah next semester I will graduate 
5. Brandon:          cool 
6. Ahmed: Now I'm in field training  
7. Brandon:  In translation? 
8. Ahmed:  yeah in translation  
 

Ahmed uses "inshallah" within the conventional way Arab Muslims use the expression when 

talking about the future. Mehawesh and Jaradat (2015: 326) described the wishing utility of 

inshallah when used by Jordanian speakers in their study in a similar context, observing that "the 

speaker is not mitigating his wish; rather, he is emphasizing or enhancing the wish by resorting 

to the omnipresent and omnipotent who is willing to grant a person success." Brandon's question 

pertained to where Ahmed studies and Ahmed voluntarily added his graduation date. His use of 

the expression aligns well with the Quranic meaning that encourages Muslims to attach inshallah 

to statements pertaining to the future.  
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Ahmed's use of inshallah here within the students' English language exchange can be 

viewed from the lens of translanguaging, as a concept that incorporates a view of bilinguals' 

shared cultural and linguistic repertoires. The underlying theological understanding of the 

expression and the shared knowledge of its utility allowed Ahmed to seamlessly integrate this 

Arabic Islamic expression within the English-allocated part of the session. In this case, Ahmed 

used inshallah because there is no English alternative that can express the same underlying 

meaning and level of expressiveness in reference to the future, and he used it knowing that 

Brandon knows the expression and has used it before. Like the previous examples, the use of 

inshallah here falls within the wishing function for a specific future outcome that appears to be 

more concrete than the context in which inshallah was used previously by Brandon in reference 

to improving his Arabic language.  

The two examples above reflect the overall pattern of Ahmed and Brandon's 

individualistic interaction style that distinguish them from the other two pairs. In both of the 

above instances, the pair did not reciprocate or repeat inshallah as I show with the other students. 

This reflects the pair's overall low use of the expression as previously demonstrated. The pair 

however display rapport and involvement through other means that do not involve repetition. For 

instance, in the above example Brandon asked Ahmed in the first two lines a question that 

intertextually references prior information he has about Ahmed, namely the name of the 

university where he studies and in which year of study he is (lines 1 and 2:  "so you studied at, 

you're in your fourth year at [...] the university of Jordan s'aħ?" tagging his question with the 

Arabic tag word meaning "right?"). This displays familiarity with the interlocutor by showing 

active listenership through retrieval of prior shared information. In response, Ahmed not only 

answered the question (with "yes"), he provided more specific information pertaining to the 
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question by saying that he will graduate next semester (lines 3 and 4: "yes university (.) 

university of Jordan. and inshallah next semester I will graduate"). His repetition of the name of 

his university from Brandon's question contributes to solidifying the name of his university, 

which Brandon appears to have struggled with saying, and to ratify Brandon's contribution in the 

tagged question.  

Another example of a similar type of repetition appears in lines 7 and 8 when Ahmed 

responded to Brandon's question "in translation?" with "yeah in translation," which echoes 

Brandon's question. Both these examples show a type of participatory and ratifying listenership 

as interactive functions of repetition discussed by Tannen (2007) where repetition of other's 

words or phrases signals rapport and engagement between the interactants. The use of inshallah 

here as a discourse marker contributed to this joint engagement in the sense that they both share 

access to cultural and linguistic resources to interpret the social utility of the expression.  

In this first section, I showed how inshallah was used by Iman and Amy, and Ahmed and 

Brandon, within the context of wishing for a positive future outcome. I showed how Iman and 

Amy displayed rapport in their repetition of each other's use of the expression and how Amy 

used it in a self-repetition manner. I also showed how Ahmed and Brandon do not typically 

reciprocate the use of inshallah, and do not use it in the same self-repetition manner, reflecting 

their general pattern of its infrequent use, but the pair showed involvement in other ways. The 

rapport and involvement-building utility of repetition are extended to other thematic contexts 

involving inshallah. In the next section, I examine instances where students used it to manage 

the eTandem session, either in switching to the second language-allocated part or to end the 

interaction. 
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5.4.2. Inshallah: Rapport building in interaction management  

Exchanges involving interaction management, as seen in the previous chapter, foster frequent 

and fluid language alternation practices, which also involve the use of inshallah as a discourse 

marker. These interactions include instances of mid-session language shift, when it is time for 

the pair to practice the other language, or during exchanges where the session is closing and the 

pair plan for their upcoming session. Instances where the expression was used as part of a 

closing exchange appear when one student initiates ending the conversation abruptly 

accompanied by a reason why they must leave, in which case they use inshallah to express their 

plan for their upcoming virtual session. I propose that the use of inshallah in these instances help 

mitigate this abrupt change of an ongoing conversation while maintaining rapport as the 

interaction ends. The notion of using inshallah as a discourse marker (Farghal 1995) relates to 

discourse markers' pragmatic utility to organize social interactions and create coherence in 

discourse, as well as their structural features as supplementary and optional markers (Schiffrin 

1987).  

In what follows, I present three excerpts from the two dyads, Iman-Amy and Rasha-Gabi. 

The first excerpt is taken from Iman and Amy's closing exchange (after they completed one 

hour) of their first session. Iman initiated the closing of the session by explaining that she is at 

her aunt's house, and it was getting late so she had to go back home. The pair were speaking 

Arabic for the second half of the session, but as seen in the next extract, there are a number of 

English words spoken by both as they prepare to close the session (line 4 "my aunt"; line 6 

"okay"; line 7 "yeah"). Such codeswitching is unusual for this pair, who typically comply with 

the eTandem language-separation rule. I focus here on the use of inshallah initiated first by Iman 
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(line 7) and then repeated by Amy (line 8), as well as Amy's continuous repetition of Iman's 

words/phrases which I propose contributes to maintaining rapport and signaling involvement. 

Excerpt 5 
Iman-Amy | Arabic-allocated part 
 
1.  Iman:   ((looks at time on her screen)) 
2.     ana al`an fi bayt xalati  
   I am now at my aunt's house 
3. Amy:   Oh ((head nod))  
4. Iman:   my aunt 
5.      wa yadʒib un adhhab ila al manzel  
   and I have to go back home 
6. Amy:        Oh okay waxa [okay] <MA> ((head nod)) 
7. Iman:    à   yeah fa natakalm insh`Allah yum alxamis? 
   yeah so we'll talk insh`Allah on Thursday? 
8. Amy:   à yum alxamis inshallah, naʕam.  
   on Thursday inshallah, yes. 
9. Iman:   yum alxamis sanataklam nsˤf saʕa ʕarabi  
   on Thursday we will talk half an hour in Arabic 
10.      wa nsˤf saʕa inglizi, al`aħad aldʒai inglizi  
   and half an hour in English, the next Sunday English  
11. Amy:   naʕam mumtaz tamam 
   yes excellent alright 
12. Iman:   hakatha aħsan=  
   this is better  
13. Amy:   =naʕam aħsan 
   yes better 
14. Iman:   aħsan kathir  
   much better 
15. Amy:   kathir 
   much  
 

Ending a conversation requires some mutual face work by both interlocutors, but especially on 

the part of the person who initiates the ending. Even though they reached the one-hour mark of 

the session, Iman appears to have felt the need to explain why she is ending the conversation by 

sharing information about her location. Iman initiates the use of inshallah here by using a more 
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formal variation of the expression by annunciating 'Allah' using the dark /l/ and using a glottal 

stop before 'Allah' in "insh'Allah," which is comparable to the classic Standard Arabic way of 

saying it where the 'Allah' part is emphasized. Amy reciprocated using the other variation of 

"inshallah" using the clear /l/ without the glottal stop (line 8). Iman's pronunciation of 

"insh'Allah" could be seen as reflective of her Islamic identity as a devout Muslim who also 

happens to wear hijab in all the interactions. The pronunciation of Allah by means of the dark /l/ 

and the preceding glottal stop centralizes the expression around the theological concept, creating 

a more emphatic Islamic expression, which contrasts with Amy's quick and non-emphatic 

version as an easily accessible and reciprocal discourse marker.  

This pair's exchanges of words are reflective of a general mirroring pattern throughout 

their closing exchange, in which Amy repeats Iman's expressions. Iman continued to take an 

authoritative position by initiating more details about the structure of their next interaction (she 

explains that half an hour will be in Arabic and then half an hour in English), while Amy 

signaled alignment by repeatedly agreeing in an echoing manner with what Iman has previously 

said. Lines 12-15 from the previous excerpt are re-presented below with repeated words are 

underlined and bolded: 

12. Iman:   hakatha aħsan  
    this is better  

13. Amy:   naʕam aħsan 
    yes better 

14. Iman:   aħsan kathir  
    much better 

15. Amy:   kathir 
    much  
 

The natural high cognitive demand of speaking a foreign language in a synchronous face-to-face 

video interaction, with the pressure of leave-taking exchanges, corroborates the value of 
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repetition in this context. Iman initially shared an evaluative statement about their plan next 

Thursday by saying "this is better" (line 12), referring to their new arrangement going forward to 

split the time of their eTandem sessions into half, instead of what they did previously which was 

talk for an entire session (1 hour) in Arabic, and then another session in English. Amy agrees by 

repeating part of Iman's statements, which possibly shows her individual "high-involvement" 

style, characterized by Tannen (2007) as placing high value on "verbosity and wish to avoid 

silences," so her repetition here becomes a resource for producing sufficient responses "by 

enabling talk through automaticity" (58). Iman subsequently repeats the word "aħsan" or 'better' 

in line 14, knowing that Amy has comprehended the meaning, she says "aħsan kathir" or 'much 

better' which is said in accommodation with Amy's previous agreement statement.  

In this way, repetition not only serves the purpose of an L2 speaker's production, but also 

facilitates comprehension; as Tannen (2007) states, "[r]epetition and variations facilitate 

comprehension by providing semantically less dense discourse. If some of the words are 

repetitious, comparatively less new information is communicated than if all words uttered carried 

new information" (59). The same thing could be said about the use of inshallah in terms of the 

meaning it communicates and its reciprocation by the interlocutor. As a fixed known expression, 

it is easily accessible by L2 Arabic speakers, and it makes conversations function in a coherent 

manner. Note that inshallah in this exchange is an optional element (lines 7 and 8, shown again 

below), Iman and Amy's exchange would still be meaningful without it in both lines.  

7. Iman:        yeah fa natakalm insh`Allah yum alxamis? 
    yeah so we'll talk insh`Allah on Thursday? 

8. Amy:   yum alxamis inshallah, naʕam.  
    on Thursday inshallah, yes. 
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It almost seems redundant to use inshallah at all in this context without considering the rapport 

and involvement building utility accomplished using the expression. Its initial use by Iman 

(perhaps linked to her religious and cultural identity) and repetition by Amy are supplementary 

discourse markers that serve as cohesive devices for interpersonal involvement. The utility of 

repetition in structuring eTandem talk is also evidenced in the next example from a mid-session 

language switch exchange.  

I focus on the participants' use of inshallah, initiated by Amy and then reciprocated by 

Iman as a transitional phrase to switch languages mid-session (after completing 30 minutes of 

talking). Note that Amy is the one who initiated the shift from English to Arabic and used 

inshallah to add to the gradual transition into Arabic after a lengthy explanation about the 

concept of 'humanities' as an academic subject of study. Amy here used it as she initiated the 

transition into Arabic which simultaneously resulted in closing the topic discussed. In this case, 

the concept of face and politeness could come in handy in understanding the utilization of 

inshallah in the following context, especially considering Amy's hesitation and back-and-forth 

language switching after the inshallah turns (lines 12 and 13 below).  

Excerpt 6 
Iman-Amy #3 | Mid-session transition: English to Arabic 
 
1.   Amy:             in English we call those subjects, history and literature 
2.                      um we call those 'the humanities' 
3.   Iman:             the humanities 
4.   Amy:             uhum. so there's history and literature, and other kinds of art like music 
5.                      all of those are humanities 
6.   Iman:             and we say humanity inshanya yeah 
7.  Amy:             okay 
8.  Iman:             yeah but I forget the word 
9. Amy:             yeah uhum okay. 
10.                     ((looks at time on her screen)) 
11.                  so I think it's about time to switch to Arabic? 
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12.      à         but we can just continue this conversation inshallah 
13. Iman:      à      inshallah 
14. Amy:             naʕam um let's see. 
                                 yes um let's see. 
15.                      So… um hal uh min allazem un um (??) al imtiħan bakaloriat?  
                                 So… um do uh you have to um (??) a baccalaureate exam? 
 

Amy's initiation of inshallah in this context is pragmatically unusual; it does not appear to serve 

the typical uses of the expression either as a wishful expression for future outcome or as a non-

literal mitigation device. However, despite Amy's odd use of the expression here, Iman 

reciprocated its use in a ritualistic manner. From a translanguaging lens, Amy's use of inshallah 

as a discourse marker is accepted and ratified while she maintained speaking English before and 

after the expression (lines 12 and 14: "but we can just continue this conversation inshallah. 

naʕam um let's see"). The transition from English to Arabic-allocated part appears to be gradual, 

reflected in Amy's shift to English as she seems to verbalize her thinking process in "um let's see. 

So um" (lines 14 and 15) right before she fully transitioned to Arabic. It appears that Amy's 

objective using the discourse marker here is to mitigate her initiation of language and topic shift 

by offering to continue with the same topic, she might have felt that she abruptly switched the 

language, which usually results in a topic shift. This shows the pairs' high attunement to the rules 

of rapport, namely giving options through deference (Tannen 2005). Here she gave the option of 

continuing with the same topic despite bringing up language change, which typically results in 

topic shift (as what happened in this extract where they shifted to talking about college entrance 

exams).  

Following Amy's question if Jordanians must take a "baccalaureate exam" (line 15), there 

were a few turns where Iman could not hear or could not understand Amy's question. Iman 

finally understood the question and explained the standardized tests system in Jordan. Amy in 
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this context signals closure of both the English-allocated part and the topic discussed prior to 

their language shift. She initiated the closure first by using inshallah and then by asking a 

question not directly related to the prior topic, paraphrased as "so do you have to take a 

baccalaureate exam?" (line 15). Both interactional methods, using inshallah followed by asking a 

question, are attested in Clift and Helani's (2010) study where they found that topic closure and 

shift are achieved by asking a question following what they call the inshallah turn (372). The 

authors also found that inshallah may or may not trigger reciprocation from the listener's side. In 

the above excerpts, it did trigger reciprocation from Iman, despite its unusual use. However, this 

is not always the case as seen in the next example where Gabi initiated session closure.  

Gabi and Rasha typically end recording their video calls a few seconds before they 

actually terminate their sessions. I found one instance where the pair recorded the video 

interaction until the end where they used inshallah as part of the closing exchange. Unlike the 

previous examples, inshallah here is used as a content word and not a modifying discourse 

marker. This took place during a closing exchange between Rasha, the Jordanian student, and 

Gabi, the American student. Gabi in the next exchange was at a friend's or family member's 

house, not at her apartment which is located on campus. She initiated the session closure by 

stating that she had to go back to campus. She used the term "xalas" twice within English speech, 

which in Standard Arabic literally means 'salvation' but it is used in Arabic dialects as a 

discourse marker that colloquially means 'okay.'  

Excerpt 7 
Rasha-Gabi #7 

1. Gabi  but xalas I have to go because it's uh it's noon  
2.    and I have to go back, go back to university=  
3. Rasha  =ok 
4. Gabi  and do more studying ugh. 
5.    Xalas I will see you  
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6. Rasha à Insh`Allah 
7. Gabi  Bye 
8. Rasha  My regard to your family  
9. Gabi   Yeah. You too 

 

Unlike the previous example, Rasha's use of inshallah in line 6 appears to be in line with its use 

as a formulaic expression, and not a discourse marker. It stands as a confirmation that replaces a 

longer embedded meaning of "yes, I will see you in our next session," as it was in response to 

Gabi's prior turn "xalas I will see you" (line 5). Rasha's uses of inshallah here as a reflection of 

the true meaning of the phrase "if Allah wills" in its complementary function right after Gabi's 

futuristic statement about seeing each other next. The expression here is used in its literal 

semantic sense (Mehawesh and Jaradat 2015) and Rasha's annunciation of the expression is 

distinguished by Jaradat (2014) as reflective of the authentic meaning of the original Quranic 

expression when uttered using the dark /l/ and glottal stop prior to Allah, similar to the way Iman 

used it in a previous example (Excerpt 5).   

This version of insh`Allah was only used by the Jordanian students in my data. Its use is 

in line with what Susanto (2006) found about their use by Arab Muslim speakers as an identity 

reflection to express submission to God in reference to future events that are only in God's hands 

while simultaneously expressing verbal confirmation of said plans. Unlike the previous example, 

the expression here is used as a self-sufficient expression and not a supplementary discourse 

marker. Without Rasha's contribution of 'insh`Allah', the turn-taking exchange would be 

incomplete. The lack of the second-pair routinized reciprocation often associated with inshallah 

is replaced here with Gabi's saying "bye" (line 7) which marks the end of the exchange. It 

becomes apparent that the absence of repetition in response to inshallah shows a different effect 

on the pair's rapport and interpersonal involvement, both functions of repetition noted by Tannen 
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(2007). This appears to be corroborated by Rasha's "My regard to your family," which provides 

Gabi with another opportunity to reciprocate which she takes with "you too." 

Rasha closed this exchange with an intimate farewell closing frequently used by Arabs to 

end conversations "My regard to your family" (line 8) which I find to be interesting that she used 

it even though Rasha does not know Gabi prior to their eTandem arrangement and has not met 

her family. The common Arabic formulaic phrase 'salmini ʕal ahal,' translated as 'my regard to 

your family,' is commonly understood in a non-literal manner as an expression of familiarity and 

rapport used in Arabic dialects.  

The fact that Rasha used this local Arabic farewell expression in an English form could 

be seen as a display of translanguaging evident in this pair's overall language practices. Rasha in 

this case utilized this Arabic cultural farewell ritual within her English speech, and then Gabi 

seemingly recognized this ritual by responding with no pausing or hesitation, "yeah. You too" 

(line 9). I consider this phrase to be formulaic in nature because it falls within similar patterns 

explored by Tannen and Öztek (1977: 516) who define formulaic expressions as fixed 

expressions that provide something to say at specific occasions, and this is what the function of 

"my regard to your family" seems to be at a time of closing among Arab speakers, as it is mostly 

used in a generic manner and not intended in a literal sense.  

The use of inshallah carry multifaceted meanings that are not limited to use at the end of 

interactions or for future plans, it can be used in in a non-literal sense in situations that require 

mitigating requests or invites. I explore this next.  
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5.4.3. Inshallah: Indirectness to mitigate potential face threats   

Members of the pairs, being from two different countries, occasionally bring up the topic of 

asking whether their partner plans to visit their home country. The Jordanian students do this 

more frequently and directly, and in such cases, the American students use inshallah in a 

repetitive manner. The question about visiting Jordan occurred more than once in conversations 

among the two pairs: Iman and Amy, and Rasha and Gabi. In my analysis in this section, I argue 

that the use of inshallah attends to the interlocutors' face without making commitments as the 

student's negative face is threatened when they are confronted with questions about the future. 

The use of inshallah helps mitigate the pressure of giving a substantial response while 

maintaining the asker's positive face to be accepted and acknowledged.  

 As I show in my analysis below, the use of inshallah in this context appears to mitigate 

the potential face-threatening aspect of the request by complying momentarily during the 

exchange. The consecutive self-repetition, or "multiple sayings" (Stivers 2004), seems to imply 

the speaker's desire to change the focal point of the prior turn. The participants used inshallah in 

such contexts within both Arabic and English allocated turns. This happened more than once 

with Iman and Amy, and it also occurred in one interaction between Gabi and Rasha. Essentially, 

when a Jordanian student asks if or when their American conversation partner will visit Jordan, 

which can be viewed as a move for solidarity, it also is interpretable as a threat to the American 

students' negative face, i.e., their wish to be independent and not pressured or imposed upon. 

Using inshallah repetitively allows them to respond to a question for which they do not appear to 

have a definite answer; and it functions as a jointly recognized resource.   

In the remainder of this section, I examine four excerpts, two from each dyad (Iman and 

Amy, and Rasha and Gabi) that show two unique aspects of the use of inshallah as a 
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conversational strategy in such context: first, as a method of indirectness to mitigate potential 

face threats caused by the question of visiting Jordan; and second, through self-repetition of 

inshallah as "multiple sayings" to abruptly halt the conversation (Stivers 2004) and change the 

topic about visiting Jordan.  

The synchronic self-repetition of the expression in these examples conveys a different 

stance than saying the same thing in a single token; it contributes to resolving the uneasiness of 

the Jordan visit topic by what Stivers (2004: 273) calls "multiple sayings" to indicate the 

speaker's desire to halt "the prior course of action" in response to the interlocutor's persisting on 

their turn, thus suggesting closure of the sequence. The author finds that the speaker's repetition 

of their own words, such as repeating "No no no" or "Alright alright alright", "provides a 

solution to the interactional problem facing speakers whose turns are responsive not only to the 

immediately preceding unit of talk but to a larger course of action of which it is part" (269). In 

addition to achieving this conversational goal, the repetition of inshallah as an Allah expression 

helps accomplish an overall rapport and accommodation with the Jordanian interlocutor. 

The first example presents a scenario where one eTandem student asks the other whether 

they plan to visit their country. For the most part, this happens more frequently with the 

Jordanian students asking their American counterparts. The reverse of this situation, as I show 

later in this section, typically happens organically where the topic of visiting the U.S. is brought 

up by the American student without direct invitation or question and the Jordanian student 

voluntarily expresses plans to visit the U.S. in the future. Iman in the following excerpt asks 

Amy if she plans to visit Jordan, this was during their first session, right after the pair talked 

about Eid holiday in Morocco. It was the second day of Eid at the time this session took place 

after Iman had shared how she spent the holiday.  
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Excerpt 8 
Iman-Amy | Arabic-allocated part  
 
1. Amy:   la la aʕrf kathiran ʕan al ʕid fil urdun  
   I don't don't know much about Eid in Jordan 
 
2. Iman:     à  Dʒaid. ((smile and head nod)) Hal tufakrin fi ziyarat al urdun? 
   Okay. ((smile and head nod)) Are you thinking of visiting Jordan? 
 
3. Amy:   fi- uh, marra uxra? Fi? 
   of- uh, one more time? of? 
 
4. Iman:   hal tu- tufakrin fi ziyarat al urdun? 
   Are you thin- thinking of visiting Jordan? 
 
5. Amy:   oh naʕam naʕam!  
   oh yes yes! 
 
6.   à  Fi al mustaqbal ((laugh)) inshallah inshallah 
   in the future ((laugh)) inshallah inshallah 
 
7. Iman:  à Insha`Allah. Dʒamil 
   insh`Allah. Good   
 
8.    wa laqad zurti al maghreb? Dʒamil. 

and you visited Morocco? Good. 
 

9.                      taʕalmti hunak al ʕarabya? 
  You learned Arabic there? 
 

10.  Amy:             naʕm al Darija al maghribya. 
   Yes the Moroccan Darija. 
 

11.                      shwaya ((laugh)) 
                       a little bit ((laugh)) 

 

Amy's repetition of "inshallah" in line 6 parallels her emphatic repetition of "naʕam" or 'yes' in 

the previous line 5, which appears to confirm comprehension and signal a switch in information 

state marked using the discourse marker "oh" (Schiffrin 1987), showing that she now 

understands what Iman is saying after previously not hearing what Iman said (line 3, Amy said, 

"of- uh one more time?). Amy then laughs and states "in the future inshallah inshallah"; this 
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"multiple saying" both acknowledges the prior turn and indirectly proposes a closure (Stivers 

2004). The closure sequence appears to be successfully accomplished, which is evidenced by 

Iman's reciprocation in line 7 ("insh'Allah, good.") and the subsequent topic shift when she asked 

questions about Amy's visit to Morocco and whether she learned Arabic there (lines 8 and 9). 

Asking questions that open a new sequence of turns is one way in which topic shifts are 

frequently accomplished by the participants in my data. In the above excerpt, the topic transition 

is successfully accomplished by Iman's turn in line 8 "and you visited Morocco? Good." She 

prefaced the question by "wa" or 'and' which falls into what is called "on-agenda" questions, 

described by Heritage and Sorjonen (1994) as a feature of intuitional discourse in English, and in 

this case, the institutional agenda being the educational context of eTandem. Heritage and 

Sorjonen (1994: 5-6) discuss this feature stating: 

And-prefacing is primarily used by professionals to establish and maintain an orientation 
to the course-of-action character of their talk across sequences of question/answer 
adjacency pairs. Associated with this activity linkage, we argue, is the maintenance of an 
orientation by both parties to the questions as agenda-based, i.e. as members of a series 
that are in some way routine elements of an activity (...), or as elements the questioner 
has anticipated or has 'in mind'— or commonly as externally motivated components of a 
bureaucratic task or other agenda which is being managed by the professional questioner 
as part of the 'official business' of the encounter. 

 

In addition to using and-prefacing followed by a question, Iman maintains the "on-agenda" 

aspect by using Standard Arabic, and by frequently using evaluative adjectives, like "djamil" or 

'good/nice' in this exchange twice (lines 7 and 8). This is emblematic of the overall eTandem 

practice of this pair, who displayed the highest adherence to the eTandem expectations. Iman's 

intentional awareness of her Arabic variety becomes apparent in the following excerpt, where 

she uses Jordanian to speak to her aunt and switches back to Standard when talking to Amy, but 

uses Jordanian in constructed dialogue reporting on what her aunt said.  
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The pair's reciprocal involvement in cross-cultural topics emerges in the next excerpt. 

Prior to the start of the excerpt, the two students had been showing each other cookies made 

locally: Amy showed Iman snickerdoodle cookies she baked earlier (and explained what they are 

to her Jordanian partner), and Iman did the same where she showed Amy maʕmul, date-filled 

cookies. Then Iman's Aunt, who seems to have baked the maʕmul, enters the room where Iman 

was sitting and briefly joins the conversation. The question about visiting Jordan comes up again, 

this time from Iman's aunt. Amy's response is once again with inshallah in the same self-

repetition manner, with enthusiastic head nod and laughter. She also shows reciprocation, 

offering to meet up if Iman wants to visit the U.S. 

Excerpt 9 
Iman-Amy | Arabic-allocated turn  
 
1. Iman:  This is my. hathi hi: xalati  
   This is my. This is my aunt [mother's sister] 

  ((points at a woman standing behind her)) 
2. Amy:   Oh! Ahlan! Tasharafna ((smiles and giggles)) 
   Oh! Hello! Pleased to meet you 

  ((Iman's aunt waves in the back))  
3. Iman:   farʒita el maʕmul <JA> ((addressing her aunt))  

  I showed her the maamoul <JA> ((addressing her aunt))  
4. Aunt:  à wallah <JA> 
   Swear to God ('really') <JA> 
5.   imta ħatidji ʕala al urdun tzurna? <JA> 
   When is she coming to Jordan to visit us? <JA> 
6. Iman:  à inshallah ((laugh))  

  ((aunt goes slightly off screen then pops back in)) 
7.   Xalati taqul, <SA> inu taʕali li el urdun wa zurina <JA> 
   My aunt says, <SA> like come to Jordan and visit us <JA> 
8. Amy:  à Oh shukran! Inshallah inshallah ((laugh and head nod)) 
   Oh thank you! Inshallah inshallah ((laugh and head nod)) 
9. Iman:  à Inshallah  

  ((indistinct chat between Iman and her aunt, then Iman turns towards the  
  screen)) 

10. Amy:   naʕam.  
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   Yes.  
11.    Wa itha ay shaxs fi ʕailatek wa usratik yurid un un yazur al al amrika  
   And if anyone from your family wants to to visit the the United States 
12.    Yemkin kuluna-= 
   Maybe all of us-= 
13. Iman:   =ana, ana urid un. fil mustaqbal un azuraha  
   =I, I want to. in the future to visit 
14. Amy:   à Oh naʕam. Inshallah inshallah 
   Oh yes. Inshallah inshallah 
15. Iman:   naʕam  

Yes 
16. Amy:   zuri ila madinat Washington DC, madina dʒamila  
   visit the city of Washington DC, beautiful city  
17. Iman:   anti fi washintˤun? 
   you are in Washington? 
18. Amy:  naʕam fi Washington 

yes in Washington   
 

This is an example where the dyad is briefly joined by a third person from the Jordanian student's 

side, that did not result in a triadic encounter. I discuss multiparty exchanges in the next chapter, 

focusing on their language and dialect shifts. Here I examine the use of inshallah as it happened 

to occur within the context of the dyad asking one another about future plans to visit their home 

countries.   

There are two Allah expressions that were utilized in this interaction. First, Iman's aunt 

used "wallah" which means 'swear to Allah/God' (line 4) in a colloquial manner in the same way 

as "for real" or "really" to express surprise. This was used after Iman told her aunt that she 

showed Amy the maʕmul. Second, Iman and Amy exchanged inshallah in response to asking 

about one another's plans to visit each other's countries. The pair used the expression in four 

different turns (lines 6, 8, 9 and 14). Note how Amy consistently used "inshallah" in a 

consecutive repetition manner while Iman used the expression only once.  
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First Iman used "inshallah" when asked by her aunt about when Amy will visit Jordan 

(line 5). This is the second time Amy was asked this question during their first session, first by 

Iman (discussed in the previous example, Excerpt 8) then by Iman's aunt. This was done while 

the aunt was still on screen and the question was directed towards Iman. There is a presumption 

and directness underlying the question that is important to note because Iman repeated her aunt's 

question in constructed dialogue in a less direct manner shortly after. This brief exchange 

between Iman and her aunt was done in front of Amy, providing authentic Arabic input using 

Allah expressions like wallah and inshallah. Both these expressions were used conversationally 

as self-sufficient units with meanings not directly related to religion. This incidental exchange 

gives a glimpse into ways L2 Arabic speakers learn about the expressive use of such religious 

expressions.  

The question about Amy visiting Jordan was directed at Iman by her aunt who asked in 

Jordanian Arabic "when is she coming to Jordan to visit us?" (line 5) right after Iman shared with 

her aunt that she showed her the date-filled cookies. Iman responded to her aunt with a quick 

inshallah (line 6) followed by a laugh before the aunt went off screen. This is an example where 

the expression was used in a non-literal manner to respond to a request or question; the laughter 

contributes to mitigating this brief interruption. The aunt's question was about Amy's plans to 

visit Jordan, yet Iman here answered on behalf of Amy. This is in line with Clift and Helani's 

(2010) findings about the use the expression to shift topic, they cite Jefferson (1984) describing 

the chuckling laughter associated with uttering something as a possible sequence-closing 

transitioning strategy.    

Consequently, Iman reported her aunt's question to Amy in line 7 and changed the 

original structure of what her aunt said, embodying Tannen's (2007) concept of constructed 
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dialogue. Instead of a question, Iman repeated her aunt's words using an invitation statement, 

saying in Arabic "My aunt says, like come to Jordan and visit us" using Jordanian Arabic only in 

the part after "says" reflecting her aunt's colloquial speech. According to Tannen (2007), when 

people quote one another's words, it is not done in a "reported speech" manner as it is not 

verbatim; this concept is exemplified perfectly in the way Iman "reported" – or more accurately, 

"constructed" – her aunt's question. The fact that Iman repeated her aunt's words using 

constructed dialogue contributes to creating involvement by inviting Amy into the conversation; 

and generally, constructed dialogue is found to create involvement between speakers and 

listeners in a variety of contexts (Tannen 2007; see also Gordon et al. 2002). Amy responds 

favorably in line 8 "Oh thank you! Inshallah inshallah" with a smile voice showing her positive 

perception of the invitation while acknowledging the aunt's presence and prior question. Iman 

then reciprocated inshallah by repeating it once (line 9), before engaging in a side conversation 

with her aunt who was off camera.  

Next, Amy reciprocated the invitation to visit Jordan by asking if anyone from Iman's 

family would like to visit the U.S. This was done in a general indirect manner without asking 

questions or direct invitation. Iman however interjected by saying that she would like to visit the 

U.S. (line 13) to which Amy responded with "oh yes. Inshallah inshallah." The use of inshallah 

here does not appear to serve a mitigating function in the non-committal response sense (as 

opposed to the next extract). 

The next excerpt shows an example where inshallah was used by Gabi as a non-

committal answer to indirectly reject a proposition to work and live in Jordan, a proposition 

made by Rasha. Prior to this interaction, Rasha asked Gabi how many times she visited the 

Middle East. Gabi told her that aside from her study abroad in Jordan, she visited Qatar and Iran. 
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Rasha then proceeds with the following exchange where she seems to be trying to convince Gabi 

to live in Jordan for work, saying that Gabi will be able to find a job easily in Jordan after she 

finishes college. Gabi then says "inshallah" twice and states that she does not want to work in 

Jordan because it is expensive to live there. Rasha then takes on a humorous display through 

embodying how a hypothetical Jordanian would try to convince a foreign woman to marry a 

Jordanian man and let him take care of her financially. Gabi's use of inshallah in the following 

example is an indirect rejection (line 3: "yeah inshallah inshallah") and then (line 4: "I don't want 

to work in Jordan"). 

Excerpt 10 
Rasha – Gabi 
 
1.  Rasha:  so you can come back to Jordan after you finish your studies 
2.                   [and find a job (??) I think you will find easy 
3.   Gabi:      à   [yeah inshallah inshallah bas yaʕni ana 
   yeah inshallah inshallah but you know I  
4.                  yaʕni ma yaʕni uh ma badi yaʕni aʕmal fi al urdun 
   like I don't want to uh like I don't want to like work in Jordan 
5.                   ʕashan yaʕni al uh al madina yaʕni ghani uh 

because like the uh the city is like {rich} uh  
6.                   yaʕni ghani katir. like expensive yeah? 
   like {rich} a lot. like expensive yeah? 
7. Rasha:       ok I will talk like the Jordanians,  
8.                   I will tell you like "ok we will let you marry from a Jordanian uh guy"  
9.    ((laugh)) 
10. Gabi        à [No wallah like when I was in Jordan  
11. Rasha:   ["and then you work you don't need to pay anything,  
12.               your husband will pay everything" ((laugh)) 
13. Gabi         la yaʕni you know like Jordan is so expensive uh you know like  
   no like you know like Jordan is so expensive uh you know like  
14. Rasha        yeah 
15.                 Qatar is the same, Qatar is so expensive too 
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Rasha appears to use a constructed dialogue structure, beginning with (lines 7 and 8: "okay I will 

talk like the Jordanians,") which serves to distance herself from the stereotypical Arabic 

sentiment that men should take care of women, which might be viewed unfavorably by Gabi as 

an American woman. The constructed dialogue is evidenced by Rasha's use of "like" as a 

quotative and her altered voice and laughter. This display of prosodic double voicing is displayed 

in her changed voice quality, which separates her own voice from the purported voices, while 

simultaneously mocking them, as noted by Tannen in her examination of the evaluative function 

of repetition and constructed dialogue (2007: 75). Remember that Rasha interns at a law firm 

while being in graduate school, and she frequently talks about her disfavor of the Arab culture 

stereotypes concerning gender roles, which is shown in this example by her use of "I will talk 

like the Jordanians." 

 This is an example where inshallah was used as a mitigating pragmatic device to 

implicitly reject a proposition (Nazzal 2005). Gabi here does not directly reject Rasha's proposal 

to work in Jordan, instead she says, "yeah inshallah inshallah" (line 3) before stating directly that 

she does not want to work in Jordan. She continues to express her reasoning why she does not 

want to work or live in Jordan (lines 10 and 13) first saying "No wallah like when I was in 

Jordan," before being cut off by Rasha. The use of "wallah" (or 'swear to Allah') is used here as 

the English way of saying 'swear to God' or 'seriously' to add emphasis to her opinion about the 

high cost of living in Jordan. There is an element of spontaneous translanguaging throughout 

Gabi's speech that gives a glimpse of how the her Arabic/English resources are utilized. As a 

response, Gabi did not engage or laugh at Rasha's hypothetical proposal for her to marry an Arab 

man so he could take care of her. In this context, using wallah (instead of its English equivalent 
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'I swear to God') within her English talk emphasizes her position, while signaling rapport in a 

disagreement situation that could potentially be face threatening to her Jordanian partner.  

This exchange shows several traits that characterize Gabi and Rasha's interaction pattern, 

which in my previous chapter, I described by identifying their eTandem context as a spontaneous 

translanguaging space. I explained my use of the term not in the pedagogical sense (e.g., Li Wei 

2018), but in the sense that that the pair's interactions are characterized by a higher level of 

creativity and familiarity where Gabi uses her Arabic and English resources freely to create 

meaningful engagement with her partner, and Rasha co-orients to her partner's speech as normal 

and coherent. However, this also means that the pair do not provide as much language-centered 

feedback as the other dyads, which is one of the byproducts of spontaneously creating an 

unstructured translanguaging space.  

For example, in this exchange, Rasha did not correct Gabi's use of the Arabic word "rich" 

instead of "expensive," even though Gabi initiated a repair request in line 6 by pausing and 

switching to English and then asking "yaʕni ghani katir. like expensive yeah?" In Arabic, the 

word for expensive is 'ghali' and the word for rich is 'ghani', both start with the velar fricative 

/gha-/. Gabi used the wrong word twice (lines 5 and 6), then translated it in English to check with 

Rasha. None of these attempts were taken up by Rasha. It might be the case that Rasha heard the 

velar fricative sound, with the correct way of saying 'rich' in Arabic or understood what she 

meant by her translation. It might also be her lack of reciprocal investment in her partner's L2.  

Additionally, the above exchange reflects another general pattern of Gabi and Rasha's 

interactions that shows higher involvement style in Tannen's (2005) sense. Gabi and Rasha 

frequently speak over one another, and their turns frequently overlap (compared to the other 

students). Gabi also frequently uses fillers in her Arabic and English speech using Jordanian 
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Arabic and English.  She used a number of fillers in the above extract while speaking 

conversational English, namely "like" and "you know" five times in lines 10 and 13. This 

appears to extend to her use of the Arabic fillers used in informal Arabic dialects yaʕni, which as 

I mentioned in my previous chapter carries multiple meanings both are similar to 'like, you 

know, I mean' in American English. In line 13, she used "yaʕni" and "you know" right after one 

another, a very unique manner of Arabic dialect and English blending that displays her pattern of 

translanguaging. This also extends to her seamless use of Allah expressions in the above extract, 

first using "inshallah" twice and then "wallah."  

To sum up, the above examples show similarities between the two American students use 

of inshallah in a context where their Jordanian partner asks or makes a statement about their 

plans to visit Jordan. Gabi and Amy used inshallah in the same repetitive manner followed by a 

slight shift that contributes to disengaging from the topic. Gabi in the above extract answered 

affirmatively with "yeah inshallah inshallah" (line 3) then went on to explain why she does not 

want to work or live in Jordan, which contradicts her prior statement.  

A similar pattern of repetition to halt an ongoing action is observed in another instance 

later in the same session between Gabi and Rasha, while also using it as "yes but" as it was used 

in the prior extract. I briefly present this last example in my chapter to show a rare instance 

where the pair oriented to the eTandem guidelines of fulfilling an hour. The pair in the next 

extract repeated a number of words and phrases as the session concluded. The conversation 

wrapped up at 30 minutes due to a 30-minute session completed previously that week. Prior to 

the start of the following extract, Gabi and Rasha were talking about some of the hardships of 

living in Iran, where Gabi's parents are from. Rasha, seemingly wanting to end the session, 

responded stating "I hope things will get better, I hope." Gabi responded with "inshallah 
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inshallah but" before being interrupted by Rasha who had to go because her phone needed 

charging (remember, Rasha uses her phone for eTandem Skype sessions).  

Excerpt 11 
Rasha-Gabi #5 
 
1.  Gabi:     So it's kind of hard but uh  
2.   Rasha:      I hope things will get better. I hope  
3.   Gabi:   à     Inshallah inshallah bas = 
      Inshallah inshallah but = 
4. Rasha      =and in Arab worlds. I have to go now sorry because my telephone will  

((gesturing with hands that her phone is dying)) 
5. Gabi:        No ʕadi ʕadi ʕadi I will talk to you later? 
      No it's fine fine fine <JA>  
6. Rasha:     We have now a full hour because the first time we talked for 30 minutes 
 

The repetition in lines 2, 3, and 5 contributes to the urgency of concluding this interaction. In this 

extract, the multiple sayings contribute to concluding the session while continually engaging in 

the conversation. The repeated segments of both participants were done in their L2, which 

underscores findings about the cognitive utility of L2 self-repetition as discussed by Silva and 

Santos (2006).  

The latching in line 3 and 4 where Rasha links her talk with no audible pause to Gabi's 

"inshallah inshallah bas" (with "bas" meaning 'but' in the dialect), combined with the repetitions 

from both speakers contributes to drawing a conclusion to the topic and ending the conversation. 

The pair were discussing negative aspects of politics in Iran, however in lines 2 and 4, Rasha 

shifted the stance into a positive one by hoping things will get better in Iran and in the Arab 

world, this is a way to bring the topic to an end. Gabi still wanted to add something when Rasha 

apologized and signaled with her hands that she needed to charge her phone. Her response in line 

6, where she indicates the pair have now completed an hour of eTandem that week, shows that 

she was deliberate about ending the conversation. For Rasha, there was an urgent need to end the 
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conversation, which was recognized by Gabi and expressed in her repetition of "No ʕadi ʕadi 

ʕadi" ('No it's fine fine fine', line 5). The three-time repetition of ʕadi marks her listenership and 

compliance to the course of action in a cooperative casual manner that might not be conveyed by 

a single item. 

5.5. Conclusion 

This chapter demonstrated how inshallah, the most used Allah expression, is utilized by L1 and 

L2 Arabic eTandem students. Muslims, Arab or non-Arab, use inshallah to express many 

interactional functions, and it undeniably invokes a religious sentiment. Allah expressions' 

importance in terms of linguistic, cultural, and religious identity lies in the fact that Islam and 

Arabic are inseparable (Morrow and Castleton 2007). This iconic status is recognized by 

advanced Arabic learners who integrate the expression in their L2 Arabic discourse, irrespective 

of their belief system. I investigated the utility of this expression against the backdrop of the 

analytical framework of face theory, the use of formulaic expressions in cross-cultural 

communication, and repetition. I showed the structural and interactional functions of the 

expression as a meaningful and easily accessible resource to establish rapport and create 

interpersonal involvement.  

In addition to the expression's frequent use by the L2 Arabic speakers, I found that they 

use it in consistent self-repetition, as well as other repetition. This could be owed to three 

possible factors. First, it could be a learned behavior from how Arabic speakers use repetition in 

spoken and written discourse, and they have extended this tendency in their L2 Arabic 

performance and use of inshallah. Second, L2 learners generally tend to repeat, which is a 

strategy to cope with the cognitive load of speaking a foreign language in a real-time video-

mediated setting. Third, repetition functions as a strategy that creates coherence and involvement 
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(Tannen 2007); in this sense, the repetition of jointly accessible and expressive Arabic 

expression accommodates their Arabic speaker's cultural background and helps create 

interpersonal involvement.  

My analysis shows that this familiar fixed expression brings the participants together by 

actively engaging in rapport building that binds them based on a shared cultural and linguistic 

repertoire. More specifically, the Jordanian students used inshallah less frequently, and they used 

it while displaying reserved mannerisms and within less varied contexts. They occasionally used 

the insh'Allah version, which was not used by their American counterparts. The students' Islamic 

backgrounds enable them to hold such terms in higher regard, and their use portrays their cultural 

and theological identity. When the Americans use inshallah, especially within their English-

allocated parts, they do it with a smile voice and use it in self-repetition. This difference in 

mannerism could show that they consider their use as a departure from the English language 

frame into Arabic, and possibly a way of entering the world of their Arabic interlocutors.  

The use of religiously prescribed expressions in Arabic, a language closely associated 

with Islam, proves to be a productive site for exploring the utility of language and cultural 

resources in multilingual interactions. Using the rules of rapport and politeness and theorizing on 

repetition and formulaic expressions as analytical frameworks help reveal their utility in building 

connections and establishing interpersonal involvement among interlocutors. Additionally, using 

a translanguaging lens to explore this endeavor contributes to understanding how second-

language learners interact meaningfully with native speakers by using their different linguistic 

and cultural resources to create coherent interactive discourse in their bilingual exchanges. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

FROM DYADIC TO TRIADIC: PRACTICES OF ATTENTION AND FRAME SHIFT IN 

ETANDEM VIDEO INTERACTIONS 

6.1. Introduction  

The telecollaborative video-based eTandem understudy imposes certain expectations and 

limitations regarding the mediation and structure of the sessions.  The students are paired 

together to help learn and teach each other languages and cultures using Skype-based video 

interactions. As I have shown thus far in my study, the eTandem pairs engage in a range of 

different levels of adherence to the eTandem guidelines. The commitment to language separation 

varies widely based on the individual dyads, their shared dialects, and established relationships. 

Within my study's focus on language alternation, I have demonstrated that the expectation of no 

language mixture does not reflect the empirical reality of all interactions.  

Relaxing the eTandem rules extends to how students manage the video-mediated element 

of their encounters when the expectation is that the exchange involves two speakers. The 

students' physical space behind the screen occasionally intersects with their virtual world on 

eTandem, creating triadic moments that require joint attention to other people outside of the 

dyad. My data captures moments where students temporarily depart from the eTandem dyadic 

learning frame, in its talking head arrangement (Licoppe and Morel 2012), into a more 

interpersonal one that displays other facets of their social realities. This happens when other 

people enter the language learner's space, temporarily diverting the attention of one or both 

dyads, and sometimes the third person joins in the dyadic interaction (see Table 6, Section 6.4 

for a summary).  



 297 

To the best of my knowledge, there have been no studies that have looked into how 

students manage their visual/spatial field to attend to other people involved socially in their 

physical space during video-mediate language learning. My goal in this chapter is to examine 

such instances from an interactional sociolinguistic perspective while noting the multimodal 

recourses participants use to create shifts in "interactive frames" (Tannen and Wallat 1993) and 

participation frameworks (Goffman 1981). The students whose discourse constitutes my dataset 

utilize video and audio channels as resources to establish multiparty moments in which there are 

several sequential shifts in footing and participation framework. To understand the intricacies of 

these instances, I apply the theoretical frameworks of framing and reframing (Tannen and Wallat 

1993; Gordon 2008), participation framework and footing (Gumperz 1976; Goffman 1981; 

Monk and Watts 2000), and aspects of multimodal video-mediated interaction (Licoppe and 

Morel 2012; Norris 2004, 2016, 2019; and Cserző 2021). 

My analysis found that the triadic instances encourage a shift in the conversation's focus 

from a task-based meeting between two language learners to more social and interpersonal 

exchanges. These moments create a change in the interactive frame from a focused encounter 

(Goffman 1963) that involves task-based engagements between two language learners facing one 

another into a less focused and more social one. In other words, a change in the "definition of 

what is going on in interaction" (Tannen and Wallat 1993: 59). The change in frames is marked 

through verbal and non-verbal contextualization cues (Gumperz 1982), such as codeswitching in 

language or dialect to identify the intended addressee, smiles and laughter, changes in tonality 

and voice quality, elongating vowels, and shifts in body configurations. Additionally, I found 

that the movement of the camera's visual field signals such shifts in framing and participation 

framework. These momentary frame shifts are bracketed (Goffman 1974) within the default 
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mode of eTandem and its main task-focused language learning goal, to which students revert to 

when the triadic moments end.  

I use the concept of framing to understand what happens when a third party is introduced 

and how such moments are signaled. My examination of triadic exchanges does not identify 

them as a type of frame lamination (Goffman 1981; Gordon 2009). Instead, it simply considers 

the students' personal lives, which are concealed behind the Skype screen, as leaking into their 

academic activities, especially when other people are invited to join the dyadic exchange, 

resulting in a momentary reframing through sequential transformation. By examining the dyads' 

interactions during such moments, I observed a brief recurring reframing causing their task-

based talk to shift into a more sociable and interpersonal one, then back to their task-based talk. I 

consider these to be reframing, following Tannen's (2006: 601) concept to mean "a change in 

what the conversation is about." I use Norris' (2016) concept of higher-level actions in Skype 

video chat to categorize the eTandem students' other engagements, which I propose contribute to 

creating frame changes and highlights the intersection of virtual and real-life contexts. 

This chapter introduces the theoretical concepts I use in my study that include footing and 

participation framework, framing and contextualization cues, and multimodality in video-

mediated interactions. I then classify the eTandem dyadic interactions using Cserző's (2021) 

classification of video-mediated focused encounters and deviations from the focused encounter. 

Next, I turn to my data, identifying all deviations from the dyadic focused encounter arrangement 

and providing potential explanations (or justifications) for the frequency among the Jordanian 

students of third-party involvement in the interactions (as related to cultural factors and the 

Jordanian and Americans' different motivations to learn their target languages). Then I analyze 

three excerpts, each showing a unique representative aspect of such multiparty moments, 
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identifying the linguistic, paralinguistic, and non-verbal features involved and how the frame 

shift is negotiated.  Specifically, I first examine triadic moments that are framed as children 

curiosity and camera playfulness. Then I look at how multiparty moments unfold when the 

student introduces more than one person. Finally, I show an example where the student's 

involvement in the third party was needed, and it spontaneously unfolds into a triadic moment 

where a child's English language skills are displayed.  

6.2. Analytical framework 

6.2.1. Footing and participation framework  

As noted by Goffman (1981: 127), Gumperz (1976) identifies "selection of reception" and 

"personal directness or involvement" as functions of codeswitching. Gumperz examines 

codeswitching behavior that does not include "language code" in the conventional understanding; 

instead, Goffman (1981) observes, they capture the speaker's footing, which provides for 

participant's alignment and their projected self. This concept is illustrated in Goffman's example 

of former U.S. President Nixon's "change of gears" when addressing the appearance of Helen 

Thomas, a female journalist following a formal bill-signing event in the Oval Office. The 

president began teasingly scrutinizing Ms. Thomas about her attire as she was wearing a pantsuit, 

not a dress. Nixon asks that she turn her body around so that he may examine and assess her 

clothing, which she did. Thus, an official event shift into a playful one. The scenario, according 

to Goffman, is indicative of "small talk" moments that "bracket" long stretches of serious 

business or professional encounters (125). 

Goffman notes that the notion of footing and codeswitching can explain such shifts in 

language behavior.  The concept of footing plays an essential role in managing moments where 

other parties are introduced in the dyad's eTandem interactions. According to Goffman (1981: 
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128), "[a] change in footing implies a change in the alignment we take up to ourselves and the 

others present as expressed in the way we manage the production or reception of an utterance." 

On the reception end, Goffman classifies hearers' alignments to utterances in his conception of 

participation framework. Participants can either be ratified or unratified. Those ratified can be 

addressed (e.g., Ms. Thomas, the journalist from the Nixon example) or unaddressed (e.g., the 

other journalists in the audience). The unratified are perceived but not involved in the exchange. 

They can be bystanders, where the speaker is aware of them, or they can be overhearers, where 

the speaker is not aware of them. Goffman's concept of participation framework is essential to 

my analysis on how the joint attention of the dyads shifts to the third party, changing their 

participation status from unratified but perceived (bystanders) to ratified and addressed 

participants. It also shows how hearers' status might be altered and identified in response to 

frame shifts signaled by the speaker's use of contextualization cues.  

Extending Goffman's participation framework to video-mediated interaction, Monk and 

Watts (2000) note that participants' "participation status" (Goffman 1981: 137) is continually 

changing and can go through "degrees of peripherality" (Monk and Watts 2000: 954) depending 

on their significance to the primary participant. In their analysis of video-mediated interactions, 

Monk and Watts (2000) demonstrate "mobility of participatory status" (935) that changes 

participants' status from periphery to a primary role based on their accessibility and utilization of 

the virtual medium, not their physical co-presence. They describe peripheral participants, a form 

of unratified overhearing where a person is sitting near one of the primary participants on the 

video chat monitoring the interaction, but not actively involved in it. For example, in their earlier 

work (Watts and Monk 1997), a mother sitting in a doctor's office with the doctor and her child 

while talking to a consultant over video chat. The mother may become a peripheral participant 
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when the doctor and the consultant are engaged in the video-mediated interaction while 

monitoring it, but her contribution might be needed later, so her "monitoring" the exchange is 

important. Monk and Watts's (2000) study measures eye gaze and interview participants to 

investigate attention and awareness in two experiments. One of the experiments had a tutor 

sitting near the student while talking to an administrator on video. The study found that 

participants are more focused on one another as the primary participants (even though they are 

distant) than on the peripheral participants. They note that "[b]eing a primary participant is much 

more important than being in the same room" (954).  

The evolving status of participants changes along with the participants' understanding and 

perception of the ongoing conversation. This emergent nature of discourse is addressed in 

Tannen and Wallat's (1993: 57-58) treatment of interactive frames. They cite Goffman in their 

examination of framing, which states that footing is "another way of talking about a change in 

our frame of events" (Goffman 1981: 128). The notion of footing is inextricably linked to 

framing, a concept I expand on in the next section.  

 

6.2.2. Framing and contextualization cues 

I use framing—or the construction of "definitions of a situation" (Goffman 1974: 11)—to 

understand what effect the triadic moments have on how the students' eTandem exchange 

unfolds. In their analysis of videotaped pediatric examination, Tannen and Wallat (1993) 

demonstrate the importance of linguistic and paralinguistic features, along with nonverbal 

aspects of interaction, in creating frames and footings in their analysis of a medical encounter 

involving a pediatrician, a child, and the child's mother. They explain that the concept of framing 

developed from multiple disciplines to capture the "notion of structures of expectation" (59). The 
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authors define interactive frames as "what is going on in interaction, without which no utterance 

(or movement or gesture) could be interpreted" (59-60; italics added). Movements and gestures 

play an essential role in signaling frame shifts during the eTandem triadic moments understudy. 

The language-learning pair's understanding of the medium affordances and limitations enables 

them to interpret changes in their partner's movements and gestures as indications of possible 

frame shifts.  

Contextualization cues are linguistic and paralinguistic features that mark shifting in 

frames and how they are interpreted, as Tannen and Wallat's (1993) analysis shows. Gumperz 

(1982) introduced this notion of contextualization cues and illustrated that they could include 

lexical items, language choice, syntactic structures, repetition, and features related to voice 

quality such as tone, pitch, pacing, laughter. Such features help interlocutors signal and interpret 

meaning of the interaction, as Tannen and Wallat (1993: 61) demonstrate that interactants 

"identify frames in interaction by association with linguistic and paralinguistic cues—the way 

words are uttered—in addition to what they say." For example, the pediatrician uses a high-

pitched, teasing intonation to construct a play frame with the child while she is examining her, 

but switches to a conversational register when explaining things to the mother. Gordon (2008) 

examines parent-child role-play in which the father, for example, utilizes pitch as a 

contextualization cue to signal a play frame. The father constructs a play frame with his 

daughter, who has been playing as her doll is her ill daughter; he also performs the "doctor" 

voice to persuade his daughter to drink her juice, fulfilling a parenting task. Gordon points out 

that being a parent does not entail playing a single "role," but rather necessitates switching 

interactionally between a variety of frames and footings. 
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The competing needs of frame shifts are also addressed in Tannen and Wallat's (1993) 

analysis of a medical doctor's examination of a little girl. As the doctor playfully engages with 

the child, such as using a child-like voice when examining the child to calm her down, while the 

mother sometimes interjects questions, thereby leading the doctor to switch footings and frames. 

In addressing conflicting frames, the authors state that "each frame entails ways of behaving that 

potentially conflict with the demands of other frames" (67). Occasionally leaky frames are a 

possibility, where lexical items and expected behavior from one frame bleeds into another. I 

elaborate more on this concept in my analysis of instances where the eTandem institutional 

frame seems to intersect with the student's side conversations with their family members, leading 

to accidental slips from one frame into another.  

According to Goffman (1981), people do not simply alter frames and footings; instead, 

they tend to embed or laminate them within one another. He proposes that "within one 

alignment, another can be fully enclosed. In truth, in talk it seems routine that, while firmly 

standing on two feet, we jump up and down on another" (1981: 155). Gordon (2008) builds on 

this concept and views frame lamination as "creating and maintaining multiple frames 

simultaneously or transforming frames in quick succession" (320). She identifies two ways 

through which frames are laminated: through successive transformation (reframing), and through 

simultaneous construction (blending). While reframing and blending are similar in that they both 

utilize linguistic and paralinguistic markers to change the definition of the interaction, they are 

different in that reframing entails a sequential transformation of the ongoing action, whereas 

blending portrays play and work simultaneously. 

Gordon (2008) builds on the leaky frame idea by introducing blended frames. She 

distinguishes between the concept of "frame blending" and "leaky frames," where she uses frame 
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blending to analyze interactions between parents and children where "two definitions of 

interaction are being signaled at once" (323). For blending, there is mixing of task and play, for 

example, a mother engages in pretend play with her child using play voice as she tries to get her 

seatbelt buckled. In this manner, frame blending tends to be more deliberate; it is a discourse 

strategy used, for example, by parents to make tasks seem like fun for their children. In contrast, 

leaky frames (Tannen and Wallat 1993) are unintentional, and they do not necessarily achieve 

specific tasks. Tannen (2006) and Gordon (2008) discusses reframing (which I see in my data), 

which in their data on family discourse can be used to resolve conflicts in family interactions. 

Gordon (2008) identifies two ways in which reframing happens: first, reframing aspects of an 

ongoing conversation (e.g., a mother resolves a verbal altercation with her child by using her 

temper tantrum where they both repeatedly say "yes/no" into a spelling game) or reframing to 

redefine a physical activity as play (e.g., a father struggling to put a child's shirt turns it into a 

game of peek-a-boo using verbal and non-verbal cues to mark his playful reframing).  

The momentary reframing in my data is not purposeful, it is phatic in nature as it occurs 

because of temporary interruptions within the larger institutional frame and does not serve 

specific functions other than creating social exchanges that differ from the dyads' mostly 

learning-centered talk. Such moments frequently involve young children creating playful 

exchanges that preform "phatic communion," which "serves to establish bonds of personal union 

between people brought together by the mere need of companionship and does not serve any 

purpose of communicating ideas" (Malinowski 1923: 316). These moments would not be 

possible without the visual noticing afforded by the medium, where children playfully appear 

behind the student's screen and the other students notice them. I introduce the theoretical 

framework on multimodal affordances of video-mediated interactions in the next section. 
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6.2.3. Multimodality in video-mediated interactions 

The language learners in my data use the visual display of one another's body poses and physical 

space as indicators of engagement and what is considered "normal" or "abnormal" in such 

encounters. These expectations guide their reactions and interpretation of the unfolding situation, 

which can include distractions in the form of other people passing by and/or taking part in the 

eTandem sessions. Citing Garfinkel (1984), Heritage (1987) states that "actions are grasped and 

portrayed as related to one another by reference primarily to sets of normative expectations" 

(Heritage 1987: 244). Within the event itself, Heritage gives an example of a school classroom, 

where students inevitably have a grasp of the specific contextual moments in which they should 

behave, as well as how different potential courses of action would fulfill or depart from the 

fundamental expectations linked to these occasions. In my analysis, I propose that in eTandem, 

conflicting normative expectations pose momentary deviation displayed by expressive reactions 

to such moments that may result in shifts in interactive frames.  

The triadic moments that unfold in my eTandem data depend on the dyad's mutual 

coordination and co-orientation to visual and audio cues. I demonstrate that introducing a third-

party to the dyadic interaction is bounded by a joint process that involves camera movements 

marking a beginning and an end: A beginning where one notices the third person, and an end 

where the student switches the camera view back to its talking head setup, and the pair revert to 

their task-focused encounter. Sunakawa (2012: 63), who examines multimodal aspects of video-

mediated Skype interactions between family members in Japan and the U.S., observes: 

Camera practices coordinated in the course of interaction are not made as technical acts 
necessary for webcam interaction, but as communicatively meaningful acts of 'pointing' 
(Vygotsky, 1987) that lead to the opportunity for audiences to respond and interpret the 
foregrounded scene (...) managing the webcam's visual field not only draws attention 
from others, but also facilitates various types of 'noticing' (Schegloff, 2007) in 
interaction. 
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As my analysis will show, the visual aspects of the interaction, which includes the student's 

physical space, their facial expressions, gaze direction, gestures, and body orientations, as well as 

the medium's virtual affordances, are a foundational part of a comprehensive understanding of 

how triadic moments unfold. These are mutually embodied and ratified by both partners within 

what Goffman (1967: 167) calls a "social situation," defined as an "environment of mutual 

monitoring possibilities that lasts during the time two or more individuals find themselves in one 

another's immediate physical presence and extends over the entire territory within which this 

mutual monitoring is possible." In webcam interactions, this kind of mutual monitoring involves 

the visual fields of each partner, i.e., what they choose to show to the other person through their 

camera lens.  

Part of my multimodal analysis investigates the relation between the students' managing 

the video-mediated field and introducing a third person to the interaction. The opening segments 

of face-to-face interaction are marked as "a distinctive exchange of gestures or utterances in 

which each person appears to signal to the other" (Kendon 1990: 153). Studies on video-based 

interactions that focus on attention and camera motions have identified the following maxims 

that generally underlie such video-mediated interactions, the first being the principal maxim of 

video interaction:  

1. Put the face of the current speaker on the screen (Licoppe and Morel 2012: 400) 
2. Show as much of the caller's face as possible (Licoppe and Morel 2012: 403) 
3. Focus your attention on the video chat interaction (Cserző 2021: 2) 

 

Licoppe and Morel (2012) examine the ramifications of these maxims in the context of 

multiparty video conversations, especially when determining the current primary speaker can be 

tricky. They assert that the sequential arrangement of multiparty moments relies heavily on the 
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first maxim, "put the face of the current speaker on the screen," which is the "default mode of 

[video] interactions," and when there is nothing else to show, each should go back to the default 

mode. The second maxim "show as much of the caller's face as possible" applies to both 

multiparty and single-caller video interaction. To optimize the visual resources available to the 

recipient, the authors note, callers on video camera often strive to display as much of their faces 

as possible. In her study of focus and attention in video interactions, Cserző (2021: 2) identifies 

an additional maxim, "focus your attention on the VC [video chat] interaction," which is 

determined by interlocutors' underlying "attention economy" especially when there are others 

present in the callers' physical space or when they are engaged in other peripheral activities 

during the interaction. The author asserts that the maxim does not preclude other activities (such 

as eating or cleaning) if they can be effectively integrated within the video chat; however, as the 

author demonstrates, video chat users hold each other accountable for maintaining the video chat 

as front and center during the conversation.  

Norris (2004, 2016, 2019) introduced multimodal (inter)action analysis as a discourse 

approach originating from Scollon's (1998, 2001) mediated discourse analysis and grew out of 

applied linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse analysis, and social semiotics. For my study, her 

framework offers an interpretive tool to understand how the students' environment (that includes 

the co-present people around them) impacts reframing their interactions. According to the author, 

speakers' engagement and interactional attention on video calls are shown multimodally and 

through speech. Participants on video calls show focused attention through posture, facial 

expressions, gaze and hand/arm movements, and through their speech rhythm; they also assess 

and react following the interactional attention of others, displayed verbally and multimodally 

(Norris 2019: 11). 
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Norris (2016) examines video-mediated interactions that show how the speaker's real 

worlds intersect with their virtual world by studying their engagement in higher-level actions and 

how they can be foregrounded and backgrounded continually. She gives the example of Mic, a 

man in New Zealand Skyping his sister and niece in Australia while his girlfriend is sitting in the 

room. There is an external camera in the room, he is using a research laptop, and two researchers 

are observing. The author identifies three higher-level actions in this scenario: (1) Mic is 

Skyping with family in Australia; (2) he is part of a research project; and (3) he is 

communicating with his girlfriend. At the beginning of the research session, Mic is awaiting the 

Skype connection to be established, and he shifts his facial expressions from worried to happy as 

the Skype connection gets established and waves at his niece who appears on screen (facial 

expressions and waving are part of what she calls lower-level actions). The author describes the 

continuum of the three higher-level actions at that moment as follows: the research project is 

foregrounded, based on the proximity of the researchers, the external camera, and using the 

research laptop. Skyping with family is the midground action. His communication with his 

girlfriend is backgrounded. According to the author, Mic is aware of all these higher-level 

actions, but not to the same degree at once. 

Her approach is based on examining changes in micro-units of attention as part of more 

prominent activity during video-mediated interactions. In a way, it is reminiscent of the idea of 

contextualization cues (verbal and non-verbal) signaling frame changes in interactional 

sociolinguistics, both concepts I use in my analysis. While she does not use "framing" as a 

concept in describing changes in higher-level actions, her classification of the video-mediated 

surroundings helps categorize the various acts the students in my data are aware of to varying 

degrees outside of the technologically mediated exchange. These actions are not as subtle or 
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purposeful to be described based on the existing literature on frame blending, embedding, or 

overlapping (concepts described by Gordon 2009). The idea of higher-level actions in the use of 

eTandem video conversations captures the fact that there are "activities" going on, and that some 

of them are temporarily backgrounded while others are temporarily foregrounded, which 

sometimes indicate reframing. 

In my analysis, I also draw on Cserző's (2021) study of video Skype social interactions 

that shows that participants occasionally engage in other concurrent activities that diverts their 

attention for relatively long periods. However, even during such deviations, as the author asserts, 

participants hold each other accountable to focus on the main Skype interaction as the primary 

foregrounded action, echoing Licoppe and Morel's discussion on multiparty moments. Cserző 

uses the term "parallel higher-level actions," drawing on Norris (2004, 2016), where a speaker 

engages in another activity while simultaneously maintaining the conversation. An example from 

her study is a woman cooking in the kitchen while chatting with the author over Skype video. 

The cooking activity in certain moments is foregrounded, while the Skype video activity was 

mid- or backgrounded depending on the displayed level of verbal and non-verbal attention. 

Parallel higher-level actions could relate to framing. They are defined as two definitions of the 

situation at once, and like framing, shared references, conventions, and interactional norms are 

necessary for their interpretation. In this realm, Cserző points that in interviewing her Skype 

participants, "engaging in parallel activities was mentioned in the context of close relationship 

(family members or partners)" (Cserző 2021: 8), where the video chat maxims can be 

intermittently relaxed.  

This section examined concepts that aid my understanding of how the triadic moments 

sequentially unfold in my eTandem data. I presented a brief theoretical framework on footing 
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and participation framework, framing, and multimodality in video-mediated interactions. In the 

next section, I synthesize Norris and Cserző's ideas in examining the video-mediated aspects of 

eTandem and how they relate to momentary shifts in participation framework and frame 

changes.  

6.3. Multimodality and mediation in the eTandem data: An overview 

In this section, I first identify focused encounters as the baseline for the majority of the eTandem 

sessions, and then, following Cserző's (2021) classification of her Skype exchanges, I tackle 

exceptional instances where there is a departure from the dominant and expected baseline. First, 

in Section 6.3.1, I identify the eTandem video sessions as video-based "focused encounters" 

(Goffman 1963), which entails sustained attention and focus. Second, in Section 6.3.2., I identify 

deviations from such focused encounters that involve "interweaving higher-level actions" 

(Cserző 2021), first, where one of the participants is engaged simultaneously in another action 

during the eTandem encounters, and second, in departures from the focused encounter setup that 

involves triadic moments where other people become noticed and then involved.  

 

6.3.1. eTandem sessions as video-mediated focused encounters 

Goffman (1963: 24) coined the term focused interaction to describe face-to-face interactions 

which take place "when persons gather close together and openly cooperate to sustain a single 

focus of attention, typically by taking turns at talking." Focused interaction stands in contrast to 

what Goffman calls unfocused interaction, where the presence of others forces a brief talk and 

lapsed encounters, where interlocutors engage in other parallel activities while maintaining co-

presence. Cserző (2021) expands the application of the term to describe video-based interactions, 

illustrating that like face-to-face conversations, video chat requires considerable focused 
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attention from all people involved by abiding by what Licoppe and Morel (2012) refer to as the 

talking heads arrangement in video-based communication.  

The talking head arrangement makes up the bulk of the eTandem interactions in my 

eTandem dataset. Similar to the personal interactions and interviews analyzed by Cserző, this 

arrangement is found to limit the possibility of shifts in body configurations and gaze that 

commonly characterize face-to-face interactions. According to Cserző (2021), the layout of 

video recording provides an important source of information for participants' attention. She notes 

that departure from the conventional talking heads focused encounter can be revealed when 

participants opened on-screen windows that were irrelevant to the ongoing video chat, as the 

standard arrangement was for the two participants to show the video chat on the full screen. In 

my data, the students rarely opened unrelated browser windows, and when they did, it was either 

to translate a word/phrase or to reference a news article they were discussing. There were only 

two exceptions when such occurrence took place, both happened with Rasha and Gabi, which I 

explore in the next section.  

According to Cserző (2021), the scarcity of such instances shows that the video 

interaction is foregrounded (Norris 2016, 2019) for most of the video interactions. From 

interviewing her study participants, she found that "a focused VC [video chat] encounter requires 

users to choose locations and times where distraction be minimized" and that "there is an 

expectation to keep foregrounding the VC interaction. This expectation is stricter than in the case 

of face to face meetings" (7). She cites Norris (2004) and Scollon (2001) on studies that involve 

face-to-face meetings where participants were simultaneously eating or drinking, which requires 

momentarily breaks from conventionally focused encounters expected in video encounters. 
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However, in video encounters, "even turning away from the screen is a marked and accountable 

action" (7). In other words, "secondary involvements" (Goffman 1963) are discouraged.   

One reason a main activity like video chat may not retain its place as a primary 

involvement is due to the existence of what Norris (2004, 2016, 2019), in conceptualizing an 

approach to the analysis of multimodal interaction, calls higher-level actions. These exist in the 

speaker's environment and become foregrounded and backgrounded at different levels. In my 

analysis, I demonstrate how the eTandem participants operate in multiple higher-level actions 

simultaneously and depending on the instance, some become foregrounded while others are 

backgrounded.  

 

6.3.2. Video deviation from the focused encounter  

The recorded video eTandem data captured multiple instances where there was a marked 

departure from the talking-head focused encounter arrangement. I describe such instances briefly 

in this section to provide grounding for my analytic focus on instances involving a third person 

joining the dyads and how such instances impact the encounter's framing and participation 

framework.  

The participants in my recordings never entirely leave the interaction during their 

sessions. Apart from the two occurrences I describe next in Section 6.3.2.1., they do not engage 

in parallel higher-level actions. Deviations from the talking head arrangements in my data were 

mainly due to interruptions caused by other people coming into the students' space, with some 

appearing in the camera's view and others only being heard audibly in the background, and they 

sometimes cause momentary attention shift of one or both participants. This created a clear 

attention shift displayed through the students' postural change, which is similar to Cserző's 
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(2021) observations in examining momentary attention shifts in her data involving friends 

talking on Skype video chats.  

Overall, there are two sets of occurrences where students in my video data deviate from 

the talking heads arrangement: First, there were two instances that involved interweaving 

"parallel higher-level actions" (Cserző 2021: 7) where a Jordanian student (Rasha) was engaged 

in another parallel higher-level action in which she was driving her car throughout the interaction 

while engaging in the eTandem session with her American counterpart (Gabi). Gabi also 

occasionally opened other tabs on her browser to respond to friends' chat messages. Second, 

there were multiple instances where other people momentarily joined in the dyadic interaction, 

creating a shift in frames impacted by which higher-level action is being momentarily 

foregrounded and backgrounded. Some involved initially unratified participants who became 

addressed eventually, and others remained unratified despite affecting the attention and focus of 

the dyad.  

 

6.3.2.1 Interweaving parallel higher-level actions  

I borrow the term "interweaving higher-level actions" from Cserző (2021: 7), who describes 

similar instances in her study of Skype video chats among friends. Cserző describes an example I 

introduced previously involving a female participant in the kitchen cooking while answering the 

researcher's interview questions in the video-mediated interaction. The woman is friends with the 

researcher, which was cited as a justification for giving flexibility in adherence to the video chat 

maxims. According to the author, the activity of cooking and engaging in video chat can be 

intertwined rather effortlessly because the two activities rely on different modes, similar to 

hairdressers' conversations with their clients while they are doing their hair (Stefani and 
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Horlacher 2017 as cited in Cserző 2021: 7). In my data, there are two instances where Rasha is 

driving while participating in the eTandem interaction. While Gabi initially comments on the 

first time, describing it as "multitasking," and the second time, "you are always in your car," both 

comments show the markedness of this behavior. However, the rest of the interaction unfolds 

smoothly displaying their usual pattern of language alternations and interpersonal talk. Cserző 

(2021: 7) notes that cooking and cutting hair, and I would add driving a car, draw on manual 

operation that leaves the interlocutor free to participate in conversations simultaneously.  The 

author states that in video chat, "the intertwined activities must be compatible with maintaining a 

conversation" (8), i.e., the speaker is expected to be within audible/visual range, and the activity 

should not be too loud or intrusive to intervene with the video interaction.  

Rasha's parallel higher-level actions (driving and conducting eTandem over Skype) 

aligns with the pair's overall relaxed adherence to the eTandem rules. As I showed in Chapter 

Four, those pairs observed the eTandem guidelines the least evident in their lack of negotiating 

their language choices and Gabi's translanguaging pattern. I theorized that this pair showed the 

highest level of comfort and familiarity based on their shared resources, including the Jordanian 

dialect and Gabi's study abroad in Amman, where Rasha currently resides.  In the context of 

second-language acquisition where languages are expected to be separated, Ryoo (2017: 179) 

describes the practice of translanguaging among Korean-English bilinguals as an "intimate" 

practice where participants who are less bonded and are less familiar with one another are shown 

to be reluctant to spontaneously translanguage; however, as they become more familiar with one 

another over time, they display higher levels of translanguaging. This extends to their video-

mediation aspects, where Rasha (who uses her cellphone to conduct eTandem) deviated from the 

focused encounter setup expected in eTandem by driving while talking to Gabi, placing her 
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phone on the car's dashboard where only part of her lower face was showing to Gabi. This 

deviation from the expected rules on video interaction resonates with observations made by 

Cserző (2021: 9), who notes that "it appears that more leeway can be given in the interaction 

order in well-established relationships and participants may gain more freedom to deviate from 

the talking heads arrangements."  

The parallel actions of driving and interacting in eTandem show two frames in play at 

once. While it is not as purposeful or playful as frame blending described by Gordon (2008), it 

naturally requires two definitions of a situation. Throughout the two eTandem sessions where 

Rasha was driving, she occasionally switches her attention between driving and conversing, 

sporadically commenting on traffic. But even when she is focused on driving, she provides 

adequate feedback to engage in the conversation. While not positioned in a talking head setup, 

her face remains within range of the camera view. Additionally, Gabi's comment on the situation 

signals the markedness of the driving as an unexpected layer of their eTandem session.  

It seems that this pair have different expectations and definitions of what eTandem 

entails. In addition to Rasha driving, Gabi also showed parallel higher-level actions described by 

Cserző (2021). Gabi occasionally engages with side browsing activities during the pair's 

eTandem interactions. In some sessions, she scrolls over other browser tabs, some of which are 

related to the session's topic (e.g., local news or local cuisine), while other instances are 

completely unrelated. She sometimes opens and responds to personal chat messages with her 

friends. Visually her attention was simultaneously on her Jordanian counterpart, who was placed 

in the minimized video Skype mode. Her partner can be seen in a small window in the corner of 

Gabi's screen while chatting with friends on other web chat portals. This displays another parallel 

activity that deviates from the primary eTandem session and momentarily foregrounds another 
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interpersonal and social activity. Such instances of parallel activities happen infrequently, and 

they were only observed among Rasha and Gabi, reflecting another aspect of how this pair 

pushed the eTandem boundaries further. The final part of this multimodality section describes 

another type of deviation from the focused encounter that involves temporarily shifting attention 

from the primary dyadic interaction and engaging in triadic encounters.  

 

6.3.2.2. Triadic and multiparty moments  

A deviation from the talking heads dyadic arrangement that had more impact on the interaction 

involves instances where another participant joins the pair; I analyze three excerpts of such 

occurrences in this chapter, highlighting participants' use of such moments as an interactional 

and topical resource even after the triadic moments end. Such moments appear to require an 

additional verbal and non-verbal effort to manage their openings and closings that necessitate 

translanguaging and codeswitching. They are also typically accompanied by justification and 

apologizing, sometimes in a humorous self-deprecating manner, as they are considered unusual, 

and participants are held accountable for such deviations in video-mediated interactions (Cserző 

2021). In face-to-face institutional interactions, these could be viewed as what Baxter (2014) 

calls "anticipatory double-voicing." This is where speakers anticipate criticism for potentially 

doing something deemed unsanctioned in the formal context, so they linguistically mark these 

moments by hedging, apologizing, and self-deprecating humor to pre-emptively defend their 

position.  

The opening of such moments can break one of the video interactions maxims, Put the 

face of the current speaker on the screen (Licoppe and Morel 2012), and Focus your attention on 

the video chat interaction (Cserző 2021: 2) because the triadic moments frequently start when of 



 317 

one of the dyads engage in a side conversation with another person not shown on the video 

screen. On occasions where the other person is introduced on screen, participants are always 

expected to return to the talking head arrangement. As described by Licoppe and Morel (2012: 

413) in their analysis of multiparty video interactions on mobile phones, "participants are 

expected to revert to it [talking head format] whenever there is nothing gazerworthy or relevant 

to show."  

These triadic moments start as phatic moments; they do not have specific reason or 

relevance to the ongoing conversation other than fostering an interpersonal relationship among 

the language partners, and in the case of Rasha's example, it was to resolve a conflict with her 

nephew. These echo observations made by Licoppe and Morel (2012), who analyze the effects of 

momentary triadic moments on family members' relationships and note that such video 

introductions create a type of what Licoppe (2004) calls "connected presence," where the 

widespread use of video technology changed the way social bonds are maintained virtually. 

6.4. Deviations from the dyadic focused encounter  

6.4.1. Summary of all instances  

In this section, to provide context for my close analysis of three examples, I list all the instances 

where there is a departure from the expected dyadic encounter involving the presence of a third-

party who is noticeable enough to be seen or heard during the video-mediated interaction. There 

are multiple instances where a passerby shows up behind the students (both Jordanian and 

American), without any visible effects on the attention or flow of the dyadic interactions. Such 

instances happen frequently, and they are not documented in this table as third-party 

involvements. I only noted moments where one or both students acknowledge the third party 
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through verbal or non-verbal signals, which creates a clear momentarily break from the ongoing 

talk; a subset of these result in triadic verbal engagement.  

Initial acknowledgements of other participants in the same room with them occurred 

through visible changes in bodily configurations directed toward the third party such as gaze 

shift, hand wave, posture change, brief interactions on or off screen, or briefly leaving their seat 

to talk to someone else off screen. During multiparty moments that involved verbal engagement, 

both students, along with at least one other person, fully switch to social and non-academic 

topics, such as introducing one another and sometimes asking questions (e.g., about a child's age, 

the person's relationship to the speaker, or questions about the American student's plans to visit 

Jordan) and occasionally talking about the food or drinks brought into the room by the third 

party. Such triadic moments do not take place during the opening or closing of the students' 

eTandem sessions, they typically occur somewhere in the middle.  

Table 6 summarizes the instances that involved one or both students deviating attention 

from the focused encounter in relation to people coming into their physical space. I have 

organized my three dyads by identifying each by the Arabic-speaking Jordanian student's name 

followed by the English-speaking American student's name: Iman-Amy, Rasha-Gabi, and 

Ahmed-Brandon. In the table I also document the session number and time stamp of each third-

party involvement; the third-party introduced (their relationship to the speaker); whether they 

were introduced and engaged in an exchange or not; how long the multiparty moment lasted; and 

a brief description of the multiparty moment.  
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Table 6. Dyads' deviations from the eTandem focused encounter 

# Session #  
Timestamp  

3rd person Introduced  
Y/N 

Duration of 
verbal 
triadic 
engagement 
[min-sec] 

Notes 

Iman-Amy 

1 #1  
00:07:45 

Iman's male 
relative 

No 0 Iman occasionally turns 
towards the relative 
sitting nearby offscreen; 
there are intermittent 
inaudible brief exchanges. 

2 #1 
00:23:00 

Iman's male 
relative 

No 0 The relative shows up on 
screen after a brief 
exchange with Iman 
wherein Iman turns 
towards him and smiles.  

3 #1 
00:54:05 

Iman's aunt Yes 01ʹ 25″ Iman's aunt remarks about 
the ma`moul cookies, 
waves at Amy, and asks 
about Amy's plans to visit 
Jordan. (This exchange 
was examined in Chapter 
Five, section 5.4.3) 

4 #3 
00:18:55 

Iman's little 
sister  

Yes 02ʹ 25″ (These exchanges will be 
examined in Section 
6.5.2.) 5 #3 

00:20:40  
Iman's young 
female cousin 

Yes 01ʹ 50″ 

6 #3 
00:21:30  

Iman's adult 
female cousin  

Yes 01ʹ 30″ 

7 #3 
00:30:00 

Iman's young 
cousins 

No 0 There is sudden loud 
background noise from 
young kids; Iman turns 
towards it; and the dyads 
laugh when it happens. 

8 #3 
00:42:30 

Amy's L2 
Arabic 
roommate 

No 0 Amy's roommate tells 
Amy she's leaving; Amy 
waves and her roommate 
says goodbye in Arabic.  

9 #3 
00:55:30 

Little boy 
behind Iman 

No 0 The little boy waves 
playfully to the screen 
then leaves; Amy waves 
back while smiling. 
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10 #4 
00:29:50 

Little girl, sister 
of Iman's friend 

No 0 Occasionally the little girl 
pops head in and out of 
camera view; Amy laughs 
but does not acknowledge 
her. 

11 #4 
00:45:50 

Same little girl: 
sister of Iman's 
friend 

Yes 01ʹ 25″ (This exchange will be 
examined in Section 
6.5.1.) 

12 #5 
00:03:45 
 

Amy's 
grandmother 

No 0 There is a knock on the 
door; Amy explains that 
she can't talk as she is in 
class. She says "love you 
grandma" as her 
grandmother exits. 

13 #5 
00:47:30 

Iman's little 
sister 

Yes 01ʹ 35″ The sister appeared in a 
previous session; in that 
session she was described 
as "shy" and didn't talk. 
This time she is 
introduced and has a brief 
exchange with Amy. 

Rasha- Gabi 

14 #4 
00:15:30 

Rasha's father No 0 Rasha walks into her 
house and says "hello, 
assalamu alaykum" 
followed by brief 
exchange with her dad 
offscreen. 

15 #4 
00:33:05 

Rasha's nephew 
and niece 

No  0 There are noises of young 
children talking in the 
background; both will 
eventually be introduced. 
Both students smile in 
response to the kids' 
noise. 

16 #4 
00:38:10  

Rasha's nephew Yes 02ʹ 10″ (This exchange examined 
in Section 6.5.3.)  

17 #4 
00:46:25 

Rasha's niece Yes 03ʹ 45″ 
 

Rasha initiates showing 
her toddler niece to Gabi. 
Rasha shifts her 
telephone's camera from 
front to back to fully 
capture her niece who 
was clicking on a laptop's 
screen thinking it is an 
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iPad. This unfolds into a 
conversation about the 
niece and the nephew's 
being too young to use 
iPads. 

18 #4 
00:55:20 

Gabi phone call 
with her mother 

No 0 Gabi answers the phone 
and shares with Rasha 
that it is her mom. 

19 #5 
00:21:00 

Rasha's friend 
outside of the 
gym 

No 0 Rasha was in the car 
heading to the gym; she 
greets her friend and asks 
her to get a bottle of 
water. 

20 #7 
00:23:40 

Rasha's 
housekeeper  

No 0 Rasha interacts with her 
family's housekeeper 
through her apartment 
building intercom. This 
prompted a conversation 
about the housekeeper's 
ability to speak Arabic 
and Rasha and Gabi's 
shared experiences with 
foreign workers in Jordan. 

21 #7 
00:43:00 

Rasha's sister-
in-law 

Yes 00ʹ 50″ Rasha's sister-in-law is 
introduced as the mother 
of Rasha's niece and 
nephew, both of whom 
were introduced in a 
previous session. 

Ahmed-Brandon 

22 #1 
00:16:00 

Ahmed's family 
member  

No 0 A person audibly opens 
the door of Ahmed's 
room, Ahmed tells him 
"Just one hour" then the 
person leaves, closing the 
door. 

23 #1 
00:19:30  

Ahmed's family 
member 

No 0 Ahmed leaves his spot in 
front of his computer to 
talk to the person at the 
door. 

24 #5 
00:09:30 

Ahmed's father Yes 00ʹ 25″ Ahmed's dad shows up on 
screen bringing a cup of 
hot tea, Brandon waves to 
the man on screen, and 
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Ahmed quickly 
introduces them.  

25 #6 
00:15:40 

Ahmed's family 
member 

No 0 A male family member 
shows up behind Ahmed; 
the two engage in a brief 
side conversation. 

 

Overall, there are 25 instances where a third-party came into the students' physical space with 

one or both dyads interacting verbally or non-verbally with them. Of those 25 instances, 22 

occurred on the Jordanian students' side. Out of the 22 instances that occurred on the Jordanian 

students' side, 10 unfolded into an exchange where the third-party was introduced to the 

American conversation partner and participated in the dyadic eTandem exchange where their 

faces were shown on screen. Of the 3 instances where a third party appears on the American 

students' side, none of which resulted in a triadic moment where introductions or on-screen 

engagements took place.  

 

6.4.2. Comparison of Arabic and English language-learning contexts 

In this section, I interpret the disparity in other-people involvements on the Jordanian 

students' sides as compared to their American counterparts' sides. There are two main factors to 

consider that could explain this empirical reality: first, the students' investment and motivation to 

learn English and Arabic in their respective countries, and second, the impact of the location 

from whence the students conduct these eTandem sessions could inadvertently impact who 

happens to be present in their physical space.  

First, the reasons why the students in my eTandem data learn their target languages may 

influence whether or not third parties are introduced during the language exchanges, and how 

other people introduced are encouraged to speak English. Each group is highly proficient in their 
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target language; they use eTandem as a speaking practice opportunity to improve their fluency 

and deepen the understanding of their target culture. However, there remains a difference 

between the reasons why members of each group chose to learn their respective language. This 

difference needs to be acknowledged as it potentially impacts the students' ideologies of the 

online language-learning experience and what they perceive as normative or permissible during 

the dyadic interactions.  

The students' choice to learn their target language relates to the language's local status as 

well as the surrounding political and socioeconomic circumstances in their respective contexts. 

With English being an international lingua franca, students and professionals feel a greater need 

to learn the language to enhance socioeconomic progress. In Arabic-speaking countries, the 

English language carries important socioeconomic associations, and it is learned as a foreign 

language in elementary schools (though public and private schools differ on the level of English 

language incorporation). Among educated Arabs, English plays a significant role in establishing 

one's education level and skillsets, and it generally conveys higher social status (Al-Khatib and 

Farghal 1999). In their examination of Arab college students' use of Arabizi (a mixture of Arabic 

and English in Romanized text messaging), Keong, Hameed and Abdubaqi (2015) found that 

even though Arab college students are proud and comfortable with using their native Arabic 

language, the majority of the participants (85%) indicated that they would intentionally switch to 

English to communicate a certain level of prestige and novelty.  

Motivations to learn Arabic in the United States are different. According to the Modern 

Language Association of America (in the latest published MLA report by Looney and Lusin 

2019), the most commonly taught languages in the undergraduate level have shown a decrease in 

enrollment with the exception being Arabic and Korean, where Arabic maintained stable 
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enrollment, with some institutions reporting an increased interest. Many studies reported on 

increased interest to study Arabic since the September 2001 attacks. In the United States, Winke 

and Weger-Guntharp (2006) revealed a substantial increase in career-oriented motivation to learn 

the language in American colleges. They cite Welles (2004) who found that college student 

enrollment in Arabic courses from 1998 to 2002 almost doubled from 5,505 to 10,584. The 

authors surveyed college Arabic language learners (N=326), the majority of which are native 

English speaker with no L2 and found ten reasons why American college students learn Arabic, 

the top two reasons were for better employment and to understand the culture.  

In my data, all three American students are studying Political Science or Foreign Policy, 

which aligns with the career-oriented motivations found in Winke and Weger-Guntharp (2006). I 

suspect that the American's objectives to learn Arabic might have influenced their perception of 

the eTandem environment as a tool for professional advancement in a political orientation. On 

the other hand, the Jordanian students in my data study English as a bilingual communicative 

resource, they are majoring in Translation or Literature Studies, which reflects the important 

conversational utility of the language. Additionally, there is a basic familiarity with the English 

language among most of the Arab public, the reverse of which is not expected from the average 

American. As observed in my data, the family members and friends surrounding the Jordanian 

students possess some basic speaking level of English. This could be a contributing factor for the 

Jordanian third parties' higher level of comfort in joining the interactions and using English to 

interact with the American students. Additionally, the Jordanian students occasionally put young 

children "on display" by asking them to speak in English.  

The second point to consider is the location where students engage in their eTandem 

classes. As discussed previously on the eTandem autonomy principle, the students were given 
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guidelines about the eTandem program where they were instructed to use their personal 

computer to conduct the sessions and were given the freedom to sit anywhere quiet with a 

reliable Internet connection. The American students typically do the eTandem sessions either at a 

quiet place in their apartment/dorm or at a quiet room in their campus library, while the 

Jordanian students typically conduct the eTandem sessions from their family home. This is 

because the two groups of college students have different living arrangements. The American 

college students in my data all live on campus either in dorms or nearby apartments, away from 

their families and with other students. During their eTandem sessions, they occasionally mention 

that their families reside in other states around the country. On the other hand, the Jordanian 

college students in my data all live in Amman, the capital city of Jordan, where they attend one 

of Jordan's major universities. Moreover, Jordan is a small country, so even if some happen to be 

from a different city, they would still be able to live at their family's household and commute to 

campus.   

These facts about the pairs' living arrangement could provide some insights into why the 

Jordanian students had more frequent interruptions on their end and why consequential 

multiparty moments unfolded. However, as shown in Table 6, there are a few interruptions by 

other people on the American students' side that did not result in triadic exchanges. One instance 

involved Amy's roommate, who she talked about previously with Iman and mentioned that she 

also speaks Arabic, and the other with Amy's grandmother when she was visiting her family 

during Thanksgiving. In both instances there was an exchange between Amy and the third party 

that was kept off camera. With the grandmother instance, there was a clear urgency from Amy's 

side to terminate the interaction. Off camera she can be heard saying "I can't talk right now. I 

have a class." This reflects her perception of the instance as interruptive of an ongoing formal 
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interaction, thus maintaining its institutional aspect. This contrasts with the way her Jordanian 

partner handled her aunt when she briefly needed to talk to Iman offscreen and was welcomed to 

partake and greet her American counterpart, which resulted in a shift from an institutionally 

bound frame into a more social and interpersonal one. In the next section, I present my analysis 

of three instances of multiparty moments and discuss their implications on the ongoing activity.  

6.5. Analysis of eTandem triadic encounters 

My analysis looks closely into three representative examples and investigates their impact on 

participation framework, interactive frames, and the role of language choices in managing these 

moments. Applying Norris's (2016) framework, I found that the students are generally involved 

in three higher-level actions: (1) They are engaged in a language learning interaction with an L1 

speaker of their target language matched through their educational institutions; (2) They are 

using Skype video chat that involves screen recording and requires reliable Internet connection; 

and (3) They are aware of other people present in their physical space. Depending on the 

moment of interaction, some of these actions are foregrounded, while others become mid- or 

backgrounded. However, this does not mean that these are the only three actions in which the 

dyads are involved. These three primary categories are based on what is shown on video data of 

the dyads' whole interactions and what other activities they partake in during their eTandem 

learning activity. 

The primary higher-level action, what is foregrounded in the majority of the eTandem 

interactions, is the first level; however, when occasionally there are connection issues (e.g., the 

call gets disconnected or there are audio/video issues), the second higher-level action becomes 

foregrounded, and the first level become temporarily backgrounded.  
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The sequential organization of triadic moments shows the foregrounding of different 

higher-level actions. The third higher-level action involving the participants' physical space and 

the people who happen to occupy them becomes foregrounded in triadic moments. The language 

learning action is still present, but it is temporary mid- or backgrounded. For example, when the 

Jordanian student shifts the camera view to fully capture the third person (as seen in Excerpt 1 

and 3 below), the camera movements marks the foregrounding of the second higher-level action 

that involves mediating the interaction through the video camera; thus abiding by the video 

interactional maxim Put the face of the current speaker on the screen (Licoppe and Morel 2012). 

The shifts in attending to the different higher-level actions results in a shift in interactive frames, 

which is the focus of my analysis on managing frames and participation frameworks in 

multiparty moments. The primary eTandem institutional frame become momentarily 

backgrounded as students fully shift topics and shift languages/dialects to accommodate other 

participants. The pair become focused on the third party and managing the triadic moment, often 

framing it as a playful momentary deviation from the primary higher-level action.  

While there are individual differences among the pairs in term of how they manage 

triadic moments, there are common themes that generally characterize these instances. First, a 

common need is displayed to justify and accommodate these moments due to their frequently 

interruptive nature. The triadic moments occur spontaneously on the Jordanian students' side, 

and these students rationalize them by either expressing an explicit apology and self-deprecating 

humor (as I will demonstrate in Excerpt 1); by asking permission to introduce other people and 

verbalizing the intentionality to keep these moments brief (as will be shown in Excerpt 2); or by 

explaining the urgency of such moments and expressing their necessary intervention with other 

people occupying their physical space (as I will show in Excerpt 3). In the first two excerpts, 
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Iman, the Jordanian student, does not recognize such moments within the interaction until first 

acknowledged by her American partner, and this acknowledgement seems to serve as a statement 

of permissibility to start the multiparty moment. The third excerpt involves Rasha narrating a 

situation which requires her to deter her little nephew from certain actions. The American 

partners in return displayed an expressive welcoming attitude in accommodation of such 

instances by explicitly welcoming these multiparty moments, asking more questions to show 

attention and understanding, or sharing similar personal experiences.  

 While the third-party participants who become ratified appear on the Jordanian students' 

side, their inclusion in the encounter is sequentially and jointly negotiated with their American 

counterparts. The American students display noticing reactions through contextualization cues 

that mark sudden changes through their facial expressions and body configurations (e.g., waving, 

head tilting, smiling, giggling), as well as by fully shifting tonality and voice quality to become 

much more animated (e.g., louder voice, higher pitch, and vowel elongation) that conveys 

noticing and attention shift. Such visual noticing moments are sometimes prefaced by discourse 

markers that show "change of state" (Heritage 1984; Licoppe and Morel 2012); as Schiffrin 

(1987) notes, the discourse marker "oh" marks a shift in information state. The American 

students often use markers such as (oh, ah, and aw); Licoppe and Morel (2012: 406) call these 

"ratification units," in video-mediated interactions that initiate multiparty recognition to show 

appreciation by lengthening of the vowels (e.g., aw hello:!). Such words in my data are used to 

mark recipient and acknowledge that there is another person (other than the primary dyads) 

visible in the video interaction. The Jordanian students switch to Jordanian Arabic to mark their 

change in addressee.  
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 Finally, after the triadic moments end, one American partner (Amy) typically 

reciprocates; as will be shown in Extracts 1 and 2, Amy relays a similar experience by sharing an 

anecdote about her own experiences with children playfully joining in their social video 

interactions, and in Excerpt 2 she offers to show her own family members on screen. Such 

accommodation and reciprocity do not appear in the discourse of the other dyads, but only 

among Iman and Amy, the pair who generally showed high reciprocity in language feedback and 

adhering the language separation rule. This reflects the individual differences that develop 

among each pair and how they co-orient to one another's language practices and social realities.   

 

6.5.1. A triadic moment framed as children's curiosity and camera playfulness 

In the first example, Iman introduced her friend's little sister who was sitting in the same room. 

Iman during this session was at her friend's house (because of Internet connection issues at her 

house). Prior to the start of the first triadic moment, Iman and Amy adhered to the institutionally 

based eTandem frame by being task-focused and separating languages. Iman was telling Amy, in 

English during the English-allocated part, that she is taking a Geography of Jordan class and had 

to write an essay proposing engineering solutions to landscape issues in Jordan. Their adherence 

to the institutional frame is not only demonstrated in the pair's speaking English only during this 

part, but it is also reflected in the academic-centered topics they discuss. Prior to the extract 

below, Iman had asked Amy for advice on how to improve her writing skills in English, and 

Amy gave her advice on what to do, including reading more to familiarize herself with 

metaphors and structures. Amy, who teaches SAT writing classes as a part-time job, said this is 

the advice she gives to her high-school students.  
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Throughout this sequence (for almost 10 minutes prior to the start of the next exchange) 

Iman occasionally turns to the side and smiles at someone who does not appear on screen but 

looks like they are sitting somewhere next to her. This was done while Amy was giving her 

advice on how to improve her English writing. Then a little girl popped her head in and out of 

Iman's camera view in a playful manner. The little girl continued to do so a few times in an 

intermittent manner without being acknowledged, except for one moment when Iman smiled 

widely at the screen to which Amy also smiled while they were talking about Amy's part-time 

tutoring job. The timing of the smiles was right after one of the little girl's head popping 

moments, which shows a quick shift in attention. Then a few of minutes later the girl pops her 

head again into the camera screen and this time her presence is finally acknowledged by Amy.  

The reason why she was acknowledged at this time and not the previous instances appear 

to be based on who had the floor, which is similar to the way third-parties are acknowledged in 

most their other instances. When Amy was talking, all attempts of the little girl joining in were 

unrewarded by Iman. This time Iman was talking when the little girl popped her head into view 

and Amy was the one who first acknowledged her presence in line 5 below. As a result, Iman 

shifted her laptop to include the little girl in the visual field of the camera. This introduction, like 

others, was only allowed after multiple attempts from the little girl until Amy signaled a type of 

permissibility by waving and addressing her in an expressive manner. The exaggerated shift in 

body and voice configuration were not present previously and they signaled a shift in interactive 

frames.  

In this transcript and those that follow, I use an arrow to mark the initial moments of 

noticing where the American student first detects the presence of a third party and initially greets 

them, and underline the speech directed to the third-party. Shifts in Arabic dialects frequently 
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occurs in such moments, especially when it comes to the Jordanian students' side conversations 

with the third parties to mark specific addressees. Amy in this triadic moment used Arabic 

dialect greeting expressions that are commonly used in Jordanian and Moroccan, among other 

Arabic regions.  

Excerpt 1 
Iman-Amy | Part I 
English-allocated session 
 

1. Amy:   so there's a problem you want to solve, or fix? 
2. Iman:   yes 
3. Amy:   uhum 
4. Iman:   yes yes a [problem that- ((little girl pops head in again)) 
5. Amy: à     [aw hello:! ((laughs)) 
6.    ((waves and tilts head as the girl pops on screen)) 
7. Iman:   this is my sister's. This is my sister friend. No ((laughs)) 
8.    this is my, sister of my friend   
9. Amy:   okay. Marħaba! <JA/MA> ((directed at little girl)) 

   okay. Hello! 
10.    ((Iman tilts laptop further to capture the entire body of the girl on camera)) 
11.    kefik? <JA/MA> 

  how are you? 
12.    ((little girl stands up and waves back at Amy)) 
13.    ((video from Iman's side freezes as the Skype session is still recording)) 
14. Amy:   oh no Iman* I can't hear you anymore… ((gazes around the screen))  
15.    u:gh skype, skype skype skype skype skype  
16.    ((whispers to herself in frustration as she redials)) 

 

This instance displays how a shift in frames and participation structures is orchestrated gradually 

through a sequence of actions. First, lines 1-4, Iman and Amy were situated in a talking head 

arrangement; they had formal facial expressions with no smiles, and they were speaking in a 

monotonal manner. The shift happens when Amy in line 5 audibly raises her tone to say "aw 

hello:!" and starts laughing; she also tilts her head mimicking the little girl's attempts to join in 

while waving at the screen. This allowed for a shift from the institutional frame where they were 
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talking about Iman's coursework into a brief social frame where "greeting" and 

acknowledgement of another person is taking place. Amy's verbal and physical 

acknowledgement of the little girl appears to give permission to break the formal setup; Amy 

switches to Jordanian Arabic in line 9 and greets the little girl. Iman advances the frame 

transition by describing her relationship to the girl (lines 7-8) and then moving the laptop to 

include the little girl in the camera view, which now shows her entire body without Iman (line 

11). The camera movement signals a shift in participation framework, Iman is acknowledging 

that the girl is no longer a bystander but rather is now a primary participant.  In addition to 

introducing the girl, Iman's acknowledgement is established through using the video medium: 

she shifts the camera twice to fully capture the girl's presence to ensure that she can be fully 

shown on camera. Additionally, Amy's use of Jordanian Arabic in line 11 marks the girl as the 

primary addressee. The little girl, now knowing that she has officially joined the conversation, 

stands up and waves at Amy before the Skype connection abruptly fails. While brief, this extract 

continues to have an effect on how the exchange unfolds (as I show in the next excerpt) and 

shows how participants utilize linguistic and medium affordances to signal shifts in interactive 

frames and in the participation framework.  

 The concept of foreground-background continuum of higher-level actions devised by 

Norris (2016, 2019) can lend helpful insights into this exchange. As I described previously, the 

eTandem participants operate in broadly three higher-level actions, and depending on the 

instance, some become foregrounded while others backgrounded. Iman in this instance is 

engaged in three higher-level actions: (1) She is interacting with an English-speaking partner in 

the U.S. in a language-learning program; (2) She is using Skype video from her computer to 

mediate this interaction; and (3) She is aware of the little girl present in her physical space not 
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shown on camera and intermittently switches attention to her. For Iman, the Skyping part is 

slightly backgrounded as it is ongoing and peripheral, and what is foregrounded is the language-

learning action. However, the presence of the third higher-level action becomes foregrounded 

momentarily when the little girl's presence is acknowledged and ratified by Amy. The shift also 

foregrounds the technological mediation aspect constituting the act of video chatting using 

Skype. Iman moves the camera away from their focused encounter to capture another visual field 

that includes only the little girl. This shows an awareness of the role of the video camera in 

mediating the ongoing conversation. It also shows that Iman is no longer discussing her school 

project in the established institutional frame but has shifted to a social and playful frame that 

involves putting the little girl on display.  

The use of the foregrounded-backgrounded levels of attention also captures an important 

shift in Amy's attention and interactive frame. Like Iman, Amy is engaged in multiple higher-

level actions that are visually and verbally represented to show different levels of awareness. The 

presence of the little girl was noticed by Amy when she smiled briefly but did not verbally 

acknowledge her (as I described, this occurred before the start of the exchange while the pair 

were talking about Iman's college course writing assignment), until she did in line 5. The little 

girl positioning herself within the screen frame displays her availability to participate in the 

dyad's ongoing conversation, which allows Amy to maneuver the participation framework to 

address her as a primary participant. However, when the Skype session froze and disconnected, 

the higher-level action of Skyping was foregrounded in that moment as the attempted 

participatory arrangement was abruptly terminated. Amy's worried facial reactions and her 

expressed verbal confusion – her repetition to herself in a whispering manner as she redials "ugh 

skype skype skype skype skype" (line 15) – convey that at this moment, the Skype mediation 
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becomes the foregrounded higher-level action. While the students are continually aware that they 

are Skyping using video chat, it is for the most part backgrounded until a technological issue 

happens that requires resolving to reconnect. 

As the connection gets established again, we see, in the excerpt below, that Iman 

apologizes and resumes with the social frame of talking about the little girl who is no longer 

present in the camera frame but can still be heard in the room with Iman. The following instance 

shows that the institutional language-centered frame is always present even when there is a slight 

shift in the standard dyadic arrangement. Iman in lines 22 and 24 shared that the little girl 

expressed confusion about the fact that Iman was speaking in English and not Arabic.  

Excerpt 2 
Iman_Amy #4: Part II 

17.    ((a few seconds later Skype video gets reconnected)) 
18. Iman:   Amy*? 
19. Amy:   yes!  
20. Iman:   ah sorry my (??) 
21.    ((Iman briefly turns to little girl next to her then turns back to face Amy)) 
22.    she asked me "why uh why you are not talking Arabic?"  
23. Amy:   ((laughs)) 
24. Iman:   and I said "she can talk Arabic, but now we must talk English" ((laughs)) 
25. Amy:   yeah ((laughs)) yes 
26. Iman:   ((turns to the little girl))  
27.    xalas yalla <JA>  

  enough let's go 
28. Amy:   ((laughs)) 

 

While the pair operates within an overarching institutional frame, the third-party involvements 

add an additional layer of playful social engagement after the triadic moments end. This 

influences the social relationships of the two participants and contributes to a sense of affiliation 

especially considering the formal set up of the focused encounters and their structured 

institutional expectations. There is an increase in expressive behavior on both sides, evident here 



 335 

in the continues chuckling and laughter as the little girl joins in the conversation and even after 

she is no longer on screen when Iman and Amy talk about her. Iman uses constructed dialogue to 

tell Amy what the girl said while their Skype session got disconnected: (line 22: "she asked me 

'why uh why you are not talking Arabic?'") and then Iman appear to speak in the voice of the 

little girl, verbally blending the social encounter frame with the institutional one, as the little girl 

is no longer present on screen (line 24: "and I said 'she can talk Arabic, but now we must talk 

English'"). The triadic moment enabled this pair to have a shared reference to use constructed 

dialogue, a conversational strategy that creates rapport and interpersonal involvement (Tannen 

2007). Unlike Rasha and Gabi, Iman and Amy typically maintain formality in the topics they 

discuss. This use of constructed dialogue is a rarity in their conversations, and it was created 

because the pair now share a joint social reference that they both recognize and can utilize as a 

conversational source that contributes to creating humor and rapport. This also appear to be a 

social frame, and no longer an institutional one, because Amy here does not initiate repair to her 

partner's English use of "talk" instead of "speak" in "she can talk Arabic, but now we must talk 

English," something that Amy does, especially since it is repeated by her partner three times in 

her constructed dialogue. 

Language and dialect choice continue to play an important role in signaling shifts in 

frame and participation framework. The brief break from the institutional formal setup is marked 

by a sense of urgency to end the triadic encounter evident in line 27 when Iman turned to the 

little girl and asked her to go while switching to Jordanian Arabic "xalas yalla," or 'enough let's go.' 

The use of the Arabic informal register marks a shift in addressee among the participants, which 

is different from the Standard typically used among the main dyads during the task-focused 

portions of their Arabic-allocated sessions. As the interaction continues as shown in the next 
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extract, Iman and Amy continue to comment on the triadic moment, here they shift to talking 

about young children's playful curiosity around cameras. First when Iman talks about how she is 

always surrounded by kids and apologizes for it (making a self-deprecating remark about how 

she is always surrounded by children), and next when Amy talks about her young sister doing 

funny faces and taking pictures on Amy's computer. This appears to foreground the pair's 

awareness of the mediated physical space and momentarily backgrounds the institutional 

academic aspect of their eTandem session. 

Excerpt 3 
Iman-Amy: Part III 
 

29. Iman:   ugh always I have children- ((laughs)) 
30. Amy:   yeah ((laughs)) that's good  
31. Iman:   ((makes hand motion as it is a head popping into camera view))  
32.     put their face in the camera  
33.    ((makes hand motion as if it is a kid's head entering camera view from the  

  side)) 
34. Amy:    yeah ((laughs)) 
35. Iman:   yeah sorry 
36. Amy:   yeah no when my youngest sister was was little um  
37.    she used to pull up the camera on the, on my computer  
38.    and take photos of herself of her face like making funny faces  
39.    ((Amy makes funny face gesture))  
40. Iman:    ((laughs)) 
41. Amy:    ((laughs)) 
42. Iman:    ((laughs)) yeah she's very, the the all the kids are very funny 
43. Amy:    uhum ((smiles)) yeah 
44. Iman:   ((looking downward)) yes 
45.    ((short pause)) 
46. Amy:   um oh!  
47.    so you were talking about your paper  
48.    or the class of the geography of Jordan right? 
49. Iman:   yes I have to write uh a problem  
50.    I want to uh for future to correct or to u:h 
51. Amy:   solve we would say 
52. Iman:   to solve yeah  
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Amy, in response to Iman apologizing for always having kids around her, shares an anecdote 

about her little sister, which appears to downplay the discomfort of such playful interruptions. It 

serves as a way of matching Iman's experiences with her own, which Tannen (1990) has 

identified as a solidarity-building strategy used by women in their interpersonal relationships. 

This brief lighthearted exchange stands in contrast with most the pair's typical exchanges. Amy 

here for example mimics her little sister's facial expressions in an intentionally humorous 

manner, eliciting laughter from Iman who subsequently comments that kids are funny (line 42). 

The initial presence of the little girl and the subsequent exchange that included her created a 

social and interpersonal shift in the pair's talk and enabled Amy and Iman to share a different 

facet of their social realities.  

 The pair's awareness of the frame shift is evident in two aspects. First, Iman appears to be 

apologetic about the little girl joining the conversation when she mimicked the faces of young 

children jumping into the conversation and when she explicitly apologized for it (line 35). It 

appears that she views the kids joining the conversation as an intrusion into the ongoing 

eTandem interaction. Amy, on the other hand, appears to acknowledge the frame shift in an 

accommodating manner by downplaying its effect and framing it as kids' fascination and 

playfulness upon seeing themselves on camera.   

 Subsequently, Amy signals a shift back to the institutional frame by revisiting their initial 

topic about Iman's assignment marked by the discourse marker 'oh' in "um oh! so you were 

talking about your paper" (line 46-47). The language-learning-centered frame is foregrounded 

here when Amy asks the question, returning to their previous discussion. Iman says, "I have to 

write uh a problem I want to uh for future to correct" (lines 49-50) and Amy subsequently 
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provides other-initiated other-repair in English – "solve we would say" (line 51). During these 

exchanges both students' demeanor and facial expressions remain focused and serious, which 

shows that the triadic moment and its subsequent interpersonal commentary are bracketed by the 

pair's academic-focused discussion. The third-person exchange appears to be treated as a brief 

interruption that had to be dealt with – though in enthusiastically so – and concluded to proceed 

with the main purpose of these eTandem exchanges. This type of accountability on the visual and 

academic side is further displayed in the next extract where Iman introduces three of her family 

members based on Amy's welcoming reaction to the first one.  

 

6.5.2. Reciprocity and gradual embrace of multiparty encounters 

The next example provides a longer sequence of interaction where multiple people are 

sequentially introduced during the English-allocated portion of Iman and Amy's eTandem 

session. In addition to marking a shift from the formal institutional frame to a social and playful 

one, two saliant features highlight triadic moments among this pair. First, the admissibility of a 

third party relies on the American student's openness to it. In this example, Amy displays verbal 

and non-verbal acts of noticing and inquiring about the third party, which allows Iman to 

increasingly feel comfortable introducing more people into their dyadic interactions.  Second, 

language alternation in such instances cues shifts of the dyad's perceptions of the interactive 

frame as well as the participation framework, in line with Gumperz's (1982) identification of 

codeswitching as a contextualization cue that signals a shift in footing and participation 

framework. The first part of the excerpt shows an instance of "leaky frames" (Tannen and Wallat 

1993) where the eTandem learning frame intersects with the way Iman addresses her little sister.   
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In the example, three people are introduced sequentially to the dyadic eTandem session, 

and all three are Iman's family members: her little cousin, Layan, who is Yasmin's little sister; 

Iman's little sister; and Yasmin, Iman's adult cousin and best friend. Given the length of the 

multiparty exchange, I divided the transcript into three parts.  

Prior to the start of the exchange, the pair had some audio difficulties where Amy says 

she hears an echo and Iman says Amy's voice is not clear. I include in the extract the part where 

Amy was explaining what the word "echo" means to clarify the audio issue and to show how the 

tonality and overall participatory configuration switches as the young girl, Layan, coincidentally 

appeared on the camera frame without being formally acknowledged.  

Excerpt 4 
Iman-Amy: Part I 
English-allocated part 
 

1. Amy:   like sometimes when we're talking I can hear myself again 
2.    ((starts giggling as she sees a little girl popping her head out from behind Iman)) 
3.    ((little girl's head pops out from behind Iman then hides behind her))  
4. Amy:   so there's some sort of problem um  
5. Iman:   ((little girl's head pops in frame again))  
6. Amy:  à hello:! ((laughs and tilts head to mimic the head movement of the girl)) 
7. Iman:   ((turns toward the girl behind her and laughs))  
8.    this is the little sister  
9. Amy:   [okay 
10. Iman:   [for Yasmin  
11.    ((laughter in the background from multiple people in Iman's room))  
12. Amy:   that's nice  
13. Iman:   she's she's tell me "I want to see your friend I want to see your friend" 
14. Amy:   oh yeah ((laughs))  
15. Iman:   Layan taʕali  <JA> ((turns head back towards the right))  

  Layan come  
16. Amy:   yea she can come say hi ((laughs))  
17. Iman:   taʕali <JA> say hi ((turns head back towards the right again)) 

   come say hi 
18.    ((kids' loud laughter in background)) ((both students laugh))  
19. Iman:   she is shy  
20. Amy:   yeah I understand ((laughs)) 
21. Iman:  ((laughs)) 
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In a similar pattern to the previous example, the little girl's participation is encouraged when 

Amy, on the other side of the interaction, first acknowledges her while holding the floor. In this 

example, she greets her with an enthusiastic "hello:!" (line 6). In the video session, Iman's little 

cousin gains visual salience through multiple playful appearances in the video screen frame 

where she tilts her head in and out of frame in a mischievous manner; none of these attempts 

were acknowledged by Iman (or Amy). Eventually the little girl receives verbal recognition 

when Amy enthusiastically addresses her directly in line 6. Amy initially acknowledges the little 

girl's appearance through giggling as she was explaining the audio issue (line 2), signaling a 

moment of attention shift (Norris 2004, 2019). This moment also displays an overlap of task 

management frame, addressing the audio issue, which is part of the Skype mediation higher-level 

action, while also recognizing the spontaneous phatic aspect that deviates from the formal 

arrangement that conventionally involves the dyadic talking head arrangement. In addition to 

verbally recognizing the little girl by greeting her, Amy demonstrates attentiveness to the girl's 

head movement by mirroring her head tilt.  

This marked shift in multimodal configurations highlights two main aspects of the unfolding 

talk: first, it captures a change of the ongoing course of action that marks a frame shift, evident in 

Amy's tonality, elongated vowels in "hello:!" and clear head tilt (line 6); and second, it signals 

changes of participation framework and participants footing (or alignment). Amy is no longer 

engaged in discussing the audio issue with Iman, she has shifted to addressing the little girl. As a 

result, the girl's participation status transitioned from being an unaddressed side participant to a 

ratified primary addressee, allowing her to be acknowledged nonverbally by Iman and verbally 

identified by her as "the little sister" of her cousin (line 7-8). Iman's monotone and lack of 
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change-of-state markers (Heritage 1984; Shiffrin 1987) displays her awareness of the little girl's 

presence and her choice not to acknowledge her before Amy did.  

 The expected formality of the eTandem interaction and some resistance to break the 

default talking head arrangement is reflected by the students. Iman does not acknowledge the 

little girl until Amy does, which granted her permission into the conversation and Iman seized 

this moment to identify her in a way that was seemingly not disruptive. Subsequently, building 

on Amy's acknowledgement of the little girl, Iman initiates an identification sequence where she 

introduces her in a manner that contributes to justifying this momentary departure from the 

conventional dyadic talking head arrangement, and justifying her presence by showing urgency 

when she used constructed dialogue to report the reason why the little girl was there in the first 

place:  "she's she's tell me 'I want to see your friend I want to see your friend.'" (line 13). Both 

the repetition and the lexical choice "friend" display a sense of rapport and interpersonal 

relationship that marks a shift from the prior eTandem institutional frame. Finally, Iman asks the 

little girl, who has now disappeared from the screen view, to come over, allowing her to join the 

conversation ("Layan taʕali" or 'Layan come' line 15), Amy responds by saying "yeah she can 

come say hi" (line 16) implying permissibility and a welcoming position.  

 The three excerpts from this long exchange highlights important aspects of Arabic 

varieties and their empirical use among L1 and L2 Arabic speakers. While members of the 

eTandem pair throughout this exchange continue to adhere to speaking English, Iman uses 

Jordanian Arabic (marked in the transcript as <JA>) when addressing family members. She uses 

Jordanian Arabic addressing her little cousin, Layan (lines 15 and 17 in Excerpt 4, as well as in 

line 34 in Excerpt 5), her little sister, Amira (lines 45, 46, 54 in Excerpt 5); and lastly when 

addressing her cousin Yasmin on three separate occasions (in lines 70, 80, 95 in Excerpt 6). The 
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use of Jordanian and Standard also highlights Iman's accommodation to her American partner's 

L2 Arabic; she shows awareness of that fact that L2 Arabic speakers receive input in the 

Standard, and thus switches to it to accommodate her American partner. 

 However, there is a small bit of evidence that this kind of switching might not be easy for 

interlocutors. In Excerpt 4 above, there seems to be a leaky frame where Iman appears to have 

accidently mixed Jordanian Arabic with an English expression addressing Layan. After Amy 

said, "yeah she can come say hi" (line 16), Iman matches Amy's structure and repeats it using 

"taʕali <JA> say hi" (line 17) addressing her little cousin to come says hi, using both Jordanian 

and English. Her repetition of Amy's prior statement displays a momentary "leaky" frame 

(Tannen and Wallat 1993) where the English-language learning aspect of the eTandem frame 

leaked into the less formal social frame wherein Iman address her little cousin. There are no 

other examples where Iman mixes English with Jordanian Arabic while addressing her family 

members, so this appears to be an incidental moment influenced by Amy's prior phrasing and the 

overall eTandem environment.  

 The pair's mutual reciprocity and accommodation is further displayed in the next two 

extracts. In response to the little girl continually popping her head in view and attempting to join 

in, Amy provides an anecdote of a similar situation that happened to her when she used to video 

chat with her family in the U.S. while she was in her study abroad in Morocco (lines 22-28 

below); and then, after Iman introduced her little sister and cousin (Excerpt 6 next). 

Excerpt 5 
Iman-Amy: Part II 
 

22.  Amy:   when I was in uh Morocco  
23.    when I was in Fez, my, the family I lived with had a little boy he was ten  
24. Iman:   yeah ((head nodding)) 
25. Amy:   and whenever I Skyped with my mom  
26.    or my family at home he would just sit there and sort of look  
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27.    ((mimicking side head tilt of little boy like Iman's little cousin))  
28.    the whole time just watch  
29. Iman:   ((laughs while head nodding)) 
30. Amy:   ((laughs)) but he never said anything  
31. Iman:   ((laughs)) yeah. she's under me  
32. Amy:   ((laughs louder))  
33. Iman:   ((turns her head downwards to the little girl hiding and not visible on camera))  
34.    Layan ʕadi iħki maʕi <JA> ((still looking downward)) 

   Layan it's okay talk to me 
35. Amy:   what's her name?  
36. Iman:   Layan ((looks back to the camera)) 
37. Amy:   Layan?  
38. Iman:   Layan yeah  
39. Amy:  à marħaba Layan! ((said emphatically with a wave to camera, Layan still not on)) 

   hello Layan! 
40. Iman:   we call her Lulu  
41. Amy:   Lulu okay  
42.    ((both laugh))  
43. Iman:   I want to see you- uh I want to show you my sister  
44. Amy:   okay  
45. Iman:   ((head turned to the right side)) Amira taʕali (x) <JA> 

                  Amira come (x) 
46.    besurʕa taʕali <JA> ((gesturing with her hands a come-forth quick gesture)) 

   quickly come  
47.    ((Iman's sister shows up on screen))  
48.    she's my small sister  
49. Amy:   okay ((smiles)) 
50. Sister:   hi  
51. Amy:  à marħaba! kefik? ((laughs))  

  hello! how are you? 
52.    ((Iman's little cousin, Layan, shows up again on camera))  
53. Iman:  ah this is Lulu  
54.    ((turns to her sisters)) xalasˤ lefi yalla ruħo <JA> 

              enough all of you go 
 

In this example, Amy shares a story about a little boy (the son of the Moroccan host family she 

lived with during her study abroad) who would pop his head in and out of her Skype video chat 

with her family in the U.S. This reciprocal manner is similar to her previous sequential pattern 

(Section 6.5.1.) where she provided a story about her little sister playfully taking pictures of 

herself on Amy's computer right after Iman introduced her friend's little sister. 
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This seems to contribute to normalizing the situation and downplaying its interruptive 

effect which marks a departure from the eTandem frame. It also shows that Amy shares with 

Iman relevant experiences for interpreting this type of frame shift, i.e., young kids can sometimes 

linger around for no reason while adults are video chatting. The brief triadic moments bring their 

prior knowledge and shared social experiences that impacts Amy's interpretation of how 

successful (or at least unintrusive) she perceives similar occurrences. In her story about the 

Moroccan boy, she says "whenever I Skyped with my mom or my family at home" (lines 25- 

26), implying that this happens frequently, which could explain her welcoming attitude of such 

events as normal child behavior. She also adds a few details that shows similarities between her 

experience with Iman's little cousin, first saying "he would just sit there and sort of look" (line 

26) and "the whole time just watch" (line 28) to express the phatic aspect of the little boy's sitting 

next to her and show that she understands a situation where kids are sitting around, thus 

downplaying the "interruptive" aspect of Iman's young family members.  

The pair's collaborative engagement continues through their animated body 

configurations. Amy adds, while tilting her head to the side, "he would just sit there and sort of 

look the whole time just watch but he never said anything" (lines 26, 28, 30), enacting the 

Moroccan boy's head tilt and gaze. Good (2015) notes that reporting events in storytelling as 

reported or enacted actions where storytellers actively demonstrate rather than report the events. 

Such active enactment, he suggests, contributes to the believability of the events and highlights 

their role for humor as well as brings the story to life. Amy's enactment of the boy's head tilt 

could be viewed as what Clark and Gerrig (1990: 781) call "non-linguistic quotation," where 

embodied and vocal qualities are demonstrated in quoting to exhibit characteristics of non-

serious action. They note that speakers include whatever they can demonstrate in their quotes. 
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The authors provide an example of a speaker saying, "I got out of the car, and I just 

[demonstration of turning around and bumping his head on an invisible telephone pole]," where 

the act is demonstrated through non-linguistic quotation.   

Amy constructs her story using embodied actions as part of the narrative, saying "he 

would just sit there and sort of look" (line 26) and showing his body orientation and head posture 

framing it as phatic and playful childhood curiosity. Iman shows enthusiastic response by 

laughing and head nodding throughout the storytelling. Goodwin and Heritage (1990: 293) 

describe listeners in similar embodied storytelling as "active participants in the process of 

building a turn at talk, and their action, or nonaction, can lead to substantial modifications in the 

sentence the speaker is in the process of producing." Thus, Iman's participation is important in 

co-constructing and ratifying Amy's story.  

The triadic moments are marked by several contextualization cues that include spoken 

and semiotic features. First, language and dialects choices shift based on the addressee. Second, 

such triadic moments are marked by the pair's continued and relatively loud laughter throughout 

the exchange, which further displays that this instance signals a departure from their 

conventional eTandem frame. The little girl playfully joining a dyadic language learning session, 

and then hiding under the table where Iman was sitting (line 31) presents a marked moment that 

departs form the normative focused encounter setup. Therefore, it must be attended to and the 

participants address it through markedly exaggerated and different prosody and laughter patterns 

that do not occur during the default dyadic arrangement.  

When participants share an understanding of the "definition of the situation" (Goffman 

1974) as a non-serious play frame, this allows a momentary disruption of the primary video 

interaction maxim:  Put the face of the current speaker on the screen (Licoppe and Morel 2012). 
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The video and audio channels of these interactions greatly impact the shift to such triadic 

moments, in this case the visual salience of the little girl allowed her to be initially noticed by 

Amy (though of course, Amy could have chosen to ignore her). However, even when the girl hid 

and was no longer visible on camera, she maintained her participatory status as a primary 

addressee as the dyad jointly attempt to manage the communicative demand of the girl's presence 

and playful hiding throughout this encounter: Iman directly asks her multiple times using 

Jordanian to come and talk to them (lines 15,17 in Excerpt 4 and line 34 in Excerpt 5). Then 

Amy asks Iman, "what's her name?" (line 35) and later uses it to greet the child in Standard 

Arabic "marħaba Layan!" (line 39), in a markedly enthusiastic tone and voice volume even 

though Layan is out of the camera view. By calling her name, Amy actively joins in managing 

the participation framework, and the little girl is directly encouraged to shift from the periphery 

of the interaction to become a primary participant – as someone who has been greeted (and 

should respond).  

Within play frames with kids, lack of visual salience on camera does not hinder primary 

participants from addressing a third party, knowing the affordances and constraints of the video 

mediation. Amy addressing an absent addressee allows her to shift her participation status in the 

side exchange between Iman and Layan, upgrading her status to a primary participant, while also 

showing a playful frame that accommodates the little girl's mischievous hiding. The shared use 

and experience of the affordances of video-mediated communication allowed Iman and Amy to 

know that ratified participants can be offscreen while still being part of the primary interaction.  

Over the course of this long multiparty exchange, Iman is encouraged to introduce more 

family members based on Amy's initial engagement and welcoming reaction. While Iman 

initially disregarded her little cousin's attempts to join in until Amy acknowledged her, she later 
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initiates showing her other members of her family by explicitly declaring "I want to show you 

my sister" (line 43). Iman shifts from Jordanian, which she uses when talking to her sister, telling 

her to "come quickly" and gesturing with her hand for her to speed up (line 46), to English by 

explaining to Amy, "she's my small sister" (line 48). While addressing her sister using Jordanian, 

Iman shows a type of urgency and displays that this is treated as a momentary departure from the 

eTandem frame.  Iman's little sister showed up on screen and said "Hi" (line 50) and Amy 

greeted her back using Standard Arabic (line 51). Iman then addresses her sister in a familiar 

manner using Jordanian Arabic "enough all of you go" (line 54), which terminates the triadic 

frame and marks a shift back to the eTandem learning-centered frame.   

The brevity and urgency of such multiparty moments displays the pair's overall strong 

adherence to the institutional expectations of the eTandem video interaction, i.e., moments of 

departure are occasionally allowed but need to be grounded within the eTandem framework. The 

adherence extends to the visual organization of the video interactions as the pair always revert to 

the default mode of the talking head arrangement. Such adherence is present even in 

interpersonal video interactions among friends and family members; according to Licoppe and 

Morel (2012: 413), "[p]articipants are expected to revert to it [talking head format] whenever 

there is nothing gazeworthy or relevant to show, and they are accountable for not doing so." In 

institutionally bound video learning contexts, this expectation is even more central and 

deviations from it are magnified.  

The last part of this extended multiparty exchange shows how Amy continues to 

reciprocate Iman's introductions; this time Amy suggests that she would like to introduce her to 

her own sisters once she is back home for the Thanksgiving holiday (which did not happen). This 

was positively received by Iman, who switched to Arabic inshallah, which Amy reciprocated in 
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the next turn. I presented this as an example in my analysis of inshallah in my previous chapter, 

and I show it here as part of a larger sequential action involving multiparty engagement. The 

next excerpt presents the last family member Iman introduced in this sequence, her cousin and 

best friend Yasmin (an information she mentioned in a previous session). The final part of this 

extract shows how this multiparty moment is terminated and the pair eventually revert to the 

primary eTandem activity.  

Excerpt 6 
Iman-Amy: Part III  
58. Amy:   when . I'm going to go home in November for the Thanksgiving holiday,  

59.    and so maybe you can meet my sisters  
60. Iman:   okay uh uh in Atlanta sˤaħ?  

                                  right 
61. Amy:   yes! in Atlanta  
62. Iman:   ah okay inshallah I want to see  
63. Amy:   yeah inshallah  
64. Iman:   ((Iman talks to someone behind her laptop screen))  
65.    (??) ((sounds Arabic, but is incomprehensible)) 
66.    I want to show you Yasmin, Jasmin  
67.    okay? but she's uh ((laughs))  
68.    ((signaling with her hands for Yasmin to come))  
69.    ʕadi ʕadi ʕadi ʕadi <JA> ((reaches arms out to grab Yasmin)) 

   it's okay, it's okay, it's okay, it's okay 
70.    one minute ((physically pulls her with her arms))  
71. Amy:   okay ((smile)) 
72. Iman:   I really love Yasmin  
73.    ((both laugh))  
74.    um we say Yasmin  
75. Amy:   right uhum  
76. Iman:   um in /Franch/ say Jasmin?  
77. Amy:   In French? um I'm not sure, but in English we would say Jasmin  
78. Iman:   ah ((looks at Yasmin again who is behind her screen))  
79.    Yasmin ʕadi ʕadi <JA> 

   Yasmin it's okay it's okay 
80.    ((Yasmin shows up on camera on the left side))  
81. Iman:   this is Jasmin   
82. Yasmin:  hi:! ((waves))  
83. Amy:  hi:! ((waves)) 
84. Yasmin:  how are you?  
85. Amy:   I'm good. how are you?  
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86. Yasmin:  fine  
87. Amy:    good good 
88.    ((Yasmin slides away from camera frame))  

89.     nice to meet you. tasharfna  
90.          pleasure 
91. Yasmin:  ((shows up on camera again)) 
92.     me too me too  
93. Iman:   ((addressing Yasmin))  
94.    'tsharfna' t'olk <JA> 

   she's telling you 'pleasure' 
95.    ((Yasmin leaves camera frame))  
96. Iman:   um how uh (x) assaʕa  

                the time 
97.    ((looks at time on corner of screen))  
98.    we have 10 minutes talk in English  
99. Amy:   uh. yes. uhum  
100. Iman:   uh yes  
101.    oh! do you listen to the music I gave you? 
 

It appears that Iman becomes progressively more comfortable to introduce more family members 

based on Amy's initial welcoming and positive reaction. In this extract, Amy shares that she 

wants to introduce Iman to her sisters in (lines 58, 59), which shows reciprocity and creates 

interpersonal alignment. Subsequently, Iman appears to shift attention to someone off-screen and 

then initiates that she wants to introduce her cousin Yasmin (line 66), "I want to show you 

Yasmin, Jasmin," who initially showed some resistance to join in the conversation. Yasmin is the 

third and final family member Iman introduces in this multiparty sequence, after showing her 

cousin and younger sister.  

Iman continues to address family members using Jordanian Arabic, switching back to 

English when speaking to Amy within this English-allocated part. Interestingly, she alternates in 

the pronunciation of her cousin's name "Yasmin" in Arabic and uses "Jasmin" when speaking 

English. First, when she self-corrected the name as she initiates the introduction "I want to show 

you Yasmin, Jasmin" (line 66); and then when Yasmin appeared onscreen and she introduced her 
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to Amy (line 81, "this is Jasmin"). But she continues to call her "Yasmin" when addressing her 

off-screen. Iman's questions about how to say the name in English and French (line 76) 

constitute a metalinguistic exchange that shows blending of the social and learning frames. Even 

when the students deviate slightly from the expected focused encounter of language learning on 

eTandem, they use such moments as resources for a learning-oriented discussion.  

In the above extract, the departure from the talking head arrangement and its sense of 

urgency are marked by Iman visually and dramatically shifting her body configuration; she no 

longer looks at the camera screen as her gaze shifts to her cousin who is behind her computer 

screen (line 64) and momentarily she goes out of the camera's view as she tries to physically pull 

her cousin by yanking her arms to bring her into the camera frame (lines 69-70). The urgency of 

such departure from the focused encounter of the eTandem institutional frame is also marked by 

Iman's repetition of "ʕadi" (line 69) four times in a quick successive manner as she goes off 

screen to physically reach her cousin; the expression literally means "normal" in Standard 

Arabic, but it is used colloquially as a discourse marker to say, 'it's okay' or 'it's fine.' 

While triadic moments may appear to be "interruptions" that divert attention away from 

the task at hand, this pair utilizes them to develop social bonds and create engagement before 

returning to the more institutional framing collaboratively. This final exchange captures the three 

eTandem principles in action: reciprocity, autonomy, and language separation. The students are 

accountable for any deviations from both the talking head arrangement and eTandem tasks. After 

Yasmin's introduction, Iman's gaze shift to the time on the corner of her computer screen and her 

comment on the time constraint (lines 97-98) terminates the previous episode of showing family 

members and marks a shift back to the eTandem institutional frame. The laughter, side glances 

and head turning pattern stop, and her demeanor reverts to the norm, i.e., the formal talking head 
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focused encounter. As the pair has been speaking English for the first half of the session, they are 

expected to switch to Arabic in the second part, allowing both partners opportunity to practice 

their target languages. This displays the autonomy principle of eTandem where students are 

expected to self-regulate. Iman switching her gaze to the time and mentioning the time 

constraints "we have 10 minutes talk in English" (line 98) not only displays awareness of the 

eTandem rules and expectations, but also shows her mindfulness of time given for Amy to 

practice her L2 Arabic in the second half of the session. Iman then asks Amy if she listened to 

the local Arabic music she recommended in the previous session where the pair exchanged song 

recommendations in their target languages, marking a more task-centered exchange.  

So far, I presented two excerpts from Iman and Amy's interactions. This is the dyad that 

showed the highest level of adherence to the institutional expectations of eTandem, and their 

triadic moments showed shifts in sociability and affiliation (as well as dialect choices). Next, I 

present one example of a triadic moment from Rasha and Gabi, the pair that stands on the 

opposite end of the spectrum of institutional adherence, reflecting individual differences among 

the dyads.  Like the previous examples, the playful frame involves introducing young children 

who initially create attention shift that turns into a triadic exchange.   

 

6.5.3. English language skills on display during triadic moments 

The final extract I analyze in this chapter involves Rasha and Gabi, the pair who showed the least 

level of adherence to the eTandem institutional expectations evidenced in their lack of language 

separation and Gabi's extensive translanguaging pattern. Their lack of institutional adherence is 

also reflected in their frequent deviation from the talking head norm, as seen previously in my 

description of Rasha driving her car during two separate eTandem sessions as an example of 
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interweaving parallel higher-level actions (Section 6.3.2.1). In this section, I explore how Gabi 

and Rasha manage triadic moments, where the introduction of a third person takes place in a 

more spontaneous and less structured manner than Iman and Amy's multiparty moments. 

The extract showcases Rasha's nephew, Mohamed, who later appeared in the background 

of Rasha's camera view holding a blue marker pen asking to draw on Rasha's handbag. This took 

place right after Gabi was talking about the Israel-Palestine conflict, specifically regarding where 

hummus, a chickpea-based spread, originated from (both Israel and Palestinians claim it 

originated from their region.) In response, Rasha, who is Palestinian-Jordanian, offered to share 

articles with Gabi about the topic (these are the "things" mentioned in lines 1 and 3).  

Excerpt 7 
Rasha-Gabi | Part I 
 

1.  Rasha:            things talking about Palestine and our culture and history 
2.  Gabi:          [You know 
3.  Rasha:        [I have a lot of things [like this 
4.  Gabi:                                                  [there's like. 
5.                       there's a lot yaʕni <JA> 
6.                       ((little boy in the background starts speaking Jordanian Arabic)) 
7.  Gabi:     à     ((giggles)) he's so cu:te 
8.  Rasha:            ((to Mohammed)) what do you want? 
9.  Mohamed:     ʔaktub ʕala šantaytek <JA> 
                        I draw on your purse 
10.  Rasha:        badak tuktob ʕala šantity? <JA> NO 
                       you want to draw on my purse? NO 
11.                       he wants to write in my handbag 
12.                       ((laughter from both)) 
13.  Gabi:           lish? <JA>  
                     why? 
14.  Rasha:        I don't know. you know kids. I don't know 
15.                       ((laughter from both)) 
16.                       tsk tsk tsk  ((Rasha screams and holds the boy's hands)) 

 

Like the previous two examples, the American partner on the other end of the Skype call first 

acknowledges the third party from the Jordanian's side. This pattern is also observed in 
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multiparty moments in the data not analyzed in this chapter, including the one ratified multiparty 

moment between Ahmed and Brandon that also involves Ahmed's dad. The third party joins the 

dyadic video chat once he/she is acknowledged verbally or non-verbally by the American 

counterpart, which typically results in the Jordanian student introducing them formally followed 

by a brief triadic exchange. Deviating from the default focused encounter is discouraged, so 

when it happens from the Jordanian side, it would be expected that the American side has to 

welcome it in order for it to be admissible.   

In this extract, the little boy has been speaking incomprehensibly in the background of 

Rasha's physical space. She does not acknowledge him until Gabi does by shifting her tone to a 

high pitched one and saying, "he's so cu:te" (line 7) with a smiling voice while elongating the 

vowel in "cute." Interestingly, Gabi only uses audio cues in this initial third-party 

acknowledgement, as the little boy is not yet visible on the screen. This displays a shift in the 

participation framework created by the audio affordances where participants are aware that their 

partner's spatial field is not limited by the video frame accessible to them, similar to the previous 

example where Amy addressed Iman's little sister while she was not within their Skype visual 

field. In this example, Gabi, relying on audio cues, is able to deduce that there is a little boy in 

the periphery of her partner. Gabi's comment about the boy acknowledges him as a side 

participant who is a ratified hearer, even though he is not yet an addressee. 

Note that Rasha had headphones on, so the little boy could not hear Gabi yet. The little 

boy appears to get closer to Rasha as his speech becomes more audibly comprehensible, still off 

screen, and Rasha turns to the side, no longer facing Gabi. The little boy says in Jordanian 

Arabic "I draw on your purse" (line 9), implying that he wants to use the blue sharpie he was 

holding to draw on Rasha's bag, to which she responds using Jordanian Arabic by repeating his 
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question and interjecting with a loud "no" in English (line 10). Then Rasha turns back towards 

Gabi facing the screen and narrates what happened in English (line 11), "he wants to write in my 

handbag," which prefaces her upcoming introduction of the little boy into their dyadic 

interaction. This unfolded as a humorous exchange filled with joint laughter, marking a shift 

from the partners' previous institutional frame and its formal topic about Palestine and Israel.  

Unlike the previous pair, Rasha and Gabi do not reciprocate such triadic moments or 

apologize for their disrupting and unexpected nature. Gabi seems open and welcoming of them, 

as is evident in her comment on how cute the little boy is (based on his voice) and asking 

questions about why he wants to draw on Rasha's bag and how old he is. However, she does not 

overtly react to him through body configurations the way Amy did toward Iman's relatives. 

Rasha, justifies these moments by explaining the urgency of her intervention, that she needs to 

stop the little boy from drawing on her purse and she distracts him by inviting him in the video 

chat.  

Rasha in this extract does not introduce the little boy in the formal manner seen with 

Amy and Iman; she does not mention that he is her nephew until minutes later when she 

introduces her toddler niece (Mohamed's sister), a longer exchange. How this unfolds again 

emphasizes the gradual openness to introduce more family members after initially receiving 

welcoming feedback from the American partner, similar to the gradual multiparty sequences 

seen in the previous example with Iman's little sister and two cousins (Section 6.5.2.). 

The exchange with Rasha's nephew resumes below where Gabi asks more questions, 

starting about his age, to which Rasha responds by shifting her camera view to allow him to tell 

Gabi his age "in English" (lines 24-25). Note that up until this point, the little boy is not seen on 

screen, only his voice marks the presence of a third party. Prior to this third-party introduction, 
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Rasha and Gabi were talking about the Palestine-Israel conflict about hummus, and they 

organically resume the conversation as the third-party moment ends (lines 40-41). 

Excerpt 8 
Rasha-Gabi #4 | Part II 

17.  Gabi:             /kam sana ʕenduh?/ 
                       /how many years he has?/ <JA> 
18.  Rasha:        sorry? 
19.  Gabi:          /kam sana ʕenduh?/ 

                       /how many years he has?/ <JA> 
20.                       ((turns to the side towards Mohamed)) 
21.  Rasha:        `adish ʕumrak? <JA>  
    how old are you? 
22.                       tell Gabi* how. come tell Gabi* ((pulls him closer and shifts camera)) 
    ((he signals four with the fingers of one hand)) 
23.  Gabi:          a:h 
24.  Rasha:        say it in English, you know how to speak English 
25.                       say it in English, [how old are you? 
26.                       ((puts one of her headphones on her nephew's ears)) 
27.  Gabi:     à                        [hello: ! 
28.                       ((laughs)) 
29.                       How old are you? 
30.  Rasha:        How old are you? 
31.                       ((Gabi giggles)) 
32.  Rasha:        Mħemad say it! how old are you? 
33.  Mohammed: say it 
34.                       ((both laugh)) 
35.  Rasha:            (??) 
36.                       how old are you? say FOUR, four years, right 
37.  Mohamed:   four years ((said emphatically)) 
38.                       ((both laugh; Rasha nods her head)) 
39.  Gabi:           oh my god, he's so cute, he's four years old ((laughs)) 
40.                       No but like mathalan they had zay it's interesting  
   No but like for example they had to like it interesting   
41.    because in America at least with ħumusˤ like they have ħumusˤ. 

 

This third-party moment appears to inadvertently provide corrective language input in Arabic. 

Gabi initially asks about Mohamed's age using an ungrammatical structure in Arabic, literally 

translated to 'how many years he has?' "kam sana ʕenduh?" Rasha does not initially understand 

the question, so she asks "sorry?" (line 18), to which Gabi repeats the question using the same 
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structure. It appears that Rasha heard and understood the meaning of the question, but she did not 

provide direct corrective feedback, instead she turns to her nephew and asks him directly using 

the proper Jordanian Arabic structure of the question, "`adish ʕumrak?" (line 21), literally 

translated to "how many is your age?" This shows an instance where multiparty involvement 

spontaneously provided a learning opportunity for the language learner to use certain structures 

and receive authentic input of the learned language. It is unclear whether Gabi learned that 

correct structure, as she later asks the same question again in English following Rasha's lead who 

continues to encourage her nephew to speak in English (lines 24, 25, 29, 36).  

Rasha uses three strategies that contribute to shifting footing and participation framework 

to acknowledge her nephew as a primary participant in this exchange: first, she directs the 

question asking about her nephew's age to him instead of simply answering the question on his 

behalf. As the little boy's aunt, she likely knows her nephew's age, but instead she chooses to ask 

him in Jordanian Arabic and then repeatedly in English. Second, she moves the camera view to 

visually include the little boy in the video interaction by capturing his head and upper body in the 

video frame of the interaction. Finally, Rasha takes one of her headphones and places it on the 

child's ear, allowing him to audibly be involved in the interaction. The cumulative achievement 

of these actions allowed the little boy to access their video and audio interaction, positioning him 

as a ratified addressed participant alongside Gabi, which ultimately shifts the pair's interaction 

from a dyadic focused encounter into a triadic socially-focused one.  

This shift in participation framework resulted in an exchange where Rasha takes up 

multiple positions in several interactive frames. On the one hand, Rasha operates as the boy's 

"aunt" within a family frame, which also appears authoritative and teacher-like when she directs 

her nephew to "say it in English, you know how to speak English. Say it in English" (lines 24-
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25). This is similar to classroom instruction where teachers ask students questions that the 

teacher already knows the answer of in order to test and assess their student's knowledge, which 

typically occurs in an initiation-response-evaluation (IRE) sequence. There is also an additional 

cultural layer of meaning: Young kids speaking English is considered to be "prestigious" as it 

denotes that the child goes to a private school where English is taught from an earlier age (as 

explained in Section 6.4.2.). This becomes clear when Mohamed did not verbally respond the 

way Rasha wanted him to, but instead signaled "four" with his fingers, and Rasha said "you 

know how to speak English" and later "say FOUR, four years, right?" (line 36), verbally 

confirming that he can speak English.  

Gabi, as the American student, engages in the interaction by aligning with Rasha and 

asking the boy about his age using English (line 30) instead of Arabic as she initially had. The 

triadic exchange is terminated when Mohamed finally says, "four years" (line 37), to which the 

pair provide the "evaluation" portion of the IRE sequence, first by Rasha smiling and nodding at 

him, and then Gabi saying, "oh my god, he's so cute, he's four years old" (line 39) while 

laughing. This is followed by Rasha switching the camera view to exclude the nephew, returning 

to the default talking head arrangement. Throughout the entire triadic exchange, members of the 

pair use smiling voices and interject laughter, displaying a playful frame created by the inclusion 

of the little boy and marking a shift from their formal demeanor that brackets the triadic 

exchange. Gabi seamlessly resumes where the pair left off talking about Israel and Palestine 

hummus (lines 40-41), saying "No but like mathalan they had zay it's interesting because in 

America at least with ħumuṣ like they have ħumuṣ." This shows her normal translanguaging 

pattern where she uses colloquial Arabic fillers in her English and uses Arabic pronunciations 
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(she pronounces "hummus" in the Arabic way with the initial pharyngeal [ħ] and the emphatic 

velarized ending [sˤ]). 

Shifts in interactive frames on video-mediated interactions are marked by participants' 

assessments of and reactions to what Norris (2019:11) calls the interactional attention of others, 

displayed verbally and multimodally. The triadic exchange involving Gabi, Rasha and Rasha's 

nephew provides an example where higher-level actions are interweaved simultaneously, where 

focusing on momentarily foregrounded higher-level action gave insights into the many levels of 

attention in which video chat participants are simultaneously involved (Norris 2016: 152). 

Rasha's engagement with her surroundings, which included her nephew attempting to draw on 

her bag, comes to be foregrounded over the eTandem video Skyping higher-level action. This 

momentary shift in foregrounded action led to an exchange where the pair juggle different 

interactive frames in transition to default back to the overarching eTandem frame in their own 

way and based on their established relationships.  

6.6. Conclusion 

My analysis in this chapter shows how the student dyads briefly switch from the eTandem 

learning frame's talking head arrangement to a more sociable, interpersonal frame of triadic 

conversation. This happens when another person (or sometimes persons) enters the location 

where the language learner is positioned and temporarily diverts the attention of one or both 

dyad members, which results into a triadic exchange. Such moments invite a reframing of the 

conversation from a task-based encounter between two language learners confronting each other 

to a more social and interpersonal one. In some instances, the institutional language-learning 

frame "leaks" into the social frames in the way participants engage with family members. The 
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default mode of eTandem and its main language learning aim brackets these temporary frame 

changes. Students subsequently retreat to being task-focused on the eTandem session.  

Multimodally, the frame shifts occur concurrently with moving the camera to capture 

third party participants and by reverting the camera back to the talking heads arrangement, 

terminating the involvement of other people. Members of the student dyads also topic shift, 

returning to talking about the topic before the triadic moment started. This echoes findings by 

Licoppe and Morel (2012) of triadic moments witnessed on social video conversations, where 

the interactional maxim "put the face of the current speaker on-screen" become relevant in 

multiparty moments and carries critical implications for the sequential organization of such 

convoluted exchanges. My analysis, like Licoppe and Morel's study, highlights the urgency of 

reverting to the default mode of interaction, the talking head arrangement, unless there is a 

purpose for displaying something else. This orientation comes into play in my data in different 

degrees whenever there are other people involved with the dyads. In my study, I argue that the 

brevity and urgency of such multiparty moments displays the students' overall level of adherence 

to the institutional expectation of the eTandem video maxim, i.e., moments of departure are 

occasionally allowed but need to be grounded within the eTandem framework.  

My analysis of Rasha and Gabi's and Iman and Amy's exchanges demonstrates that 

triadic moments are marked by increased expressiveness in terms of contextualization cues, 

which includes changes in tone, increased smiles and laughing, and adjustments of voice quality 

and body configurations. The students would also use the camera movement as more tangible 

means of switching the interactive frame. Through the movement of the camera, the Jordanian 

students visually capture, and share with their American counterparts, other participants in the 

room with them. These changes are audibly and visibly noticeable, and the displays of noticing 
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indicate the markedness of such triadic moments while also inviting a shift in frame and 

participation framework.  

Another important feature that signals shifts in participation framework is the language 

and dialect alternation that occurs during these triadic moments. Iman typically uses Standard 

Arabic in conversing with her American counterpart during their Arabic-allocated parts, 

accommodating her L2 Arabic input; however, she switched to the Jordanian dialect during such 

triadic moments. The pairs also engage in multiple patterns of English-Arabic language 

alternation, observed in all the three pairs under study during their triadic encounters. For 

example, Amy and Gabi alternate between English and Arabic to address their Jordanian 

partners' relatives; and Iman and Rasha used Jordanian and English while talking to their 

relatives. This becomes especially relevant with Iman and Amy who show high adherence to the 

eTandem rule of separating the two languages. 

The triadic moments appear to be phatic in nature as they occurred incidentally and 

served no specific purpose related to the eTandem program. Nevertheless, as my study 

illustrated, they resulted in lighthearted exchanges that created a sense of social harmony and 

created a sense of phatic communion (Malinowski 1923). The social bonding impact of these 

moments lasts even after the triadic moments end; partners follow up in later sessions and ask 

about the third parties introduced and use the third party as a joint reference when sharing 

stories. Such moments also allowed students to share different aspects of their social realities, 

allowing them to get to know one another on a more personal level and often to demonstrate 

similarities. A possible future direction would be to leverage such triadic moments for video-

based language learning programs and assess their pedagogical and social impact on students' 

learning. These brief exchanges provided a momentary break from the formality of the eTandem 
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frame in its focused encounter format and gave the American students learning opportunities and 

authentic language input in the local Arabic dialects.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

CONCLUSION 

7.1. Introduction  

In this chapter, I briefly review my three analysis chapters, then discuss the contributions my 

study makes to existing research in interactional sociolinguistics on eTandem language learning, 

Arabic diglossia and intertextuality, and the role of multimodality in the bilingual eTandem 

exchanges. Finally, I revisit my study's contribution to understanding the utility of looking to not 

only codeswitching but also translanguaging to best understand uses of English, Standard Arabic, 

and Arabic dialects in learning situations and beyond. 

 

7.1.1. Chapter Four: Language alternation practices: The role of shared dialects and level of 

institutional adherence  

Chapter Four established how individual differences among the three dyads impacted the 

frequency and depth of their language alternation practices. Two main factors emerged: the 

participants' shared access to Arabic dialects and their overall observance of the eTandem 

guidelines (reciprocity, autonomy, and separation of the two languages). I drew on established 

approaches in codeswitching (e.g., Auer 1984; Li Wei 2005) and translanguaging (e.g., Li Wei 

2018) to account for the students' language practices by analyzing their uses of and co-

orientations to linguistic and paralinguistic contextualization cues (Gumperz 1982). The chapter 

examined the students' intertextual practices and double-voicing (e.g., Bakhtin 1984; LaScotte 

and Tarone 2019) involving synchronic repetition of their partner's words and diachronic 

repetition of words from a prior session, and constructed dialogue (Tannen 2007). The students' 
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study abroad experiences were identified as being one of the main resources that created such 

intertextual ties and access to shared resources.  

 Iman and Amy displayed the highest level of reciprocal investment in time, language 

practice, and corrective feedback. They negotiated their language use, structured their sessions 

precisely in half to practice each language equally, and followed each session's topic prompt. 

Instances of bidialectal and bilingual codeswitching were sparse, and when they happened, they 

were scaffolded within language-related episodes. The pair codeswitched when giving each other 

feedback, including in producing other-initiated other-repair and some expansions on language-

related concepts. Their codeswitching repetitions showed listenership and expansion, unlike the 

other two dyads who used repetition for savoring, humor, and to create rhythmic and smooth 

exchanges. This pair engaged in little constructed dialogue, which was only observed in their 

narratives related to triadic moments, as shown in Chapter Six. I suggested that the pair's lack of 

mutually intelligible Arabic dialects and their professional identities as part-time tutors 

influenced their speech and overall learning habits. 

 Ahmed and Brandon are the intermediate pair between the two extremes of strict 

eTandem compliance (Iman and Amy) and relative lack of compliance (Rasha and Gabi). They 

negotiated their language use, structured their eTandem sessions equally, and showed investment 

in their partner's L2. They both codeswitched bilingually and bidialectally. Some of their 

language alternation practices showed patterns aligned with codeswitching, while more fluid 

ones aligned with code gliding or translanguaging (Ortega 2019). Their exchanges showed 

playfulness and high levels of involvement that seemed to result from their mutually intelligible 

dialects. Ahmed, the Jordanian speaker, frequently integrated his partner's Egyptian it into his 

own speech, some of it in a diachronic repetition manner. In contrast, other instances of 



 364 

repetition appear to be in a synchronic savoring repetition manner (Tannen 2007). Brandon 

converges Arabic and English resources in a way that shows translanguaging and uses his 

Egyptian as a resource to narrate stories that include constructed dialogue. I showed how some of 

these instances index double-voicing (Bakhtin 1984) through their consistent pattern of 

repetition, smile voice, and changed voice quality and body configurations. 

 Rasha and Gabi were the pair on the other end of the spectrum from Iman and Amy. They 

did not divide their sessions or negotiate their language use at the beginning of the session. 

Despite their lack of compliance to the eTandem session structure, members of the pair did 

reference the sessions' prompts and provided corrective feedback to one another in both self and 

other-initiated manners. As shown in the excerpts, Rasha speaks English, her target language, for 

almost the entirety of the session, codeswitching to Jordanian Arabic to clarify specific points or 

give her partner corrective feedback occasionally. Gabi displayed a unique translanguaging 

pattern where the boundaries of Arabic varieties were blurred, with the use of multiple stretches 

of English. The pair demonstrated high involvement through their shared uses of overlapping 

speech, repetition, constructed dialogue, and prosodic features (Tannen 2007). I analyzed Gabi's 

constructed dialogue showing double-voicing through voice enactment and playful language that 

skillfully impersonates Arab linguistic features and cultural norms. Her study abroad experience 

in Jordan, in fact in her partner's hometown, displayed her affiliation with the culture and 

enabled the pair to embrace intertextuality through their shared knowledge of cultural references. 

I proposed that the pair have spontaneously fallen into an unplanned translanguaging space 

where they both use their linguistic resources freely in a way that shows creativity and criticality, 

both key characteristics of Li Wei's (2018) concept of translanguaging space. 
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7.1.2. Chapter Five: Inshallah: Shared cultural resources for managing face and signaling 

rapport 

Chapter Five illustrated how the Arabic-English bilinguals' shared knowledge of cultural and 

linguistic norms were displayed in their use of inshallah for different interactional purposes. The 

saliency of the expression in L1 Arabic speech transcends different theological beliefs, as shown 

in their frequent and productive use by the American students in my data. The main use of 

inshallah as a wishful expression for a future outcome is commonly reported by studies that 

examine L1 Arabic Muslim speech and shows how the expression is used as a non-committal 

response to mitigate potentially face-threatening acts, such as when speakers are asked questions 

that they are not ready to commit to with an affirmative answer (e.g., Mehawesh and Jaradat 

2015 in Jordanian speech). This utility is evidently recognized by the American students in my 

data who used inshallah in this capacity, which enabled them to build rapport by utilizing a 

jointly accessible resource that carries Islamic import for their Jordanian counterparts.  

 Three overarching themes emerged where students used inshallah in this capacity. First, 

the expression was used to wish for a future outcome in discussions about the students' academic 

goals and learned languages. Within this first utility, the expression was found to contribute to 

closing the topic and initiating a topic shift, in line with findings about inshallah by Clift and 

Helani (2010). Second, inshallah was used as a discourse marker for its conversation structuring 

utility (Farghal 1995) in exchanges related to the eTandem organization, such as switching from 

one language part into another or closing the eTandem exchange and planning the next one. It 

was used as a codeswitched element from English to manage interactionally complex aspects of 

closings (Schegloff and Sacks 1973) by utilizing a jointly accessible expression that reliably 

facilitates closing the session while maintaining rapport. Finally, the expression was used in 
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relation to recurrent instances where the Jordanian students (or their family members) would ask 

if the American students had plans to visit Jordan. Inshallah is utilized in such instances as an 

indirectness marker to provide a response when the American students do not have a readily 

available answer or, on one occasion, to implicitly reject a proposal to live and work in Jordan.  

 The expression was used by the American students, who used it in self and other-

repetition. The Jordanian students never used it in a self-repetition manner, and they used it less 

frequently in allo-repetition by "reciprocating" its use by their partner. Another important 

distinction was the Jordanian students' use of the "insh'Allah" in its Quranic Standard Arabic 

way, where they annunciate the different syllables with a glottal stop before Allah and use the 

dark /l/ in the word Allah. This realization of the expression was not found among the American 

speakers, who used the "inshallah" as one word with the Arabic pronunciation of the light /l/ 

sound. The Jordanians' use of the formal variety of the expression could be viewed as reflective 

of their Islamic and Arabic identity, one of the most found associations with the use of Allah 

expressions in previous literature (e.g., Ferguson 1983; Nazzal 2005). Additionally, their sparse 

use by the Jordanian students, and without self-repetition, show how they hold such term in 

higher regard as part of their belief system where the expression references different "prior texts" 

(Becker 1994) for them than the Americans who learned the phrase as part of their Arabic 

conversational resources.  

 I suggested that the expression's frequent use by the American students reflects their high 

L2 pragmatic competence, where they utilized it in similar conversational contexts as their 

Jordanian counterparts and reciprocated its use, reflecting their knowledge of the cultural norms 

associated with the expression's conversational utility. The L2 Arabic learners' repetition of the 

expression ("inshallah inshallah") on several occasions could be viewed as a way for them to 
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manage the pressure of real-time talk in their learned language, as discussed by Silva and Santos 

(2006) in their work on the cognitive utility of L2 self-repetition. The expression's simple 

wording and multifaceted interactional meanings enable them to access it as a safe and 

expressive response mutually recognized and valued by their Jordanian counterparts. The use of 

inshallah in these different contexts fundamentally highlights the dialogic nature of language and 

words, creating what Bakhtin (1986) calls "double-voiced words" that carry intertextual ties and 

interpretations related to the speaker's identity and the expression's recontextualization into new 

contexts.  

 

7.1.3. Chapter Six: From dyadic to triadic: Practices of attention and frame shift in eTandem 

video interactions   

Chapter Six showed how students juggled their offline social world with their virtual academic 

one by seizing opportunities for family encounters and how translanguaging and codeswitching 

helped manage these moments. My analysis showed how changes in contextualization cues and 

the movement of the camera's visual field signaled shifts in framing, footing, and participation 

frameworks (Goffman 1981). I also illustrated how these moments are bracketed (Goffman 

1974) within the default mode of eTandem task-focused encounter, to which students eventually 

revert to as the primary "interactive frame" (Tannen and Wallat 1993). The dyadic "focused 

encounter" (Goffman 1962) is altered through changes in footing and participation framework 

that are signaled through changes in languages and dialects. The students' alignments and the 

perceived addressees are also signaled through prosodic and paralinguistic contextualization cues 

that include increased pitch and tonality as well as lengthening of vowels and uses of smile voice 

and laughter. These changes serve to acknowledge and mark the addressee, changing their status 
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from formerly being unratified participants to being ratified addressees that are momentarily 

included in the eTandem exchange.  

 The triadic moments are marked by both partners during the interactions. I found that the 

American students acknowledge the presence of another person on the side of the Jordanian 

student first, thus enabling their Jordanian partner to allow them access to the eTandem session.  

I showed how the Jordanian students mark their addressee by using the Jordanian dialect to 

address their family members and shift back to Standard or English when addressing their 

language partner. Rasha switched to Jordanian and English in the triadic moments involving her 

niece and nephew (I only showed the nephew's introduction in the chapter). In some instances, 

"leaky frames" (Tannen and Wallat 1993) were shown. For instance, in Iman and Amy's triadic 

exchange, the English-allocated part of the session and her American partner's words "she can 

come say hi," were repeated by Iman in mixing Jordanian and English when addressing her little 

sister.  

 I showed the frequency of these multiparty moments that involve the Jordanian students' 

family members, most typically children. In line with Norris (2004, 2019) who calls for 

examining the larger context of attention shifts displayed during video-based interactions, I 

showed the exchanges that happened before and after these triadic moments to highlight the shift 

that occurs as result of these moments. The students' engagements in task-focused exchanges are 

reframed (Tannen 2006) into more social and interpersonal ones signaled by the American 

students through linguistic and paralinguistic contextualization cues that also include changes in 

body configurations (e.g., gesturing through waving, tilting one's head to mirror the child's 

motions of entering the visual camera space). Despite the brevity of these moments, the effect 

lasts after the triadic moments ends through talk about shared stories that reference similar 
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experiences of children's curiosity around cameras. The affective impact of these moments is 

especially highlighted in the discourse of Amy and Iman, the pair who strictly observed the 

eTandem guidelines. The triadic moments enabled them to use involvement strategies, frequently 

used by the other two dyads, such as using constructed dialogue, to intertextually repeat details 

from prior contexts.   

 In the chapter, I classified the eTandem dyadic interactions based on multimodal 

discourse analysis that examines video-based interactions (e.g., Licoppe and Morel 2012; Norris 

2016, 2019; Cserző 2021). Collectively, these studies emphasized the accountability of the 

primary participants to maintain the focused talking-head arrangement, where deviations from 

this setup necessitate brevity and require the speakers to revert to the focused encounter. 

According to Licoppe and Morel (2012), multiparty moments in social contexts create complex 

situations where the maxim "put the face of the current speaker on the screen" becomes highly 

relevant to optimize visual accessibility and create coherent exchanges. In her analysis of 

moments where other distractions are present, Cserző (2021) introduces the video chat maxim 

"focus your attention on the video chat encounter," derived from Norris's emphasis on the video 

interaction being foregrounded during moments of external distractions. The eTandem triadic 

moments confirmed the applicability of these maxims, where I showed that their adherence was 

much higher by the American students who prevented such moments from materializing.  

 I also used Cserző's criteria, which is based on Norris, to examine "parallel higher-level 

actions," which were only found in Rasha and Gabi's exchanges, reflecting their overall relaxed 

orientation to the eTandem expectations. I described how Gabi and Rasha displayed parallel 

higher-level action on occasions where Rasha was driving during the eTandem session, and on a 

separate occasion, Gabi was surfing the internet and responding to her friends' chat messages, 
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displaying two engagements that are simultaneously maintained. I also used Cserző's 

classification to describe the triadic moments as deviations from the focused encounter, evident 

in their brevity and the students' justifications of them. These moments were encouraged by the 

American partners who co-constructed their creation through noticing and acknowledging the 

third parties, asking questions and engaging in the conversations, and occasionally offering to 

reciprocate by showing their own family members. Overall, the triadic moments created affective 

sociability that enabled the students to learn more about each other's social lives, all while 

creating interpersonal involvement and achieving learning goals.  

7.2. Discussion 

7.2.1. An interactional sociolinguistic approach to eTandem discourse  

My research on Arabic and English bilingual speech has predominantly drawn on interactional 

sociolinguistics as a framework, echoing its founding by Gumperz in relation to intercultural 

encounters and its attention to contextualization cues. I examined how students signal meaning 

when they alternate their shared language resources with a focus on how contextual meaning is 

co-constructed in the interaction. I identified and explicated aspects of the discourse that 

critically impact the joint interpretation of language alternation, which include signaling 

inference through contextualization cues, intertextuality, and the creation of involvement, all of 

which are crucial to understanding naturally occurring speech according to the paradigm of 

interactional sociolinguistics. 

 Students' social interactions in educational contexts offer a rich site of creative and 

meaningful practices that can productively be examined through the lens of signaling 

intertextuality through contextualization cues. Studies that examined this topic in social 

interactions (e.g., Tannen 2007; Sierra 2016) and in language learning contexts (e.g., Knox 1994; 
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Broner and Tarone 2001; Duff 2004) have shown the affective utility of intertextual practices in 

creating cohesive and engaging discourse. The current study supports these findings and 

demonstrated how intertextuality is signaled in online video-based learning contexts where 

students are geographically distant from one another. The "institutionality" of the current context 

did not preclude the students from displaying intertextual referencing using contextualization 

cues that resonate with how intertextuality is signaled among friends (as outlined by Sierra 

2016). In her analysis of media references in everyday conversational discourse through the 

theoretical lenses of intertextuality and epistemics, Sierra systematically tracked media 

references in relation to signaling and recognition mechanisms in conversations with her friends. 

She examined prosodic, paralinguistic, and phonetic features that are often combined with 

repetition to indicate double-voicing in intertextual media references. This framework could 

productively be adapted to social exchanges among language learners to examine the depth of 

shared knowledge and intertextual processes in bilingual contexts.  

 Within this study's primary motivation to explore translanguaging and codeswitching, my 

analysis featured many examples of how bilinguals signal shared sociocultural knowledge that 

included references to pop culture, international cuisine, and tourist destinations through using 

linguistic and paralinguistic contextualization cues, including my area of special interest, 

bilingual and bidialectal options. Extending Gumperz's (1982) idea of code choice as a verbal 

cue to signal meaning and conversational involvement, my analysis showed how students co-

orient to different ways of using their language and dialect resources to signal intertextuality and 

create involvement. I showed how in some instances, the students leveraged translanguaging to 

create humor through using repetition, shifts to smile voice or laughter, shifts in pitch and 

loudness, vowel lengthening, and using Arabic-accented phonetic features in English words.  
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These different contextualization cues are sometimes combined, increasing the effect of double-

voicing and the creation of playful talk.  

 In institutional language learning contexts, Duff (2004) shows how ESL students' 

classroom engagement in intertextual talk enabled them to practice their agency by actively 

responding to mainstream pop culture references while accomplishing linguistic socialization in 

their new setting. Duff's study has critical implications about group dynamics and exclusion or 

marginalization of language learners. My analysis has shown some examples of how the student 

dyads negotiate the meanings of inaccessible references (e.g., Brandon's reference to Veterans 

Day; Amy's use of Moroccan expressions), which were mutually and equitably negotiated using 

the students' different language resources. There are many other examples that were not analyzed 

that showed how students' integration of certain intertextual references could be challenging for 

their partners. Future research could examine how these obscure references are negotiated in the 

setup of dyadic online interactions, as opposed to in a classroom environment where newcomer 

students face pressures of assimilation into the new environment. In my eTandem data, the 

learning design (consisting of two students learning each other's L1s in reciprocal and equal 

fashion) enabled joint negotiation that did not overtly create marginalization or exclusion (in 

contrast to the case Duff explored in the Canadian English educational context). This illustrates 

the advantages of eTandem as a language learning program whereby each student's linguistic and 

cultural resources are cherished as relevant and useful to their partner. My study also 

demonstrates the value of translanguaging and intertextuality in examining the learning context 

of eTandem conversations. 
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7.2.2. Arabic diglossia, intertextuality, and involvement  

My study demonstrated how Arabic dialects provided an added resource of common knowledge 

in the context of Arabic-English bilinguals' talk. Students who shared mutually intelligible 

dialects were able to codeswitch and translanguage using their Arabic varieties. This added to 

intersubjectivity and authenticity in their speech, an added value of bidialectal practices attested 

in previous studies on L1 Arabic speech (e.g., Albirini 2011) and L2 Arabic speech (e.g., Al 

Masaeed 2020). The L2 Arabic speakers' use of the dialects contributed to signaling shared 

knowledge with their L1 Arabic-speaking partners, and the dialects were used as a resource to 

create involvement through repetition of the savoring kind and in constructed dialogue. 

Additionally, my study has shown how the use of dialects along with the Standard enabled 

deeper engagements in cultural exchanges that relied on drawing comparisons and connections 

(e.g., Rasha and Gabi both using Jordanian Arabic to compare the saying "to be born with a 

silver [or golden] spoon"). This exchange, among many others, was made more vivid and 

enjoyable through the utilization of dialects, along with the Standard and English. This practice 

did not deter the bilinguals from creating meaningful engagement that contributed to advancing 

their conversational and learning goals.  

 Al-Batal (2018: 6) problematizes the strict separation practiced in the current context of 

teaching Arabic in the United States, where the Standard is the only variety taught in formal 

classrooms. According to the author, this vision constrains the students' ability to learn about 

many social aspects of Arab cultures that they eventually experience when they advance to 

overseas immersion programs where their Standard alone can create difficulties in understanding 

and constrain their authentic expression in conversations with the locals. My study's focus on 

intertextual referencing through translanguaging has highlighted examples where the students 
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expressed frustrations about the realization that the Standard is not the spoken variety used in 

their study contexts. For example, Brandon used constructed dialogue and repetition to share his 

initial surprise during his study abroad that Egyptian Arabic does not use the /q/ sound and 

instead it becomes a glottal stop. He repeated words that he remembered that triggered this 

confusion, which were "al haqiqa" and "shaqa," translated as 'the truth' and 'apartment' 

respectively, which became as he narrated in Egyptian as "al ha`i`a" and "sha`a." Through 

verbalized self-reflection of that initial moment of realization, Brandon expressed that Egyptian 

(not Standard) Arabic is the dialect that was used around him to orally communicate in Arabic. 

This gives a glimpse of the hybrid Arabic ecology to which L2 Arabic learners must adjust and 

shows how this creates an additional burden of learning an Arabic dialect to communicate 

authentically with the locals. 

 

7.2.3. The physical environment in eTandem  

Chapter Six identified different possibilities of modalities as displayed in the current data. In 

addition to the talking head arrangement (Licoppe and Morel 2012), I identified moments where 

students "interweaved parallel higher-level actions" (Cserző 2021: 7) where there is simultaneous 

engagement with another action (e.g., Rasha driving, Gabi surfing the web and responding to 

chat messages). I also identified momentary deviations from the primary interaction caused by 

other people joining in the dyadic conversation. I analyzed examples where the students seized 

on the people present in their physical space, creating multiparty moments that shifted the talking 

head arrangement. I showed how these triadic moments transformed the ongoing encounter from 

a task-focused one into a more social and interpersonal one. I primarily demonstrated how the 

students' bilingual and bidialectal resources helped manage their footing and participation 
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framework during these moments. My analysis illustrated how the students initiated such 

moments that enabled them to move from being a dyad to a triad, and how their linguistic 

resources and similar past experiences were productively utilized to achieve communication 

goals.  

 Additionally, my initial coding of features related to the dyads' video interactions 

accounted for how they referenced accessible objects (physical, visual, and technological), based 

on their recurrence. One of the most interesting phenomena I found was when students showed 

objects from their physical environment and incorporated them in their verbal exchanges, which 

happened across all three dyads. For example, Amy showed Iman a plate of snickerdoodle 

cookies that she baked, to which Iman responded by showing Amy ma'moul (date-filled cookies) 

her aunt baked. Both students were not familiar with the type of cookies their partner showed, 

which resulted in an exchange of "show and tell," where the pair humorously offered the cookies 

to one another through the Skype screen. Ahmed showed Brandon his boxing bag and gloves, 

and on a different occasion, Brandon showed Ahmed a flag of his U.S. State, and the pair had a 

discussion about different flags based on States (a concept Ahmed was not familiar with). Rasha 

showed Gabi her Arabic poetry books, and Gabi showed Rasha Jordanian scarves she purchased 

during her study abroad. These are some of the showings that spontaneously happened, and they 

are similar to those Licoppe (2017) examined in his analysis of video-mediated interactions 

among family and friends. He found different showing practices that include "gestural showings" 

where the object is related to the ongoing talk and "showing sequences" where the showing is the 

focus of the talk (81). This presents an interesting future direction for the current data (or other 

eTandem data) to examine how dyads co-orient to these showing moments using semiotic and 

verbal resources and the effect they have on the pair's engagement and learning outcome.  
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In her analysis of Skype video chats, Cserző (2021) raises the question of "who is 

contacted via video chat?" Generally, the act of video chatting is considered to be an intimate 

act; people who know one another well are the ones who tend to choose to use video as a 

medium of conversation. The author notes that before the COVID-19 pandemic, video chat had 

been a "niche" medium of interaction typically reserved for people who are well acquainted. She 

reasons that, unlike other mediums of distance communication, video chat requires a full 

investment of attention. Participants on video chat, unlike, for example, on the phone, are 

expected to maintain a level of focus on the visual aspects of interaction. There are also greater 

opportunities for sociability and engagement with the video medium when it is conducted from 

one's own home or private space. In my data, the students spontaneously utilized the video-

mediated nature of their interactions to both show objects and interact with other people present 

in their physical space, which resulted in rich conversations that enabled enjoyment and deeper 

engagement during their language learning exchanges.  

 

7.2.4. Codeswitching and translanguaging 

One of my primary motivations in completing this study was to revisit the classic notion of 

codeswitching and the newer theorizing on translanguaging to investigate a bilingual and 

bidialectal context. My study has shown that while there are instances where "codeswitching" 

readily describes the phenomena in my data, there are many others where "translanguaging" 

more richly illuminates them. I have shown that the students' English and Arabic varieties can be 

simultaneously integrated to spontaneously "talk things through" and voice students' thoughts 

expressively through translanguaging. These moments captured instances where students told 

stories with details represented more vividly through translanguaging. They demonstrated 
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playful use of the students' various language resources, which were ratified as humorous and 

showed mutual and positive engagement. The practices captured how the participants not only 

"switch" between language and dialects but also creatively combine cultural and linguistic 

aspects of them—pronunciations, words, intonation contours, and phrases—to create connections 

to other occasions of language use, as well as to their partners. Next, I discuss how, based on my 

findings, translanguaging could be productively applied in language learning contexts.  

7.3. Pedagogical design implications  
 
My study has analyzed a breadth of bilingual and bidialectal practices that emerged 

spontaneously in the students' Arabic-English eTandem sessions. The goal was to offer empirical 

evidence of translanguaging as a practice and to demonstrate its interactional impact to create 

involvement and foster rich language and cultural exchanges. In light of the findings of my case 

study, in the following sections I suggest potential education curriculum changes, with a 

concentration on Arabic as a foreign language and language telecollaboration. 

 

7.3.1. Multimodal possibilities in online language learning  
 
Based on what transpired during the triadic exchanges in my data and my observations of the 

moments wherein the students showed objects to their partners, my study suggests that the 

relatively rigid and isolating nature of online language learning could benefit from creating 

sociable learning moments through leveraging such moments in language learning design. My 

analysis showed that students react positively upon meeting their partners' family members and 

friends, evident in their welcoming speech and frequent laughter and smiles throughout the 

triadic moments. Additionally, the students tend to be less self-conscious about strictly 

separating languages by utilizing their bidialectal and bilingual resources to manage and engage 
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in such exchanges. The American students were also exposed to natural Arabic speech when a 

family member used Arabic to interact with the Jordanian students. 

 In video language exchange programs, incorporating tasks that involve introducing 

family members or roommates and showing objects from the students' household to the language 

partner can productively utilize the "autonomy" principle of eTandem where the students have 

the option to conduct their sessions from their homes. Future telecollaborative language-learning 

design could deliberately include such activities as part of the students' tasks, in addition to the 

already outlined topic prompts to encourage discussions. This creates additional, more tangible, 

enjoyable learning tasks that may lessen the isolating effect of the medium and create enriching 

intercultural exchanges that may also encourage translanguaging as well as students' deeper 

intercultural understanding of their partners' worlds.   

 

7.3.2. Instructive translanguaging  
 
In the classroom, translanguaging presents a framework in which teachers should not dismiss 

students' past language expertise as irrelevant (or detrimental) to constructing knowledge in their 

learned language. The emergent bilinguals naturally bring their home varieties (registers, 

dialects, or languages) to interact in the classroom while acquiring their new languages. My 

study found that the students achieved interpersonal involvement and displayed deeper cultural 

and language engagements when they could use their language and dialect resources in less 

inhibited ways (i.e., beyond pausing, hesitation, and self-repair to the "sanctioned" language or 

Arabic variety). They could engage in discussions comparing their cultures and create 

connections by expressing their thoughts using their different Arabic dialects and English. 



 379 

 The bilinguals' language varieties should be valued and supported to create a safe space 

of balanced language advancement and cultural understanding that does not inhibit the student 

from participating actively in language-learning and social discussions. The setup of the 

eTandem, as a language exchange program, could benefit from providing students with explicit 

instructions to encourage the use of the bilinguals' language resources, especially knowing that 

the two individuals share a pre-existing interest in one another's L1 language and culture. I 

suggest that future curriculum design needs to encourage translanguaging as a viable option that 

can enrich the bilinguals' discussion and inspire expression of their learner identities. This may 

also lessen the intimidation of using one's learned language during real-time video chat. To 

achieve this goal, the instructor needs to provide explicit guidelines to students on how to 

productively utilize their language resources for learning and engagement during the learning 

process. The teachers also need to be trained in existing pedagogical translanguaging methods to 

incorporate tasks and communicate the idea with the students. 

 The basic structure of the session (30 minutes practicing each language) should be 

maintained, as it has been shown to provide a productive scaffolding for equal language 

exposure; the students' use of their L1 or other varieties/registers should also be explicitly 

mentioned as allowed based on the flow of the conversation. This could take the form of pre-

training the students and adding a section in the course's guidelines or syllabus about the utility 

of drawing from their languages when necessary. Further, it should be specified that this is not 

viewed as something that violates the program's principles, but instead, as something that the 

students could utilize to create vivid comparisons and connections to promote self-reflection and 

critical thinking about their linguistic and cultural knowledge. 
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 Previous studies on eTandem where the supervisors trained students to provide corrective 

feedback and write reflection journals after each session (e.g., Akiyama 2018 on Japanese-

English learners) attest to the value of training in how it encouraged the students to take up roles 

and responsibilities to improve their own and their partner's learning. My study on Arabic-

English learners proposes expanding such types of training to include instructions and details 

that allow the students to use their bilingual and bidialectal resources and informing them that it 

promotes self-reflection on how the Arabic varieties are naturally merged in L1 Arabic speech 

and on how their translanguaging is a natural part of their bilingual idiolect. Even when there are 

differences in dialects between the L1 Arabic dialects and the L2 Arabic learner's acquired 

dialects, this should be viewed as a resource to draw comparisons and reflect on the Arabic 

linguistic ecology and its sociolinguistic variation. Some of the students in my study 

spontaneously engaged in discussions by comparing their dialects, which resulted in rich and 

productive learning opportunities for both the L1 and L2 Arabic bilinguals. Both groups could 

benefit from being self-reflective about their languages/dialects and how they interact in the real 

world; this would promote understanding and the types of curious questions that support critical 

thinking and deeper intercultural understanding. 

 Students come from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds in Arabic-learning 

classrooms with many reasons and motivations to learn the language. Some study Arabic 

because of their Islamic faith and interest in praying and reading religious texts in the Standard. 

Many others are heritage speakers, interested in Arabic for career development, or to interact 

with Arab friends using the language in a spoken capacity. Integrating the Standard with the 

dialect in Arabic instruction will encourage both sides to continue to learn Arabic in a classroom 

context and not feel shut down or discouraged by the "Standard-only" curriculum. To this day, 
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the dialect is almost entirely kept out of the classroom in both instruction and materials, an issue 

Al-Batal (2018: 6) problematizes, calling it the "firewall vision of Arabic," where such 

separation creates artificial use of Arabic that poses difficulties and frustrations for Arabic 

learners. He proposes "Arabic as one," a middle-ground solution, where the Standard is still 

taught, but the teacher integrates other dialects to fulfill specific functions and tasks within 

classroom activities. Even in contexts previously reserved for the Standard, dialects are 

increasingly used in writing and in spoken media (e.g., signage for advertisements, TV shows, 

and commercials), as Al-Batal details in his study. This attests to the importance of teaching 

Arabic dialects for overall pragmatic competency, enabling competent use and comprehension of 

Arabic in different contexts.  

 My study provides real-life learning interactions where the dialects were seamlessly and 

productively integrated by students who showed less self-conscious ways of translanguaging 

their Arabic and English resources. Arabic teachers and curriculum designers in face-to-face 

classroom contexts can benefit from showing learners what translanguaging practices look like 

and what effect they might have on the students' exchanges to inform learners about the value of 

translanguaging. This also allows students to perceive the classroom as a safe space for them to 

use all their resources while still achieving Arabic advancement without the intimidation of one 

sanctioned language or variety. This can be done through informing and training teachers of 

ways through which they can intentionally draw from the students' first and other languages to 

make connections to Arabic by comparisons and relationships that create metalinguistic 

teachable moments. Allowing students to be self-reflective and inviting them to act as 

individuals capable of critically thinking of their languages as productive and valuable resources 

helps them use such resources to achieve meaning-making and develop connections with others. 
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APPENDIX A: TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS 
 
 
.   period indicates falling intonation 

(.)     period in parenthesis indicates untimed perceptible pause within a turn 

…     three dots indicate a significant pause, silence  

,     comma indicates short pauses within sentences 

?     question mark indicates rising intonation including to mark questions 

-     dash indicates an abrupt stop in speech, a truncated word or syllable 

=     equal sign show latching (second voice begins without perceptible pause) 

[     brackets show overlap (two voices heard at the same time) 

(??)     indicates inaudible utterance 

/word/    within slashes indicate uncertain transcription 

((manner))   double parenthesis describes the way an utterance is said 

((h))   indicates smile voice 

:    colon following a vowel indicates elongated vowel sound  

CAPS    capitals indicate loud speech 

à   arrow to the right indicates a significant line of transcript 

Bilingual  underlined indicates Arabic or English codeswitching 

[  ]   grammatical details in Arabic [masculine or feminine plural] 

< Arabic variety>    angle brackets to indicate dialect utterance followed by acronym of dialect 

{ }    one word translation from Arabic 
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APPENDIX B: ARABIC CONSONANTS TRANSCRIPTION  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

` 
 

Glottal stop 

dʒ 
 

Voiced post-alveolar affricate  

ʕ 
 

Voiced pharyngeal fricative  

ħ 
 

Voiceless pharyngeal fricative 

q Voiceless uvular plosive  
 

x Voiceless uvular fricative 
 

gh Voiced uvular fricative 
 

tˤ Voiceless velarized dental-alveolar stop 
  

sˤ Voiceless velarized alveolar fricative  
 

dˤ Voiceless velarized dental-alveolar stop 
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