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A certain use of English in a certain context is generally termed English as a lingua 

franca (ELF) since Alan Firth used it (Firth, 1990).  ELF is reality that cannot be evaded or 1

belittled. So, it is right to say that closing eyes to the current phenomenon of ELF and its 

vigorous growth is a “paradigmatic myopia” (Seidlhofer, 2009: 239). In discussing ELF, a 

linguistic question naturally arises is what norm would be that governs the interaction. If the 

interactants have to follow the ENL and NES norm, there may be no big difference between ELF 

and ESL/EFL. What if the interactants do not have a grasp of the ENL norm, but still it seems 

that the language they use for their communication is English? That may be a kind of English but 

not exactly the English that NESs or fluent nativized NNESs have in mind. What then would be 

a norm that makes the communication possible in the English? Therefore, discussion on the 

norm may be a good starting point in attempting to understand ELF and interaction in it.  

Discussion on distinctiveness of ELF from ESL/EFL may be helpful for the discussion on 

norm. It may give us the basic feature of ELF in regard to norm. This writing, therefore, will start 

with the purpose as it is supposed to be distinct from that of ESL/EFL. As we will see, the 

purpose is connected with mutability which is the basic feature of ELF in regard to norm. As the 

term implies, ELF’s norm is to be mutable; in other words it does not have current norm now and 

so it needs new norm to make the purpose of interaction accomplished. So, the second part will 

discuss what and how the new norm comes into ELF interaction. This wiring calls it on-site 

norming through sociocultural transfer. Finally, based on the discussions, this writing will 

suggest a definition of ELF.    

 The abbreviations in this paper: EFL (English as a foreign language); LF (lingua franca) and ELF (English 1

as a lingua franca); ENL (English as a native language); ESL (English as a second language); L1 (First language); 
L2 (Second language); NES (Native English speaker); NNES (Non-NES); NNS (Non-native speaker); and SLA 
(Second language acquisition).
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Part I: The Mutability—No Predominant Language Norm 

The purpose of ELF is not for learning and its discussion is not aiming its teaching and 

learning either; it is for using (Hülmbauer et al., 2008: 28). The purposes of ESL/EFL are not 

only for learning but they are ultimately for using. However, it is true that significant portion of 

scholarly discussion on them is about the process of learning and teaching, such as SLA. On top 

of that it is assumed that they are to be learned. In other words, ESL/EFL necessarily assume the 

process of learning ENL basically from NES. It is related with the traditional fact that the use of 

English was to communicate with NESs in ENL culture dominating contexts, such as studying in 

United States or England universities or trading in their markets. On the other hand, ELF is 

solely for using and it is not a subject of learning at all. To be able to communicate in ELF, 

learning process is necessary at any rate. The English in the process of learning, however, is 

ESL/EFL. Whether English is offered for using and for education determines whether it is ESL/

EFL or ELF. For example, as ESL/EFL students from different language cultures use English as 

a communication tool, their English is also ELF. Yet as they are in a ESL/EFL class, the English 

that is being taught is not ELF. This does not change even when the teacher is not an ENS from 

another language culture other than the students’. Therefore, the conceptual distinctiveness 

between ESL/EFL and ELF lies not in any other things but the context in which English is used 

and its function. The context and function are the elements that categorize English into either 

ESL/EFL or ELF or else. Therefore, the comparison should go on to the context and function.   

ELF is solely for use, that is, for communication. Here ‘for communication’ is the 

intrinsic purpose of its use (Cogo and Dewey, 2012: 11). Meeting the purpose is its function. 

Regardless of degree of English communicative competence of the interactants, as they decide to 
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participate in ELF interaction, they focus not on whether their English is correct or not, “formal 

correctness,” but on communication—whether they are understood by their interlocutors or not, 

functional effectiveness” (Hülmbauer et al., 2008: 28; cf. Seidlhofer, 2009: 242). Now the 

statement made above that ELF is not for learning but for use is more clarified: The purpose of 

ELF at all stage of its use is solely for communication, but not for its learning. Communication is 

its intrinsic function.  

Therefore, ELF appears only in the context in which English is used solely for 

communication’s sake among NNESs. If the context is not one in which English is used solely 

for communication among NNESs, the English is not an LF. Learning happens even in ELF 

interaction. However, it is a byproduct but not a main aim. Also, in ESL/EFL classes ELF 

interactions happen when they speak in English among themselves without NES. In this case, 

ELF and ESL/EFL may coexist: As English is used for communication, it is ELF whereas as it is 

offered as a subject for the class, it is ESL/EFL. In other words, if English is offered for a 

communication context, it is an LF whereas, if it is offered for a learning situation, it is not. 

Therefore, ELF cannot be defined without context of English use, it is intertwined with its 

function, and context and function are elements of its purpose. ELS/EFL and ELF are different 

according to their purpose. This means researchers need pay close attention as they apply 

findings from ESL/EFL researches to ELF. In this regard also, ELF is “a new research paradigm” 

(House, 2009: 141).    

That the sole purpose of ELF is communication means the goal that the participants in the 

ELF interaction have is understanding of what is communicated. Participants focus on 

understanding of each other, that is, “mutual intelligibility” (Guido, 2014: 11). It means that the 
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mutual understanding motivates the participants (Kaur, 2011: 93). This works both ways: The 

listener concentrates on the communication and his/her interlocutor for understanding and the 

speaker adopts all means to make him/herself understood. This means the interactants’ priority is 

in function of English but not in form. As their priority is not in correctness nor fluency, they are 

free, unrestricted, and unhesitant to use all communicative means available for better 

understanding (Kaur, 2011: 112).  They feel free to adopt “communicative strategies” such as 2

“simplification and the exploitation of redundancies” (Hülmbauer et al., 2008: 32). This shows 

that participants’ focus is solely on “establishing the indexical link between the code and the 

context” (Seidlhofer, 2009: 242). “Hybridization” of different conventions could be a general 

term for the strategies usually adopted in ELF interactions in that interactants cross the borders 

of lingua-cultures as resources are available to them (Baraldi, 2015: 57; Guido, 2014: 15). Edgar 

Schneider’s “evolutionary perspective” is also useful to explain the attitude of the participants 

adjusting themselves to achieve mutual understanding: They constantly align themselves with 

their interlocutors accommodating their communication to fit their interlocutors’ communicative 

competence (2007: 21). This flexibility in communication signifies the participants’ view on the 

ENL norm. This harmonious cooperative attitude of the interactants brings up a discussion of the 

lingua-cultural norm for the ELF interaction in comparison with other situations like ESL/EFL.   

Before going further into the discussion of norm in ELF, a question need be discussed: Is 

there NES in ELF interaction; or can an interaction, with at least one NES participating in, be 

ELF interaction? According to Firth’s definition of the ELF talk, ELF is for “non-native-non-

 This may explain the phenomenon that ESL/EFL students, who are unconfident of his/her English and not 2

expressive in English in the formal classes, use English freely as they communicate with other ESL/EFL students 
outside the classes. This gives us the idea of how freedom from the ENL norm affects communications in English.  
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native (NNS-NNS) talk” or “L2-L2” talk (1990). This discussion seems out of place according to 

the view or too imaginative. However the question worths discussing at least because it is more 

realistic than to think of ELF interactions happening without NES (cf. Knapp, 2002: 221). 

Alessia Cogo’s perspective can also be a support for openness to NES’s participation in the ELF 

interaction, which sees NES as NNS of ELF; she sees NES’s English in NES communication is 

different from that in ELF (2010: 295). Seidlhofer seemed to oppose the idea. She describes LF 

as “a language that is not anybody’s native tongue” (2009: 237). In her recent book, however, she 

defines ELF as “any use of English among speakers of different first languages for whom 

English is the communicative medium of choice, and often the only option” (as quoted in 

McKenzie, 2014: 2). Since here ‘different’ does not necessarily mean ‘other than English,’ it 

seems that she does not exclude participation of NES in the ELF interaction. Recently it is 

widely agreed that NES’s participation itself does not remove the characteristic as ELF 

interaction (Cogo and Dewyey, 2012: 12). This leads us to further understanding about ELF.  

Now let’s look into the difference between ESL/EFL and ELF in terms of norm. The 

purpose of ESL/EFL is to learn ENL basically from NES to use English in or toward NES 

community. So ESL/EFL have innate dependence on NES in terms of lingua-cultural norm. This 

means, as ENL is the norm, NES has lingua-cultural hegemony over ESL/EFL learners and 

users.  It is like teacher-student and/or original-unoriginal relationship and assumes hierarchy 3

and subordination in ESL/EFL classrooms and in ENL speech communities as well. The 

hierarchy and subordination are basically because NNES’s non-nativeness of English. They work 

as a force to push them out of the center of the NES community, especially professionally. This is 

 It is true not only with NES but also NNESs who stick to the norm. 3
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generally accepted as inevitable reality to ESL speakers, regardless of their achievement in 

English. For example, according to Wierzbicka, even “the great master of English prose,” 

Vladimir Nabokov, even in his heyday in literary career, “felt himself painfully diminished by his 

immigrant English” (2010: 6). His idea is true also to those who are under hegemony and 

pressure of the ENL norm. It happens very commonly as they learn or use English as ESL/EFL.   

However, ELF is intrinsically not for learning but for communication. The hierarchical 

and subordinate socio-linguistic structure among interactants because of ENL norm, therefore, 

does not fit the intrinsic purpose of ELF. The participants pick up English just to meet their need 

for communication in international and cross-lingua-cultural contacts (cf. Seidlhofer, 2011, as 

quoted in McKenzie, 2014: 2). There is no reason for hierarchy and subordination among the 

interactants in terms of lingua-cultural norm, especially if such hierarchy and subordination 

oppress confidence of expression and hybridization of all available communicative resources and 

hinder communication and mutual understanding. This get us to see what makes ELF more 

effective for its intrinsic purpose. It is that there should be no lingua-cultural hierarchy and 

subordination because of the lingua-cultural norm, that is, predominance by any lingua-cultural 

norm, even by ENL norm. This premise of ELF interaction is also related with the purpose of 

ELF, mutual understanding. Communication cannot be effective with the state of mind 

permeated with depreciation of partners (Bouchet, 2010: 138). Every interactant has to 

collaborate “putting his/her own system of value into perspective” for mutual understanding 

(140). If an NES, in an intercultural interaction including ELF one, insists on the advantage of 

his/her possession of ENL norm and tried to take advantage of it over others who are not NES, 
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he/she puts hinderance not only to him/herself but also to others.  In this case the NES’s ENL is 4

not beneficial for communication but rather “counter-productive” and even 

“harmful” (Hülmbauer et al., 2008: 27). Such counterproductive use of ENL norm is termed by 

Seidlhofer “unilateral idiomaticity” (as quoted in 27).  

Therefore, ELF interaction is the communication situation in which there is no ENL 

lingua-cultural norm dominance. If an NES is participating in it and he/she puts him/herself 

lingua-culturally over others displaying unilateral idiomaticity, his or her interaction is not ELF. 

Only the portion that is not affected and subordinated by his/her ENL norm and lingua-cultural 

power can be regarded as the ELF interaction and only the English used in it is an LF. What is 

clear by this discussion is that the essential feature of ELF is not whether or not an NES is a 

participant but whether or not there is dominance of the lingua-cultural power of ENL norm. 

That is, an essential condition for the ELF interaction is something to do with lingua-cultural 

power relations among interactants.  For this reason, if a nativized English speaker displays the 5

unilateral idiomaticity, even if he or she is not fully native, his or her English is not a lingua 

franca either.       

ESL/EFL look toward the NES norm. They are to be measured by the NES norm (House, 

2009: 141). ESL/EFL speakers go through normative stabilization and also nativization process 

 Michelle Glowacki-Dudka et al’s research clearly shows how cultural expectations and norms, as they 4

dominate the interaction, influenced negatively and limited clear communication in English, using the case between 
a Saudi university faculty and an American one (2008).  

 This is the point that McKenzie (2014: 9) does not regard in the discussion of the difference of ELF from 5

ENL. He focuses only on the form of language, that is, the linguistic norm so he does not see the distinctiveness of 
ELF which originates from the fact that it is not defined formally like ENL but functionally (cf. Hülmbauer et al., 
2008: 28). 
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and all through the process is assumed the ENL norm.  This assumes the presence of the carrier 6

of and judgment according to the norm. Therefore, the norm and the interactants’ looking unto it 

result in the lingua-cultural hierarchy and subordination among the interactants. This is not the 

case of ELF however. As discussed above, for English to serve as a lingua franca in a cross-

lingua-cultural interaction, one of the essential condition is the lack of predominance of its 

lingua-cultural norm. The norm here is not merely linguistic—phonological, lexical, syntactical, 

and grammatical—but also cultural and pragmatical, such as political politeness, 

contextualization cues and framing; so it is lingua-cultural norm.  

In general norm assumes power to judge whether or not a related thing is normal. Normal 

is accepted as correct or right whereas abnormal, incorrect or wrong. Incorrect and wrong things 

are to be banned by normative perspectives. So the norm works like a mirror to see oneself to 

correct him/herself. Everyone wants to be seen normal but not abnormal. Through the power the 

norm dictates convergence in the community. As it is twisted by corrupt sociopolitical desire, 

norm could be dictatorial that it tries to ban all anomalies, even sound and productive diversity 

regarding it as anomaly. There are historical examples that showed that imperialists manipulated 

their lingua-cultural norms to acquire and maintain their sociopolitical power. Some of them 

even banned mother tongues of their colonies, as Japanese one attempted against Korean. Such 

negative aspect of predominant lingua-cultural norm makes the language counterproductive 

against the intrinsic purpose of language that it has to serve communication and understanding of 

its users. 

 Exonormative stabilization, nativization and endonormative stabilization process in development of 6

English in post-colonial societies accounted by Schneider is borrowed (Schneider, 2007). For ESL/EFL, normative 
stabilization corresponds to the exonormative one in his account in that the standard norm for them is the ENL norm 
which is outside the communication and its participants.  



  !   10

Therefore, such interaction which seeks solely for communication and understanding, the 

predominance of norm does not have a stance. For the same reason, the ELF interaction does not 

allow any such predominant lingual-cultural norm—not only ENL norm. In this regard, “when 

used as a lingua franca, English is no longer founded on the linguistic and sociocultural norms of 

native English speakers and their respective countries and cultures” (as quoted in Hülmbauer et 

al., 2008: 27). This is what “non-conformity” of ELF means (28). Henceforth, there is either no 

judgment of whether correct or not and right or wrong against the ENL norm. No one would dare 

to say in the ELF interaction that anyone is better or worse lingua-culturally according to a 

lingua-cultural norm. In this regard, what is important and necessary equally for every 

participant in the ELF interaction, instead of such a norm, is “awareness of various level of 

communicative competence of the interactants” (Seidlhofer, 2005: 340) and openness to the 

diversity of lingua-cultural backgrounds (Bouchet, 2010) to render communicative endeavor by 

which the participants could best understand what is being communicated. The openness and 

awareness are the bases of the “considerate and mutually supportive communicative 

behavior” (Seidlhofer, 2009: 241). This lack of predominant lingua-cultural norm is a basic 

condition of the LF interaction that an LF meets the communicative need in the globalization.   

What has been discussed so far about ELF are its intrinsic communicative purpose and its 

essential conditions to meet the purpose—being subject to no predominance of any lingua-

cultural norm. The purpose and the condition signifies an essential feature of ELF as a language, 

that is, mutability. It is borrowed from Cogo and Dewey as they explain ELF with the idea that it 

is an innovative language form that has “mutable nature” (2012: 13; emphasis added). Mutability 

as the linguistic nature means it is open to any modification for the communicative needs of the 
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interactants. To derive mutability as an essential feature the fact has been emphasized in the 

previous discussion that there should be no predominant lingua-cultural norm that evokes any 

fear against trying any means for better mutual understanding. Mutability makes ELF a lingua-

culturally blank canvas which is open to any filling. In a real LF interaction, English is 

“constantly under construction” (Hülmbauer et al., 2008: 33); it is never going to be fixed. ELF 

has to be that mutable.  7

Mutability works as the ground that the ELF interactants can play to accomplish their 

communicative need. Instead of looking to a predominant lingua-cultural norm, interactants 

through mutual communicative endeavor construct their language on-site (Hülmbauer et al., 

2008: 25; Seidlehofer, 2009: 242). The language—the communicative medium—is on the 

assembly line at which interactants are working to produce the intended and desired outcome, 

that is mutual understanding. Any operation by any participant is allowed, getting others’ 

assistance and incorporating their operations too. Any of such attempts is not seen as interruption 

but as cooperation and mutual effort.    

Mutability is the foundation for ELF interaction to achieve its goal, mutual understanding 

in communication. Nevertheless, its basic feature or requirement is that there is no predominant 

lingua-cultural norm. We need then discuss what and how language norm works for the 

interaction. It will be about how language norm is gained in the ELF interaction and how 

sociocultural transfer from L1s of the interactants work in relation to the norm.   

 McKenzie in talking about ELF predicts that “some international norms may well develop in the fullness 7

of time, drawing on features common to the majority of ‘similects’” (2014: 11; original emphases). However, it does 
not seem likely. If such a ‘similect’ is developed and if an interaction accepts it as its predominant language, then the 
interaction is not ELF one but one of the ‘similect’. As long as an interaction follows a established lingua-cultural 
norm, the language offered for it is not an LF. Rather such English may be one of the world Englishes.  
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Part II: On-site Norming Through Transfer 

At least in that interactants in ELF have to use English vocabulary they have on-site, 

large or small, McKenzie’s idea of ELF sounds right that “English is English” (2014: 74). He 

goes further to say regarding the ELF lexis “it is certainly easier to learn a larger vocabulary … 

than to paraphrase much of what you want to say because you lack the words.” So it sounds 

reasonable for him to say so because the ELF interactant needs to aspire to the ENL norm 

anyway. What he argues nuances that the ELF researchers are making a too big thing out of 

something not special while English is English, in whatever context it may be used. This 

argument sounds persuasive especially as discussion of ELF comes to vocabulary, even though 

by no means there is such a fixed set of words called ELF vocabulary—borrowing the 

vocabulary from ENL seems contradictory to the essential condition of ELF that it should not 

have any predominant lingua-cultural norm. This point arouses a significant discussion about 

ELF which consequentially will give an important insight into its definition. It is about meaning 

in ELF and the sociocultural influence on the meaning which is the base of meaning of language.  

McKenzie’s argument that ELF is not such a distinctive English can be acceptable if the 

meaning of words in ELF were based on the ENL norm. However, it is not realistic to assume 

that the ELF interactants use them in their meanings as defined in the ENL lexicon. For those 

who are not highly educated in English, it is not skeptical. Even for those who are highly 

educated in English, it is true as we read, for instance, Nabokov’s confession, who is “the great 

master of English prose” (Wierzbicka, 2010: 6). When an interviewer asked if he had any 

“conspicuous secret flaw as a writer,” he replied (as quoted in 15):  

The absence of a natural vocabulary. An odd thing to confess, but true. Of the two 
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instruments in my possession, one—my native tongue—I can no longer use (. . .). My 
English, this second instrument I have always had, is however a stiffish, artificial thing, 
which may be all right for describing a sunset or an insect, but which cannot conceal 
poverty of syntax and paucity of domestic diction when I need the shortest road between 
warehouse and shop. An old Rolls-Royce is not always preferable to a plain jeep.  

It is true that ELF interactants borrow words from the ENL vocabulary and they are basic 

lexical repertoire for their ELF interaction. However, what they borrow is the lexical sign with 

basic meaning in which the interactants can mutually understand in a very limited sense. It is like 

how Korean borrowed Chinese characters. What Korean imported into its system was not all the 

meanings of the character in which the native Chinese speakers were using them but the sign and 

basic meaning of them. The basic meaning was surface and overtly representative meaning, 

which was mostly the most popular item in the glossary of the characters in the NL Chinese 

lexicon.  However, with the Chinese characters’ basic meanings, Koreans created a great number 8

of words which, written in Chinese characters, mostly are not exactly intelligible to Chinese. 

Likewise, the words borrowed to ELF interaction are not in the same meaning with that in ENL. 

The ELF interactants do not stick to the basic meaning and do not use the words only in the 

meaning. The words with the basic meaning are not in full force at the initial stage of interaction 

but they gets meaning in the interaction. In this sense, the ELF vocabulary is like the 

intermediate product that is not used as the final product but is offered as material for the final 

process. Therefore, the words are mutable. For this reason, even if ELF borrows ENL 

vocabulary, it does not mean that the interactants use them as NESs do within the ENL lexical 

 Actually to use Chinese characters in full NL meaning was impossible at least because of the difference in 8

linguistic system—Korean is a non-tonal language whereas Chinese is a tonal so that in Korean, for most of the 
commonly used characters the pronunciation of a Chinese character represented one typical meaning. 



  !   14

norm.    9

Then, meaning of words in ELF beyond the basic, surface, and representative meaning is 

open; therefore, meaning as a whole is mutable. The word is about to go through a construction 

process in the interaction. The process in terms of meaning is on-site construction by the 

interactants through “emergent exploitation of linguistic resources” (Seidlhofer, 2009: 242). It is 

“realtime innovative modifications” on the basis of “adaptability and creativity” (House, 2009: 

144). The striking and essential feature of ELF in regard to meaning is this potential for on-site 

construction. The construction of meaning is on-site and so the meaning is esoteric to the specific 

interactants who participate in the construction and its use. In this sense, the process of 

construction of meaning of the ELF interaction is creation of a language that best communicates 

in the particular interaction. It is “languaging” (Swain, 2006: 98).   10

The word’s meaning of a language is intertwined with the culture of the community in 

which it is spoken. However, ELF is a language that is “dissociated” from any specific lingua-

culture of andy participant, especially from ENL one (Hülmbauer et al., 2008: 25). The ENL 

lingua-culture is not relevant to ELF as House’s “culture irrelevance hypothesis” states (as 

quoted in Kaur, 2011: 113). Instead ELF is offered with mutability to construction of a new 

language norm by any constellation of cross-linga-cultural interactants. Therefore, the traditional 

understanding of the relation between the meaning and the sociocultural influence should be 

reconsidered and redescribed in regard to ELF.  

 This signifies that ELF is a process rather than a product (cf. Hülmbauer et al., 2008: 33). Why McKenzie 9

does not see ELF’s distinctiveness from World Englishes, I think, is related with his misconception of ELF as a 
product but not as a process.

 He refers to languaging as “the process of making meaning, shaping knowledge, and experience through 10

language” (ibid.). Swain discusses it in the context of SLA; however, in that the learners “engage in takes on new 
significance” it can be adopted to explain ELF in terms of language norm.  
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As we discussed earlier regarding NES, what is emphasized about ELF in terms of 

lingua-cultural norm is that there should be no lingua-cultural predominance by any lingua-

cultural norm. What is at stake of the condition, as briefly mentioned earlier, is the lingua-

cultural power relation among the interactants. As it is affirmed earlier non-predominance of a 

norm applies to all L1 norms of the interactants. However, it does not mean that the interactants 

are free from lingua-cultural influence in general. No one can be from his or her L1 lingua-

culture. ELF interactants are not exception; a participant in ELF interaction is still subject to his 

or her L1 lingua-culture.  

It is almost unanimously agreed that culture and language are inseparable. The term 

lingua-culture itself emphasizes the inseparability between language and culture (Tannen, 2006: 

366).  Therefore, as interactants communicate in ELF, a language anyway, their use of language 11

is not free from their L1 lingua-culture. Therefore, they are suing their lingua-cultural norms in 

ELF interaction. Borrowing Guido’s explanation, they bring the linguistic and cultural norms 

from their own L1s into the ELF interaction (2014: 7-8). Here, by the way, what needs to be 

emphasized again before we go further into detailed discussion is that, it does not mean that any 

lingua-culture has predominance or hegemony over others in the interaction. All the L1s have 

equal significance, equal opportunities to play roles in the interaction, and receive same degree 

of respect by the interactants. In other words, relation between the participants’ L1s is lingua-

 According to her (366), the term coined by a linguistic anthropologist Michael Agar in 1994 was 11

‘languaculture.’ However, as the authors in my research use ‘lingua-culture’ instead and ‘lingua-cultural’ as its 
cognate, I follow them. 
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culturally democratic; there is no lingua-cultural overpowering and subjugating by any one.    12

What do then the L1 lingua-cultures have to do with ELF? They are not the predominant 

meaning of the language in the interaction, so initially they do not share any L1 lingua-culture. 

However, the L1 lingua-cultures of the interactants are all good resources and repertoires out of 

which they could select, modify, and adopt to fill the blank semantic spaces of words and 

expressions in the interaction. As discussed above, it is related with the state of ELF in terms of 

norm: it is dissociated from the ENL norm so that meanings of words are just surface and 

representative and so ELF is mutable to construction. In this sense, the L1 lingua-cultures of the 

interactants are offered as lingua-cultural resources. As the interaction goes, some or all of them 

through selection, simplification, and appropriation could be used to fill the blank mutable 

semantic space of the ELF of the interaction (Guido, 2014: 14). In the process of interaction, the 

interactants are free to bring in and use their lingua-cultural repertoires of their L1s, as long as 

they meet the communicative need (7). They use their L1 repertoires as far as they are helpful for 

the benefit of their interlocutors (Seilhofer, 2009: 241). In other words, the norm of the language 

is constructed on-site by the interactants in the interaction.          

This idea is in line with the constructivist view about the relation between language and 

culture represented by, such as, Blommaert and Pennycook, which is based on Fourcault’s work 

(Kramshch, 2014: 42). Blommaert, in discussing lexis in ELF and other interactions across 

Englishes, expresses this view (2014: 84-85). Claudio Baraldi’s theory of the intercultural 

 In many economic and political business relations, socioeconomical and sociopolitical hierarchy and 12

subordination are real. In communication in such unequal relations, it must not be easy for the lingua-cultural 
democratic relationship to happen in reality. It is because social power means the authority to impose its owner’s 
norms to their subjects. In most of cases, the language will be predetermined for the interaction between them in 
reflection of their power relation. In some of such cases, an LF chosen may not work in full sense of a lingua franca. 
Yet, if we can observe such interactions purely lingua-culturally, we may still find that a lingua-cultural norm is not 
predominant.
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communication systems may well apply to the construction in ELF (2015). According to the 

theory, communication is produced through other communications. This process is termed in 

Greek as autopoietic, meaning self-creating. Meanings are created in communication process, 

that is, autopoietic process, as the meanings are both “uttered and understood.” As people 

communicate cross-culturally, they will select and choose norms available from one or more 

cultures of the interactants to stabilize the communication. As the lingua-cultural norms are 

uttered and understood in the interaction, they became the “cultural presuppositions” of the 

language of the interaction. 

This idea of on-site construction could also apply to development of pragmatic norms in 

the ELF interaction. According to Gumperz’s interactional sociolinguistic theory, 

contextualization cues or framing is relevant to the lingua-culture of the speaker’s L1 lingua-

culture (Tannen, 2006: 349). As in the ELF communication, such contextualization cues or 

framing is more critical than in ESL/EFL interaction because all interactants are coming from 

different norms. Therefore, in ELF interactants contextualization cues, possibly from all L1s, are 

used, understood, and agreed on-site. So, as in the case of meaning of words discussed above, the 

L1 pragmatic norms would be resources our of which the interactants choose, appropriate and 

adopt as norms as much as they need for communication in the interaction. In other words, the 

interactants develop pragmatic norms through on-site construction using their L1 lingua-cultures 

as resources. 

As we saw briefly the construction of lingua-cultural norm, ELF interaction is not norm-

dependent but norm-developing (Seidlhofer, 2009: 239). The process is “disinventing and 

reconstituting their languages” (242). It is also, as mentioned earlier, “languaging” (Swain, 2006: 
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98) in that the interaction is the process of developing new language norms. This is why ELF is 

the “exolingual” use of language (Hülmbauer et al., 2008: 30) and its interaction is 

“endonormative” process (Guido, 2014: 9).  However, a caution has to be taken here. 13

Developing norms in the ELF interaction should not be seen as a creation of a new language. The 

ELF resulted in in the ELF interaction is not such a language that is to be a common asset for 

general people through generations. The developed norms in an ELF interaction are valid only 

for the particular interactants of the interaction. In this sense ELF is esoteric that it is a particular 

language for particular interactants. As the constellation of the interactants significantly changes, 

the norms lose its validity. This is not like the life of a natural language and its change. In this 

sense, ELF is not a new natural language but an existing natural language used in a special 

context for a special purpose. 

The process of establishing the new lingua-cultural norm filling the blank and mutable 

status of the English can be termed norming. Walt Wolfram uses the term, norming, in his 

sociolinguistics theory (2003). According to him, “all language communities engage in language 

norming” (251). Here language norming means “the establishment of the appropriate models of 

language behavior for members of the speech community.” It is through “the process of 

instantiating, transmitting, and regulating vernacular norms within indigenous speech 

communities.” So, it may not be exactly the same thing that we are looking at for ELF 

interaction in terms of norm. However, the term, norming can be applied to the context in the 

sense that it signifies the process of establishment of the new norm for the interaction. The 

 Exolingual means appropriating the language according to communicative needs; it is contrast to 13

endolingual, using it as it is. Endonoramtive means creating the users’ own norms, who borrowed the language, to fit 
the indigenous use; whereas exonormative means using it in the norms of the native speakers which originate from 
outside the interactants. 
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interactants of a particular interaction are not a speech community in the sense that the 

interaction is not necessarily a constant one and there is no indigenous speech community in a 

language, English in case of ELF, in the background of it. Nevertheless, in that the term is about 

the language norm and the process of its establishment, it can be borrowed for this discussion of 

ELF. Therefore, ELF interaction is featured by on-site norming.        

The on-site norming feature is possible for ELF because of its essential condition, 

mutability, that there is no predominant lingua-cultural norm but it is mutable. On the condition, 

the L1 transfer in the ELF interaction works as the path. L1 lingua-cultural repertoires are 

brought into the interaction through the path so that they are laid out in front of all the 

interactants as linguistic resources. The interactants choose some out of them and turn them into 

norms for the interaction. In ELF interaction, therefore, sociocultural transfer does not 

linguistically benefit for only the person through whom it happens but for all other interactants. 

As the interaction is based on lingua-cultural equity between the interactants and between their 

L1 norms, sociocultural transfers from the L1s enrich communication and ELF norms.        

As diverse lingua-cultures are to be displayed through sociocultural transfer in ELF 

interaction, it was suspected that the interaction may be prone to misunderstandings and 

miscommunications. However, researches show that most of the misunderstandings cannot be 

attributed to the diversity of the L1-cultures (Kaur, 2011: 94). As Meierkord rightly posits the 

reason, it is because the ELF interaction is communication featured by cooperation of the 

interactants adopting various communicative strategies solely aiming for mutual understanding 

(as quoted in 97). The diverse L1s of the interactants and sociocultural transfers from the L1s 

became linguistic repertoires and resources for new norms for the interaction through 
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cooperative on-site construction by the interactants. The negative view of sociocultural transfer, 

centered on the deficit view discussed in ESL/EFL researches, do not apply to the ELF 

interaction. In other words, the findings in ELF researches liberate the speakers’ L1 sociocultural 

background from the “tenacious deficit perspective” and the ideas of “errors” and “fossilization” 

that are prevalent in ESL/EFL researches do not have relevance to ELF (Seidlhofer, 2009: 238). 

According to the findings the link between lingua-culture and misunderstandings which has been 

treated “as a given” should be abolished paradigmatically (Kaur, 2011: 98). 

ELF is the functional use of English in the cross-lingua-cultural interaction among 

interactants whose L1s are various. It comes into play in the interaction solely for the purpose of 

communication and mutual understanding. An essential criterion for an English’s use to be ELF 

is that there is no predominance of ENL norm. That essential feature requires the language to be 

mutable in the interaction. Mutability to norm is the essential quality of ELF and also condition 

of interaction in it. On the basis of the condition, what the interactants work linguistically in the 

interaction is constant on-site construction of lingua-cultural norm, that is, on-site norming. The 

norming is based on the awareness of the purpose of the interaction, that is, communication and 

mutual understanding, and so also on the lingua-cultural democratic relationship basically 

featured by equality among the interactants and equal respect to their L1 lingua-cultures. In the 

on-site norming process, their L1 lingua-cultures work as repertoires and so as resources that 

they may bring as much as they feel they need and helpful into the interaction through 

sociocultural transfers. Therefore, the diversity of L1 background works not as a cause of 

conflict, misunderstanding, and miscommunication but as ample resources for ELF interaction. 
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In other words, all lingua-cultural backgrounds and resources work for communication’s sake 

and all participants work for the constant on-site norming harmoniously cooperating for better 

mutual understanding. This is the reason why ELF fits the communicative needs of the 

globalized world featured by diversity; in other words, this has to be the feature of ELF for it to 

fit the communicative need. Therefore, ELF is a use of English in the cross-lingua-cultural 

interaction with no predominance of any lingua-culture to achieve the sole purpose of mutual 

understanding among interactants whose L1s are various. ELF is to be understood by function 

and process but not by form and product as in the case of ESL/EFL.  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