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ABSTRACT

Ruuska, Katharina

At the nexus of language, identity and ideology: Becoming and being a highly
proficient second language speaker of Finnish

Jyvéskyld: University of Jyvaskyld, 2020, 292 p.

(JYU Dissertations

ISSN 2489-9003; 309)

ISBN 978-951-39-8366-6 (PDF)

This multiple case study focuses on second language speakers of Finnish and
their lived experience of everyday language use in Finland. The participants are
late multilinguals who moved to Finland and learned Finnish as adults, and have
reached a very advanced second language competence in Finnish. Given that
such speakers of Finnish are still often considered exceptional, the aim of the
study is to explore the complex relationship between ideas about language and
the position second language speakers take in the community of Finnish speakers.
More specifically, drawing on perspectives from second language research,
sociolinguistics and sociology, the study investigates the nexus of language
ideologies about Finnish as a second language, processes of identity construction,
and linguistic legitimacy. The data were collected over the course of two years
and consist of qualitative interviews with twelve participants as well as
ethnographic data (additional interviews, observations and recordings in
different contexts of everyday life) from four focus participants. The data were
analysed from the perspective of the three key concepts of ideology, identity and
legitimacy, using tools from nexus analysis and narrative analysis. The study
shows how the participants’ identities and practices emerge against the
background of language ideologies as well as their previous experiences with
language use. In the context of Finland, very advanced second language
proficiency in Finnish seems to require careful identity work in social situations,
and in attempting to achieve legitimacy as language users, my participants
employ a number of different and partly conflicting strategies. The study grants
new empirical insights into the experiences of very advanced adult second
language speakers of Finnish in Finland. From a theoretical perspective, it
introduces the nexus of language, identity and ideology as a novel viewpoint in
research on Finnish as a second language and second language research more
broadly.

Keywords: Finnish as a second language, advanced second language learners,
language ideologies, identity, linguistic legitimacy, nexus analysis



TIIVISTELMA

Ruuska, Katharina

Oppijasta puhujaksi: Erittdin edistyneet suomea toisena kielend puhuvat aikuiset
kielen, identiteetin ja ideologian risteymaéssa

Jyvéskyla: Jyvaskylan yliopisto, 2020, 292 s.

(JYU Dissertations ISSN 2489-9003; 309)

ISBN 978-951-39-8366-6 (PDF)

Tama monitapaustutkimus keskittyy suomi toisena kielend -puhujiin ja heidan
arkikokemuksiinsa kielenkdyttdjind Suomessa. Osallistujat ovat aikuisidssa
Suomeen muuttaneita monikielisid henkilGitd, jotka ovat saavuttaneet erittdin
edistyneen suomen kielen taitotason. Téllaisia suomen kielen puhujia pidetdan
usein edelleen poikkeuksellisina, ja tutkimuksen tavoitteena onkin tarkastella
kieltda koskevien késitysten monisyistd suhdetta toisen kielen puhujien asemaan
Suomen kieliyhteisossd. Tarkemmin ottaen tutkimus késittelee suomea toisena
kielend koskevien kieli-ideologioiden, identiteetin rakentumisen ja kielellisen
legitimiteetin neksusta eli risteymdd toisen kielen oppimisen tutkimuksen,
sosiolingvistiikan ja sosiologian tarjoamista ndkokulmista. Tutkimuksen aineisto
kerdttiin kahden vuoden aikana, ja se koostuu kahdentoista osallistujan
haastatteluista sekd laajemmasta etnografisesta aineistosta neljalta
avainosallistujalta (jatkohaastattelut ja arkitilanteiden havainnointi osittain
tallentaen). Aineisto analysoitiin ideologian, identiteetin ja legitimiteetin
kasitteiden ndkokulmasta hyodyntamaéllda neksusanalyysin ja narratiivisen
analyysin tyokaluja. Tutkimus osoittaa, miten osallistujien identiteetit ja
kdaytanteet rakentuvat heiddn kohtaamiensa kieli-ideologioiden ja heiddn
aiempien kielen kayttod koskevien kokemustensa kautta. Suomen kontekstissa
erittdin korkea suomi toisena kielend -taitotaso vaikuttaa edellyttdvan tarkkaa
identiteettityotd sosiaalisissa tilanteissa, ja saavuttaakseen legitimiteetin
kielenkayttdjind tutkimuksen osallistujat kdyttavét erilaisia ja osittain keskendan
ristiriitaisiakin strategioita. Tutkimus tuo esiin uutta empiiristd tietoa erittdin
edistyneen kielitaitotason saavuttaneiden suomea toisena kielend puhuvien
aikuisten kokemuksista Suomessa. Teoreettisesti tutkimus nostaa kielen,
identiteetin ja ideologian risteyman uudeksi tdrkedksi ndkokulmaksi suomea
toisena kielend koskevaan tutkimukseen ja toisen kielen oppimisen
tutkimukseen my6s kansainvélisesti.

Asiasanat: suomi toisena kielend, edistyneet kielenoppijat, kieli-ideologiat,
identiteetti, kielellinen legitimiteetti, neksusanalyysi
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1 INTRODUCTION

“While Finns value English very highly, they clearly have an ambivalent attitude to-
ward their own language. On the one hand, Finns are pleasantly surprised by foreign-
ers’” attempts to master their language, the command of which is also unceasingly com-
mented upon. On the other hand, it seems that foreigners are not expected to learn, or
maybe it is not even appreciated when they learn the language especially well, which
is reflected in the myth Finns themselves keep alive of Finnish as ‘the most difficult
language in the world.”” (Latomaa 1998: 57)

”Fortunately more and more people also take the highest level Finnish test, because
these are successful immigrants who work as experts and are well integrated other-
wise, too.” (Heimonen 2014: 152; my translation)?

“[...] Finns just don’t expect at all that there could be people who speak Finnish in
such a way that you don’t hear it in the first sentence.” (Sandra, L1 German)?2

The three quotes above represent three different perspectives on high second lan-
guage proficiency in Finnish. The first is from a study of Americans in Finland
conducted by Latomaa (1998), who found that her participants encountered am-
biguous attitudes towards them as learners of Finnish. On the one hand, they
were praised for attempting to learn Finnish, and on the other, it became clear to
them that they were not really expected to learn Finnish well. The second quote
is from a report on the 20-year history of the National Certificates of Language
Proficiency (NCLP) in Finland. It describes those who have reached a high level
of Finnish as particularly successful and well-integrated immigrants, echoing
widely held views about the connection between language proficiency and inte-
gration into society. Finally, the third quote is from an interview conducted in
the context of the present study. A participant describes her experience of peo-
ple’s surprise at her level of proficiency in Finnish, implying that there is an ex-
pectation that fluent and proficient Finnish speakers must also be native Finns.

1 ”Onneksi my6s suomen kielen ylimmén tason suorittajia on koko ajan enemman,
koska hehdn ovat menestyjd-maahanmuuttajia, jotka tyoskentelevit asiantuntijateh-
tavissd ja ovat integroituneet muutenkin hyvin.” (Heimonen 2014: 152).

2 See Chapter 5.1.2 for the original excerpt.
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The first and second quotes are 16 years apart and many things have
changed in these years. The number of second language speakers of Finnish has
increased significantly, and hearing people with different backgrounds speaking
different kinds of Finnish, including advanced second language Finnish, has be-
come more common. However, while the contexts of language use can some-
times change quickly, ideas about language are often much slower to change. As
the quote from my participant suggests, there are still Finns who seem to find it
surprising to encounter speakers who have learned Finnish to a high level later
in life. In this thesis, I explore this complex relationship between ideas about lan-
guage and the position second language speakers take in a language community.
I do this through the lens of the ‘lived reality” (Busch 2017) of highly proficient
adult second language speakers of Finnish, i.e. by investigating how they them-
selves experience and make sense of everyday situations of language use. Like
myself, the twelve participants in my study are late multilinguals who moved to
Finland and learned Finnish as adults, and have reached a very advanced second
language competence in Finnish. In this thesis, they are referred to as “highly pro-
ficient second language speakers’ to highlight their competent participation in
Finnish-speaking environments, as well as, occasionally, ‘very advanced second
language learners’, especially when foregrounding trajectories and experiences
of language learning.

The title of my thesis, At the nexus of language, identity and ideology: becoming
and being a highly proficient speaker of Finnish as a second language, points to its loca-
tion at the intersection of socially oriented second language research and the so-
ciolinguistics of multilingualism. The first part of the title refers to the sociolin-
guistic perspective: language, identity and ideology are classic topics of sociolin-
guistic investigation. The addition of the term ‘nexus’ emphasises how these
three dimensions are understood as constitutive of each other and as intersecting
with one another, while also connecting to the more specific framework of nexus
analysis (Scollon & Scollon 2004, 2007). The second part of the title refers to second
language research and, more specifically, to socially oriented approaches to sec-
ond language learning and use. The phrase ‘becoming a speaker’ points to an
understanding of second language learning as going far beyond the acquisition
of words, grammar and ways of speaking; it refers to a holistic process transform-
ing not only learners’ linguistic repertoires, but also their experiences, identities
and social circumstances. Moreover, reaching what can be called high proficiency
in a second language is not understood as a successful end to this process. Rather,
it is assumed that being a speaker requires continuous identity work in a given
sociolinguistic environment.

The thesis thus draws on insights from second language research and soci-
olinguistics as well as other areas of linguistics and sociology. In order to inte-
grate different viewpoints, I make use of three central concepts: language ideology
(e.g. Woolard & Schieffelin 1994; Woolard 1998; Kroskrity 2004), identity/position-
ing (e.g. Bucholtz & Hall 2005; Harré & van Langenhove 2003a) and linguistic le-
gitimacy (Bourdieu 1977, 1991). With regard to methodology, I employ an ethno-
graphic perspective (e.g. Blommaert & Dong Jie 2010) and draw on qualitative
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interview data as well as observational data and recordings from different situa-
tions in everyday life. The aims of the thesis are both empirical and theoretical. It
aims to increase knowledge about the day-to-day experiences of highly proficient
adult speakers/very advanced late learners of Finnish as a second language,
while also contributing to broader theoretical discussions about how the relation-
ship between language ideologies, identities and the position of second language
speakers/learners can be understood. The research questions are:

1. How are highly proficient speakers of Finnish as a second language per-
ceived in everyday life, and how do language ideologies mediate these
perceptions? How do such speakers react to these perceptions and ideo-
logies with their own linguistic practices?

2. How do highly proficient speakers of Finnish position themselves with
regard to and through language use? How do these positionings help
them gain legitimacy as speakers?

In order to address these questions, the thesis proceeds as follows. In Chapter 2,
I position my study in the sociolinguistic context of Finland as well as the aca-
demic context of research on Finnish as a second language. Chapter 3 introduces
the theoretical framework and the most important concepts used in this thesis. In
Chapter 4, I discuss the design and realisation of the study as well as methodo-
logical, ethical and practical issues. The chapter also introduces the tools used in
the analysis of the data. Chapters 5-7 represent the empirical part of the thesis. In
Chapters 5 and 6, I focus on interview data collected from all twelve participants
in my study, whereas in Chapter 7, I analyse additional interview and ethno-
graphic data collected from four focus participants. I conclude the thesis with a
discussion of the broader implications of my study in Chapter 8.
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2 RESEARCH CONTEXT

This chapter introduces the context of my research from two angles. First, in or-
der to understand my participants” experiences and sense-making practices, it is
necessary to understand the environments from which they arise and to which
they respond (see Blommaert 2005: 43). I describe the current sociolinguistic, lan-
guage ideological and language political situation in Finland, which forms the
broader context for the real-life experiences of language use of second language
speakers of Finnish (2.1 and 2.2). Secondly, I situate my study in its local aca-
demic and professional context by tracing the development of Finnish as a second
language as a research field and a field of pedagogical practice (2.3). After this, I
discuss how my thesis complements previous research on Finnish as a second
language (2.4).

2.1 The sociolinguistic and language ideological
landscape of Finland

The Finnish language is spoken as a first language by around 4.8 million people
in Finland (Statistics Finland 2020a). As a Finno-Ugric language it belongs to the
few non-Indo-European languages traditionally spoken in Europe. Finno-Ugric
languages differ in a number of respects from Indo-European languages, alt-
hough the structural differences are less pronounced than usually assumed (see
Dahl 2008). Finnish is an agglutinative language with a rich morphology and
phonological and morphophonological features typical of Finno-Ugric/Uralic
languages (see J. Laakso 2011). Its central features include a small number of pho-
nemes (21 altogether), fixed word-initial stress, phonemic vowel and consonant
length, vowel harmony, systematic consonant gradation, 15 cases, a large num-
ber of inflectional, personal, possessive and derivational affixes, and a lack of ar-
ticles and grammatical gender (Latomaa & Nuolijarvi 2005: 131; also see F. Karls-
son 2015).
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With regard to its status among the languages of the world, Finnish is what
could be called a “marginal majority language” (T. Saarinen 2012: 157). While it
is not very significant globally, it is by far the most important language within
Finland, where it is spoken as a first language by about 87% of the population
(Statistics Finland 2020a). However, Finland is by no means a monolingual coun-
try. Swedish has played a central role in the history of Finland, and today a little
over 5% of the total population of Finland speak Swedish as their first language
(Statistics Finland 2020a), mainly in the Western and Southern coastal areas and
on the Aland islands (Latomaa & Nuolijarvi 2005: 129). In Section 17 of the Con-
stitution of Finland, both Finnish and Swedish are granted the status of national
languages of Finland (Constitution of Finland 1999) and the Language Act (Lan-
guage Act 2003) establishes in more detail the right of speakers of Finnish and
Swedish to use their own language, e.g. with the authorities. Section 17 of the
Constitution also mentions the linguistic rights of users of Sdmi languages, Rom-
ani, sign language as well as unspecified “other languages”. Speakers of three
indigenous Sami languages have the right to use their language with the author-
ities in three municipalities in the far north of Finland (Sami Language Act 2003).
The “other languages” mentioned in the Constitution include other historical mi-
nority languages such as Karelian, Tatar, Yiddish, and Russian (see Latomaa &
Nuolijdrvi 2005: 174-175), as well as the more than 150 immigrant languages reg-
istered as first languages with the authorities, including Russian,® Estonian, Ara-
bic, Somali, and English (Statistics Finland 2020a).

Finland was a country of emigration well into the 1960s and 1970s, when
more than half a million Finns emigrated to Sweden in search of employment
(Korkiasaari & Soderling 2003: 3). From the 1990s onwards the number of immi-
grants has grown considerably, at ever increasing speed. The first significant
groups of immigrants were Chilean and Vietnamese refugees in the 1970s and
1980s, followed in the early 1990s by repatriated Ingrian Finns from the former
Soviet Union as well as refugees from Somalia, the former Yugoslavia and other
war-torn regions of the world (Poyhonen & Tarnanen 2015: 109). After Finland
joined the European Union in 1995, freedom of movement from other EU coun-
tries was promoted within the framework of EU law, and in the early 215t century
work-related migration to Finland from both EU and non-EU countries increased
(Poyhonen & Tarnanen 2015: 109). A more recent and highly politicised event
was the arrival of more than 30 000 asylum seekers in 2015, almost ten times the
number of the previous year (see Wahlbeck 2019). Today, about 7.5% of the total

3 In Finland, Russian is considered both a historical minority language and an immi-
grant language (see Lahteenmaiki & Poyhonen 2015: 92-95). Finnish and Russian
speakers as well as speakers of other Finnic languages had always been in contact in
what is now the border region between Finland and Russia. Significant historical im-
migration from Russia to Finland occurred in the 18th and 19th centuries, and again
after the October Revolution in 1917. A more recent wave of immigration took place
in the period during and after the collapse of the Soviet Union, when an ethnically
and culturally heterogeneous group of Russian speakers arrived, including, among
others, repatriated Ingrians, Russians married to Finns, and Russians who moved to
Finland for work. These immigrants make up the vast majority of Russian speakers
in Finland today (Ldhteenmiki & Poyhonen 2015: 92).
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population are registered as foreign language speakers (vieraskieliset) (Statistics
Finland 2020a).# In the capital, Helsinki, the figure is even higher, around 16%
(Statistics Finland 2020b; see Figure 1), and is projected to increase to 26-34% by
2035 (City of Helsinki 2019: 6). Finland is thus rapidly becoming more diverse,
albeit at different rates in different parts of the country.
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FIGURE 1 Share of foreign language speakers in Finland and Helsinki 1990-2018 in % (Sta-
tistics Finland 2020Db)

Despite Finland’s actual and officially recognised multilingualism, Finnish has
quite a dominant role as the main language of public life in Finland: it is the most
widely spoken language in everyday life and the main language of most educa-
tional institutions, public bodies, media outlets, etc. Historically, however, this
has not always been the case. From the 14th century onwards, Finland was mostly
part of the Swedish kingdom and, from 1809 until its independence in 1917, it
was an autonomous grand duchy within the Russian Empire. Even though the
first standards for written Finnish had been developed in the 1600s for clerical
and educational use (see Kolehmainen 2009), the linguistic situation in Finland
remained somewhat diglossic under Swedish rule as well as in the first decades
of Russian rule: different regional varieties of Finnish were used as their every-

4 The term “foreign language speakers’ (vieraskieliset) is used for official purposes and
refers to residents whose native language registered in the Population Information
System is a language other than Finnish, Swedish or a Sdmi language. The term and
mode of registration is problematic in many ways: it ignores individual multilingual-
ism by allowing each person to register only one mother tongue, and it ignores the
reality of societal multilingualism by labelling those who speak an officially unrecog-
nised language as foreign to Finland (Saukkonen 2019). It is also unclear how reliably
the number of so-called foreign language speakers represents populations with dif-
ferent kinds of migration backgrounds (e.g. second or third generation immigrants;
see Latomaa 2012). However, since other categories registered (e.g. country of birth
or citizenship) are equally problematic, the rising number of foreign language speak-
ers in Finland is referred to here as a general indicator of the diversification of Finn-
ish society.
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day language by the vast majority of the population, while Swedish was the lan-
guage of the upper classes as well as the main language of administration, culture,
science and education (Nordlund 2007: 235).

In the second half of the 19th century the status of Finnish started to change,
although the development was not consistent (for an overview see Hakulinen et
al. 2009: 22-29; Lindgren et al. 2011). In 1863, a decree signed by Czar Alexander
IT granted Finnish the same status as Swedish in matters regarding the Finnish
speaking population. However, the 1890s saw an intensification of repressive
language policies towards both Finnish and Swedish, and from 1900 there was
increasing use of Russian as an administrative language. After a general strike in
1905, these Russification policies were largely abandoned, and laws and decrees
were published in Russian, Finnish and Swedish (Hakulinen et al. 2009: 29).
Overall, over the course of the 19th century, the social status of Finnish improved.
From the 1850s onwards, the Swedish-speaking elite increasingly took an interest
in learning and promoting the use of Finnish (Lindgren et al. 2011: 22). The mod-
ern standard form of (written and spoken) Finnish emerged and started to be
used in all societal domains. The Finnish Literature Society (Suomalaisen Kir-
jallisuuden Seura, SKS) was founded in 1831, the first Finnish-medium school was
established in 1858 (Lindgren et al. 2011: 21-26), the first Finnish language doc-
toral dissertation was defended in 1858 (Polén 1858) and the first novels written
in Finnish were published in the 1870s (e.g. Kivi 1870).

The improved social status of Finnish was closely tied to the emergence of
new definitions of national identity. As in many other European countries in the
19t and early 20t centuries, debates about language issues drew on romantic
notions of the nation as united through language, and of language as expressing
the unique spirit of a people (Lindgren et al. 2011: 21). Even if in the case of Fin-
land the nationalist promotion of the Finnish language finally led to the creation
of an officially bilingual state (Lindgren et al. 2011: 24), these debates contributed
significantly to constructing ideological associations between language, nation-
ality and ethnicity. For instance, the decision of many upper-class Swedish speak-
ers to switch their home language to Finnish and send their children to Finnish-
medium schools was clearly ideologically motivated, as these Swedish speakers’
competence in Finnish was often limited (Lindgren et al. 2011: 30). Saukkonen
(2012: 10) argues that the association of the Finnish language with Finnishness
persists to this day, and that Finland can thus be regarded as a place where “some
people are still generally considered more genuine Finns than others”.5

It should be noted that Finnish itself is, of course, not a monolithic language.
The modern written standard emerged from a long process involving debates
and conscious decisions about which dialectal features to include in it (Latomaa
& Nuolijarvi 2005: 132). Historically speaking, standard Finnish can therefore be
regarded as a kind of compromise that combines features from various dialects

5 The position of Swedish-speaking Finns is of course quite complex. Saukkonen (2012:
9) points out that Finnish national identity is commonly understood in two opposing
ways: as rooted in an ideology of Finnish as the true common language of Finns or as
rooted in an ideology of national bilingualism (‘two languages - one nation’).
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and, in this sense, is not spoken as a first language by anyone. With regard to
spoken language, contemporary Finnish includes a multitude of local dialects
and more or less locally shaped colloquial varieties. At the same time, the bound-
aries between written standard Finnish and spoken colloquial Finnish are not
fixed; rather, the two varieties form a stylistic continuum (see Viinikka & Vouti-
lainen 2013; see also Chapter 6.2.2), and colloquial Finnish is used more and more
in official contexts and informal written communication, especially in digital me-
dia.

Despite its historical and official multilingualism and the presence of differ-
ent varieties of Finnish, Finland is widely perceived as a linguistically and ethni-
cally relatively homogeneous country. For instance, in their study of newspaper
debates about the increasingly prominent role of English in Finland, Leppénen
and Pahta (2012) found that English was often depicted as a threat to the unique
and rich language and culture of Finland. In their analysis, they suggest that such
depictions involve a certain general discomfort with multilingualism, stemming
from the still vital notion of language as the genuine spirit of a nation. They also
argue that this discomfort is connected to more specific historical narratives of
Finnish language and culture as being oppressed or even under attack (Leppanen
& Pahta 2012: 165). Thus, their study identifies a common view of Finnish as a
historically subordinate language, spoken by an ethnically homogeneous but
somewhat marginal group of people (‘the Finns’).

This view resonates with popular discourses that emphasise the typological
distinctiveness of the Finnish language within Europe, frequently constructing
Finnish as a language that is small and internationally insignificant but structur-
ally complex and exotic, culminating in the myth of Finnish being the “most dif-
ficult language in the world” (Latomaa 1998: 57; see also Kotilainen & Varteva
2002, and Martin 2007 for references to this discourse). Latomaa (1998) sees in
this an ambivalent attitude towards Finnish and, subsequently, towards learners
of Finnish. She argues that, on the one hand, Finns are often flattered that for-
eigners have made the effort to learn their supposedly small and insignificant
language; on the other hand, the narratives of exoticism and difficulty, maybe
once useful for establishing a sense of independence and of genuine Finnish iden-
tity, also contribute to drawing a boundary around an imagined community of
native speakers, and construct the Finnish language itself as a resource that is not
available to everyone (Latomaa 1998: 57). For instance, learners of Finnish often
report that, as they transition from practising Finnish in the classroom to using it
in real life situations, they experience what Kotilainen (2013) refers to as eng-
lannittaminen (lit. ‘forcing someone to use English’), i.e., the default use of English
in interactions with foreigners, even when the conversation was initiated in Finn-
ish by the would-be learner.

At the same time, public discourses on immigration strongly highlight lan-
guage as a key factor in the integration of immigrants (see the following section).
As Latomaa (1998: 57) observes, adult immigrants’” need to learn Finnish might
be assessed differently according to their different backgrounds and immigration
status: while some Western foreigners (such as the Americans in Latomaa’s study)
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might not necessarily be expected to learn much Finnish, other immigrants are
encouraged to use Finnish from as early on as possible after their arrival. Thus,
there seem to be conflicting discourses and beliefs about Finnish (as a second
language) that lead to conflicting expectations towards Finnish language learners.
In the following, I will describe in more detail the development of the teaching
of Finnish as a second language, as well as the situation of speakers of Finnish as
a second language in Finland.

2.2 Finnish as a second language in policy and society

Saarinen (A. Saarinen 2011: 146-150; also see Poyhonen & Tarnanen 2015: 109-112)
distinguishes five phases of integration policies and official discourses about in-

tegration in Finland. The first phase (1970s and 1980s) focused on humanitarian

obligations, as most immigrants were refugees arriving from Chile and Vietnam.

In the second phase (1990s), immigration was characterised by the arrival of large

numbers of Ingrian Finns who were seeking repatriation after the collapse of the

Soviet Union, and the discourses accordingly centred on national-ethnic obliga-

tions.® After joining the EU in 1995, discourses of managed immigration became

more prominent, with policies focusing on social security based on residence.

Work-related migration increased in the early 21t century and discourses shifted

to constructing immigration as a resource for a country with an ageing workforce.
Integration into the labour market through, among other things, more efficient

language training, was the central aim during this phase. Finally, the fifth and

ongoing phase can be characterised as ‘contested immigration’. While policies

generally promote holistic integration rather than assimilation, immigration has

no longer been actively promoted at a time of economic uncertainty and vocifer-

ous anti-immigration movements. What has remained from the ‘immigration as

aresource’ perspective, however, is a strong emphasis on labour market integra-

tion and immigrants’ skills (Poyhonen & Tarnanen 2015: 111-112).

This is also reflected in the integration measures currently in place. Integra-
tion in Finland is funded by the state and participants receive benefits for the
duration of the training. It is defined first and foremost as labour market training,
and adult migrants who are registered as unemployed jobseekers are entitled to
participate (the number of participants being around 13 000 yearly, see MEC 2016:
16). Integration training follows a national curriculum and is organised as labour
market training or self-motivated training (e.g. language training, adult basic ed-
ucation, vocational training, higher education studies) (MEC 2016: 16). Accord-
ing to the Finnish National Board of Education (FNBE 2012), the overall objective
of the training is to enable migrants to be active members of Finnish society. Par-
ticular emphasis is placed on language skills, and the aim is for participants to
“achieve functional basic proficiency in the Finnish or Swedish language” (FNBE

6 However, from 2003 onwards Ingrian Finns had to pass a Finnish (or Swedish) test in
addition to proving that they were of Finnish descent (Martikainen 2016: 46).
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2012: 24). In addition to language skills, integration training also comprises in-
struction in Finnish society and in working life skills, and in recent years there
have been efforts to more closely integrate language and practical work life train-
ing (see e.g. Ronkainen & Suni 2019).

‘Functional basic proficiency’ corresponds to level B1.1 in the Common Eu-
ropean Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) (see e.g. Little 2007),
which ranges from level A1.1 to C2.2. In addition to being the official target of
integration training, level B1.1 is the level required for citizenship (Tarnanen &
Poyhonen 2011: 146). It also used to be the entry level for vocational training,
although this requirement has recently been revoked (MEC 2017). The overall
focus of policy makers has thus been on the lower intermediate level of Finnish
(and Swedish) skills. This is also reflected in the number of people taking the tests
at the different levels of the National Certificate of Language Proficiency (NCLP):
between 1994 and 2014, the basic level test in Finnish language (CEFR levels A1-
A2) was taken by 2354 participants, the intermediate level test (CEFR levels B1-
B2) by 44 862 participants, and the advanced level test (CEFR levels C1-C2) by
1584 participants (Neittaanmaki & Hirveld 2014: 47). However, in practice it is far
from clear what language skills can be regarded as sufficient for different pur-
poses and in different contexts. Studies of immigrants” own assessment of their
language skills suggest that the majority of immigrants regard their language
skills as sufficient, although this can vary according to situation and activity (see
Tarnanen & Poyhonen 2011; see also Poyhonen et al. 2009: 15-17; Nieminen &
Larja 2015: 45). Integration training and labour market experts, on the other hand,
generally consider level B1.1 insufficient for work purposes, even if this interme-
diate level might already be an unrealistically ambitious goal for some groups of
immigrants (Tarnanen & Poyhonen 2011: 149).

The issue of sufficient language skills is also connected to (perceived) em-
ployability. Statistics point to clear differences in migrants’” and non-migrants’
employment. In 2012, the unemployment rate among the foreign-born popula-
tion was almost double that of the Finnish-born population (14.2 % and 7.5%,
respectively; MEE 2014: 16). This cannot be explained by a generally lower level
of education among migrants alone. According to a study commissioned by the
Ministry of Employment and the Economy, at least 23% of migrant job seekers
are registered as holding a higher education degree (MEE 2014: 16), but the per-
centage of highly educated migrants is probably even higher (see Sutela & Larja
2015). While highly educated migrants are likelier to find employment than mi-
grants with basic or no education (MEE 2014: 39), their employment trajectories
are often unstable and involve positions below their level of qualification (Kyha
2011: 228-229; also see Strommer 2017b). Studies have also found clear indications
of ethnic discrimination in hiring practices (see e.g. Ahmad 2005; Larja et al. 2012)
and employers might be generally prejudiced against degrees obtained abroad
(Saarikallio et al. 2008: 108). Rather than representing a real problem, the issue of
language skills might therefore also be used to make discriminating hiring prac-
tices acceptable (see Strommer 2017b: 155; also see Woolard & Schieffelin 1994:
62). According to a study by the Ministry of the Interior (Aaltonen et al. 2009: 38),
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19% of job announcements required Finnish as a mother tongue or excellent Finn-
ish skills, even if the requirement was not justified by the work tasks in any of
the cases.

On the other hand, the actual levels of linguistic skills needed for working
life can also be higher than expected. Jappinen (2011) studied the social position
and practices of second language speakers of Finnish in international companies.
While the official language of many such companies is English, Finnish never-
theless has a strong presence, at least in informal social interactions at the work-
place. Jappinen argues that, given the time pressure on work-related interactions,
at least level B2 is needed for employees to use Finnish as their long-term work
language, but the threshold might be much higher for particularly demanding
work environments (Jappinen 2011: 206). Moreover, many professional contexts
are now organised around networks, teams and project-based work which re-
volve around the production, processing and sharing of linguistic information
(Jappinen 2011: 193; see also A.-M. Karlsson 2009). For individuals, this means
that many jobs nowadays require broader linguistic and conversational skills, in-
cluding the ability to present things clearly and convincingly and to build trust
with colleagues and clients (Jappinen 2011: 194). Other complicating factors re-
garding the question of sufficient language skills in professional contexts are that
many jobs also require highly specialised linguistic and communicative re-
sources (see e.g. Seilonen et al. 2016 for the healthcare sector).

What language skills are sufficient for different kinds of Finnish as a second
language speakers to “function in everyday life, Finnish society, working life and
turther education and training” (FNBE 2012: 24) is therefore highly context-de-
pendent. Highly educated migrants who are seeking employment in their own
tield of work might find their language skills insufficient if the work is linguisti-
cally demanding; and those who have reached a high proficiency in Finnish
might still face obstacles as they compete with first language speakers in an al-
ready tight labour market (see Suni 2017). Working in English opens up possibil-
ities for some (e.g. international professionals in private companies), but does not
support the development of the Finnish skills needed for other contexts (e.g. po-
sitions in the public sector) and career advancement. Péyhonen and Tarnanen
(2015: 108) point to a potential glass-ceiling effect, highlighting that all the stake-
holders they interviewed for their study of integration policies (e.g. civil servants,
social workers, employment counsellors) spoke Finnish as their first language.
They argue that this reflects the current stratification of Finnish society, where it
is rather unusual for migrant second language speakers of Finnish to hold very
high positions in public institutions.

Of course, employment is not the only relevant perspective with regard to
migrants’ position in Finnish society. In recent years, the visibility of Finns with
amigration or racialised background seems to have been increasing. For instance,
the parliamentary elections of 2015 resulted in the first two seats for representa-
tives with a migration background (YLE News 2015) and Finns of colour have
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created new spaces for their voices and experiences (e.g. the online media plat-
form Ruskeat Tytét ['Brown Girls]” or the radio programme Ali ja Husu ['Ali and
Husu'];8 see also Keskinen 2018; Malmberg & Awad 2019). These developments
and initiatives question the close association of Finnishness with nativeness and
whiteness (see e.g. Tuori 2009: 73). However, negative attitudes and discrimina-
tion against racialised people in Finland prevail (see e.g. data on Finland in FRA
2018). Moreover, the visibility of migrant second language speakers of Finnish,
and particularly of highly proficient late learners of Finnish, in the cultural and
political spheres remains relatively low overall. In other words, native or native-
like competence in Finnish is still closely associated with Finnishness.

While this study focuses on the lived experience of individual speakers, the
larger political and societal developments outlined here form the background
against which my participants negotiate their positionings and self-understand-
ings in their everyday lives. As I will show in the analysis chapters, my partici-
pants frequently reference debates about what constitutes Finnishness or ideas
about what kinds of Finnish language skills are sufficient in a professional con-
text (see e.g. Chapters 6.1.2, 6.2.1 and 7.2.1). In the next section, I turn to the aca-
demic context of this study, i.e. the field of professional teaching of and research
on Finnish as a second language.

2.3 Finnish as a second language in research
and teaching practice

The professional teaching of Finnish as a second language can be considered a
relatively young field, even though Finnish has been taught as a second language
to Swedish-speaking Finns for a long time: the first materials for teaching Finnish
as a second language were developed in the second half of the 19th century (see
Vehkanen 2015), and Finnish as a second national language was part of some
Swedish-medium secondary schools’ curricula (Latomaa & Nuolijarvi 2005: 156)
from about the same time. With school reforms in the 1970s, Finnish became com-
pulsory for all Swedish-speaking pupils (and Swedish for Finnish-speaking pu-
pils) in elementary education (Latomaa & Nuolijarvi 2005: 156-157). With regard
to learners other than Swedish-speaking Finns, however, second language in-
struction only became a broader issue with the increased immigration of the early
1990s. In schools, the need for teaching in Finnish as a second language has been
taken into account by official guidelines since 1994 and more detailed curricula
were implemented in 2004 and 2014 (Martin 2007: 5; FNBE 2016). From the 1990s
onwards the universities of Helsinki and Jyvéaskyla have offered studies in Finn-
ish as a second and foreign language for teachers (Martin 2007: 6). In addition to
this, a number of universities also offer Master’s-level programmes in Finnish
language and culture aimed at students coming to Finland from abroad. Over the

https:/ /www.ruskeattytot.fi.
8 https:/ /areena.yle.fi/1-1793778.
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course of the years, a wide range of study materials has been developed for Finn-
ish as a second language learners of all ages and backgrounds has been devel-
oped (see Jokinen et al. 2011).

From the 1990s onwards, academic interest in Finnish as a second language
also started to increase. Martin (2007) and Suni (2012) provide overviews of the
history of the field. Martin’s (1995) study of Finnish learners” acquisition of the
nominal inflection was the first doctoral dissertation to be completed in the
emerging field of Finnish as a second language research. In the decades to follow,
most larger studies have focused on the acquisition and use of forms and con-
structions (Martin 1995; Siitonen 1999; Kajander 2013; Seilonen 2013; Tilma 2014;
Ivaska 2015; Mustonen 2015; Lesonen 2020) or have approached data from the
viewpoint of cross-linguistic influence (Kaivapalu 2005; Nissild 2011; Spoelman
2013). Other studies have broadened the focus to include topics such as language
learning in interaction (Kurhila 2003, 2006; Suni 2008; Lilja 2010), language as-
sessment (Tarnanen 2002; Toivola 2011; Martikainen 2019) and second language
interaction (Lehtimaja 2012; Paananen 2019). Characteristic of the field of Finnish
as a second language research is that, thanks to its relatively late emergence, ear-
lier approaches in language learning research (e.g. error analysis) have been em-
ployed alongside more recent theories (e.g. corpus linguistics, construction gram-
mar, usage-based approaches to language learning) from the very beginning (see
Suni 2012).

The simultaneous emergence of the professional teaching of Finnish as a
second language and research on the subject also means that many researchers
active in the field are directly concerned with questions of teaching, assessment
and other practical issues related to language learning (Martin 2007: 2). This is
apparent, for instance, in large research projects such as CEFLING? (see Martin
et al. 2012) and its follow-up project TOPLING based at the University of
Jyvéskyld. Drawing in part on the large body of data collected in connection with
the National Certificate of Language Proficiency (NCLP), different learners’ lin-
guistic skills as well as their development over time in relation to the CEFR (Com-
mon European Framework of Reference for Languages) scale were investigated
in these projects. In addition to developing theoretical and methodological mod-
els for language learning research, the aim of the projects was also to support
pedagogical practice and language assessment. Similarly, the DIALUKI! project
(see Nieminen et al. 2011), investigating foreign and second language reading
and writing abilities and their assessment, aimed to support curriculum work,
teaching materials and testing practices.

Despite the rapid development of the field, there are still some topics in
Finnish as a second language research that have received comparatively little at-
tention. As Suni (2012: 422) remarks, there have so far been relatively few studies

9 https:/ /www.jvu.fi/hvtk/fi/laitokset/kivi/ tutkimus/hankkeet/ paattyneet-tutki-
mushankkeet/ cefling /suom.

10 https:/ /www.jyu.fi/hytk/fi/laitokset/kivi/tutkimus/hankkeet/ paattyneet-tutki-
mushankkeet/topling/en.

1 https:/ /www.jyu.fi/hytk/fi/laitokset/solki/tutkimus/ projektit/ dialuki/en.
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dealing with the decidedly social aspects of additional language learning, espe-
cially motivation and identity. She argues that such studies would be particularly
important in the linguistic and sociopolitical context of Finland: in contrast to the
commonly taught languages (e.g. English or French) that form the basis of much
language learning research, Finnish is far from being a global mainstream lan-
guage. Studying Finnish might therefore involve different motivations and indi-
vidual choices, and might also feature issues of legitimacy, participation and lin-
guistic ownership in a particularly prominent way (Suni 2012: 428).

In recent years, social perspectives on Finnish as a second language have
indeed become more central. Lehtonen (2015) approached Finnish as a second
language from a sociolinguistic viewpoint, studying how adolescent speakers in
multi-ethnic Helsinki negotiate issues of ownership of language, or foreignness
through their stylizing practices. A. Leinonen (2015) conducted a sociophonetic
study of native speakers’ perceptions of different accents in second language
Finnish and an ongoing research project at the University of Jyvaskyld investi-
gates perceptions of ‘foreign accent’ by raters of the National Certificate of Lan-
guage Proficiency tests.? With regard to second language learning, the aim of
another research project based at the University of Jyvaskyld 13 was to investigate
language learning at work from a sociocognitive perspective. Virtanen (2017) and
Strommer (2017a) are examples of dissertations completed in association with the
project. Both draw on ecological approaches to language learning and employ
ethnographic methods to show connections between language learning and so-
cial participation (for a more detailed description of their studies, see Chapter
3.1.2). A focus on language learning and second language use outside of settings
of formal language teaching, especially in working life, is also the topic of other
recent and ongoing research projects at the universities of Helsinki,* Tampere!>
and Jyvaskyld,'® among others.

Another underdeveloped area is research on more advanced learners of
Finnish. Most research on adult learners of Finnish as a second language has hith-
erto focused on learners on the beginning or intermediate levels. A notable ex-
ception is Siitonen’s (1999) study of advanced Finnish learners’ use of agentless
verbs (so called u-derived verbs), whose behaviour is semantically and syntacti-
cally different from their agentive counterparts and which are therefore challeng-
ing even for advanced learners (also see Siitonen & Martin 2012). In a smaller

12 ‘Broken Finnish’: Accent perceptions in societal gatekeeping (2018-2022);
https:/ /www.jyu.fi/hvtk/fi/laitokset/solki/broken-finnish /in-english.

13 Finnish as a work language: A sociocognitive perspective to work-related language
skills of immigrants (2011-2013); https://www.jyu.fi/hytk/fi/laitokset/kivi/ tutki-
mus/hankkeet/paattyneet-tutkimushankkeet/suomityokielena/en.

14 Finnish as a Second Language and Situated Learning (2016-2018); https:/ /www.hel-
sinki.fi/en/researcheroups/finnish-as-a-second-language-and-situated-learning.

15 Co-Designing Social Interactions in Everyday Life (2017-2019); https:/ /re-
search.uta.fi/avut-en/.

16 Building Blocks (2019-2023); https:/ /www.jyu.fi/hytk/fi/laitokset/kivi/ tutki-
mus/hankkeet/building-blocks-developing-second-language-resources-for-work-

ing-life.
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longitudinal study, Siitonen and Niemeld (2011) investigate the linguistic devel-
opment of three already advanced learners of Finnish. Ivaska’s (2015) disserta-
tion is a corpus study in the framework of Construction Grammar and usage-
based language learning, and it examines advanced Finnish learners” use of con-
structions. The study draws on the Corpus of Advanced Learner Finnish (Ivaska
2014), which was started at the University of Turku in 2007 and comprises texts
written by advanced learners of Finnish (mostly Master’s students in Finnish lan-
guage and culture). These studies have provided a better understanding of the
characteristics of advanced second language profiency in Finnish from the view-
point of linguistic structures. However, very advanced second language learners
of Finnish have not been studied before in a more socially oriented framework.

2.4 Research rationale

So far in this chapter, I have introduced the context, Finland, the position of
speakers of Finnish as a second language in Finnish society, and the field of Finn-
ish as a second language research and teaching. While individual learners and
speakers of Finnish as a second language have always been part of Finnish soci-
ety, the sharp increase in immigration to Finland and the subsequent rise in the
numbers of second language speakers of Finnish are part of an ongoing develop-
ment that has already changed Finnish society. This also concerns Finnish as a
second language as a field of research and professional practice, which has de-
veloped at a fast pace since becoming established in the 1990s. So far, however,
policy makers and researchers have largely focused on Finnish language learning
and learners on the beginning and lower intermediate levels, and much less on
speakers with advanced or very advanced proficiency in Finnish. In this thesis, I
argue that, despite (or precisely due to) their relatively marginal position with
respect to linguistic policy and public discourse, highly proficient second lan-
guage speakers of Finnish provide important insights into issues of language ide-
ology, identity, and sociolinguistic legitimacy in the context of Finland. By inves-
tigating this group of speakers from a sociolinguistic viewpoint, my thesis also
complements previous research on advanced learners of Finnish, in which social
perspectives have so far been underrepresented.

In Section 2.1 of this chapter, I discussed the language situation in Finland
in its historical context. I argued that due to the relatively short history of Finnish
as a national language, popular discourses still frequently evoke images of a
‘small’, “exotic’, perhaps even ‘oppressed’, but in any case decidedly “local” lan-
guage that is tied up with ethnonational notions of Finnishness. With respect to
Finnish as a second language, this raises the question of how those who learn
Finnish later in life fit into this language ideological matrix. As Suni (2012: 408)
argues, in learning a smaller, internationally insignificant national language, is-
sues of authenticity and linguistic ownership are more obvious than when learn-
ing a widely taught, global language such as English (as is the case for minority
languages as second languages; see e.g. O’'Rourke & Ramallo 2013 and Chapter
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3.1.3 of this thesis). Since Finnish is, moreover, often portrayed as a highly ‘com-
plex’ language that is extremely “difficult’ to learn, the position of highly profi-
cient adult speakers of Finnish as a second language is particularly interesting
from a language ideological perspective. In the language ideological context of
Finland, such speakers are often considered to be exceptional and are therefore
somewhat ‘unexpected” speakers (cf. Pennycook 2012: 100).1”

The sociolinguistic and language ideological environment is also relevant
to the lived experiences of adult migrant language learners, their emerging
speaker identities, as well as their language learning trajectories (see also Lato-
maa 1998: 56). On arriving in Finland, migrant language learners not only become
socialised into the language itself, but also encounter the ideologies surrounding
that language, either in explicit discourse or implicitly in interactions with others.
For instance, while not all learners experience Finnish as difficult to learn, they
are likely to be aware of the common discourses about the difficulty of Finnish.
The kinds of first and second language speakers whom newcomers encounter in
this environment also play a formative role in their language learning trajectories.
Dornyei (2009a: 27) argues that already fluent second language speakers are an
important point of reference and comparison for second language learners, as
they are closest to their ideal linguistic self. This suggests that existing second
language communities are vital to the ways in which language learners are ena-
bled to imagine their future selves, to the attitudes that they adopt towards them-
selves as speakers, as well as to the experiences that they are likely to have. Given
that highly proficient adult second language speakers of Finnish are still few in
number and relatively invisible in society, larger second language communities
might not always be available for such speakers.

In addition to addressing issues arising from the sociolinguistic context of
Finland, the present work also aims to complement previous research on Finnish
as a second language, and second language research in general. Highly proficient
late bi- and multilinguals have generally been underrepresented in research on
second language learning. Most studies that have explicitly dealt with very ad-
vanced second language speakers (see Chapter 5.2 for an overview) have focused
on testing adult learners’ nativelikeness, often defined as phonological and syn-
tactical accuracy (see Piller 2002: 182-185). Such studies have also disregarded the
ways in which very advanced proficiency is lived and experienced by speakers
in their everyday life. Byrnes (2006b: 1-2) notes the strange contradiction between
socio-political discourses that demand more advanced language learning out-
comes faster and the lack of research on advanced language learning, and argues
that advanced second language proficiency can and should be considered a rea-
sonable goal for a much wider range of learners than the “gifted few’. Going be-
yond seeing high second language proficiency solely as a matter of individual
aptitude, however, makes it necessary to investigate what kinds of educational

17 A clue to how proficient second language speakers of Finnish were clearly still per-
ceived as an oddity some decades ago can be found in a study by Muhonen and
Vaarala (2018). In a conversation, an elderly Finn, who migrated to Canada about 50
years ago, expresses her astonishment at having heard a Turkish person and a person
of colour speaking clear and fluent Finnish (Muhonen & Vaarala 2018: 236-237).
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structures, social networks, language ideological environments, and spaces for
self-imagination support the advanced learning and use of a second language.

Furthermore, most language learning research, including socially oriented
approaches, still focuses on classroom contexts, and research on language learn-
ing ‘in the wild’, i.e. language learning outside contexts of formal instruction (e.g.
Benson & Reinders 2011; Wagner 2015; Kasper & Burch 2016; Eskildsen & The-
odorsdottir 2017; Lilja & Piirainen-Marsh 2019; also see Chapter 5.1), has only
recently gained more attention. Second language learning and use beyond the
classroom is an especially relevant perspective with regard to highly proficient
late language learners, and even more so in the Finnish context, since formal lan-
guage instruction for students on advanced levels is very limited. For instance, a
survey conducted by T. Saarinen et al. (2016) shows that the Finnish courses or-
ganised for international students in Finnish institutions of higher education are
concentrated on the beginning levels, and that opportunities to study Finnish on
the highest levels (C1-C2) are scarce or non-existent (T. Saarinen et al. 2016: 38).
Thus, learners who have managed to attain a high proficiency in Finnish have
usually learned a significant part of their Finnish skills with friends and partners,
at work and in other contexts of everyday life, which make this group of speakers
particularly interesting with regard to experiences of language learning and use
outside contexts of formal language learning.

Finally, an explicit focus on language ideologies is still quite marginal in
language learning research (but see e.g. Razfar 2005; Volk & Angelova 2007;
Razfar & Rumenapp 2011; De Costa 2011, 2016c). The relatively well established
research area of beliefs about Second Language Acquisition (see e.g. Kalaja &
Barcelos 2003; Barcelos & Kalaja 2011; Barcelos 2015) investigates the relationship
between language development and learners” and teachers’ beliefs about lan-
guage, language learning and themselves as language learners. This strand of
research has already moved from viewing beliefs about language learning as pri-
marily individual, mental constructs to regarding them as dynamic and deeply
social (De Costa 2011: 348; see also Aro 2009). However, it has still focused mainly
on formal language learning and changes in individual beliefs (see Barcelos &
Kalaja 2011: 283-284). De Costa (2011) draws on the notions of ideology and po-
sitioning, rooted in anthropology and social psychology respectively, and argues
that research on beliefs about language learning can be substantially enriched by
these concepts. In this thesis, I take the view that the concept of language ideol-
ogy, together with the notions of identity and legitimacy (see Chapter 3.2), pro-
vide powerful tools for investigating the social embeddedness of second lan-
guage learning and use by connecting individual experiences to the wider socio-
linguistic and societal context.
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3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this chapter, I lay out the theoretical framework of this thesis. I first discuss the
position of my work at the crossroads of second language research and sociolin-
guistics (2.1), before describing in more detail the three key theoretical concepts
in this dissertation - ideology, identity and legitimacy - and linking them to the
specific context of highly proficient second language use (2.2). Finally, I reflect on
how nexus analysis provides a theoretical and methodological framework for in-
tegrating these perspectives and concepts (2.3).

3.1 A social perspective on second language learning and use

3.1.1 Linguistic-cognitive versus social approaches

Many, if not most, people learn one or several additional languages in their life-
time, be it at school, due to migration, friendships or family ties, or simply be-
cause of an interest in other languages. Most people also have ideas about what
language is and what language learning entails. Rather than talking about learn-
ing ‘language’, we usually talk about learning ‘a language’, as in learning, for
example, English, Portuguese, Thai or Finnish. Everyday notions of learning lan-
guages are often informed by experiences with foreign language instruction.
Grammars, dictionaries and study books present language as a clearly defined
object, consisting of sets of words and grammar rules that learners need to study
and internalise (Dufva et al. 2011: 112). Everyday experiences with language, on
the other hand, go far beyond this notion of language. We can observe, for in-
stance, that different people talk in different ways, that communication some-
times involves misunderstandings, or that words often evoke strong emotions.
As language learners, we experience these social aspects of language in a similar
or even amplified way: we find that some people are impossibly difficult to un-
derstand, that participating in conversations and expressing opinions can be
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challenging, and that using the new language in real-life situations is accompa-
nied by many feelings, from insecurity and anxiety to excitement and pride.

These different everyday perspectives on language are also mirrored in ac-
ademic approaches to language learning. ‘Linguistic-cognitive” approaches (Or-
tega 2014: 33) tend to take a view of language as a self-contained system governed
by abstract rules, and narrowly conceptualise language learning as ‘acquisition’,
i.e., the cognitive integration of linguistic features in the mind of the learner. Such
approaches, building on “quantitative, cognitive, positivist epistemologies” (Or-
tega 2013: 3), have dominated language learning research until recently. In con-
trast to this, a number of alternative approaches (Atkinson 2011a) take a social or
sociocognitive perspective on language and language learning. These alternative
approaches have given rise to perspectives that view language itself as a socially
embedded process, and language learning as taking place at the intersection of
cognition and language use, as well as in concrete social situations and within a
specific sociocultural context.

It is such a social perspective on second language learning and use that
forms the theoretical starting point of this thesis. However, the thesis itself is not
about language learning. Rather, it is about multilingual speakers, whose biog-
raphies include more or less intense phases of language learning, and their expe-
riences at a given time in a particular context. As I demonstrate in this chapter,
taking a social perspective on language learning means that it is difficult to de-
cide “where “use’ ends and ‘acquisition” begins” (Firth & Wagner 1998: 91). Sec-
ond language learning therefore has to be viewed as inseparable from language
use, i.e., as usage-based (e.g. Cadierno & Eskildsen 2015). I also show that the
separate study of ‘learners” and ‘speakers’ along disciplinary boundaries be-
tween second language research and sociolinguistics obscures how both learning
and using language take place in the same sociocultural environments and are
thus mediated by the same social processes and linguistic ideologies. I argue that
sociolinguistic insights into language use as well as sociological knowledge about
human behaviour are vital to understanding language learning and learners, and
that it is therefore necessary to study second language speakers and their experi-
ences not only with regard to a (however theorised) acquisition process but also
as complex social beings in their own right.

In the next section, I describe recent usage-based perspectives on language
learning that aim to integrate cognitive and social aspects of language learning
in their theoretical framework (3.1.2). In section 3.1.3, I discuss socially oriented
second language research that has highlighted the role of identity, agency and
social power in language learning. Finally, I explore emerging perspectives on
multilingual speakers at the intersection of language learning research and (crit-
ical) sociolinguistics (3.1.4).

3.1.2 Language learning as usage-based, socially embedded and embodied

On first encountering it, the qualifier “usage-based’ seems oddly redundant when
one is talking about approaches to language learning. After all, engaging with
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language in some way - through listening, speaking, reading or writing, with or
without formal instruction - is undoubtedly a necessary prerequisite for lan-
guage learning. However, the term points to a more fundamental reconceptuali-
sation of language and learning that has gained ground in language learning re-
search over the past couple of decades. Cognitive-linguistic approaches to lan-
guage learning have been decisively influenced by formal linguistics and, partic-
ularly, by Chomsky’s distinction between competence and performance (Larsen-
Freeman 2007: 774). Such approaches view language as an independent, rule-
governed system, and language acquisition as the formation of a mental gram-
mar reflecting this system in the mind of the learner. The social context is consid-
ered important only insofar as it provides the learner with linguistic input. The
precise nature of this input and its social implications are deemed irrelevant, be-
cause sequences of second language development are assumed to be universal
and their underlying cognitive-linguistic mechanisms are thought to be situated
in learners’ minds (cf. White 2003). Such approaches often ultimately rely on the
idea of a language acquisition device, i.e., innate cognitive mechanisms directed
towards language that regulate both first and second language acquisition (cf.
O’Grady 1999; Hawkins 2008). Usage-based approaches to language, on the other
hand, view the systematic properties of language as emerging from language use
(phylogenetic development) and individuals’ language knowledge as develop-
ing through exposure to and engagement with language-in-use (ontogenetic de-
velopment) (see Tomasello 2003; Lantolf & Thorne 2006). They also hold that
speakers have no (however abstract) innate language learning device. Rather,
language knowledge is thought to emerge over time from the interaction be-
tween engagement with language and general (not specifically linguistic) cogni-
tive processes. Consequently, as Tomasello (2000: 237-238) argues, even the most
abstract linguistic knowledge of a speaker ultimately has its origin in compre-
hending and producing concrete utterances in concrete situations of language
use.

Usage-based approaches reconceptualise several central assumptions of lin-
guistic-cognitive language learning research. While approaches based on the
structural and generative traditions in linguistics construct form and meaning (or
structure and function) as separate entities (see van Lier 2002: 142), usage-based
approaches regard constructions, i.e. “form-meaning-use composites” (Larsen-
Freeman 2011: 53) as the units of learning (see Eskildsen 2009). Moreover, in us-
age-based approaches, how well constructions become entrenched in the reper-
toire depends on the frequency and salience with which they appear in the
learner’s environment (see e.g. N. C. Ellis 2012). It is also important to stress that,
depending on the linguistic environment, individuals’ language systems can con-
tain resources from many languages, just as the notion of ‘a language” has to be
seen as an abstraction from what is in fact the intersection of and interaction be-
tween many individual language systems (see Blommaert & Backus 2011: 8).
Moreover, from a usage-based perspective, differences between first and second
language learning are linked to the amount and quality of learners’ engagement
with language. In small children, the development of language and more general



33

cognitive abilities is simultaneous and proceeds with great intensity. It also takes
place largely unconsciously, and involves exposure to vast amounts of multi-fac-
eted and socially contextualised input over many years. Additional language
learning by adults, on the other hand, typically happens on a much shorter time-
scale with much less exposure to language, and it usually entails some level of
metalinguistic reflection, often also formal instruction (Zyzik 2009: 54). Because
individuals” language knowledge is shaped by their engagement with language,
their linguistic systems are never complete or finished but continue to change
and evolve in an emergent way throughout their life.

Usage-based approaches theorise language learning from a social perspec-
tive on various levels. First and most fundamentally, language is conceptualised
as inherently social in that the human ability for joint attention and perspective-
taking are prerequisites for the use of a symbolic system as complex as language
(Tomasello 2003: 21-28). Secondly, usage-based approaches are based on a social-
functional understanding of language, i.e., it is presumed that linguistic forms
develop both phylogenetically and ontogenetically to serve the communicational
needs of social beings. Finally, the language use learners are exposed to is always
socially situated, i.e., it is saturated with contextual meaning afforded by the so-
cial situation in which the utterance is made (see van Lier 2004: 108). What fol-
lows from this is a way of conceptualising and studying language learning that
is fundamentally different from innatist approaches. If language learning is con-
ceptualised as the development of a mental grammar whose structure is partly
innate, it makes sense to examine patterns in learner output through the lens of
abstract syntactic structures. The contexts in which forms are acquired are sec-
ondary from this perspective, since what is seen as crucial are the linguistic-cog-
nitive constraints at work in the learner’s mind. If, however, language learning is
understood as the emergence of an individual’s linguistic system through en-
gagement with language, the details of this engagement, i.e., the question of ex-
actly how and what kind of language use shapes learning, become the focal point
of study (see Zyzik 2009: 55).

Usage-based approaches include, for example, approaches based on soci-
ocultural theory (SCT) (e.g. Lantolf 2000, 2011, 2012; Lantolf & Thorne 2006),
which draw on and aim to develop further Vygotsky’s work in the psychology
of consciousness. SCT is a general theory of mind centring on the notion of medi-
ation. Mediation is understood as the regulation of mental processes and commu-
nicative activity by means of both physical and abstract tools, such as linguistic
and non-linguistic symbols (Lantolf 2011: 24-25; see also Wertsch 1991: 28-29). In
early language acquisition, development towards cognitive self-regulation and
language learning go hand in hand; in other words, children appropriate lan-
guage while learning to do things through language (Wertsch 2007: 185). With
respect to adult second language development, learners have to become able to
use the target language to regulate their activity when faced with communica-
tively difficult tasks (Lantolf 2011: 26). In sociocultural approaches, development
is thought to take place in an individual’s Zone of Proximal Development (ZDP)
(see e.g. Aljaafreh & Lantolf 1994: 467-468; Wertsch 1991: 28), a term originally
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coined by Vygotsky (1978). The ZDP refers to the relationship between an indi-
vidual’s given level of development and their potential for further development
with appropriate guidance, i.e., to “the difference between what individuals can
do independently and what they can do with appropriate mediation from some-
one else” (Lantolf 2012: 57). Language development is thus thought of as a pro-
cess that is qualitatively different for every individual learner: firstly, because
individuals” ZDPs differ from each other, i.e., learners have diverging starting
points and abilities to respond to mediational offers; and secondly, because learn-
ers encounter different types of mediation, e.g. different interactional patterns
and cultural concepts, in their respective environments and in the course of their
respective trajectories (Lantolf 2011: 37).

Building on and extending sociocultural approaches are ecological ap-
proaches to language learning (e.g. van Lier 2000, 2002, 2004; Kramsch 2002;
Kramsch & Steffensen 2008). Ecological approaches and SCT share basic assump-
tions about language learning as relational, context-bound and emergent (see van
Lier 2004: 18). However, ecological approaches aim to take an even broader and
more holistic perspective on language learning in context. Context, here, means
not only the immediate context of the language learning activities, such as class-
room activities or teacher-learner interaction, but also the entire physical, social
and symbolic environment (van Lier 2004: 21). That is, the context of language
learning includes, for instance, language as a meaning-making system in its en-
tirety, educational policies and institutions, linguistic practices and ideologies in
the wider society, as well as the learner’s own body and selves. An important
notion developed by ecological approaches is affordance. This notion differs sig-
nificantly from the concept of input based on an understanding of language as a
fixed code and of language learning as a one-way cognitive processing of this
code (van Lier 2004: 90). In contrast, the notion of affordance describes “relations
of possibility” (van Lier 2004: 95) between learners and their environment, which
includes other language users. Properties of the linguistic environment can be-
come affordances when they are perceived as relevant and therefore become op-
portunities for linguistic action by learners (van Lier 2000: 252). Thus, ecological
approaches, too, emphasise the individual nature of the language learning pro-
cess, as each individual discerns different affordances in the environment.

Closely connected to ecological approaches, in turn, are approaches to lan-
guage learning rooted in complexity (or chaos) theory (e.g. Larsen-Freeman 1997,
2002, 2011; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron 2008). Such approaches draw on theories
of complex systems originating in the natural sciences and cybernetics. They
view language (both shared and individual) as a complex system which emerges
from interactions between speakers and subsequently behaves in dynamic and
non-linear ways, adapting to changes in the environment through organising and
re-organising itself (Larsen-Freeman 2011: 49-52). This allows going beyond re-
ductionist views of language learning processes that aim to find cause-conse-
quence relationships through decontextualisation and controlling variables. In-
stead, language learning is seen as the dynamic interplay between emerging
structures and processes of adaptation, and as involving interaction between a
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number of highly complex systems such as the language itself, language use in
different contexts, and language development in the individual (Larsen-Freeman
2011: 52). Complexity theory approaches view language learning essentially as a
probabilistic process (Larsen-Freeman 2011: 55) based on the fact that learners
are exposed to some linguistic patterns (or constructions, see Tomasello 2003)
with much greater frequency than others. However, the salience and transpar-
ency of the patterns that are encountered also contribute to their entrenchment,
just as their social value and their function in the organisation of discourse affect
how the patterns are categorised and integrated in their own linguistic systems
by learners (Larsen-Freeman 2011: 56). Thus, a complexity theory perspective
also emphasises the importance of learner agency, stressing that learning is not
only shaped by the environment, but learners also shape their learning contexts
(Larsen-Freeman 2011: 57), and that language is therefore located in the intersec-
tion of the brain, body and social interaction (Larsen-Freeman 2011: 66).

Usage-based approaches view language as a tool for action that is embodied
(Eskildsen & Cadierno 2015: 1). Sociocognitive approaches (e.g. Atkinson 2002,
2011b) in particular emphasise the inseparability of cognition, body and social
world in language learning. In contrast to an understanding of the mind as a self-
contained entity operating according to internal rules, such approaches hold that
cognition has to be seen as embodied and embedded in its social environment
(for an overview, see N. C. Ellis 2019). This means that cognitive development
can only take place in embodied and bodily engagement with the environment,
and cognitive processes and bodily sensations, ways of being and emotions in-
teract with one another (Atkinson 2011b: 145). Moreover, meaning-making
through language crucially involves the body with respect to speech production,
gestures, gaze, head movements, and other bodily resources. These bodily re-
sources, in turn, facilitate anticipation, coordination and the performance of joint
actions between participants (Atkinson 2011b: 148), and it is in these joint actions
that language learning is thought to take place (see Firth & Wagner 2007: 807).
Such a view of language, cognition and learning as embodied processes also res-
onates with calls for increased attention to the body in other areas of language
study (see e.g. Bucholtz & Hall 2016).

In addition to the approaches outlined here, there are other specific ap-
proaches that subscribe to a usage-based understanding of language and lan-
guage learning. Such approaches include, to name only a few, Dynamic Systems
Theory (DST) approaches (e.g. Verspoor & Behrens 2011), emergentist views on
language learning (e.g. N. C. Ellis & Larsen-Freeman 2006), constructionist us-
age-based SLA (e.g. Eskildsen 2009), as well as dialogic approaches (e.g. Hall et
al. 2005; Dufva 2013).18 Since describing all of these in detail is beyond the aim
and scope of this overview, I have focused on a few approaches to outline some

18 Different usage-based approaches have been applied widely in research on Finnish
as a second language. For instance, Seilonen (2013), Ivaska (2015) and Mustonen
(2015) all put forward usage-based perspectives on construction learning, while Suni
(2008) studies language learning in interaction from a dialogical and sociocultural
perspective. Tilma (2014) and Lesonen (2020) both apply a DST framework in their
studies.
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fundamental tenets of a usage-based understanding of language learning. To
sum up, usage-based approaches to language learning share a fundamental un-
derstanding of language learning as socially embedded and embodied. Such an
understanding goes beyond the simple insight that learners use language and are
social beings. Rather, it conceptualises language, cognition and social activity as
processes that are inextricably intertwined. As a result, the nature of learners’
engagement with language as well as the social context of language learning are
at the heart of usage-based approaches to language learning.

Many usage-based research approaches have already moved towards a
closer study of language learning as a socially embedded activity. To name just
one area of research, language learning research drawing on conversation analy-
sis (CA-SLA) has embraced a usage-based perspective to study emerging lan-
guage knowledge in interaction (e.g. Kasper & Wagner 2011), emphasising that
factors like frequency and saliency of input are not simply statistical variables
but part of real-life interactions (Eskildsen & Cadierno 2015: 5). However, as Or-
tega (2014: 47) points out, studying instances of language learning in interaction
needs to be complemented with an examination of how and what kind of oppor-
tunities for language use emerge in the first place, i.e., what role issues of identity,
agency and social power play in learners” everyday experience. That is to say,
research focusing exclusively on either quantitative data or single instances of
language learning cannot answer questions about how learning situations are
embedded in learners’ trajectories, social networks and self-understandings
(identity), how learners take action to create and shape learning opportunities
themselves (agency), and how their access to such opportunities can be restricted
by factors they cannot themselves influence (power). Additional approaches are
therefore needed in order to chart the relationship between emerging language
knowledge, situational engagement with language, individual biographies, as
well as the larger societal context. In the next section, I give an overview of some
of these well-established approaches.

3.1.3 Identity, agency and power in language learning

For the past two decades, interest in identity has grown exponentially in lan-
guage learning research (Norton & Toohey 2011: 413; also see e.g. Pavlenko 2002;
Block 2007; Kramsch 2009; Norton 2013). Identity is seen as pervading all aspects
of our linguistic lives: it is connected to our sense of who we are when we use
language, to how others perceive and categorise us as speakers, as well as to the
material and symbolic positions we occupy in our social and linguistic environ-
ments (identity as a concept will be defined in more detail in 3.2.2). As Duff (2012:
410) points out, even the different terms used to describe individuals engaging
in additional language learning, like immigrants, non-native speakers, L2 learn-
ers or users, bilinguals, lingua franca speakers or new speakers (see 3.1.3), make
claims about their identities, conveying assumptions about the nature of their
competence and highlighting different aspects of their social and linguistic lives.
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Early approaches to identity and language learning tended to conceptualise iden-
tity in terms of features like personality or learning style, thought of as individual,
internal and fixed (Norton & Toohey 2011: 419). Following the “social turn” (Block
2003) in language learning research, identity, alongside agency, has become es-
tablished as a fundamentally social, rather than an internal and psychological
dimension of language learning. Contemporary approaches to identity, agency
and language learning are informed by poststructualism, feminist theory, soci-
ocultural theory, and phenomenology, among others (Duff 2012: 413), and are
associated with a range of qualitative, e.g. narrative, ethnographic or discourse
analytic, approaches (Duff 2012: 416). These often critical approaches have also,
importantly, drawn attention to the effects of social power on language learning.

An important entry point for theorising identity in language learning has
been research on motivation. Here, alternative understandings of the relationship
between identity, motivation and learning have challenged approaches devel-
oped within a positivist cognitive paradigm (Ushioda 2011: 11). Positivist cogni-
tive approaches are associated with the study of individual differences in lan-
guage learning outcomes, and their aim has generally been to measure the effects
of factors like motivation, attitude and orientation on learning results using cor-
relational methods (see e.g. the overview provided by Masgoret & Gardner 2003).
While such research concedes that motivation stems at least partly from the de-
sire to become a member of a linguistic community, and is thus connected to
questions of identity (Masgoret & Gardner 2003: 176), social identity is conceptu-
alised as identification with clearly defined, external groups (Dornyei & Ushioda
2009: 2-3) and motivation is ultimately measured as a psychological quality. In
contrast to this, motivation has more recently been reconceptualised in two dif-
ferent directions: a shift towards the individual experience of self and identity on
the one hand and, on the other, a shift towards a sociological understanding of
motivation and identity (Dornyei & Ushioda 2009: 3). The first shift is represented
by the development of new models of the relationship between motivation and
identity. For instance, according to Dornyei’s (2005, 2009a) model of the ‘L2 mo-
tivational self system’, rather than identifying with external reference groups,
learners orient to their own self-concepts (as members of real or imagined com-
munities). This system consists of the ideal L2 self, i.e., the kind of L2 user a learner
would like to become, the ought-to L2 self, which concerns beliefs about what kind
of language competence a learner should acquire, and the self that emerges from
the situated learning experience, which includes the specific requirements for ac-
tion in the learner’s immediate environment (Dornyei 2009a: 29). Motivation is
understood to emerge at the intersection of these selves, as learners are prompted
to develop strategies for reducing the discrepancy between their current and im-
agined future selves as L2 speakers (Dornyei 2009a: 18). Despite the focus on
learners’ internal worlds, this strand of research views motivation as socially me-
diated, emerging in dynamic interaction with learners’ identities and experiences
(Ushioda 2011: 22).

The second reconceptualisation of motivation is associated with Norton’s
(Norton Peirce 1995; Norton 2013) work on adult immigrants” language learning
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and identity. Norton (2013: 4) defines identity as “the way a person understands
his or her relationship to the world, how that relationship is constructed across
time and space, and how the person understands possibilities for the future”.
Consequently, she argues that a conceptualisation of learner identity and moti-
vation as internal and psychological fails to provide a systematic account of the
complex ways in which language learning is connected to larger social processes.
Drawing on Bourdieu’s notion of symbolic capital, Norton argues that motiva-
tion in language learning might be better understood as investment (Norton
Peirce 1995; also see Darvin & Norton 2015). Norton’s understanding of invest-
ment differs from instrumental motivation in that it does not simply refer to re-
sources learners need to achieve their communicative goals, but to a complex
‘market’ of symbolic power that language learners enter and that inevitably
forces them to negotiate their identity with regard to their position in the social
world (Norton Peirce 1995: 18). That is, language learners in real-life contexts
strive to increase their social and symbolic capital by acquiring new resources,
while constantly weighing up learning opportunities against the costs of their
investment and potential threats to their social identity. For example, a language
learner who can be considered highly motivated might still drop out of a lan-
guage course if treated by the teacher in a way that runs counter to their self-
understanding (Norton 2001). Attention must therefore be paid not only to how
language learners see themselves as speakers, but also to how they and their lan-
guage use are positioned by others in different situations (e.g. as legitimate or
illegitimate; see Duff 2012: 413).

Closely connected to accounts of motivation and identity in language learn-
ing is the notion of agency. Duff (2012: 413) argues that language learning is not a
process of passive participation, but that learners also have agency, they “can
make informed choices, exert influence, resist (e.g., remain silent, quit courses),
or comply”. Definitions of agency often emphasise individuals’ capacity to act
freely and autonomously, as well as the ways in which this capacity is already
structured and possibly restricted. Ahearn (2001: 112) defines agency as the “so-
cioculturally mediated capacity to act”, which includes both the production and
the interpretation of actions. She criticises both definitions that conceptualise
agency as free will, thus ignoring the influence of culture on actions, and a sim-
plifying equation of agency with resistance, which ignores other kinds of agency
(Ahearn 2001: 115). Bucholtz and Hall (2010: 26) argue that agency should be seen
as “the accomplishment of social action” in the most general sense. This is be-
cause there are other ways of acting upon the world that go beyond action taken
consciously and intentionally by an individual: habitual action may not be con-
scious, but it has real consequences; actions may be accomplished cooperatively
by several social actors and thus be intersubjective; and finally, agency is also a
matter of ascription, i.e. of the socially and culturally specific discourses by which
processes are represented as actions and people or entities as actors (Bucholtz &
Hall 2010: 26). For instance, Virtanen’s (2016) study of migrant nursing students
in Finland demonstrates how agency and language learning are connected on
many levels. The study found that, on the one hand, agency was ascribed to the
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students through institutional discourses that place emphasis on their individual
responsibility in becoming proficient speakers, simultaneously justifying insuffi-
cient language training. On the other hand, it showed that work practices and
students’ positionings as professional actors at the hospital supported the devel-
opment of individual agency, enhancing their perception and utilisation of af-
fordances and thus facilitating language learning.

Like identity, agency is always embedded in a social and historical context
as well as in concrete practices. Restrictions on learners’ agency become espe-
cially salient in situations where societal structures and the identities ascribed to
learners affect their learning trajectories in a negative way. Different socioeco-
nomic backgrounds (see e.g. Kanno & Cromley 2013) as well as gender- or race-
based discrimination (see. e.g. Norton & Toohey 2011: 423-426) are linked to un-
equal chances of participation in society, with the result that some learners have
fewer choices regarding their language learning than others. Such social power
effects and their impact on language learning are captured in the notion of access
(e.g. Pavlenko 2000; Palfreyman 2006; Norton 2013). If learning is facilitated by
affordances in the learner’s environment, access to material resources such as
textbooks and social resources such as personal networks (Palfreyman 2006: 354-
357) is an essential prerequisite for successful language learning. However, as
Pavlenko (2000: 88) points out, individuals” access to different resources is often
already mediated by their identities, for example with regard to gender, ethnicity,
linguistic status or socioeconomic position. In her study of migrant cleaners in
Finland, Strommer (2016) showed that outsourced cleaning work offered few op-
portunities for language learning, ultimately leading nowhere with regard to
both migrants” working life and their language learning trajectories (see also
Sandwall 2010). Studying migrant women’s language learning in Canada, Nor-
ton (2013: 98-111) describes how at the workplace of one of her participants, the
“better jobs” were given to those who were already relatively fluent in English;
as a result, they had more contact with customers and better chances of forming
social relationships at work. It was only after a long and exhausting struggle with
the power structures at work that her participant finally gained access to the rel-
evant networks (Norton 2013: 99). However, access to resources for language
learning can also be denied in categorical ways, for instance when first language
speakers simply refuse to speak to learners of their language (Pavlenko 2000: 91),
or when they automatically turn to another lingua franca (e.g. English) in inter-
action with beginning learners (see e.g. Theodérsdottir 2011).

A focus on agency and identity in language learning necessarily fore-
grounds individuals and their subjective experiences (see e.g. Kramsch 2009).
This has also drawn attention to the affective and emotional dimensions of lan-
guage learning. In more traditional approaches, negative emotions, notably anx-
iety, have mostly been treated as measureable variables influencing language
learning in statistically significant ways (see e.g. Horwitz 2001). In recent years,
however, many researchers have called for a more holistic approach to emotions
and language learning (see e.g. Bown & White 2010; Pavlenko 2013; De Costa
2016b). Swain (2013) criticises the exclusion of more complex and vague emotions
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such as enjoyment, envy, relief, pride, shame or boredom, and suggests an un-
derstanding of emotions and learning as “linked and united in a complex process
of internalization over time” (Swain 2013: 205). She emphasises that emotions are
bodily phenomena at the same time as they are social and cultural: the meaning
of an emotion is always constructed and internalised in a sociocultural context
(e.g. the culture-specific meaning of shame or pride) and against the backdrop of
broader socio-historical processes (e.g. language shame in minoritised commu-
nities) (Swain 2013: 204).

Drawing on a phenomenological framework, Busch (2012, 2017) also
stresses the inseparability of emotions, language and learning. She argues that
instead of mere exposure to language, it is the “emotionally charged experience
of outstanding or repeated situations of interaction with others that keeps alive
the process of inscribing language experience into body memory” (Busch 2017:
352). This includes both positive and negative emotions. Language learning re-
search revolving around issues of identity, agency and social power provides
plenty of examples of how such emotionally charged, lived experience mediates
language learning and learners’ trajectories. In their ethnographic study of Japa-
nese learners of English in Australia, Piller and Takahashi (2006) show that their
participants” motivation for learning English was very high. However, their lan-
guage learning paths were closely intertwined with their emotional lives which,
in turn, were substantially complicated by stereotypes about Japanese women as
sexually available, submissive and lacking English skills. In her study of immi-
grant women in Canada, Norton (2013: 166-167) recounts a situation in which one
of her participants felt deeply humiliated when framed as a “strange woman” by
her colleague; this lead to a breakdown in communication and made her feel even
more excluded at her workplace. In the context of Finland, a participant in Suni’s
(2017) study describes being denied support at her workplace and assigned tasks
below her qualification, making her feel delegitimised and like an outsider. Only
at her subsequent workplace, where she was treated as a professional, was she
able to regain a sense of agency (Suni 2017: 206-2011). These examples show that
learners” emotions are closely intertwined with their social identities as well as
agency, a connection also investigated in a recent dissertation (Scotson 2020) on
speakers of Finnish as a second language.

In contrast to research conducted within a linguistic-cognitive approach or
within some usage-based approaches, research concerned with identity, agency
and social power in language learning has been exclusively qualitative, focusing
on individual learners in the wider social context, and aiming to explore personal
struggles and contradictory experiences in depth, rather than seeking to produce
consistent or generalisable outcomes (Duff 2012: 413). It has also paid more at-
tention to processes of identity construction and how they might affect language
learning than to how linguistic patterns are acquired and used by language learn-
ers (Duff 2012: 413). However, some researchers have attempted to integrate
these issues with usage-based perspectives on language learning. For instance,
researchers in the area of CA-SLA have brought together issues of identity and
positioning with a fine-grained analysis of learning processes in interaction (e.g.
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Wagner 2015; Eskildsen & Theoddérsdéttir 2017; see also Chapter 5.1), while other
scholars have accounted for identity processes within a sociocultural framework
(Pavlenko & Lantolf 2000).

At the same time, issues of identity, agency and social power have come to
be at the heart of contemporary (critical) sociolinguistics and linguistic anthro-
pology. Work done in these fields offers another point of contact for socially ori-
ented language learning research. In the next section, I discuss some relevant
concepts and insights, as well as the ways in which they have already been ap-
plied to contexts of language learning. I argue that, just like any other language
users, language learners, especially outside formal instructional settings, are po-
sitioned within, and not outside, the “sociolinguistic matrix” (Jaffe 2009b: 3) of
their environments. This matrix includes culturally intelligible and socially sanc-
tioned identities, linguistic varieties, groups of speakers and attitudes towards
them, as well as ideologies of and discourses about language.

3.14 Sociolinguistics and second language learning and use

Sociolinguistics is concerned with language use in its social and societal context.
Until recently, it has had only marginal impact in the field of second language
research. As discussed above, linguistic-cognitive approaches to language learn-
ing have focused on individuals” internal processes and have restricted context
to issues of input. Traditional perspectives in sociolinguistics, on the other hand,
have been applied to investigate linguistic variation with regard to regional or
social group-based differences in language use, focusing mainly on existing com-
munities and only marginally on learning and individual development. The rel-
atively separate development of these fields has created gaps that need to be
bridged in order to achieve an integrated view of language learners as sociolin-
guistic beings. To give one example, with regard to the notion of native speaker,
Doerr (2009: 16-17) has pointed out that there has been little exchange between
research investigating the relationship between native and non-native speakers
(or learners and target language speakers), and research investigating relation-
ships among different kinds of native speakers (e.g. dialect and standard lan-
guage speakers). According to Doerr (2009: 16), the former tradition, broadly as-
sociated with applied linguistics and second language research, has focused on
describing differences in native and non-native linguistic competence and prac-
tice, at the same time as critical voices have also exposed the ideological under-
pinnings of this binary (e.g. Rampton 1990; Davies 2003). The latter tradition,
more closely associated with sociolinguistics, has focused on processes of stand-
ardisation and sociolinguistic hierarchisation within a community of native
speakers, sidelining those who are still “peripheral participants” (cf. Lave &
Wenger 1991), i.e., learners. What is needed, then, is an integrated perspective
that takes into account the complex interaction between processes of language
learning, hierarchic relationships between different kinds of native and non-na-
tive speakers in a given sociocultural context, and the linguistic ideologies that
mediate them (see Rampton 2013: 376). In recent times, synergies between socio-
linguistics and second language research have emerged, not least because of a
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move towards socially informed, constructionist and critical perspectives in these
fields over the past couple of decades (e.g. Pennycook 2001; Blommaert 2010;
Piller 2016).

With respect to one of the most traditional sociolinguistic areas of inquiry,
efforts to apply variationist sociolinguistic perspectives to second language
learning and use have existed for some time (e.g. Preston 1989, 1996), although
they have only recently resulted in a new wave of study in language learning
research (Howard et al. 2013: 340). Both second language research and sociolin-
guistics are centrally concerned with inter- and intra-speaker variation. However,
SLA research has traditionally looked at this issue in terms of differences in level
of attainment, as well as in terms of target-like and non-target-like expressions
within individual learners’ output. Sociolinguistics, on the other hand, has tradi-
tionally treated variation as relating either to (L1 speakers’) social group mem-
bership or to style-shifting across situations. For instance, Howard (2004: 143),
points out that, traditionally, second language research has focused on the learn-
ing of “categorical”, i.e., relatively fixed or even obligatory features of the target
language, rather than on the acquisition of those features that are used variably
by L1 speakers themselves. However, given that sociolinguistic variation is usu-
ally taken to be part of what constitutes ‘native’ competence, the question of how
and to what extent L2 learners use sociolinguistically variable features of their
target language is important particularly with respect to advanced L2 compe-
tence. Howard et al. (2013) provide an overview of research investigating this
question. According to them, studies show that informal and vernacular variants
are generally underused in L2 speech, although L2 speakers’ usage of such fea-
tures increases with exposure to target-language use in naturalistic environments
(2013: 342-343). They also review studies that have demonstrated that at least
some extralinguistic (social) factors (e.g. gender or social class) constrain the use
of sociolinguistic variants in similar ways among L2 and L1 speakers, suggesting
that L2 speakers similarly construct their social identities through sociolinguistic
variation (Howard et al. 2013: 347). However, they conclude that more qualitative
research is needed to gain insights into how learners’” meta-awareness of and
meta-knowledge about sociolinguistic variation, as well as their identities, affect
their acquisition of sociolinguistic competence (Howard et al. 2013: 354-355).

Another important point of contact between sociolinguistic perspectives
and perspectives on second language learning and use is research on bi- and mul-
tilingualism. In linguistic-cognitive approaches to language learning, multilin-
gualism has usually been treated as a matter of transfer, i.e., the unidirectional
(and undesirable) influence of L1 structures on L2 acquisition and use (Pavlenko
& Jarvis 2002: 190). This can be seen as symptomatic of a general monolingual
bias in the field of SLA (see e.g. Kachru 1994; Block 2003: 34-36). However, second
language researchers have now started to acknowledge the need to move to-
wards a view of language learning as developing multilingualism, and of lan-
guage learners as multilingual speakers (see e.g. Ortega 2013; May 2014) in com-
plex sociolinguistic ecologies (see e.g. Kramsch & Whiteside 2008). As Ortega
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(2014: 33-37) points out, many concepts in SLA research (e.g. interlanguage, ulti-
mate attainment) rely on the construct of native and monolingual competence,
problematically framing L2 competence as necessarily “deficient’. Meanwhile, so-
ciolinguistics, traditionally concerned with multilingualism on the level of soci-
ety and communities, has been increasingly confronted with language use and
language users that do not easily fit traditional sociolinguistic paradigms and are
characterised by individual and emergent ways of using language(s). The decon-
struction of the ideological notion of language as a bounded entity (e.g. Makoni
& Pennycook 2005) has blurred the distinction between monolingual and multi-
lingual, at the same time as processes of globalisation, transnational migration
and digitalisation have created ‘superdiverse” (Vertovec 2007) multilingual envi-
ronments. This is also reflected in the emergence of concepts such as
translanguaging (e.g. Garcia 2008; Garcia & Li Wei 2014), polylanguaging (e.g.
Jorgensen 2008; Jergensen et al. 2011), and metrolingualism (e.g. Otsuji & Penny-
cook 2010), which aim to capture multilingual practices that go beyond the sep-
arate use of languages.

One way of describing and investigating multilingual individuals” diverse
linguistic competences is through the notion of repertoire. The originally com-
munity-based concept of repertoire, coined in linguistic anthropology (see
Gumperz 2001 [1968]), has been reinterpreted to refer to the range of linguistic
resources available to mobile individuals (e.g. Blommaert & Backus 2011; Busch
2012; Muhonen 2013; Rymes 2014). This revised understanding of repertoire is
evidence of an increased sociolinguistic interest in individual speakers and their
learning trajectories. At the same time, the notion of repertoire challenges the fo-
cus on the learning and knowledge of entire languages, a focus commonly privi-
leged in second language research. Instead, it emphasises the dynamic and frag-
mented nature of individual linguistic repertoires, which contain not entire lan-
guages but resources associated with different languages, purposes, contexts,
and modes of production, and are thus “truncated” repertoires (Blommaert 2010:
103; also see Blommaert et al. 2005). Moreover, linguistic repertoires are tied to
the socioeconomic and political conditions in which speakers make use of sym-
bolic resources (Heller & Pavlenko 2010: 78). The repertoire can therefore also be
seen as a set of resources that a speaker had to acquire in order to comply with
norms of social acceptability and “make sense to others” (Blommaert and Backus
2011: 23). Resarchers have also emphasised that while repertoires can be taken to
refer to the entirety of an individual’s potential for linguistic communication,
competence is not a property of an individual and cannot be measured objec-
tively. Rather, it is always defined and ascribed to speakers in social contexts
shaped by particular language ideologies (see e.g. Blommaert et al. 2005; Eliaso
Magnusson & Stroud 2012).

A strand of sociolinguistic research in the field of multilingualism that pays
particular attention to such ideological processes is research organised around
the term new speaker (e.g. O’'Rourke & Ramallo 2013; O’Rourke et al. 2015). The
term new speaker (from Catalan neofalantes; see e.g. O’'Rourke & Ramallo 2015)
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was coined in the European context to refer to speakers of regional minority lan-
guages (e.g. Catalan, Galician, Irish, Welsh) who are not native speakers, but
learned the language later in life as a heritage language or due to migration to
the region. Research in this area'® has brought out perspectives that are highly
relevant to second language speakers in general, and the scope of the term has
indeed already been broadened to encompass immigration and transnational
work migration outside minority language contexts (see e.g. Marquez-Reiter &
Martin Rojo 2014; Suni 2017).

One such perspective concerns the language ideologies that shape new
speakers’ contexts of language learning and use, in particular ideologies of na-
tiveness, ownership of language, and sociolinguistic authenticity. For instance,
in their study of new speakers of Galician, O’'Rourke & Ramallo (2013) show how
these speakers negotiate their understanding of their language learning and use
against the backdrop of language ideologies as well as the sociolinguistic status
of Galician as a language. They find that because native speakers of Galician are
still idealised as the authentic heirs and true owners of the language, it is often
difficult for those who learn the language later in life to claim legitimacy as speak-
ers. More explicitly than in many other strands of sociolinguistics, research on
new speakers has also put individuals in focus, exploring what it means to them
to become new speakers of a language, and investigating how they navigate their
complex, multilingual environments. For instance, researchers have highlighted
the importance of critical turning points in a speaker’s trajectory of language
learning and use (in the literature often called mudes, see e.g. Pujolar & Puigdevall
2015; Pujolar 2019). Such perspectives provide a strong point of contact with lan-
guage learning research focusing on learners’ identities and subjectivities (see
Section 3.2.2).

Finally, it is worth discussing two individual studies that seek to bridge
some of the gaps between language learning research and sociolinguistics. Ramp-
ton (2013) studies stylisation in narratives produced by an L1 Punjabi speaker,
who migrated to London as an adult and considers himself a late L2 English
learner/speaker.?’ His analysis shows that his informant incorporated different
varieties (e.g. Punjabi English, RP English, London vernacular) in his accounts,
especially when using reported speech. While the informant did not possess full
control over the phonological aspects of these varieties, he used lexical, gram-
matical and other semiotic resources to style utterances (Rampton 2013: 389-369).
Rampton argues that such practices should be understood neither in terms of a
priori assumptions about L2 speakers and their supposedly deficient competence,
nor in terms of an unreflected celebration of multilinguals’ creativity (2013: 377).
Rather, they have to be seen as rooted both in individual (and sometimes limited)
repertoires, and in a particular sociolinguistic setting, where linguistic resources
have become imbued with social meanings. In the case of Rampton’s informant,

19 See, e.g., the EU-funded research network New Speakers in a Multilingual Europe
(COST Action 1S1306, 2014): http:/ /www.nspk.org.uk/.

20 In the context of Finland, Lehtonen (2015) has studied stylising in the language use of
adolescent speakers with a migration background.
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the presence of large numbers of (sometimes British-born) Punjabi/English bilin-
guals in the community means that there are possibilities for indexing localness
other than through the persistent use of Anglo-accented English (2013: 376).
Rampton concludes that L2 speakers have to be seen as being participants in,
rather than outsiders to, the sociolinguistic economy of a place, and that studying
them has to go beyond a perspective on competence in the target-language to
embrace an understanding of language as fotal linguistic fact (Silverstein 1985: 220;
see Section 3.2.1 in this chapter), which takes into account the relationships be-
tween forms, situated language use, and linguistic ideology (Rampton 2013: 376-
377).

In their study of multilingual young adults in Sweden, Eliaso Magnusson
and Stroud (2012) raise similar points from a somewhat different perspective.
Their study approaches the question of nativelikeness (see also Chapter 5.2) from
a sociolinguistic perspective by showing how their participants, who were Swe-
dish-born and usually taken to be ‘native speakers’ of Swedish in everyday inter-
actions, came to be treated as second language speakers in instances of height-
ened metalinguistic reflexivity (Eliaso Magnusson & Stroud 2012: 324). For in-
stance, one participant who works at a call centre reported an incident in which
his failure to understand a customer who spoke unclearly resulted in the cus-
tomer demanding to talk to “someone Swedish” (Eliaso Magnusson & Stroud
2012: 329). When asked in the interview why the customer might have thought
he was not Swedish, the participant responded that it was “probably a little ac-
cent”, although he himself was reluctant to categorise his accent as non-native or
markedly ethnic (Eliaso Magnusson & Stroud 2012: 330). The incident is telling
not only of how categorisations of nativeness/non-nativeness are constructed in-
teraction, but also of how nonstandardness, non-nativelikeness and non-Swe-
dishness are ideologically linked in the context of Sweden (Eliaso Magnusson &
Stroud 2012: 330), and how this ideological cluster informed the categorisation of
the participant in interaction. The authors conclude that through the creation of
cross-disciplinary synergies between sociolinguistics and second language re-
search, an a priori division of language users into learners and speakers can be
avoided, and research can attend in a holistic way to “the role of context, learner
variability, and diversity; the polycentric and heterogeneous idea of language;
and the identities and self-representations, authenticity, and imaginations of
speakers encountering, appropriating, and performing new linguistic forms”
(Eliaso Magnusson & Stroud 2012: 342).

The emerging perspectives and approaches described above are of particu-
lar relevance to the speakers investigated in this thesis. The few studies that have
investigated sociolinguistic variation in a second language have focused particu-
larly on advanced learners (Howard et al. 2013: 342), and sociolinguistic compe-
tence is an interesting object of study both with respect to what it means to be
highly proficient in a second language and with respect to the mediating role of
identity in language learning and use. Research on new speakers, on the other
hand, generally focuses on adult second language users and issues of speak-
erness rather than second language development per se. Moreover, many issues
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concerning regional minority languages can also be relevant to contexts involv-
ing smaller national languages, such as Finnish. As discussed in Chapter 2, atti-
tudes towards Finnish as a second language have sometimes been ambivalent,
drawing on ideologies of an ethnonational ownership of Finnish and bewilder-
ment as to why anyone would want to learn such an insignificant, yet difficult
language (Latomaa 1998). Finally, the studies by Rampton (2013) and Eliaso Mag-
nusson and Stroud (2012) illustrate the importance of avoiding a priori assump-
tions about native and non-native speakers. They show that speakers draw on
their multilingual repertoires (with their affordances and restrictions), at the
same time as their practices and identities are being co-constructed by interlocu-
tors as well as mediated by the language ideologies and patterns of indexicality
present in a sociolinguistic ecology.

This chapter started out with an account of usage-based theories of lan-
guage learning, and moved on to a discussion of sociolinguistic approaches to
multilingual language users. These two perspectives seem at first sight to be ra-
ther remote from each other. However, I have argued that language use in a so-
cial and cultural environment is the basis of any language learning, and that the
ways in which learners are positioned in and act upon their environments cru-
cially shape their learning trajectories. This means that the social, cultural and
ideological aspects of this environment across all scales (Lemke 2000; Blommaert
2007) have to be seen as central to language learning processes (see also Ruuska
2016, 2019). Therefore, a theoretical divide between language learning research
as the study of individual development and sociolinguistics as the study of lan-
guage in society obscures how issues such as multilingualism, developing reper-
toires, identities and ideologies concern all language users, regardless of whether
they are traditionally viewed as learners or speakers. In this dissertation, I mobi-
lise concepts from sociolinguistics, linguistic anthropology and sociology to
study the experiences of very advanced late learners/highly proficient adult sec-
ond language speakers of Finnish. In Section 3.2 I delineate the three key concepts
- ideology, identity, and legitimacy - of my study. Section 3.3 then introduces
nexus analysis as a framework in which these key concepts are operationalised
for studying speakers’ practices and experiences in a wider social and societal
context.

3.2 Key concepts

3.21 Language ideology

The concept of language ideology, originating in work in linguistic anthropology,
is a central notion in contemporary sociolinguistics. Language ideologies have
been defined as a “cultural [...] system of ideas about social and linguistic rela-
tionships, together with their loading of moral and political interests” (Irvine
1989: 255)“, as “sets of interested positions about language that represent them-
selves as forms of common sense” (Hill 2008: 33-34), or simply as “people’s ideas
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about language” (Jaffe 2009b: 390). Rather than merely adding another topic to
the agenda of sociolinguistic research, the emergence of language ideological per-
spectives has been intertwined with more profound epistemological and practi-
cal changes in the field. The wide adoption of and commitment to social construc-
tivist and poststructuralist perspectives has shifted the sociolinguistic interest
from matching static language varieties with given social categories (like class or
gender) to explaining how language use and social categories are mutually con-
stitutive (Irwin 2011). At the same time, processes of globalisation, international
migration and technological development have brought into focus social and lin-
guistic configurations that challenge some traditional concepts in language stud-
ies (e.g. ‘language’ or ‘speech community’) (see e.g. Blommaert 2010). These pro-
cesses of change have also drawn attention to the ideological underpinnings of
(socio)linguistics itself. Here, a language ideological perspective has contributed
to the understanding that the objects of sociolinguistic inquiry are constructed
not only by speakers in their everyday lives but also in linguistic research (Gal &
Irvine 1995; Heller 2011: 6).

Another argument for the importance of a language ideological perspective
is that an ideological dimension is integral to language itself. At its most funda-
mental, the notion of language ideology recognises that language is never neutral,
and that language use can therefore never be regarded as ‘innocent behaviour’
(Coupland & Jaworski 2004: 36). Meaning-making through language use is a
complex phenomenon that goes far beyond the conventionalised meanings as-
cribed to certain linguistic forms. Rather, it relies on processes that contextualise
what is said or written: the notion of indexicality (e.g. Silverstein 2003, 2009) re-
fers to how linguistic forms index social meanings, while the concept of enregis-
terment (Agha 2007) describes the process whereby social meanings become en-
coded linguistically. For instance, honorific systems (e.g. the T/V distinction) do
not carry any inherent, denotational meaning, but index the relative social posi-
tions of interlocutors as well as the type of situation (Duranti 2012: 14), thus co-
constructing the very context in which they are interpreted. Language ideologies
are central to such processes, as they can be seen as a “mediating link between
social structures and forms of talk” (Woolard & Schieffelin 1994: 55). In order to
identify social actors in interaction, we need to have an idea about what kinds of
linguistic forms, actions or modes of presentation contain information about their
identities (Agha 1998: 151). Such an understanding of language and meaning-
making is captured in Silverstein’s (1985) notion of the ‘total linguistic fact’,
which he defines as the “unstable mutual interaction of meaningful sign forms,
contextualized to situations of interested human use and mediated by the fact of
cultural ideology” (Silverstein 1985: 220). Such an understanding of language is
relevant to this thesis in that it proposes that language ideologies are present
whenever language is used, even in the most mundane everyday interactions.

Pietikdinen defines language ideologies as “discursive constructs on the na-
ture and meaning of languages, historically embedded and locally appropriated”
(2015: 207). Ideology and discourse are partially overlapping concepts, not least
because both terms aim at deconstructing supposedly neutral or natural ways of
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thinking and talking about the world. A precise conceptual delimitation is al-
ready impossible because both terms have their own complex history of usage
(for an overview see Maattd 2014; Madttd & Pietikdinen 2014). According to Gee
(2013: 1), discourse can be understood simply as “any stretch of language in use
(“discourse” with a little “d”) or as a far more abstract formation involving
knowledge production and social power relations (“Discourse” with a capital
“D”). Ideology, in turn, can be defined in a fairly neutral fashion as socially
shared ways of viewing the world, or as politically partial or even distorted belief
systems (Woolard 1998: 5-9). Both discourse and ideology can be treated as the-
oretical concepts or operationalised as analytical tools, but the term ‘language
ideologies’ is generally preferred when the analysed data is about language
(Méétta 2014: 63).

Discourse is also a central concept of nexus analysis (see Sections 3.3 and
4.3.3), even though the term has been replaced by language ideology in some
nexus analytical studies of language use (e.g. Karjalainen 2015). In this thesis, I
employ the notion of discourse alongside the key concept of language ideology.
I follow Gee (1996), who takes the view that ideologies are at work in any form
of discourse. He defines the relationship between discourse and ideology as fol-
lows:

“Each Discourse incorporates a usually taken for granted tacit “theory” of what counts
as a ‘normal’ person and the ‘right’ ways to think, feel, and behave. [...] Such theories
[...] are what I call in this book ideologies. And, thus, too, I claim that language is inex-
tricably bound up with ideology and cannot be analyzed or understood apart from it.”
(Gee 1996: ix; emphasis in original).

Ideologies and discourses can thus be understood as both forming part of the
processes in which language use and social behaviour are evaluated. In my anal-
ysis, I use the term discourse for explicit talk about and relatively specific ideas
relating to language, while I use the term language ideologies to refer to the es-
tablished ways of conceptualising language, language use and speakers that are
implicit in and at the same time reproduced by such discourses. For instance,
discourses about Finnish as a “difficult language” are enabled by ideologies of
languages as bounded entities (‘the Finnish language’) as well as ideologies of
nativeness, which construct late language learning as challenging and the Finnish
language as inaccessible to ‘foreigners’. However, as discourses about language
and language ideologies are closely connected, some overlap and even a certain
degree of conflict between the two concepts cannot be avoided.

Irvine and Gal (2000) identify three fundamental and closely intertwined
processes of language ideologies. The first process is iconisation, and refers to a
process whereby linguistic features that index membership in a social group are
taken to represent the group’s “inherent nature or essence” (Irvine and Gal 2000:
37). An example of this process that is relevant to the context of second language
learning and use is the ‘native speaker’ model (Doerr 2009: 18). Here, ways of
speaking associated with first language speakers can be seen as becoming icons
of an idealised ‘native’ competence. In a further move, this idealised competence
is then naturalised as somehow complete and intuitive (see e.g. Rampton 1990),
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often becoming connected to other iconic indexes such as nationality. The second
process is fractal recursivity, and refers to the replication of an ideologically con-
structed opposition on several planes (Irvine & Gal 2000: 38). Applied again to
the ‘native speaker’, fractal recursivity means that, once the (seemingly linguistic)
opposition between ‘native’ and ‘non-native” has been constructed, other linguis-
tic and non-linguistic relationships (e.g. ‘Finn” and ’foreigner’, ‘speaker’
and "learner’) can be projected onto this difference. Finally, the process of erasure
(Irvine & Gal 2000: 38) sustains ideologies of language by reducing the social and
linguistic complexity of the real world. To stay with my previous example, ideo-
logies of nativeness highlight differences and erase similarities between ‘native’
and ‘non-native” speakers, while at the same time rendering invisible variation
in language use within both groups (see Cook 1999; Hall et al. 2006). As a result,
the processes of iconisation, fractal recursivity and erasure serve to construct re-
lations of linguistic difference, while at the same time concealing the social origin
of their construction by presenting these relations as universally and timelessly
valid (Woolard & Schieffelin 1994: 58; also see Agha 1998: 189).

Language ideologies are socially constructed and are therefore shared no-
tions, but they are also conflicting and subject to continuous contestation. Ac-
cording to Pietikdinen (2012: 412), language ideologies are best thought of as dy-
namic processes that are at the same time historically constructed and situation-
ally instantiated, just as any instance of language usage echoes all previous and
future usages at the same time as it constitutes a unique real-time event. Thus,
language ideologies cannot be regarded as clearly defined objects of discovery,
but have to be seen as analytical abstractions that are useful in exploring the com-
plex connections between social structures and situations of language use. In this
sense, language ideologies themselves cannot be considered ontologically real.
However, they can become real in their material consequences for speakers and
contexts of language use. Definitions of language ideologies as ideas or beliefs
give the impression that language ideologies are thoughts that people have and
are able to explicate. However, most scholars hold that language ideologies can
be studied as either “explicitly articulated or embodied in communicative prac-
tice” (Kroskrity 2004: 496). In other words, they view language ideologies not as
located in the mind alone but as equally “behavioral, practical, prereflective, or
structural” (Woolard 1998: 6). Blommaert (2005: 164) describes ideologies as “ma-
terially mediated ideational phenomena” and emphasises that “[i]deas them-
selves do not define ideologies; they need to be inserted in material practices of
modulation and reproduction”. In addition to being located in practice, language
ideologies are also individually experienced (Pietikdinen 2012: 441). An example
of the material and embodied quality of language ideologies can be found in
Jatfe’s (2009b) study of language ideologies in a classroom in Corsica. Her analy-
sis shows that, rather than through explicit discourse, diglossic ideologies of
Corse and French are reproduced through classroom practice, e.g., through
teachers” and students’ language choices and stances (Jaffe 2009b: 394). Im-
portantly, she stresses that, through such practices, language ideologies are also
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inscribed in speakers’ experience, thus becoming part of their habitus (Jaffe 2009b:
394; see also Section 3.2.3 of this chapter).

Language ideologies accompany linguistic phenomena of any scale. On the
micro-level of concrete instances of language use, language ideologies help con-
struct and interpret what is said. This perspective goes back to Silverstein’s (e.g.
1985, 1993) metapragmatics, which focuses on the important role of language ide-
ologies in language change. Here, the concept of language ideologies can be seen
as an attempt to understand the relationship between language or action and the
language that is used to describe language or action (Silverstein 2001: 382). The
reflexive properties of language form the starting point: not only does language-
in-use have the ability to explicitly refer to itself and its functions (‘talk about
talk’), but it also comprises a metalinguistic and metapragmatic dimension with-
out which meaningful communication would not be possible (Verschueren 2000).
Every real-time utterance contains elements that contextualise what is said and
signals how what is said should be interpreted (see Gumperz’ contextualization
cues, Gumperz 1982; for an application in a second language context see e.g.
Ishida 2006). Elements of such a metapragmatic dimension that have become es-
tablished as interpretative frames whose meanings and functions are taken for
granted, and thus remain unquestioned, can be called language ideologies
(Verschueren 2000: 450). For instance, Hanell (2017) argues that the way in which
social actors understand communication itself has important consequences for
how particular discourses (e.g. health information) are transformed into action
(e.g. patients” behaviour regarding their health). She is thus able to show that
ideologies concerning the content of communication (i.e., topics like parenting
and child health) are inseparable from ideologies concerning the nature of com-
munication (Hanell 2017: 53). In this first sense, language ideologies can then be
understood as a “culturally determined, historically grounded set of interpretive
standards for understanding linguistic [...] communication” (Parmentier 1994:
142).

On the other hand, language ideology can be taken to concern larger-scale
linguistic phenomena (Woolard 1998: 4). A second main strand of research on
language ideology in sociolinguistics, sociology of language and anthropology,
has taken language ideologies to refer to more macro-level linguistic entities and
phenomena, such as whole language varieties, or groups or types of speakers.
Where metapragmatics approaches language ideology as relating to communi-
cation in a general (though language specific) way, these approaches apply a lan-
guage ideological perspective on concrete, socio-historically formed discursive
configurations. Research in this tradition has typically focused on making visible
and deconstructing hegemonic language ideologies, such as ideologies of distinct
languages (e.g. Blommaert 1999; Makoni & Pennycook 2005, 2007), linguistic pur-
ism (e.g. Thomas 1991), or monolingualism (e.g. Blackledge 2000); language ide-
ologies based on nationalism (e.g. Blommaert & Verschueren 1998) and racism
(Hill 2008); or the ideological notion of the ‘native speaker” (e.g. Rampton 1990,
Davies 2003, Doerr 2009, Bonfiglio 2010).
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Wortham (2001: 256) points out that, at first sight, these two strands of re-
search on language ideology appear to deal with quite distinct phenomena: one
describing micro-level interpretational frames for concrete utterances within con-
crete speech events, and the other investigating macro-level ideas about language
varieties and their speakers. However, despite their differences in scope and
origin, it can be argued that the two senses of language ideology are closely in-
tertwined. First, more specific ideologies of language are always embedded in
more fundamental beliefs about what language is and how it works (see Jaffe
2009b). For instance, the idea that meaning is first and foremost denotational, i.e.,
that words have relatively fixed meanings, is what makes it possible to see lan-
guages as bounded entities with object-like properties (Blommaert 2006: 511).
This construction of individual languages, in turn, provides the ideological basis
for the mobilisation of bounded codes for social differentiation (Jaffe 2009b: 392).
Second, a clear distinction between micro and macro planes of ideology is impos-
sible since, in keeping with a social constructionist view (Berger & Luckmann
1967), larger-scale cultural beliefs and conceptualisations are ultimately con-
structed and reiterated in the social interactions of everyday life. This is because
any instance of language use comprises metapragmatic elements that relate not
only to the sphere of the ongoing interaction but also to more enduring cultural
patterns and concepts.

Wortham (2001: 256) proposes that both approaches to language ideology
are ultimately directed at processes of identity construction. With respect to iden-
tity in interaction, language ideologies exert a mediating function that falls into
the domain of both its micro and macro dimensions: without interpretive frames
for linguistic interaction we would not be able to produce and recognise interac-
tional stances (Jaffe 2009a), interpret how speakers position themselves and each
other, and how these positionings inform the construction of meaning in interac-
tion. Without a framework of cultural beliefs about language, on the other hand,
the indexical scope of linguistic features would not extend beyond the immediate
interactional context and it would be impossible, for instance, to invoke larger-
scale social identities in our interactional positioning (see Bucholtz & Hall 2005).
Thus, language ideologies in both of the senses outlined here are in fact part of
the same process, and can be seen as being at work whenever language is used.
Considering that the more stable aspects of both individual and group identities
emerge over time from similar positionings (Wortham 2001: 256), both micro and
macro ideologies of language contribute to and mediate the construction of iden-
tities. Such an understanding of the interdependence of language ideology and
linguistic identity is central to the perspective of this thesis. However, identity
itself is a broad and complex notion, and notoriously difficult to define. In the
following, I discuss different approaches to and understandings of identity and
the closely related concept of positioning.

3.2.2 Identity and positioning

In contrast to language learning research, where identity approaches have only
recently gained more support (see 3.1.2), the question of the relationship between



52

‘who someone is” as a social being and ‘how someone speaks’ has been the main
interest of sociolinguistics since its beginnings. While early sociolinguistic ap-
proaches did not explicitly refer to this question as an identity issue (Drummond
& Schleef 2016: 73), the term identity is now widely used in sociolinguistics, lin-
guistic anthropology and related fields as well as the social sciences (Block 2010:
337; Bucholtz & Hall 2010: 18). Identity can take on many different meanings: it
can refer to someone’s own sense of who they are, to how they present them-
selves to others, or to how others perceive them both as an individual and as a
member of a social group. Thus, there have been discussions about whether the
term ‘identity” is useful at all. The term has been criticised for reifying everyday
understandings of identity and for being too comprehensive to analytically cap-
ture any meaningful processes at all. Some scholars have argued for giving up
the notion altogether and instead they talk about processes of identification rather
than identities (Brubaker & Cooper 2000). In this thesis, I take the stance that if
identity is carefully discussed, accepted in its complexity and approached from
the viewpoint of ongoing processes of identity formation, it does contribute to
understanding the relationship between (linguistic) practices and conceptions of
who we are.

Early sociolinguistics dealt with identity mainly in terms of macro-social
categories such as class, race or gender. These categories were seen as more or
less stable entities, against which linguistic forms and patterns of language use
could be statistically matched (Irwin 2011). In language learning research, on the
other hand, learners’ identities have often been treated as internal phenomena
relating to aptitude and motivation (see Section 3.1.3). Both views essentialise
identity as either membership in objectively existing, clear-cut social categories,
or as aspects of an individual’s psychological reality. The arrival of social con-
structionist (see Irwin 2011) and poststructuralist perspectives (see Garcia et al.
2017) in language studies has challenged such essentialist readings of identity in
fundamental ways. Bucholtz and Hall (2005) provide a detailed account of how
identity can be understood and investigated in a poststructuralist framework.
They define identity as “the social positioning of self and other” (2005: 586) and
formulate the following five principles:

“(1) identity is the product rather than the source of linguistic and other semiotic prac-
tices and therefore is a social and cultural rather than primarily internal psychological
phenomenon; (2) identities encompass macro-level demographic categories, tempo-
rary and interactionally specific stances and participant roles, and local, ethnograph-
ically emergent cultural positions; (3) identities may be linguistically indexed through
labels, implicatures, stances, styles, or linguistic structures and systems; (4) identities
are relationally constructed through several, often overlapping, aspects of the relation-
ship between self and other, including similarity/ difference, genuineness/ artifice and
authority/delegitimacy; and (5) identity may be in part intentional, in part habitual
and less than fully conscious, in part an outcome of interactional negotiation, in part a
construct of others” perceptions and representations, and in part an outcome of larger
ideological processes and structures.” (Bucholtz & Hall 2005: 585)

The first principle (“identity is the product rather than the source of linguistic
and other semiotic practices”) emphasises the constructedness of identity. This
means, on the one hand, that identity cannot be seen as merely reflecting social
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differences, but that social categories themselves have to be understood as so-
cially constructed. With a focus on language use, this means that while certain
ways of speaking might correlate with certain social identities, these ways of
speaking do not simply mirror these identities, but are constitutive of them. Nor-
ton (2013: 4) notes that, from a poststructuralist perspective, even an individual’s
sense of self, subjectivity, cannot be seen as a fixed and coherent core. Rather,
subjectivity is discursively constructed, dynamic and sometimes contradictory.
It is also necessarily embedded in a social and historical context; that is to say,
while we do make choices with regard to how we perceive and present ourselves,
the options among which we choose are not determined by us (Appiah 1994: 154-
155).

The second principle (“identities encompass macro-level demographic cat-
egories, temporary and interactionally specific stances and participant roles, and
local, ethnographically emergent cultural positions”) concerns the resources for
identity construction in interaction. Here, social categories can be understood not
as the source of identity, but as a resource for identity construction, and they are
complemented by less stable and encompassing elements such as interactional
roles and emergent positionings. Thus, any instance of identity construction po-
tentially invokes multiple scales of social organisation (Lemke 2002). The differ-
ent stances, roles and macro-categories drawn on in identity construction can
support each other or be perceived as being in conflict, making processes of iden-
tity construction multiple and overlapping, temporary and situational, or even
contradictory. This second principle is closely connected to the third (“identities
may be linguistically indexed through labels, implicatures, stances, styles, or lin-
guistic structures and systems”). As I discussed earlier in this chapter, indexical-
ity refers to how linguistic features come to be associated with and ultimately
stand for particular social identities. Thus, in order for macro-level categories to
become a resource for identity construction in interaction, they have to be index-
ically linked to linguistic (or other semiotic) resources that can be used by partic-
ipants in interaction.

The fourth principle (“identities are relationally constructed”) refers to the
view that identification as something or someone always includes identification
as not something or someone else. This is particularly salient in cases where lin-
guistic features are taken to index identities that are ideologically constructed as
being part of a binary opposition. For instance, the ideology of the ‘native speaker’
is based on the construction of the categories of native and non-native speakers
as mutually exclusive (see e.g. Cook 1999: 187; Motha 2014: 94). Thus, identifying
someone as a ‘native speaker’” inevitably implies not identifying them as a ‘non-
native’ speaker and vice versa. Finally, the fifth principle (“identity may be in
part intentional, in part habitual [...], in part an outcome of interactional negoti-
ation, in part a construct of others” perceptions and representations, and in part
an outcome of larger ideological processes and structures”) is concerned with the
locations and trajectories of identity construction. This principle is important for
the context of second language learning and use, as language learning is a holistic
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process that involves conscious efforts towards speaker identities, changing em-
bodied dispositions for language use, as well as encounters with other speakers
and ideas about language.

A notion closely related to identity and often employed alongside it (see
Bucholtz & Hall 2005) is that of positioning. The notion was first proposed in the
social psychological work of Davies and Harré (1990) and was developed signif-
icantly in later approaches (De Fina 2013: 41). Taking a constructivist stance, po-
sitioning theorists hold that discourse should not be seen as reflecting or express-
ing an assumed psychological reality, but as the locus of the construction of psy-
chological phenomena themselves (Harré & van Langenhove 2003b: 4). Position-
ing analysis draws on a large body of sociological research, especially Goffman’s
work on face-to-face interactions (e.g. Goffman 1982 [1967], 1983). For Goffman,
any face-to-face interaction involves the presentation (or production) of “self’, i.e.,
the ways in which participants attempt to manage the impression of themselves
that they give to their interlocutors (Goffman 1983). Goffman sees the logic of
interactions and the logic of self-presentation as closely intertwined: what hap-
pens between participants in social situations is ultimately determined by partic-
ipants” needs to construct a presentational self (Rawls 1987: 136). At the same
time, the self can only be performed in encounters with others, and it therefore
crucially depends on interaction (Rawls 1987: 139). Put briefly, interaction is
where the self takes place, and there is no interaction without a performance of
self. This also means that a lot is at stake for participants even in the most mun-
dane of interactions. If participants fail to create and sustain a coherent impres-
sion of themselves, they might lose “face’” (Goffman 1982 [1967]: 5-45). Because all
participants face the danger of embarrassment, all participants acquire certain
rights and obligations when they enter an interaction: they commit to sustaining
the interaction and to accepting, at least by default, the way in which other par-
ticipants choose to present themselves (Rawls 1987: 140). Yet the presentation of
self is not entirely spontaneous or free. Rather, in any given context participants
draw on a repertoire of socially intelligible and acceptable personae (Harré &
Langenhove 2003b: 7), and a self-presentation that is in line with the social iden-
tity attributed to them by others is strongly encouraged (Goffman 1986 [1963]: 2).

Positioning theorists criticise sociology’s reliance on social roles, rules, and
expectations, and instead emphasise the idiosyncratic aspects of social episodes
(Harré & van Langenhove 2003b: 6). Positioning theorists emphasise that identi-
ties are not only dictated by social categories and imposed by others, but are ne-
gotiated in practice and so also involve social actors” agency and their attempts
to position themselves (Norton 2013: 5; see Section 3.1.3). According to Harré and
van Langenhove (2003b: 6), any analysis then has to take into account three basic
features of interactions: “i. the moral positions of the participants and the rights
and duties they have to say certain things, ii. the conversational history and the
sequence of things already being said, iii. the actual sayings with their power to
shape certain aspects of the social world”. In other words, while participants’
roles and expectations (“rights and duties”) are an important aspect of the inter-
action order, the ongoing interaction itself contributes to shaping the situational
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context, and participants can even actively influence the course of events. This
view of positioning has been further developed in narrative analysis (e.g. De Fina
et al. 2006; Deppermann 2013b). I discuss narrative perspectives on positioning
and their relevance for the analysis of my interview data in more detail in Chap-
ter 4.3.3.

In sum, identity in contemporary socio-cultural linguistic research is seen
as positioning that is situational, in that it is temporary, fluid, or even contradic-
tory, and is situated in that it is always embedded in a social and historical con-
text. As pointed out earlier, macro-social structures such as culture, ideology or
social categories determine the range of recognisable and intelligible identities in
any given context. This repertoire of identities structures what is possible in in-
teractions at the same time as it is shaped and reshaped by these very interactions.
From the perspective of the individual social actor or speaker, on the other hand,
identity construction involves self-positionings as well as positionings by others.
Thus, identity is a concept that we can use to explore the relationship between
language and the social, and between subjective experience of language, lan-
guage use in interaction, and more enduring social and cultural configurations
(Lemke 2008: 21).

The emphasis on identity as constructed in interaction, and therefore as sit-
uational and temporary, is important in that it avoids an essentialist conceptual-
isation of identity as the inner core of an individual. However, this does not mean
that there are no stable and continuous aspects of identity at all. As identities are
constructed and re-enacted in interaction, their performance becomes deeply in-
scribed in our bodies (see Scollon 2001 and the notion of historical body, further
described in Section 3.3; also see Butler 1993). For instance, while speakers are
generally able to choose what they say as well as how they say it, they are usually
not able to change their voice, accent or other thoroughly embodied features of
language completely and at will. Moreover, speakers’ linguistic repertoires (and
particularly those of second language speakers) always comprise only a small
part of all the possibilities for meaning-making that language offers. Thus, iden-
tity construction through language is also contingent on speakers’ embodied dis-
positions for linguistic practice, their linguistic habitus (Bourdieu 1991). Im-
portantly, which linguistic resources and practices become embodied by speak-
ers depends on the sociolinguistic environments into which they are socialised,
and is therefore not (always) a matter of individual choice. Consequently, both
the linguistic habitus and the identity constructions afforded by it are sensitive
to social power effects, as the low prestige of a social group is transferred to their
linguistic variety, and stigmatised ways of talking put their speakers in a vulner-
able position. In the following, I will discuss such dynamics from the perspective
of linguistic legitimacy (Bourdieu 1977).

3.2.3 Linguistic legitimacy

The notion of linguistic legitimacy stems from Bourdieu’s writings on language
and symbolic power (see especially Bourdieu 1977, 1991). In this body of work,
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Bourdieu criticises the idea of language as an independent system and of lan-
guage use as the (neutral and equal) exchange of linguistic symbols for the pur-
pose of communication. Instead, he proposes a sociologically informed notion of
language and language use. Such a notion approaches communication from a
perspective of social power, emphasising that, in addition to serving communi-
cative purposes, any linguistic exchange also actualises the relations of power
between speakers and the groups they represent (Bourdieu 1991: 37).

This perspective on language and power reconceptualises a range of com-
mon concepts in language studies. First, it views grammaticalness not as an in-
herent feature of language but as a socially constructed norm of acceptability
(Bourdieu 1977: 649), which resonates with the sociolinguistic notion of appro-
priateness (see Hymes 1972 [1971]). Second, it shifts the interest from meaning in
communication to the effectiveness (Bourdieu 1991: 107) of communication, i.e.,
the question of whose communication is given value and authority under what
circumstances. Finally, it reinterprets the concept of linguistic competence as be-
ing integrated in a speaker’s habitus, as constituting part of their symbolic capital,
and as transforming into the right to speech (Bourdieu 1977: 648). In the context
of second language learning and use, these reconceptualisations help draw atten-
tion to important questions. For instance, instead of defining competence in the
second language simply as the linguistic resources learners have acquired, we
are prompted to ask what learners can do with these resources in what kinds of
situations and with what effects.

Habitus is a central notion in Bourdieu’s work. It can be broadly defined as
a set of embodied dispositions, i.e., of ways of being in the world, and it tries to
explain how social behaviour can be subject to regulation without following ex-
plicit rules (Bourdieu 1990: 81). In Bourdieu’s thinking, habitus denotes both the
disposition of a particular social group (e.g. class habitus) and individuals” em-
bodiment of this collective disposition. The embodiment of collective disposi-
tions takes place in everyday conditioning processes in a particular material, so-
cial and cultural environment, and results in, for instance, class-specific tastes
(Bourdieu 1984) and group-based ways of speaking (Bourdieu 1977). At the same
time, habitus is understood as the ‘generative principle’ (Bourdieu 1990: 57) of
practices, in other words, as ways of acting, thinking and perceiving that are con-
stitutive of practices. The habitus therefore enables stability as well as flexibility
and change: it is a “structured structure”, which is the result of individual expe-
riences and shared conditions of life, as well as “a structuring structure, which
organizes practices and the perception of practices” (Bourdieu 1984: 170). How-
ever, the habitus does not determine what people do or how they do it; rather, it
marks off the limits of what is possible or likely, enabling ‘regulated improvisa-
tions” (Bourdieu 1990: 57) within a practice. With regard to language, Bourdieu
speaks of the language habitus or linguistic habitus, which he defines as “a per-
manent disposition towards language and interactions which is objectively ad-
justed to a given level of acceptability” (1977: 655; see also Bourdieu 1991: 53).
The linguistic habitus can be thought of as comprising all the linguistic and com-
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municative resources a speaker has accumulated throughout their linguistic tra-
jectory and that have become embodied, and it is therefore close to the notion of
linguistic repertoire (see 3.1.3). These resources have been acquired in social en-
vironments, in which their use is common and appropriate (or, in Bourdieu’s
phrasing, acceptable). However, the language habitus goes beyond purely lin-
guistic resources in that it constitutes a holistic disposition towards how lan-
guage is used in interaction, thus also comprising cultural, subcultural or group-
based ways of speaking and doing things.

At the same time, linguistic competence is understood by Bourdieu as sym-
bolic capital in a market of linguistic exchanges (Bourdieu 1977: 651). In this mar-
ket, ways of speaking are differentiated and organised in a hierarchical system
that reflects and reproduces social hierarchies. For Bourdieu, these hierarchical
differences are first and foremost connected to social class, so that the ways of
speaking of the dominant classes are the most prestigious while those of the
lower classes are stigmatised. Such hierarchies can easily be observed in many
other areas of language use, for instance when dialects are considered less valu-
able than standard language (e.g. Milroy 2001), spoken discourse is regarded as
inferior to written forms of language (e.g. Linell 2005), or non-native varieties are
considered to be less legitimate than native varieties of a language (e.g. Jenkins
2009). At any rate, linguistic hierarchies are based on social hierarchies, that is, “a
language is worth what those who speak it are worth” (Bourdieu 1977: 652). Be-
ing subject to ideological processes that naturalise the differentiation and une-
qual valuation of linguistic varieties (Woolard & Schieffelin 1994: 58; also see Ir-
vine & Gal 2000), the relationship between social and linguistic hierarchies usu-
ally remains invisible to speakers, who take them to be self-evident and somehow
intrinsic to language. For instance, standard language is often simply regarded
as the proper or most correct way of speaking, obscuring the fact that such an
evaluation is ultimately derived not from language itself but from social power
relations (Hanks 2005: 77). Bourdieu thus maintains that any study of language
should be first and foremost concerned with the social conditions of language
use, i.e., “who (de facto and de jure) may speak, to whom, and how” (Bourdieu
1977: 649).

It is against this background that Bourdieu establishes an understanding of
linguistic competence as “the right to speech, i.e. to legitimate language, the au-
thorized language which is also the language of authority” (1977: 648). In contrast
to a notion of competence as the property of a speaker, this understanding con-
cerns the relationship between the linguistic habitus of a speaker and the sym-
bolic value which their way of speaking has in the linguistic market. To give an
example from the area of migration and multilingualism, speakers who have de-
veloped their linguistic habitus in a multilingual context and speak several lan-
guages can still be constructed as “speaking no language” after migrating to an-
other place where none of their languages has any currency in local linguistic
markets (Blommaert et al. 2005: 210). For Bourdieu, the dynamics of symbolic
capital and the linguistic market generally support the reproduction of social
power relations, as different forms of symbolic capital tend to accumulate with
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speakers. For instance, Gee (1996: 60) shows how school teachers teaching upper
streams and lower streams for English had very different ideas about the literacy
skills they wanted their students to learn (e.g. “thinking critically” and “filling
out forms”, respectively), thus assigning different values to different groups of
people. The notion of habitus has sometimes been criticised for placing too much
weight on social reproduction and for ultimately being unable to explain social
transformation (see e.g. Ahearn 2001: 118). Language learning later in life, how-
ever, is a process of transformation par excellence and inevitably involves cross-
ing the boundaries of one’s linguistic habitus. In my view, it is precisely because
of the tension between possibilities and constraints inherent in the habitus, as
well as the relationship between the habitus and the linguistic market, that Bour-
dieu’s notion of linguistic legitimacy provides a valuable perspective on (late)
second language learning and use.

Bourdieu emphasises the importance of institutions, and especially the ed-
ucational system, in reproducing relations of symbolic power (see Bourdieu 1991:
49). Indeed, linguistic legitimacy is often granted through institutionalised pro-
cedures. For instance, the right to study at university or apply for citizenship of-
ten requires proof of language skills that are assessed according to an established
standard in language tests. However, more relevant to the perspective of this the-
sis, linguistic legitimacy can be constructed in much less explicit (but not less
powerful) ways, drawing on implicit cultural and linguistic norms, language ide-
ologies, as well as issues of authenticity and speaker identity. For once, the ‘right
to speech’ can be interpreted quite literally: while some people are given space
to speak in certain situations, others are excluded from communication (Bour-
dieu 1977: 648). Examples of how language learners are denied access to oppor-
tunities for language use abound in the second language literature (see Pavlenko
2000 and Section 3.1.2). But even if speakers are participating in the communica-
tion, they can still be deprived of the right to speak through being positioned as
illegitimate. For instance, Martin Rojo (2015: 8-12) demonstrates how in a high
school career counselling session, migrant students were unable to construct an
interactional positioning based on their own, rather than the school counsellor’s,
idea of their capabilities and potential, making them complicit in the counsellor’s
attempt to discourage them from pursuing a prestigious education. Such interac-
tional asymmetries are consequential beyond the situation where they are con-
structed, as the outcomes of counselling sessions or job interviews can have long-
lasting effects on participants’ linguistic and socioeconomic trajectories. It is the
construction of unequal power relations between interlocutors in everyday inter-
actions both inside outside institutions that ultimately consolidates the status of
legitimate speakers and ways of speaking. Here, it is also important to stress
again that delegitimising experiences can evoke strong negative emotions (like
humiliation, shame, or embarrassment) which, as the ‘lived experience of lan-
guage’” (Busch 2017), can inscribe themselves in the body of the language user.

Moreover, from the perspective of linguistic legitimacy, speakers with a dif-
ferent habitus can also be seen as having unequal rights to use particular forms
or varieties of language. Bourdieu emphasises that the speaker’s social identity
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crucially determines how their speech is interpreted. He states that “what speaks
is not the utterance, [or] the language, but the whole social person” (1977: 653).
Thus, the same linguistic products can be awarded radically different values, de-
pending on who the speaker is (Bourdieu 1977: 655). This process is also regu-
lated through the habitus. For instance, speakers who have been socialised into
and have therefore embodied the dominant language (e.g., a middle-class stand-
ard) assert their legitimacy by producing such language quite casually, and can
sometimes even afford to use hypocorrect forms of speech (Bourdieu 1991: 125).
Bourdieu calls this the ability to display “relaxation in tension” (Bourdieu 1977:
659). Speakers who recognise the norms of the dominant language but do not use
them habitually (perhaps because they are working-class speakers of a dialect)
cannot attain legitimacy in the same way. This is precisely because their pursuit
of the dominant language (e.g. through control of their pronunciation or hyper-
correct forms of speech) is perceived as a conscious attempt rather than an effort-
less achievement (Bourdieu 1977: 655-656). This is a particularly relevant obser-
vation for the context of highly proficient second language speakers. While such
speakers often objectively use the same standard or non-standard forms of dis-
course as ‘native speakers’, their overall performance might still be interpreted
differently against the background of their status or linguistic habitus (see also
Jaspers 2016). Consequently, in order to achieve linguistic legitimacy in the target
language, second language speakers may feel they have to strive for correctness,
while for ‘native speakers’ of that language there is greater scope for creativity.

Bourdieu’s remarks about the importance of effortlessness in achieving le-
gitimacy also connects with the notion of authenticity. Recent work in sociolin-
guistics has turned away from regarding authenticity as an essential realness and
has instead investigated it in terms of processes of authentication involving ide-
ologies about languages and speakers (Bucholtz 2003). Kramsch (2012) discusses
the relationship between legitimacy and authenticity in second language use. She
analyses a passage from a bilingual writer’s autobiographical novel, where the
narrator, an elite student and fluent second language speaker of English, is over-
whelmed by a sense of artifice after attempting to respond to her interlocutor in
“some kind of American” with “equal spontaneity” (Hoffman 1989: 21; cited in
Kramsch 2012: 111). Although her interlocutor seems satisfied with her response,
the narrator is overcome by a feeling of paralysis and speechlessness. Kramsch
argues that Hoffman’s speechlessness did not stem from an actual lack of linguis-
tic competence or from a negative reaction on the part of her interlocutor, but
from the fear of being an illegitimate impostor who might just not be “” American’
enough to use English the way American native speakers use it” (Kramsch 2012:
212). This example shows that linguistic (il)legitimacy is not always a question of
outside regulation of speakers but can also take the form of self-censorship (Bour-
dieu 1991: 77).

The notion of linguistic legitimacy brings together the issues of language
ideology and identity and positioning discussed earlier in this chapter. Like lan-
guage ideology, the notion of linguistic legitimacy is grounded in an understand-
ing of language not as neutral or innocent (Coupland & Jaworski 2004: 36), but
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as deeply embedded in historical processes of social power and political interest.
Like approaches to identity and positioning, it draws attention to how power
circulates through the individual habitus and through social situations. Linguis-
tic legitimacy can then be seen as concerning the intersection of societal power
and socioculturally constituted speakers. In order to investigate such a nexus of
multilayered processes, an equally multilayered theoretical framework is needed.
Pietikdinen (2012: 411) argues that the discourse analytical approach of nexus
analysis offers a particularly suitable framework for studying how language,
large-scale historical processes and societal ideological processes dynamically in-
teract with the smaller-scale ideological processes constructed and experienced
by individuals in local and situational contexts. The next section introduces nexus
analysis and discusses its potential for the study of second language speakers
from the perspective of language ideology, identity and linguistic legitimacy.

3.3 Nexus analysis

3.3.1 Nexus analysis as a theoretical framework

Nexus analysis (Scollon & Scollon 2004, 2007) is a discourse analytical approach
developed by linguistic anthropologists Ron Scollon and Suzie Wong Scollon
that places social action at the centre of the analysis. It is an approach to discourse
in that it is interested in “all forms of meaningful semiotic human activity seen in
connection with social, cultural and historical patterns and developments of use”
(Blommaert 2005: 3). Nexus analysis views such activity as involving the use of
mediational means, for instance, language or physical objects. Beyond social ac-
tion, it focuses its attention on different nexus of practice, i.e., junctions or inter-
sections of actions, practices, ideas and objects that come to form socially signifi-
cant links (Scollon 2001: 140-158). Nexus analysis is sometimes referred to (e.g.
Al Zidjaly 2012: 3) as the methodological framework of mediated discourse analysis
(MDA, R. Scollon 2001), while elsewhere MDA is referred to as the term used in
the Scollons’ earlier work and nexus analysis as the term used in later publica-
tions (Scollon & Scollon 2007: 615). Both terms, in any case, refer to a holistic ap-
proach to discourse based on the same theoretical constructs, and they are often
used interchangeably. In this thesis, I refer to nexus analysis as an umbrella term
for the collection of theoretical and methodological dimensions involved in the
analysis of mediated discourse. This section discusses nexus analysis as a theo-
retical framework; in other words, I explore the view it takes on social action in
general and language in particular, as well as its implications for studying second
language speakers. Nexus analysis as a methodological framework, insofar as it
is relevant to this study, is discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.

Nexus analysis can be described as a critical approach that is driven by a
deep concern with social inequality. Indeed, nexus analysis was originally devel-
oped in response to the Scollons” difficulties in identifying exactly where and
how social inequality is ultimately reproduced. They found that there was no
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single social situation or context in which discrimination could have been
thought to originate, as all the situations and contexts they studied were linked
to other situations and contexts in a network; discrimination therefore had to be
understood as emerging from nexus points (Scollon & Scollon 2007: 615). In a
specific sense, the term nexus refers to the nexus of practice as an established type
of action in which social practices intersect in a regular fashion (R. Scollon 2001:
142; Scollon & Scollon 2004: 12). However, nexus can also designate any connec-
tion between “two different ideas or objects which links them in a series or net-
work” (Scollon & Scollon 2004: viii). From a nexus analytical point of view, eve-
rything is connected - past and future interactions, social actors and their histo-
ries, ideas and discourses - and it is the task of nexus analysis to explore precisely
these linkages.

According to R. Scollon (2001), nexus analysis represents neither an entirely
new theory nor a new methodology, as it draws heavily on concepts from other
tields of research in linguistics and linguistic anthropology. Instead, it can be seen
as an attempt to create a theoretical and analytical focal point, mediated action,
around which work in these different areas can be brought together (R. Scollon
2001: 8). Nexus analysis shares with interactional sociolinguistics and conversa-
tion analysis an interest in the close linguistic analysis of interaction. At the same
time, it subscribes to the premise of sociological practice theory, according to
which social structures are produced and reproduced in concrete instances of so-
cial action and, conversely, an analysis of any such instances has to take into ac-
count the sociocultural embeddedness of the mediational means and the habitus
(R. Scollon 2001: 9). Critical discourse analysis, in turn, provides a theoretical per-
spective for studying how power circulates in semiotic ecologies (Scollon &
Scollon 2004: 136). Finally, the commitment of nexus analysis to ethnography as
a theoretical and methodological approach draws on ethnographic traditions in
anthropology and sociology, while also departing from them by taking social ac-
tion, rather than a specific social group or culture, as a starting point (Scollon &
Scollon 2004: 13). Bringing together these (and other) strands of research creates
a comprehensive theoretical and methodological framework that allows for the
concurrent analysis of micro and macro aspects of social reality, processes hap-
pening on different timescales (Lemke 2000), linguistic and non-linguistic forms
of semiotic activity, the joint construction of social action, as well as social actors’
individual trajectories, while also providing a useful terminology (see the discus-
sion below). Nexus analysis as a framework calls for analytical complexity and
ambiguity (R. Scollon 2001: 11) and is eclectic in its use of methods of data collec-
tion and analysis.

It is therefore not surprising that nexus analysis has been applied in the
study of a wide array of topics. The Scollons themselves have used a nexus ana-
lytical framework in the study of child interaction and socialisation (e.g. R.
Scollon 2001) and online practices (e.g. Scollon & Scollon 2004). Other scholars
have worked with nexus analysis in, for example, the fields of language policy
(e.g. Hult 2010; Savski 2015), language education (Dressler 2012; Kallkvist 2013;
Hult 2017; Kuure et al. 2018), minority languages (Lane 2009; Pietikdinen 2012,
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2015; Karjalainen 2015; Brannick 2016), multilingual work places (e.g. Chopin
2016; Strommer 2017a; Virtanen 2017), health communication (e.g. Hanell 2017),
translation and interpreting studies (e.g. Koskinen 2008; Maattd 2017), and online
communities (e.g. Martinviita 2017). In this thesis, I draw on a nexus analytical
framework to explore the experiences of highly proficient second language
speakers of Finnish. In Section 3.3.3, I argue that nexus analysis offers a holistic
perspective that is able to take into account the experiential, interactional and
ideological aspects of second language use. First, however, I introduce the nexus
analytical concepts used in this study in more detail (3.3.2).

3.3.2 Central concepts of nexus analysis

Unlike many other discourse analytical approaches, nexus analysis does not start
with language but takes the notion of social action as its starting point and unit
of analysis. The reason for this is the Scollons” conviction that language is only
one element of social action, and that the whole picture needs to be explored in
order to grasp the role of language (Al Zidjaly 2012: 2). Looking exclusively at
the content and structure of discourse, whether written texts or spoken words,
does not tell us much about what it is that people actually do with discourse in
social situations. As Jones and Norris (2005a: 4) argue, meaning is not located in
discourse itself but emerges from the ways in which people employ discourse in
their actions. In order to understand discourse, we therefore need to understand
its relationship with action. This is only possible if we direct our analytical focus
to social action in all its complexity.

Scollon and Scollon (2004: 11) define social action as “any action taken by
an individual with reference to a social network, [i.e.] a mediated action.” This
definition implies that a social action is thought of not as an isolated and self-
contained event but as connected to and constituted by actions that have taken
place elsewhere in time and space. The process through which such previous ac-
tions enter the here-and-now is captured by the notion of mediation, a concept
stemming from sociocultural theory (see e.g. Wertsch 1991, 2007). Sociocultural
theory holds that any social action is mediated through the use of cultural tools,
such as bodies, material artefacts, communities, practices and identities as well
as semiotic systems (see Section 3.1.2). These tools are neither given nor fixed but
they have developed and are continuously developing in time through a long
chain of actions.?!

Cultural tools mediate social action by providing affordances for action (see
van Lier 2004: 90-105) and imposing constraints on the kinds of actions that can
be taken. For instance, language can be seen as a cultural tool affording a broad

2 For instance, a road sign can be seen not only as a material and semiotic artefact that
can be used as a tool for navigating, but also as the result of social actors commis-
sioning, planning, designing and putting up the sign, i.e., of actions undertaken at an
earlier moment in time that have become “frozen actions’ (see Norris 2004: 13-14). For
somebody driving a car, the road sign is merely an object and its history is insignifi-
cant. Yet the presence of the sign as well as its particular design as an outcome of ear-
lier action make a difference in terms of the action a social actor can undertake in the
here-and-now.



63

range of utterances and actions but also setting limits to what it is possible to say.
At the same time, linguistic conventions are not able to predict what actual utter-
ances will be made by speakers at particular moments in time; they merely offer
possibilities for meaning-making (cf. Halliday 1978: 39). Mediated actions are
therefore characterised by a dynamic struggle between the scope of possible ac-
tions provided by the mediational means and the unique real-time implementa-
tion of these means in action (see Wertsch 1994: 205). It is also important to stress
that the term action does not (or not only) refer to conscious and intentional be-
haviour on the part of acting individuals. Rather, social action is often distributed
and jointly constructed by multiple participants (R. Scollon 2002: 233). What is
more, individual agency is not disconnected from its social and cultural contexts
(see 3.1.3). A nexus analytical approach therefore regards agency as “integrated
- and in tension with - the actor’s habitus, the mediational means employed and
the social practices involved in constructing a mediated action” (Jones & Norris
2005b: 169; italics in original).

From this perspective, social action appears to be a thoroughly complex and
historically layered (cf. Blommaert 2005: 131) object of analysis. Rather than
providing a narrow definition of what social action is or is not (see Scollon &
Scollon 2007: 608), the Scollons address this complexity by directing the analytical
focus towards three elements at whose intersection they understand social action
to take place (Scollon & Scollon 2004: 19): the participants’ historical bodies, i.e., the
embodied experience participants bring to a situation; the interaction order, i.e.,
the social roles taken by and the relationship between participants in the situation;
and the discourses in place, i.e., any meaning-making activities carried out by par-
ticipants in or surrounding the social action. These elements are often schema-
tised as circles or half-circles in graphic representations (see Figure 2), but they
are not understood as static or fixed units. Rather, the Scollons emphasise that
they have to be seen as “discourse cycles’ (Scollon & Scollon 2004: 18-34) or “dis-
course itineraries’ (R. Scollon 2008) which ‘aggregate’ in real-time instances of
social action (Blommaert & Huang 2009: 272).
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FIGURE 2 Social action at the intersection of historical bodies, the interaction order and dis-
courses in place (adapted from Scollon 2004: 20)

These discourse itineraries are formed in sequences of previous actions and they
change with every action through which they circulate (Scollon & Scollon 2004:
28). Thus, in addition to observing what happens in the synchronic intersection
of the three discourse cycles, nexus analysis is also interested in their trajectories,
e.g. the circulation of a particular discourse or participants” histories of socialisa-
tion into a practice. This enables a better understanding of the ways in which an
action unfolds in the here-and-now and of how it is connected to other social
actions. In the following, I will examine each of the three elements or discourse
cycles more closely and discuss their relationship with related theoretical con-
cepts. I will discuss their particular relevance with regard to language, language
learning and second language speakers in Section 3.3.3.

Historical body

The first element of social action is the historical body, a notion borrowed from
Japanese philosopher Kitaro Nishida (1998 [1937]) who set out to develop an on-
tology that goes beyond materialist and idealist traditions towards an under-
standing of reality as the “world in which we are actively involved” (Nishida
1998 [1937]: 39). His basic assumption is that any human action creates something,
it leaves a material trace in the world, which in turn acts on the person who cre-
ated it as well as on other people (Nishida 1998 [1937]: 40). A simple example
would be the act of inventing a tool or transforming an already existing one - an
act which alters the historical world by adding a material and cultural item to it,
thereby affording new or different actions in the future. The world can then be
understood as a ‘transactional world’, i.e. a world that is shaped by people and
that simultaneously shapes those who are involved in it (Nishida 1998 [1937]: 40).
Crucially, in Nishida’s philosophy, this interaction between individual con-
sciousness and historical world is mediated by the human body. The body is the
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basis of all action: it enables a person to be a subject that acts on the world as well
as an object that can be acted on by others (Grosz 2014: 148). In other words, we
need our bodies in order to transform ideas into materialities (buildings, works
of art, words spoken or written), at the same time as our consciousness is shaped
through bodily engagement with those materialities already present in the world.
For Nishida, human existence is therefore “a mutual determination of conscious-
ness and world” (Grosz 2014: 147).

Nishida’s historical body bears some similarity to Bourdieu’s (1990) notion
of habitus (R. Scollon 2001: 167), discussed in more detail in Section 3.2.3. While
the Scollons frequently draw on Bourdieu and the concept of habitus, their pre-
ferred term is “historical body’. One reason for this is the ambiguity in Bourdieu’s
theory about whether the habitus is thought of as individual dispositions or
whether it is to be found in the collective dispositions of a social group (R. Scollon
2001: 143). From a nexus analytical perspective, social actors and their historical
bodies are not conceptualised as representatives of an a priori defined social
group but as each having their individual history of experience, which can bear
more or fewer similarities to that of other individuals (see R. Scollon 2001: 157).
In nexus analysis, the historical body is thus defined as an individual’s “accumu-
lated experience of social actions” (R. Scollon 2001: 6), which shapes this individ-
ual’s physical skills, linguistic repertoires, cultural habits and ways of thinking
(Scollon & Scollon 2004: 46). Hence, whenever a social actor enters into a situation,
the historical body represents both a resource and a kind of ‘baggage’ (Blom-
maert & Huang 2009: 273). It enables individuals to act but also places constraints
on what they can do, think or perceive.

Another important aspect of the notion of historical body is that, as a term,
it draws attention to physical bodies and forwards an understanding of experi-
ence not as exclusively mental, but as bodily and embodied. Social actions always
have a material reality and “[w]hat is actually perceived, and acted upon semiot-
ically by other people is a body in a particular space” (Blommaert & Huang 2009:
274). The emphasis on the body also takes seriously the very concrete ways in
which most everyday social actions (e.g. buying a coffee in a coffee shop) require
a large number of lower-level actions crucially involving embodied routines (e.g.
queuing, handling money, or picking up a coffee cup; see Scollon 2001: 1).

Interaction order

The second element of the Scollons” concept of social action is the interaction or-
der, a term borrowed from Goffman (1983). In its original sense, the interaction
order concerns face-to-face interactions, i.e., “environments in which two or more
individuals are physically in one another’s response presence” (Goffman 1983: 2).
Goffman’s central argument is that what happens in interactions cannot be suffi-
ciently explained on the basis of explicit rules of behaviour, macrosociological
categories or external norms and values. Nor is it reducible to participants - after
all, the same people can behave very differently in different situations. Conse-
quently, the interaction order is thought to exist independently of both structures
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and individuals (Rawls 1987: 139). Goffman (1983: 2) therefore argues that inter-
actions, with their unique dynamics and effects, can and should be an area of
sociological investigation in their own right.

In the context of nexus analysis, the interaction order can be understood as
referring to social arrangements in which participants gather to carry out social
actions such as conversations, meetings or lessons (Scollon & Scollon 2004: 19) -
in short, to the different ways in which individuals can be in each other’s pres-
ence.?? Different interaction orders are linked to different ways of participating
as well as different expectations about the course of the interaction. The interac-
tion order also affects the relationships between participants in an interaction.
For example, a traditional university lecture is performed by a lecturer and an
audience engaged in speaking and listening practices, respectively, it is usually
set in a room designed precisely for this purpose, and it has a clear structure and
time frame. A study meeting among classmates could, instead, take place in the
library, the participants will probably be gathered around a table, and their roles
as well as the course of the meeting will be negotiable at least to some extent.

Discourses in place

The final element of social action is referred to by the Scollons as discourses in
place. Following Gee’s (2013) differentiation between ‘discourse” and ‘Discourse’,
discourses in place can be understood in two ways. On the one hand, they can be
thought of as the concrete ‘language stuff’ (e.g. words, speech, texts) that is
drawn on when carrying out a social action. On the other hand, discourses in
place can be seen as more abstract discursive constructs, or Discourses, regulat-
ing the semiotic relationship between linguistic conventions, actions and social
identities (Gee 1999: 13; Gee 2013: 1). Nexus analysis is interested in discourse in
both of these senses. It is interested in language and other semiotic means, but it
keeps the focus on how these are put into use to achieve a particular social action
in time. At the same time, nexus analysis acknowledges that the use of language
in social action is usually linked to, or invokes, more abstract Discourses. R.
Scollon (2001: 2) gives the example of a paper coffee cup, which not only serves
as a material tool in the action of having a coffee, but its inscriptions also bring in
a whole range of Discourses, stretching from commercial branding to manufac-
turing information. The crucial question for nexus analysis is when and in what
way the action, the situated language use that accompanies it, and the Discourses

2 Of course, not all ways in which people come together consist of typical face-to-face
interactions. Scollon and Scollon (2004) use the term to compare the interaction order
of a class taught face-to-face in a traditional “panopticon classroom” (2004: 39) with
the interaction order of a course taught online. A considerable body of nexus analyti-
cal work has since investigated digital communication, re-conceptualising the notion
of interaction order to describe interaction in online communities (e.g. Martinviita
2017). Applying a nexus analytical perspective to the analysis of policy texts, Hult
has suggested thinking about the ‘interaction order” of textual artifacts (2010: 12),
while some nexus analysts (Pietikdinen 2012; Karjalainen 2015) have preferred the
notion of ‘genre” over “interaction order” in their work, emphasising that types of in-
teractions are inextricably linked to particular normed and recognisable ways of us-
ing language (Karjalainen 2015: 88).
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present become connected, and how we are to understand this connection. Be-
cause social action is necessarily situated in a concrete, material environment
(Scollon & Scollon 2004: 14), the discourses involved in any action are always “in
place’, that is to say, they are spatially and temporally situated discourses (see
also Scollon & Scollon 2003).

Four perspectives are central to the Scollons” understanding of discourse.
First, in contrast to approaches to discourse that focus exclusively on what is ex-
pressed through language by analysing conversations, narratives, media texts or
political speeches, nexus analysis investigates discourse as one element of social
action among others, and conceptualises it as material and semiotic but not nec-
essarily encoded by linguistic means. Second, discourses are understood as cir-
culating on different timescales (Scollon & Scollon 2004: 14; see also Lemke 2000;
Blommaert 2005, 2007). The duration of a simple verbal exchange can be as short
as minutes or seconds, a printed book can circulate for decades, whereas build-
ings may be a hundred years old or more, and will therefore appear as a static
element rather than a discourse itinerary from the perspective of day-to-day life.
In this way, much of the “historical world” consists in fact of processes or dis-
courses circulating on very slow timescales (see Scollon & Scollon 2004: 168).
Third, while usually a multitude of discourses is available in any given situation,
these discourses always have to be “activated” in interaction. From a nexus ana-
lytical perspective it is thus important to analyse what is treated as relevant or
irrelevant by participants (Scollon & Scollon 2004: 14), and to consider the rela-
tionship between action and Discourses a matter of empirical investigation (R.
Scollon 2001: 3). Fourth, accomplishing the goals set by these three perspectives
requires an ethnographic orientation to discourse (R. Scollon 2001: 158) that looks
closely at instances of social action while also taking into account their broader
spatial and temporal context. Nexus analysis can thus also be considered a critical
and ethnographic approach to discourse that is able to take into account issues of
linguistic resources, production, circulation and access (see Blommaert 2005: 35).

3.3.3 Studying second language speakers in a nexus analytical framework

In Section 3.1, I outlined how cognitive-linguistic approaches to language learn-
ing are largely based on a view of languages as bounded systems that are ac-
quired by learners in universal sequences of development. I described how in the
course of the “social turn” in second language research (Block 2003), a range of
alternative views have emerged that argue for a theoretical integration of social
and cognitive aspects of language learning. While these approaches share many
basic assumptions with nexus analysis (e.g., an emergentist view of language and
an understanding of language as embodied), the number of studies applying
nexus analysis to contexts of language learning and teaching is still relatively
modest (for an overview see Kuure et al. 2018). At the same time, there is little
explicit theorisation of adult additional language learning in the Scollons” work,
even though learning processes occupy a central position in their theoretical
thinking and they have frequently addressed issues of early language socialisa-
tion (e.g. R. Scollon 2001).
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In this thesis, I take the view that there are valuable intersections between
nexus analysis and socially oriented theorisations of second language learning
and use, especially in the notion of historical body. This notion strongly resonates
with a usage-based conceptualisation of linguistic repertoire (see Section 3.1.4).
Underlying the notion of linguistic repertoire is an understanding of language
not as a bounded system but as a process, unfolding in a dynamic relationship
between speakers, linguistic resources and creative instances of language use,
and of language learning as the entrenchment of linguistic resources through ex-
periences with language in the social world. Individual repertoires can thus be
defined as “biographically assembled patchworks of functionally distributed
communicative resources” (Blommaert & Backus 2011: 23), comprising resources
from different linguistic varieties but never covering the entirety of what is
thought to be “a language’. Similarly, Scollon (2002: 130) speaks of idiolect not as
an individual’s knowledge of ‘a language’ but as a person’s entirety of experi-
ences with language. This is in line with the definition of the historical body as
“an individual’s accumulated experience of social actions” (Scollon 2001: 6), as
well as with an understanding of learning as “a process of appropriation in the
habitus over time of the knowledge of and ability to use the external, objective
world” (Scollon 2002: 136-137). A nexus analytical perspective thus approaches
second language speakers’ repertoires not in terms of ‘competence’, but in terms
of their historical bodies, including past trajectories, current resources and em-
bodied dispositions for linguistic practice. Through their historical bodies, sec-
ond language speakers can draw on resources and strategies for language learn-
ing and use, at the same time as they are restricted by embodied patterns of be-
haviour.

Approaching second language speakers from a nexus analytical perspective
also avoids the a priori division of language users into ‘native” and ‘non-native’
speakers, often present in everyday discourse as well as much of language learn-
ing research. Rather, with a perspective on historical bodies, we can think of
groups of speakers having a homologous, i.e., similarly structured, habitus
(Bourdieu 1990; also discussed by Scollon 2001: 37-40), while the respective hab-
itus of other groups of individuals may be very different. According to Scollon
(2001: 37), a homologous habitus can be observed when individuals jointly en-
gage in a social action “without thought, comment, or consideration, that is, un-
consciously undertaking this action out of habitus”. With respect to language,
one could, for instance, think of two speakers with the same first language who,
despite having different individual repertoires, will usually be able to engage in
a conversation without paying explicit attention to language use itself. A conver-
sation between speakers of different varieties or levels of competence, on the
other hand, will be more likely to involve negotiations of meaning (see e.g. Va-
ronis & Gass 1985), thereby foregrounding differences in linguistic habitus (alt-
hough this is not necessarily the case, see e.g. Kurhila 2004; Firth 2009).

A perspective of practice rather than competence also means that second
language learners need not be understood as “deficient” speakers. Rather, from
this perspective, they are social actors whose appropriation of the target language
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as a mediational means will be initially restricted to a small number of practices
(e.g. making an order in a restaurant, asking for the time) but, further on in their
learning process, may start to include other, more complex practices (e.g. writing
a course assignment, participating in a discussion). From this perspective, lan-
guage learners are individuals whose linguistic historical bodies initially differ
significantly from those of target language speakers but who, through engaging
in social action with these speakers, can accumulate experience of using the sec-
ond language, thus changing their historical bodies. This, however, does not
mean that speakers can erase the embodied history of their previous engagement
with language. For instance, it is well attested that many, particularly late, lan-
guage learners retain features of pronunciation stemming from earlier experience
with language (an “accent’) (see e.g. Piske et al. 2001: 195-197; for the context of
Finnish as a second language see Aho et al. 2016). The important point is that,
from a nexus analytical perspective, such effects cannot be framed in terms of
‘deficient’ linguistic competence, but are seen as part of speakers” historical bod-
ies and resulting from their individual learning trajectories.

Like the concept of linguistic repertoire, the notion of historical body as the
accumulated experience of social actions does not conceptualise knowledge of
linguistic forms as separate from knowledge about other aspects of semiotic ac-
tivity. Because each instance of language use takes place within a complex and
multi-layered social action, experiences with language use are also shaped by in-
teractional conventions, discourses about language, cultural knowledge, and ex-
pectations brought in by participants. This makes it impossible to separate lin-
guistic resources from their situated use as well as from other, non-linguistic
means of meaning-making. Thus, the linguistic historical body needs to be un-
derstood as developing from holistic experiences of language use and as com-
prising linguistic resources as well as pragmatic and cultural knowledge (Blom-
maert & Backus 2011: 7). With respect to language learning, this also means that
any instance of learning through language use has a subjective dimension of ex-
perience. As Busch (2012, 2017) points out, the development of the linguistic rep-
ertoire is not just based on frequency or salience of linguistic forms, but the sub-
jective ‘lived experience’ (Spracherleben) of language use in everyday interactions
is also crucial to its formation: “Moments of lived experience of language inscribe
themselves into the linguistic memory, they become [...] part of the linguistic rep-
ertoire, either because they represent a special event with a strong emotional im-
pact [...] or because they occur repeatedly” (Busch 2017: 343). The notion of lin-
guistic historical body is therefore also useful for capturing the bodily, sensatory
and emotional aspects of experience with language.

This understanding of language experiences shaping repertoires also makes
relevant the other central notions discussed above: interaction order and dis-
courses in place. All experiences with language take place at specific moments in
time in which the historical bodies of social actors, interactional conventions and
discourses about language(s) and speakers cross paths. As every discourse cycle
has its own trajectory, this also means that it is not enough to look at instances of
second language use or assumed moments of learning in isolation. Instead, it is
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important to pay attention to how these instances came about, how regular or
habitual they are for participants, what is not said or is avoided, and what are the
possible consequences for future interactions (Scollon & Scollon 2004: 152-178).
This can be seen as a way of approaching questions of power and access to lin-
guistic resources and learning opportunities, especially (but not exclusively) out-
side contexts of formal instruction. For instance, as I pointed out earlier (see 3.1.3),
being physically present in a workplace does not mean being talked to by col-
leagues, and even when communication takes place it can still be socially exclu-
sive or dismissive of second language users’ social identities, thus discouraging
further communication. Methodologically, such a view on second language
learning and use in its social context calls for a broad ethnographic approach that
takes into account participants’ linguistic resources, the identities they are ena-
bled to construct in interaction, as well as possible consequences for future en-
counters and learning opportunities. In the next chapter, I discuss how I have
implemented such a perspective in my research design.
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4 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, I present and reflect on the practical and methodological choices
involved in designing my study. As is characteristic of qualitative research, my
study aims at a deeper understanding of human experience through an interpre-
tative approach. As a multiple case study, it does not try to provide generalisable
results, but rather seeks to illuminate socially situated phenomena in depth, and
to highlight participants’ subjective (and sometimes contradictory) points of
view. In this chapter, I first engage in general epistemological and methodologi-
cal reflections on the process of designing the study (4.1). I structure my discus-
sion according to the three stages of nexus analysis suggested by Scollon and
Scollon (2004): engaging, navigating and changing the nexus of practice. The first
stage, engaging the nexus of practice, refers to selecting a research focus by map-
ping a field of interest. The second stage, navigating can be thought of as the
analytical process of interrogating data and tracing discourse cycles. And the fi-
nal stage of changing the nexus of practice the points to the (unpredictable) ef-
fects of research (Scollon & Scollon 2004: 153-178). In 4.2, I describe the practical
realisation of the study, from the selection criteria and recruitment of participants
to the collection and processing of interview and observational data. I also dis-
cuss ethical issues that emerged during the realisation of the study and reflect on
my researcher positionality in the field. Finally, I give an overview of the ap-
proaches and tools used in the data analysis. I first discuss thematic content anal-
ysis and narrative analysis, before turning to ethnographic and nexus analytical
approaches to discourse (4.3).
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4.1 Engaging, navigating and changing the nexus of practice

4.1.1 Autoethnographic reflections on becoming and being a speaker of
Finnish as a second language

The stage of engaging the nexus of practice is described by Scollon & Scollon (2004:
154) in the following way: “Establish the social issue you will study. Find the
crucial social actors. Observe the interaction order. Determine the most signifi-
cant cycles of discourse. Establish your zone of identification.” In the case of this
study, engaging the nexus of practice started much earlier than at the beginning
of this PhD project. It was my own experience of becoming a speaker of Finnish,
as well as my encounter with discourses surrounding the use of Finnish as a sec-
ond language, that gave me my first insights into the topic of this dissertation. In
addition, I conducted an interview study with speakers of Finnish as a second
language for my Master’s thesis (Zobel 2013), and in this way I also became fa-
miliar with accounts of other speakers’ experiences. The steps outlined in Scollon
& Scollon (2004) were therefore taken in somewhat reverse order: I first entered
the nexus by becoming a learner and later a proficient speaker of Finnish myself,
in the course of which I encountered discourses about Finnish circulating in Fin-
land, and gained first-hand experience of participating in various interaction or-
ders as a speaker of Finnish as a second language. I then became familiar with
sociolinguistic theories (especially the notion of language ideologies) as well as
accounts of other speakers’ experiences while working on my Master’s thesis,
and finally established linguistic legitimacy and the special case of highly profi-
cient second language speakers of Finnish as the focus of my further research.
Throughout this process, my own ‘lived experience of language’” (Busch
2017) served as a meaningful lens through which I looked at issues surrounding
Finnish as a second language. Growing up in Germany, I had not contact with
Finland or the Finnish language until I reached adulthood. I first came to Finland
for an intensive language course, and this was followed by a year-long Erasmus
study exchange and an internship before I settled down more permanently and
started my PhD studies in Finland. My background in linguistics and my
extensive experience with language learning, both in the context of instruction
and through living abroad, had prepared me well for the first stage of my life in
Finland: I made quick progress in learning Finnish and was soon able to use the
language in simple conversations and practical, everyday situations. However,
as time went by, I realised that becoming part of the linguistic and cultural
community was not simply about learning new words but was also a challenging
social and emotional project. For a long time I would, for instance, be regularly
addressed in English by native Finnish speakers, even if I had initiated the
interaction in Finnish, and I found this deeply discouraging. Conversely, any
situation in which I felt that I was taken seriously as a speaker of Finnish was
encouraging and motivating. I also realised that my feelings of inadequacy did
not entirely disappear as soon as I was able to hold a conversation in Finnish. The
more [ was able to participate in Finnish-speaking contexts and activities in
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which ‘native speakers’ set the pace, the more I became aware of my
comparatively slower speech, poorer comprehension of the nuances of the topics
discussed, as well as my lack of sociocultural knowledge. I was frustrated at not
being able to express myself better, but I also felt uncomfortable and even
humiliated whenever my interlocutors used simplified speech or were markedly
supportive of my participating in the conversation. Even if my Finnish skills
became ‘advanced’ relatively early on in my language learning process, it took
me many years to reach a point where I felt at ease and somewhat authentic when
using Finnish.

All these rather subtly nuanced experiences took place against the backdrop
of the discourses about Finnish as a second language I came across in different
everyday situations: from the often rather enthusiastic or even exaggerated
praise for my Finnish skills that I encountered when meeting new people, to the
ubiquitous statements about how Finnish really is one of the most difficult
languages in the world, to media discourses about immigration and the issues of
language learning and linguistic integration arising in this context. In short, as
my experiences with using Finnish in everyday life and my awareness of ongoing
debates in Finland grew, I stopped conceiving of language learning as a primarily
intellectual project. Instead, I realised that how others perceived me, what I
thought they thought of me and why, and how I felt about who I was and what
I could do as a speaker of Finnish were central to my experience of language
learning and use. Particularly revelatory in this respect was my (simultaneously
flattering, confusing and challenging) experience of passing for a native speaker
(see Piller 2002), which made me curious about other speakers of Finnish as a
second language who occasionally experienced this. Reflecting on these personal
experiences against the backdrop of my knowledge of sociolinguistic and
sociological theory finally led me to identify highly proficient use of Finnish as a
second language at the intersection of language ideology, identity and linguistic
legitimacy as a topic I wanted to investigate further.

Against the background of this intimate involvement with my own research
topic, my reflections on the experience of my participants have inevitably
involved autoethnographic aspects. Autoethnography is defined by C. Ellis et al.
(2011: 1; italics in original) as “an approach to research and writing that seeks to
describe and systematically analyze (graphy) personal experience (auto) in order
to understand cultural experience (ethno)”. It not only acknowledges but also
utilises the researcher’s insights into their own experiences, emotions, and social
identities and their impact on the research process (C. Ellis et al. 2011: 3-4). With
regard to second language learning and use, autoethnographic approaches have
been used in research for in-depth explorations of learners’, teachers’ and
language users’ personal experiences (see e.g. Simon-Maeda 2011 for an
autoethnography of becoming a speaker of Japanese; Canagarajah 2012 for an
autoethnography of teacher development; Hult 2014 for an autoethnographic
account of a bilingual speaker’s practices of language choice).

While this dissertation focuses on the experiences of other speakers and
does not explicitly draw on autoethnographic data, it can be seen as involving an
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autoethnographic perspective. In the context of Finnish as a second language, the
vast majority of qualitative research is still produced by first language speakers
of Finnish. In contrast to this, my study can be regarded as a type of ‘native” (C.
Ellis et al. 2011: 16) or ‘at-home” (Alvesson 2009) ethnography; that is, research
conducted in a setting that is personally familiar to the researcher and in which
they can be considered an ‘insider’. Moreover, ethnographic approaches in
general and nexus analysis in particular stress the importance of reflexivity (see
e.g. Blommaert & Dong Jie 2010: 65-67; S. Scollon 2001). Consequently,
introspection and reflection on my own experiences played a crucial role not only
in formulating my research topic, but also in the data analysis. As Janesick (2011:
148) notes, qualitative analysis also relies on “informed hunches, intuition, and
serendipitous occurrences that, in turn, will lead to a richer and more powerful
explanation of the setting, context, and participants”. Arguably, such intuitive
‘hunches’ emanate from the historical body of the researcher, making it
important to maintain a reflexive stance throughout the research process and to
be aware of when it becomes necessary to distance onself from the research topic
(see Section 4.2.3).

4.1.2 Epistemological and methodological considerations

In nexus analysis, the stage following the engagement process is called navigating.
It focuses on the semiotic cycles of discourses in place, historical bodies and the
interaction order. The Scollons use the term mapping for a closer examination of
the semiotic cycles that circulate through a given moment, the links and interac-
tions between them, and their modes of operation on different timescales (Scollon
& Scollon 2004: 159-171). According to the Scollons, this can be achieved through
a closer analysis of the discourse data (linguistic and non-linguistic), drawing on
a variety of analytical tools from, among others, critical discourse analysis, inter-
actional sociolinguistics or linguistic anthropology (2004: 172-175). In the context
of this dissertation, having engaged in the nexus of practice through my own
experience as a second language speaker of Finnish, the process of navigating
essentially amounted to collecting and analysing data from speakers who shared
a similar background with me but who could be expected to have somewhat dif-
ferent experiences. The practical realisation of the study is described in more de-
tail in Section 4.2, while the analytical tools employed are presented in Section
4.3. In the remainder of this section, I reflect more broadly on the epistemological
and methodological choices I made, especially with regard to the main types of
data collected, i.e., interviews and ethnographic observations.

The goal of the study was to learn more about ideologies of Finnish as a
second language, highly proficient second language speakers’ experiences of
categorisation and positioning, as well as processes of linguistic legitimisation.
Such an interest in discourses, identity and experiences naturally calls for a
qualitative approach (e.g. Mackey & Gass 2005: 162-184), i.e., an interpretative
and explorative, in-depth approach to data, as well as a case-study approach (e.g.
van Lier 2005; Duff 2014), i.e., the investigation of a somehow delineated place,
community, or small set of individuals. Highly proficient adult speakers of
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Finnish as a second language were identified as being of interest because of the
dissonance (as perceived by myself) between common conceptions about Finnish
as a second language (e.g. of Finnish as a supposedly difficult language) and the
high level of proficiency of these late learners. Since such speakers do not form a
group or community, nor can they be found in any particular place or institution,
the study inevitably took the form of a multiple case study (see e.g. Duff 2014:
237-239) involving multi-site fieldwork (see e.g. Marcus 1995).

Two main interests guided my choices with regard to data collection and
analysis. On the one hand, I was interested in practices of identity construction
and language use in real-life contexts. On the other, I was interested in how my
participants themselves experienced, accounted for and made sense of these
practices. These interests motivated the decision to combine qualitative
interviews with observations and recordings from different everyday situations.
However, the two types of data were not played off, as it were, against each other;
the goal was not to point out discrepancies between what my participants said
they did and what I could actually observe they did in practice. Rather,
interviews were seen as an important way of learning about common and
recurrent everyday experiences not easily accessible by direct observation, while
at the same time they elicited narratives in which these experiences were
constructed within a culturally and ideologically mediated frame of meaning-
making. According to Stroud and Wee (2007: 35, footnote 1), semi- or
unstructured interview data are valuable precisely because they allow insights
into the speakers’ subjectively experienced and ‘imagined’ social realities of
speakers, as well as their metalinguistic judgments of linguistic practices.
Similarly, as Baynham (2000: 100) puts it, narrative data, such as interviews,
provide a way of accessing “how participants construct what they do according
to which ideologies and values, which historical trajectories, as well as what kind
of self-presentation or identity work they are currently engaged in”. Given that
ideologies, trajectories of language learning and identity work are focal points in
this thesis, qualitative interviews were as fundamental to the ethnographic
orientation of the study as observational data.

Many scholars have pointed out the importance of treating interviews not
only as sources of information but also as social events in themselves (e.g. Talmy
2010; De Fina & Perrino 2011). In this sense, interviews are themselves “sites of
engagement’, i.e., windows of opportunity for joint social action (R. Scollon 2001:
3-4): the interaction order of the interview typically involves particular practices
and roles (interviewers asking questions and interviewees responding to them),
the historical bodies of interviewer and interviewee regulate their behaviour and
the relationship between them, and preformulated interview questions become
discourses in place. It is therefore important to be aware of how the interactional
format, participants” roles and relationships, and the topics discussed shape the
course of interviews (see De Fina & Perrino 2011), even if a detailed analysis of
the co-constructedness of interview discourse (see e.g. Markova et al. 2007;
Laihonen 2008) is beyond the scope of most studies, including this one. I return
to this issue in Section 4.2.3, in which I discuss my positionality as a researcher,
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and in Section 4.3.3, in which I describe the different levels on which interview
data can be analysed.

The second type of data, collected with a smaller number of participants,
consisted of observations, often captured in fieldnotes, as well as recordings from
communicative situations in which I either was or was not participating as an
interlocutor myself. These data were also important and insightful with respect
to the general ethnographic perspective on discourse taken in this dissertation,
even if such a perspective amounts to much more than types of data and
fieldwork techniques (Blommaert & Dong Jie 2010: 4). Ethnography is a
comprehensive epistemological paradigm providing theoretically grounded
approaches to and tools for describing social life (Blommaert & Dong Jie 2010: 6).
It is an inductive, data-driven approach that usually relies on the study of
individual cases to suggest, explore and further develop theoretical issues and
perspectives (Blommaert & Dong Jie 2010: 12). Importantly with regard to
(second) language learning and use, an ethnographic approach conceptualises
language as a social tool and communicative resource, as contextualised by and
contextualising interaction, and as being inseparable from culture and society
(Blommaert & Dong Jie 2010: 7-8). An ethnographic perspective on language thus
focuses on the question of “who produces what discourse, how, why, and with
what effects” (Heller 2008: 518). Moreover, in ethnography, what can be called
the object-level (observable social actions involving language) and the metalevel
of language (interpretations of these actions mediated by ideas about and the
social value of language) are inseparable (Blommaert & Dong Jie 2010: 9).

Observations and especially recordings of supposedly naturally occurring
communication are often taken to be more authentic and trustworthy in their
representation of real-life contexts than elicited interview data. However, as R.
Scollon points out, it is important to realise that collecting ethnographic data is
always a “construction of a body of data out of the flow of the events of life” (R.
Scollon 2001: 30). That is, not only are ethnographers necessarily selective in their
perception, the process of transforming social action into data (e.g. observations
into fieldnotes and interactions into recordings and later transcripts) also changes
the material modality and reduces the complexity of real-life occurrences. Within
the context of my study, the observations and recordings were highly diverse in
terms of their context and setting, while also being limited in number and scope.
These data therefore cannot be understood as providing a comprehensive
ethnographic picture of a singular place, group, or phenomenon. Rather, they
were treated as allowing glimpses into the lived realities of some of my
participants, which in turn informed my analysis of the interview data. In
practical terms, the border between natural communication and informal
interviews was also often hazy, as conversations in which I was an active
participant often revolved around topics raised in previous interviews.

Qualitative case-studies, relying on interpretations of interviews and
observations from a limited number of participants, inevitably face questions
about their reliability, validity and generalisability. In contrast to quantitative
research, where contextual factors are carefully regulated, qualitative research
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cannot be expected to produce results that are repeatable and consistent over
time. C. Ellis et al. (2011) suggest reformulations of the criteria of reliability,
validity and generalisability for ethnographic studies. In place of reliability they
propose credibility (of the researcher as having been in the field), in place of
validity coherence (of the researcher’s account as a plausible reconstruction of
events), and in place of generalisability relatability (of the researcher’s experience)
(C. Ellis et al. 2011: 32-35). Moreover, as Duff (2012: 419) points out, qualitative
research is also judged based on whether it is able to provide convincing evidence
for its claims and on whether these claims are relevant to existing or emerging
theoretical perspectives.

With regard to the relationship between data and theory, this dissertation
takes a deliberate middle-ground approach between data-driven and theory-
driven inquiry. As discussed in Section 4.1.1, my choice of research focus was
mediated by my own experience as a speaker of Finnish as a second language,
and by the sociolinguistic and anthropological theories with which I was already
familiar. Concepts from these theories, in particular the key notions of language
ideology, identity, and linguistic legitimacy, took the role of “sensitizing
concepts”, defined by Layder (1998: 23) as “individual concepts drawn from a
wider body of theory or knowledge”, which provide “a preliminary means of
ordering and giving shape to a mass of data”. Thus, while analysis of the data
was exploratory in that it did not orient toward a preformulated hypothesis, it
was more targeted than in strictly inductive approaches (cf. e.g. Glaser & Strauss
1967). The data analysis thus took the form of an ongoing dialogue between
theoretical concepts (e.g. linguistic legitimacy; see Chapter 3.2.3), participants’
responses to predefined topics (e.g. passing for a native speaker; see Chapter 5.2),
new issues introduced by participants (e.g. being the only foreigner in a context;
see Chapter 6.3), as well as reflections on my own experience as a speaker,
pushing me to continually re-examine both my understanding of theory and my
interpretation of the data.

4.1.3 Limitations of the study

The last stage of nexus analytical research is changing the nexus of practice. The
notion acknowledges that researchers are not only investigating the nexus of
practice, but through engaging in their research activities (such as interviewing,
meeting participants, writing notes and reports, etc.) they themselves become
part of these nexus (Scollon & Scollon 2004: 177). Given the strong commitment
to social justice in nexus analysis, Scollon and Scollon (2004: 178) encourage re-
searchers to reflect on what kinds of social change their involvement in the nexus
can bring (or not bring) about. In the following, I make use of the notion of chang-
ing the nexus of practice to reflect on some limitations of this study.

The present study is to a large degree based on secondary data (e.g. Auer
1995), i.e., participants” accounts of experiences rather than direct observations of
social actions. The limited scope of the observational data therefore does not al-
low for a more systematic or detailed (nexus) analysis of my participants” prac-
tices. Moreover, my participation in and observation of different contexts was
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mostly dictated by questions of practical feasibility (e.g. in terms of geographical
place, participants” wishes, or research permits). Consequently, I was unable to
identify and access all or even most contexts that are likely to be key situations
for the construction of linguistic identity and legitimacy. However, since the cen-
tral interest of this study is in the ‘lived experience of language’ (Busch 2017), i.e.
how participants themselves experience and make sense of their and others’ lin-
guistic practices, such accounts still provide rich and multi-layered data.

A second limitation of my study is the relatively homogeneous and socially
privileged background of the participants, especially given that the theoretical
framework of this dissertation places considerable emphasis on the effects of so-
cial power as theorised in the notions of language ideology and linguistic legiti-
macy. All the participants in this study are highly educated, middle-class Euro-
peans, most of whom had had significant experience with learning languages be-
fore coming to Finland. They thus fit squarely into the group of WEIRD research
participants, i.e. people from “Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Dem-
ocratic (WEIRD) societies” (Henrich et al. 2010: 61), still staggeringly overrepre-
sented in studies of second language learning and use (Andringa & Godfroid
2019). In the case of my study, access to linguistic resources and learning oppor-
tunities, as well as the chances of constructing legitimate and desirable speaker
identities, were thus not complicated (or were complicated to a much lesser ex-
tent) by effects of racial, ethnic or socioeconomic discrimination (cf. Pavlenko
2000).

On the other hand, in my view, an investigation of proficient and privileged
second language speakers also offers unique insights into the difficulties that
such speakers face (see also De Costa 2016b). Harrison (2013) shows that, regard-
less of actual levels of linguistic competence, second language speakers’ profes-
sional advancement can be decisively mediated by (real or perceived) prejudice
against non-native speakers, as well as by second language speakers’ feelings of
linguistic deficiency or inferiority, pointing to potential glass ceiling effects. Un-
derstood more broadly, the metaphor of the glass ceiling also resonates with the
concept of ultimate attainment (e.g. Birdsong 2004) in second language learning.
Here, much of SLA research has disregarded social context by simply assuming
ideal conditions for second language learning (Thorne 2000). However, as Bour-
dieu (1977, 1991) argues, social power pervades all linguistic interactions and
practices. What my study can demonstrate, then, is that advanced language
learning skills and privileged access to linguistic resources do not entirely elimi-
nate issues of power, identity, and linguistic legitimacy in language learning, but
that these can reappear as subtler forms of othering and exclusion.
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4.2 Realisation of the study

4.2.1 Participants

Alongside more theoretical interests, the practical objective of this study was to
learn more about the everyday experiences of highly proficient, adult second lan-
guage speakers of Finnish in Finland. The first criterion for the recruitment of
participants was therefore a very advanced level of proficiency in Finnish. This
was partly motivated by the expectation that highly proficient speakers could
provide valuable insights into questions of language ideology, identity, and lin-
guistic legitimacy, because their experience with language use goes beyond ac-
quiring communicative competence in the sense of grammatical accuracy and
pragmatic appropriateness (see Kramsch 2012: 110). In the study, advancedness
was not defined in terms of official proficiency levels (e.g. on the CEFRL scale),
but was based on potential participants” self-assessment. The recruitment mes-
sage was addressed to second language speakers of Finnish “who have attained
an advanced and wide-ranging command of the Finnish language” (jotka ovat
saavuttaneet hyvin monipuolisen ja korkeatasoisen suomen kielen taidon). Self-assess-
ment was chosen because the study was interested in subjective experiences of
speakerness and because especially highly proficient speakers who have devel-
oped their competence to a significant extent outside the context of formal lan-
guage instruction could not necessarily be expected to have formal proof of their
proficiency level.

In addition, it was stated that participants should have experienced “situa-
tions in which they are not identified as second language speakers” (joilla on
kokemusta tilanteista, joissa heitd ei tunnisteta toisen kielen puhujiksi). This criterion
mainly stemmed from my particular interest in the phenomenon of passing for a
native speaker (e.g. Piller 2002). However, the terms ‘native speaker” and ‘Finn’
(mennd suomalaisesta, “pass for a Finn’, would probably be the most natural way
of referring to the phenomenon in Finnish), were consciously avoided because
both these terms evoke strong assumptions about the relationship between com-
petence and ethnonational affiliation. Moreover, the description was kept inten-
tionally broad as I was interested in how participants themselves defined and
experienced such situations, and I wanted to be open to the possibility of this
passing as a native speaker taking place at different rates (from one-time occur-
rences to daily experience) and in different situations (e.g. service encounters,
small talk), and as involving different modalities (e.g. emails, face-to-face conver-
sations, non-verbal interaction).

The second main recruitment criterion was based on the interest of the
study in late multilinguals. Second language research has long dealt with the
question of whether or not there is and what can be defined as a “critical period’
in language learning (see e.g. Birdsong & Molis 2001), i.e. until what age children
acquire nativelike competence (see also Chapter 5.2.1). While there is no clear
agreement among researchers about this, the idea that children learn additional
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languages faster and better, while adult learners almost always retain non-target-
like features in their speech, is generally supported by evidence and is also a
widespread folklinguistic belief (see Hickey 2012: 2). Thus, second language
speakers who acquired the language only in adulthood are usually not expected
to sound nativelike, which makes highly proficient late multilinguals an interest-
ing object of research with respect to identity construction/positioning as well as
language ideologies. Against this background, participants were required to not
have had any significant exposure to Finnish before the age of 18 (jotka aloittivat
suomen kielen opiskelun vasta aikuisidlld [18-vuotiaina tai mydhemmin]), intentionally
excluding, for instance, speakers who came to Finland as children with their fam-
ilies or who grew up abroad with a Finnish-speaking parent.

The final criterion for participation was that participants should be residing
in Finland but should only have moved to Finland in or after the year 2000 (jotka
muuttivat Suomeen vuoden 2000 jilkeen ja asuvat Suomessa pysyvidsti), in other
words, at the earliest 15 years before the beginning of data collection in 2015. This
criterion was formulated against the backdrop of the significant increase in im-
migration to Finland around the turn of the millennium (see Chapter 2.1). It was
expected that such participants could contribute in important ways to under-
standing the language ideological climate of an increasingly diverse, interna-
tional and globalised Finland. In practice, the criterion also targeted younger
adults (between 20 and 45 years of age), who could be assumed to still be building
their lives in Finland and as speakers of Finnish (e.g. through pursuing an edu-
cation, gaining work experience, and establishing social networks).

The practical recruitment of participants was achieved through a variation
of the snowball technique (see e.g. Lanza 2008: 83-84). Once the recruitment mes-
sage was drafted, it was sent via email to friends and colleagues (many of them
second language speakers of Finnish from the Helsinki area or people working
in language teaching or research) who were, in turn, asked to forward the mes-
sage to their own contacts. Later on in the course of the study, some participants
were also recommended by participants I had already interviewed. Given that
my own acquaintances were mainly highly educated Europeans with a strong
interest in language learning and in Finnish as a second language, this method of
recruitment was likely to result in a biased sample of participants with a similar
background. However, the snowball technique is often the only (or only viable)
method of reaching ‘hidden” or ‘hard-to-reach’ populations (Atkinson & Flint
2001), such as, arguably, highly proficient second language speakers of Finnish.
Thus, another advantage of the snowball technique was that participants did not
have to be recruited through particular programmes or institutions. This ensured
diversity with regard to participants’ nationalities, places of residence in Finland,
occupational fields, and such like.

The participant profiles can then be seen as an outcome of both recruitment
criteria and sampling technique, and show similarities as well as differences. In
addition to being highly proficient in Finnish and using the language in various
contexts of everyday life, participants shared a similar background in that they
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were all Europeans and young adults (aged 25-39 at the time of the first inter-
view), who had reached a high level of formal education (all but one had com-
pleted university studies at the time of the first interview) and lived in medium-
sized or large towns in Finland. They had also all grown up monolingually, in
the sense of speaking the national language of their country of origin as their first
and only home language, although most of them had learned one or more other
languages (usually including English) in addition to Finnish later in life. On the
other hand, there were also a number of differences between the participants. The
12 participants (see Figure 3 in Section 4.2.2) were from six different countries
(Czech Republic, France, Germany, Hungary, Poland and Russia) and had lived
in Finland for between a few months to thirteen years at the time of the first in-
terview. Some of them had started learning Finnish before arriving in Finland
(and even studied the language at university level), while others had only started
taking language courses as late as a year after their migration. They also differed
in their family situation (most had a Finnish partner although some did not; only
one participant had children at the time of the first interview) and occupational
background (some worked in positions corresponding to their field and level of
education, others retrained in Finland for a new, more practically oriented pro-
fession). Finally, the participants were dispersed across Finland, from the Hel-
sinki region to smaller and geographically more remote towns.

4.2.2 Data collection and processing

The data collection took place in two overlapping rounds. In the first round (May
2015-October 2016), individual interviews were conducted with all 12 partici-
pants (one interview per participant), while the second round of data collection
(March 2016-March 2017) focused on four of the participants interviewed in the
tirst round and also included observations and recordings from different every-
day situations. The first round of interviews not only generated data for later
analysis, but was also a necessary practical step in navigating my research topic,
as the interview study allowed me to gain a first impression of participants” social
environments, trajectories and experiences, and to chart their interest in partici-
pating in further data collection and the practicalities of their doing so. The inter-
views provided valuable data also because the focus of my research on individ-
uals and their experiences did not allow for the most traditional kind of ethnog-
raphy, in other words, long-term immersion in a group or community (cf. De
Fina 2013: 46).

The interviews conducted in the first round were semi-structured, i.e., ori-
enting to topics and questions laid out in an interview guide prepared before-
hand, but allowing for rephrasing questions and reacting to participants’ re-
sponses in the interview situation (see e.g. Cod6 2008). The interview guide (see
Appendix 3) centred on participants’ linguistic trajectories, multilingual practices
and identities. It was designed partly on the basis of my own experiences as a
speaker of Finnish as a second language (see Section 4.1.1), and partly with re-
gard to the theoretical issues central to this dissertation and other planned pub-
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lications (Ruuska 2016, 2019; see especially the questions on multilingual prac-
tices in the interview guide). All the interviews were conducted in Finnish, with
the exception of those with the three German participants, which were conducted
in their and my first language, German.?? Nine interviews took place at partici-
pants” homes, while three were conducted elsewhere (at a café and in university
facilities), and in all cases I travelled to meet the participants in their home towns.
The interviews lasted between 60 and 135 minutes, and were audio-recorded in
mp3 format with a small digital device.

All the interviews from the first round were then transcribed by myself with
the help of a simple transcription software.2* The transcription followed conven-
tions somewhere between a detailed conversation analytical transcript (e.g. Jef-
ferson 2004) and a tidied up “play script’ (Johnstone 2002: 19). The transcription
was verbatim, so it did not omit, for instance, repetitions or pronounced hesita-
tion markers, it approximately rendered turn-taking between interviewer and in-
terviewee, and particularly salient features such as laughter, sighs, longer pauses
and emphases were marked in the transcript (see the transcription key in Appen-
dix 1). However, the transcription did not reproduce details of pronunciation,
pitch, quality of voice or overlaps between speakers. The English translations of
the original Finnish or German language data omitted further details, including
characteristics of (advanced) second language Finnish. Overall, this approach to
transcription supported the representation of the interviews as social interactions,
while keeping the focus on the content and the narrative-discursive choices in
participants” accounts as well as making the data excerpts reader-friendly. To en-
sure analytical rigour, I also listened to the original interview recordings during
the data analysis, which allowed me to take more subtle conversational features
into account in my interpretation.

Once transcription of the interviews was completed, I coded the digital
transcripts manually, i.e. I assigned key words or phrases to passages of the tran-
scripts. Following Saldafia (2013: 4), I understand coding as an exploratory and
interpretative process. The coding of my interview data was exploratory in that
different coding methods (e.g. structural coding, descriptive coding, in-vivo cod-
ing; see Saldafia 2013: 261-286) were employed to gain a thorough overview of
the emerging topics. That is, rather than attempting to rigorously categorise phe-
nomena and build taxonomic relationships between categories, the coding pro-
cess was open to emerging themes as well as to the complex and multilayered
nature of social life in general (see Saldafia 2013: 207-208). It was an interpretative
process in that coding and theory building were seen as integrated (see Saldafia
2013: 216). In other words, identifying topics and categorising experiences always
involves analytical claims about their nature and the nature of the connections

3 When first being in touch with the German, I asked them about their preferences re-
garding language choice and all three said that German would feel like the most nat-
ural choice for an interview between first language speakers. Since all participants in
the study were proficient enough in Finnish to discuss any matter spontaneously and
in depth, there was no striking discrepancy in the length or level of detail between
the interviews conducted in Finnish and those conducted in German.

24 f5 for Mac; see https:/ /www.audiotranskription.de/english.
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between them. This was particularly so in the context of this study, where theo-
retical concepts (especially the key notions of ideology, identity, and legitimacy,
as well as the nexus analytical terms of historical body, interaction order and dis-
course in place) guided my interpretation of the data from the very beginning
and also formed part of my inventory of codes. In sum, coding the interview
transcripts helped me to acquaint myself more thoroughly with the data, make
discoveries based on the notions suggested by my theoretical framework, iden-
tify emerging themes and find and compare similarly coded instances across the
data set.

As mentioned above, the interviews also served the purpose of exploring
the possibilities for further data collection with a smaller number of participants.
Eventually, four interviewees were particularly interested and agreed to partici-
pate in the next stage of data collection. Since I was curious about all kinds of
everyday situations of language use, it was left to the focus participants to sug-
gest potentially interesting contexts and to make an initial judgment about
whether they (and others) would feel comfortable with my presence. The situa-
tions that I participated in as an observer thus ranged from workplace settings to
informal conversations with friends and gym classes. Whenever viable, I took
tieldnotes in situ or shortly after the observed events; in some situations, I was
also able to audiorecord the interactions. Since many months had passed since
the first round of data collection, I also conducted additional (unstructured) in-
terviews to learn about how the focus participants” lives had developed in the
meantime. Given the scope of these data, the audiorecordings and second-round
interviews were transcribed only partially (following the same transcription con-
ventions as those used for the first-round interviews). That is, stretches of data
that were particularly relevant with regard to the issues that had emerged from
the first-round interviews were selected for transcription and further analysis.
Figure 3 below provides an overview of the participants and the data collected.
A more detailed list of the data that were collected can be found in Appendix 2.
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Alexander Sophie Zuzana Marie
(L1 German) (L1 Frenchy) (L1 Czech) (L1 French)
Semi-
structured Bianka Sergei Emilie Agnieszka
’(ﬂtel‘";)‘e“’s (L1 Hungarian) (L1 Russian)  (L1French) (L1 Polish)
n=
Sandra Judit Veronika Julia -
(L1 German) (L1 Hungarian) (L1 Czech) (L1 German)
Eth.nographic ¢ informal » informal ¢ informal ¢ informal
data Collected conversations Md conversations conversations Md conversations md
ith f interviews and interviews interviews interviews
wi i 9015 * book club » coffee date with | | workplace (company) | | * workplace (gym)
participants ¢ choir practice friends ¢ sports group for ¢ educational
(n=4) ¢ meeting with children institution
kindergarten ¢ sports group for ¢ coffee date with
teacher adults friend

FIGURE 3 Participants and data collection (all names are pseudonyms selected by the re-
searcher)

An important practical strategy in the process of organising and making sense of
the interviews, fieldnotes, and selected instances from the recordings was memo
writing. Each participant was assigned a file, in which I recorded, in the form of
analytical memos (Saldafa 2013: 41-57), my ideas about observations and topics
emerging from the interviews. This form of writing allowed me to reflect rela-
tively freely and intuitively on the data, creating a space for instances of data that
were striking in some way, as well as interpretations based on hunches, open
questions and feelings of puzzlement. While the analysis of the first-round inter-
view data and the analysis of the additional data collected with the four focus
participants is presented separately in this dissertation (in Chapters 5-6 and 7,
respectively, with one exception), the overall process of data analysis was non-
linear: insights gained from the interviews informed my observational practices,
just as my increased awareness of my focus participants” everyday lives after the
second round of data collection helped me see the interviews in a new light.?>

4.2.3 Ethical considerations and researcher positionality
Research ethics covers a wide range of topics, such as privacy and data protection,

the study of vulnerable populations, issues of consent, the impartiality and in-
tegrity of the research, the impact of research on the environment, and many

5 While the data collected from all participants was taken into account in the overall
analysis, I have not included excerpts from the interview with one participant,
Bianka, in this thesis. This is because the interview with Bianka strongly focused on
multilingual practices, and the results of the analysis of her interview are reported in
detail in Ruuska (2016, 2019).
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more (EC 2013). The realisation of this study followed the guidelines for the re-
sponsible conduct of research published by the Finnish National Board on Re-
search Integrity (TENK 2012). These guidelines include recommendations for
both the practical issues of ethical research conduct (e.g. data storage and anon-
ymisation, consent processes) and for the more general, reflective aspects of re-
search ethics (e.g. calculation of the risks for participants, researcher integrity,
conflicts of interest).

Following the guidelines, I ensured that the interview data and recordings
were stored securely (on a password-secured university network drive as well as,
for the duration of the processes of transcription and analysis, on my private
computer behind a password). A privacy policy was formulated and participants
were informed that they could request access to the policy. All the participants
in the first round of data collection were sent an information package about the
aims and procedures of the study before the interviews, and were asked to sign
a consent form that specified how the data would be used during the study and
stored after it. The four focus participants in the second round of data collection
were asked to sign a separate consent form for their participation in the ethno-
graphic part of the study. With respect to other parties involved in the collection
of observational data, different consent processes were combined: whenever data
collection took place in an institutional environment (e.g. companies, educational
institutions, sports clubs), consent was first sought from the management level,
just as guardians’ consent was secured in advance of collecting data from minors;
whenever possible, my participants informed everyone participating in the situ-
ations selected for data collection beforehand about my presence, and were given
more detailed information and were asked for consent (written, if feasible) in situ
before the observation (or recording) started. All the participants were also in-
formed that they had the right to withdraw from the study at any point and with-
out giving a reason. At the stage of data processing, a pseudonym was chosen by
myself for each participant. Especially given the relatively small population of
highly proficient second language speakers of Finnish, features that would facil-
itate direct identification (e.g. precise place of residence in Finland, particular de-
tails of work trajectories, names of individuals, programmes or institutions) were
omitted in the transcripts and data excerpts for publication.

However, questions of research ethics naturally go far beyond issues cov-
ered by official guidelines, especially with regard to ethnographical data collec-
tion (De Costa 2016a: 4-5). As mentioned above, involvement in a field of practice
inevitably leads to change (see Scollon & Scollon 2004: 177-178) and can, at its
worst, also cause annoyance and harm. While researchers can do their best to
give participants sufficient information about the aims and realisation of the
study and try to make sure that consent is informed, it remains important that
researchers reflect on the ethical aspects of what they are doing throughout the
research process, from collecting the data to reporting on the analysis. This is
particularly important if participants belong to a vulnerable social group (e.g.
minors, illegal immigrants, people with mental disabilities) or if the topics raised
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in the course of the data collection are of a particularly sensitive nature (e.g. ill-
nesses, experiences of abuse) (see Diivell et al. 2010).

In the case of this study, my participants cannot be seen as particularly vul-
nerable: they were literate adults, whose educational background provided them
with considerable social capital. However, reflecting on ethical issues remained
important throughout the study, since the participants frequently raised sensitive
issues. Especially with the four focus participants, interviews and informal con-
versations often became quite personal, and in some cases led to the decision to
exclude some data from the analysis. Other challenges concerning questions of
formal consent and social responsibility arose during the second round of data
collection, which was designed to take place in different contexts of everyday life.
This approach meant that I often had neither much advance knowledge of the
places, practices, or groups of people I came to observe, nor the chance to ac-
quaint myself with them further, since practical constraints meant that my obser-
vations were usually restricted to one or two field visits. As a result of the unpre-
dictability of these settings, practical decisions (such as how to deal with changes
of location or the presence of unexpected participants) often had to be made
quickly, which was at times challenging for me as a beginning ethnographer.

On the whole, I felt that my relationship with the participants was relatively
equal and symmetric. As I was unable to offer payment for participation in the
study, I ensured that the locations and dates of interviews and observations could
be easily accommodated by the participants. Especially with the four focus par-
ticipants, I also developed a somewhat deeper and more personal relationship,
as there were plenty of opportunities for informal exchange during my field visits.
In addition to helping me navigate my research topic, my own experiences with
becoming and being a speaker of Finnish also had an impact on how I ap-
proached my participants and how they responded to me. In one sense, I enjoyed
almost perfect insider status in my research, since I myself met the criteria I had
used for selecting the participants. However, as Kusow (2003) notes, insider/ out-
sider positions are not static but are always constructed and negotiated in re-
search practice. For instance, in the case of my study, my own experiences of
passing or not passing for a native speaker of Finnish had an influence on my
positionality as a researcher. Since most of the participants seemed to be instantly
aware that I was a second language speaker of Finnish (one even directly identi-
tying me as German from the way I spoke Finnish), I somewhat naively assumed
that my position as a second language speaker and an insider to my research
topic was self-evident (from the spelling of my first name, the topic of my re-
search or, at the latest, on the first meeting, from my way of using or pronouncing
Finnish). In retrospect, these issues would have warranted some more reflection
on my part as well as a more thoughtful approach to my positioning in relation
to my participants.

At any rate, my own experiences as a second language speaker of Finnish
allowed me to personally relate to and sometimes even explicitly react to what
my participants said, for instance towards the end of the semistructured inter-
views or in informal conversations with my focus participants, when I often
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shared some of my own experiences to keep the conversation going and to give
something back to my participants. However, it was also important to take an
outsider view of my participants’ experiences (which were, after all, not my own)
and to be open to interpretations that challenged my own understandings. I had
initially been worried that sharing my own experiences would somehow restrict
my participants” opportunities to express their own views. I tried to mitigate this
effect by giving participants ample conversational space and by indicating clearly
that I was interested in and accepting of whatever they said. All in all, I felt that
my participants were quite confident about their own interpretations and would
not hesitate to disagree with me if necessary. During the field visits, the extent to
which I shared a common background with my participants also had an impact
on the interaction order in different situations. This was particularly true for data
collection with the participants who spoke German as their first language and
with whom I usually communicated in German. Here, it was interesting to ob-
serve how my participants navigated switching from German in a conversation
between them and myself, to Finnish in a situation where other parties were pre-
sent. My presence as another German or another foreigner in those situations was
sometimes also openly referred to by the participants and used for positioning in
interaction (see e.g. Chapter 7.1.).

4.3 Analytical tools

4.3.1 Thematic content analysis

Thematic analysis and qualitative content analysis (e.g. Mayring 2000) aim to find
patterns or themes in qualitative data. In second language learning research, they
are among the most frequently employed methods for analysing qualitative in-
terview data, but they have also been criticised, mainly for problematically treat-
ing interviews as faithful sources of information rather than as social interactions
in and of themselves (see e.g. Talmy 2010; De Fina & Perrino 2011). On the other
hand, it can be argued that, in a sense, it is almost inevitable to start an analysis
of interviews with what is discussed. Most coding tools (see Saldafia 2013) are
designed to organise the content of spoken or written discourse, and initial cod-
ing often forms the basis for more detailed analyses of how accounts unfold and
how their construction is embedded in the interview situation as well as the
broader sociocultural context.

Pavlenko (2007: 166) notes that by identifying recurring themes and de-
scriptions of phenomena in interview data, thematic and content analytical ap-
proaches can make important contributions to discovering new topics for second
language learning research. Arguably, this is especially true if the categories of
analysis are not predefined, but emerge from the process of ‘themeing the data’
(Saldana 2013: 175). At the same time, Pavlenko (2007: 166-167) also draws atten-
tion to the serious limitations of research based on a thematic analysis of content.
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She raises concerns about three broad aspects: (1) a lack of awareness or trans-
parency with regard to the theoretical foundations of the analytical categories
and the ways in which instances of data are matched to these categories; (2) a lack
of attention to the linguistic and narrative details of participants” accounts and to
how they position themselves through language; and (3) an over-reliance on fre-
quently recurring topics and a focus on what is in these accounts (ignoring less
frequent but potentially meaningful instances as well as what is absent from the
data). Pavlenko (2007: 167) therefore stresses that in order to provide analytically
relevant insights, an analysis of content has to go beyond rephrasing participants’
statements.

With regard to the first point of criticism, she encourages analysts to adopt
a strong theoretical framework to clarify the properties of and relationships be-
tween the identified themes or phenomena (Pavlenko 2007: 167). For instance,
Norton’s (Norton Peirce 1995) interview study of migrant language learners in
Canada is a good example of how carefully theorised concepts (social identity,
investment) can illuminate the content of interview data in analytically meaning-
ful ways. In this study, too, analysing the content of the interviews in order to
identify recurrent themes was the starting point for further analysis. After all, one
of the goals of this study was to learn more about the actual everyday experiences
of a group of second language speakers of Finnish who had not been extensively
studied before. However, as noted above (4.1.2), throughout the process of cod-
ing and analysis, the description of these experiences was informed by the theo-
retical framework, and different theoretical concepts drawn from this framework
were mobilised to lend analytical depth to the discussion of participants” ac-
counts of real-life experiences.

With regard to her second and third points of criticism, Pavlenko (2007: 171)
suggests that the analysis of participants’ real-life experiences through interviews
should be complemented by an analysis of the interviews as instances of dis-
course. A discourse analytical perspective on interview data does not view inter-
view accounts as factual renditions of experience, but rather it is interested in
how this experience is constructed discursively (Benson 2014: 161). Such a per-
spective does not discredit what participants say about their experience. Instead,
it acknowledges that participants” accounts are not simple reflections of this ex-
perience, but situated discursive constructions and, besides, that experience itself
is always (at least to some extent) mediated by language. In the following, I dis-
cuss the two analytical approaches used in this study in order to analyse more
closely the issues and key instances of data identified through the thematic anal-
ysis. The first is narrative analysis, which pays close attention to the linguistic
means by which accounts are constructed, as well as to participants” positionings;
the second is ethnographic discourse analysis, and nexus analysis in particular,
which makes possible the analysis of instances of discourse (including discourse
that is significantly absent) in their broader context.
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Narrative analysis is a broad and diverse approach. Depending on the research
context, narratives can be taken to refer to discrete stretches of speech with an
identifiable topic and a clear temporal structure, as accounts of experience
evolving over the course of multiple interviews, or even as life stories composed
from different data sources by a researcher (Riessman 2008: 5-6). Similarly,
narrative analysis can be defined as either the (thematic or structural) analysis of
narratives defined in a narrow sense, such as works of literature or
autobiographies, or as the application of narrative perspectives to data that do
not necessarily qualify as narratives in this sense, such as spontaneous
conversations or semi-structured interviews (see Benson 2014: 155). While the
tield of narrative research has traditionally focused on “big stories” (see Bamberg
2006), i.e., large coherent narratives, researchers have in recent years become
increasingly interested in “small stories” (e.g. Bamberg & Georgakopoulou 2008;
or “short stories”, see Barkhuizen 2016), i.e., brief narrative moments in everyday
talk. Following these approaches, I take a narrative view on storytelling in
qualitative interviews to analyse the interview data in this study.

Narrative approaches are concerned with how people experience the world,
how they use language to make sense of experiences, and how these processes
contribute to how they understand themselves and their lives (Bamberg 2006: 64).
This concern with subjective experience on the one hand, and the construction of
these experiences through language on the other, also means that narrative ap-
proaches are particularly suited for investigating participants’ linguistic identi-
ties (see e.g. Freeman 2001; De Fina et al. 2006; Georgakopoulou 2010). As
Schiffrin (1997: 42; emphasis removed) notes, narratives can be seen as providing
“a sociolinguistic self-portrait: a linguistic lens through which to discover peo-
ple’s views of themselves (as situated within both an ongoing interaction and a
larger social structure) and their experiences”. What participants say about them-
selves (as well as about other people and the world around them) is thus re-
garded as inseparable from the linguistic means they employ in their narratives.

A well-developed approach for analysing identity construction in discourse
is positioning analysis (see also Chapter 3.2.2). This approach was originally pro-
posed by Davies and Harré (1990) and was developed further in narrative ap-
proaches (e.g. Bamberg 1997; Bamberg & Georgakopoulou 2008; Deppermann
2013b). Positioning analysis is interested in how interlocutors construct and ne-
gotiate their interactional positions in relation to one another, and thus produce
themselves and others as social beings (Bamberg 1997: 336). In narrative position-
ing analysis, positioning has been theorised as taking place on three levels (see
Bamberg 1997; Bamberg & Georgakopoulou 2008). Level 1 concerns the ways in
which characters are positioned within the story world, level 2 concerns the nar-
rator’s positioning in their interaction with an audience, and level 3 concerns the
narrator’s positioning with respect to broader discourses and social structures
(Deppermann 2013a: 64-65). On all three levels, the analysis focuses on how lin-
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guistic and discursive means, such as “moral evaluations, epistemic stances, at-
tributions of agency, the display of psychological states and features, entitle-
ments to knowledge, authority, and power” (Deppermann 2013a: 67-68), are used
by narrators to position themselves, their audiences, as well as the characters fea-
turing in their stories.

The analysis of positioning in this study focuses mainly on level 1 and 3
positioning. This is because the main interest is in participants” accounts of their
experiences, as well as on how they make sense of their experiences against the
backdrop of broader discourses (but see e.g. Strommer 2017b for an insightful
analysis of level 2 positioning in interviews). The focus on level 1 positioning
adds depth to the analysis of experiences by paying attention to the additional
layers of meaning that emerge from the linguistic and discursive means used by
participants to narrate these experiences (e.g. the use of personal pronouns in
constructing relationships between characters). The focus on level 3 positioning,
on the other hand, makes it possible to make connections between positionings
on the story level and broader concepts and discourses (e.g. how the construction
of ‘me vs. them’ relationships in the story is connected to discourses of ‘foreigners
vs. Finns”). While all situated language use is connected to larger sociolinguistic
processes through the indexicality of language, and all identities can thus be
thought to emerge from level 1 and 2 positionings, De Fina (2013: 43) argues that
the concept of level 3 positioning is analytically useful for discerning strictly sit-
uational roles (e.g. as interviewee) from more portable identities (e.g. as immi-
grant or non-native speaker).

In short, a narrative approach to interview data complements thematic con-
tent analysis by shifting the analytical focus from the what to the how of partici-
pants” accounts. Narrative positioning analysis in particular enables a detailed
analysis of how complex identities are constructed through multi-level position-
ings. However, even such a detailed approach cannot capture all the relevant as-
pects of identity construction. As Wortham (2008: 208-209) argues, situational
identity constructions are always mediated by processes over multiple timescales
(see also Lemke 2000; De Costa 2016b). That is, while an analysis of level 3 posi-
tioning can reveal what existing larger scale identities or social structures are
drawn on in situated narratives, it does not pay attention to how these identities
and structures evolve and change over time (see Block 2010: 343). Similarly, not
only are identities situationally constructed, but they also evolve and change over
the individual’s lifespan (see Lemke 2002). In order to understand the situational
effects of positionings of individuals as, for instance, immigrants or non-native
speakers, we have to consider the discursive trajectories of these notions as well
as their relationship to these individuals” biographical trajectories. Such a per-
spective is afforded by (critical) ethnographic approaches to discourse in general
and nexus analysis in particular, both of which are discussed in the next section.

4.3.3 Ethnographic discourse analysis and nexus analysis

A critical and sociolinguistically informed ethnographic approach to discourse
(e.g. Blommaert 2005; see also Heller et al. 2018) strives to gain a holistic picture
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of its object of inquiry. A critical ethnographic perspective on discourse goes be-
yond looking closely at singular instances of discourse to ask questions about
(immediate and broader) contexts of interpretation, about how linguistic re-
sources are distributed in interactions and across groups of speakers, and about
what happens when speakers or texts travel across scales of space and time. Such
a perspective on discourse does not limit itself to looking at what is in the data,
but rather aims to uncover what Blommaert (2005) calls “invisible contexts’. Such
contexts are not directly observable in interactional data but they “enable (or dis-
able) speakers and predefine to some extent what can happenin [...] interactions”
(Blommaert 2005: 96; emphasis in original). Investigating discourse in such a ho-
listic fashion thus also allows us to think about what is absent from our data (cf.
Pavlenko 2007).

Ethnographic discourse analysis can accommodate a wide range of data
types (written texts, everyday talk, oral narratives, research interviews, visual
materials) and, consequently, forms of analysis (Blommaert 2005: 235). This
means that it does not rely on an analysis of written discourse, but nor is it re-
stricted to the analysis of observational or interactional data. For instance, De
Fina (2013) describes what an ethnographic approach to narrative data could look
like. She argues that a close analysis of discourse patterns on the one hand and,
on the other, a contextualisation of the meanings negotiated in interviews
through relevant ethnographic knowledge gathered elsewhere (e.g. in previous
research projects, research literature, media) can result in valuable insights, espe-
cially in contexts where the opportunities for direct observation of participants
are limited (De Fina 2013: 46).

Nexus analysis (Scollon & Scollon 2004, 2007; see Chapter 3.3) provides a
comprehensive theoretical and methodological framework for ethnographic dis-
course analysis. In a nexus analytical framework, everything has a history and a
future: texts, buildings, words, practices, and humans, who carry with them their
previous experiences as well as their expectations for future action. The three se-
miotic cycles of historical body, interaction order and discourse in place are not
only central theoretical constructs, but can also be used as analytical tools that
help transcend the strictly local (situational, interactional) context of discourse.
Scollon and Scollon (2004: 153-178) offer practical guidance for designing and re-
alising a research project, and make concrete suggestions for questions that can
be used for interrogating data. For instance, with regard to historical bodies, one
might ask how habitual an observed action is for a participant, how uniquely
important the participant is for the accomplishment of this action, and what emo-
tional value is attributed to the action by the participant (Scollon & Scollon 2004:
161). Or, with regard to discourses in place, one might ask what are the ways in
which a place affords social actions, what kinds of overt discourse (e.g. text or
speech) are present in a situation, and what discourses are invisible because they
have already become part of practice (Scollon & Scollon 2004: 163-164). While it
is rarely possible or viable to fully trace a semiotic cycle on the basis of the avail-
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able data (e.g. a speaker’s entire language learning history), nexus analytical ter-
minology helps the analyst go beyond strictly local and synchronic contexts of
meaning-making.

In addition to providing useful concepts for data analysis, nexus analysis
also allows researchers to draw on different analytical tools from other research
traditions. These include, among others, tools for detailed textual analysis, soci-
ological analysis of social interactions, ethnographic observations, visual analysis,
or combinations of these (S. Scollon & De Saint-Georges 2011: 73). For instance,
Hult (2010) suggests combining a textual analysis of language policy documents
with ethnographic observations. Strommer’s (2017b) and Virtanen’s (2016) stud-
ies are examples of how narrative analysis can be mobilised within an ethno-
graphic, nexus analytical framework. In this study, thematic, narrative and criti-
cal approaches to discourse are employed alongside each other in the analysis of
participants” accounts, and combined with reflection on ethnographic observa-
tions. The nexus analytical notions of historical body, interaction order and dis-
course in place are used to reflect on social action both within the story worlds of
the interview accounts and on the level of observations of real-life events.

In a broad sense, all the analytical approaches discussed in this section rep-
resent a kind of discourse analysis. While I have referred to these approaches as
tools, it is important to stress that none of them can be applied mechanically.
Rather, most importantly, they provide ways of looking at data with particular
epistemological and theoretical assumptions in mind. In the analysis, I therefore
employ these tools alongside the key concepts introduced in Chapter 3.2 flexibly
and selectively. For instance, Chapter 5 focuses primarily on ideologies, while
Chapter 6 looks more closely at participants” positionings and Chapter 7 takes a
broader ethnographic view of the data. A concern with legitimacy as well as the
use of the nexus analytical notions of historical body, interaction order and dis-
courses in place continues throughout all the empirical chapters. On a final note,
analytical tools in qualitative research cannot be seen as delivering results that
are separable from their reporting. Thus, while not listed here as an analytical
tool in itself, qualitative research writing plays a crucial role in that it is always
simultaneously descriptive and interpretative, and is crucial for determining the
credibility, coherence and relatability of a study (see also section 4.1.2 in this
chapter).
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5 NAVIGATING NATIVELIKENESS IN ADVANCED
SECOND LANGUAGE USE OF FINNISH

This chapter investigates how highly proficient second language speakers of
Finnish navigate nativelike language use against the background of ideologies of
nativeness. Research in the past few decades has done much to debunk the myth
of the native speaker (Rajagopalan 1997; Davies 2003). It has shown that ideolo-
gies of nativeness are tightly connected to notions of monolingualism, national
and ethnic affiliation, and linguistic competence that are conceptually flawed
while also being a poor fit with the immense social and linguistic diversity of
real-life contexts (see e.g. Rampton 1990; Davies 2003; Myhill 2003; Bonfiglio
2010). On the other hand, sounding, speaking and writing like a native speaker
has long been and often still is the (unstated) goal of language learning and teach-
ing (Cook 1999; Doerr 2009), and native varieties of a language, especially stand-
ard, non-accented, white middle-class varieties, usually enjoy greater prestige
than other varieties (e.g. Lippi-Green 1997). Thus, while the notion of native
speaker is indeed problematic if treated as a given category with an ontologically
real referent, this study takes the stance that “native speaker effects” (Doerr 2009:
15), i.e., the ways in which ideologies of nativeness mediate real-life practices, are
a legitimate and important object of sociolinguistic study. Nativelikeness in this
thesis is thus not understood as an alternative description of my participants high
second language competence in Finnish but, rather, as an ideological effect they
have to navigate.

In this chapter I approach the effects of native speaker ideologies from three
different angles. First, I look at how beliefs about who is likely to be a proficient
or nativelike speaker of Finnish inform the processes of sociolinguistic categori-
sation experienced by my participants (5.1). Second, I focus in more detail on one
particular kind of sociolinguistic (mis-)categorisation, the phenomenon of pass-
ing for a native speaker (5.2). Finally, I take a look at how my participants evalu-
ate their linguistic repertoires and practices in relation to ideals of nativeness (5.3).
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5.1 Finnish, Estonian or foreigner? Everyday categorisation of
advanced second language speakers of Finnish

5.1.1 Second language use and social categorisation

Processes of categorisation are fundamental to how humans perceive and inter-
act with their environments, including their social environments. From a phe-
nomenological perspective, categorisation is what structures humans’ experience
of their environments. The perception of objects and subjects in the world is not
immediate, but mediated by the categories and concepts available for it (Kim &
Berard 2009: 266), and the function of categorisation is to make complex environ-
ments intelligible, manageable and somewhat predictable (Layder 1998: 67). Cat-
egorisation is a social process in that categories of perception are to a great extent
shared, at least among members of the same social and cultural context, making
it possible for people to achieve some mutual understanding of phenomena in
the world. Categorisation is also social in that it can refer to human beings them-
selves. Widely used social categories relate, for instance, to gender, age, ethnicity,
social class, sexual orientation, or ability, with the specific attributes and behav-
iours associated with them differing between cultural contexts. In contemporary
sociological and sociolinguistic research, these categories are understood as so-
cial constructs rather than ontologically real categories, and their reiteration is
thought to take place on multiple levels, including the structural, symbolic and
interactional planes (Irwin 2011).

From a sociolinguistic perspective, processes of categorisation concern how
individuals and groups are categorised with regard to their language biography,
linguistic variety or way of talking. As work in sociophonetics has shown, socio-
linguistic perception is always a two-way process. On the one hand, research has
shown that listeners are able to deduce social information (e.g. information about
the gender, age, or origin of a speaker) from speech fairly consistently (see Drager
2010: 475-476). On the other hand, there is abundant evidence from experimental
research that non-linguistic clues (such as the speaker’s outer appearance and
other clues present in the listening situation) influence how speech is perceived
and processed (for an overview see Drager 2010: 476-477). Sociolinguistic percep-
tion and categorisation always involve an element of uncertainty, prompting lis-
teners to draw on their probabilistic knowledge about the co-occurrence of social
and linguistic features when interpreting acoustic signals (Kleinschmidt et al.
2018: 1). Usually such interpretive processes are to a large degree unconscious
and embodied (Gallese & Lakoff 2005: 456).

Speakers” embodied knowledge about social and linguistic relationships,
however, cannot be seen as entirely probabilistic. This is because experiences
with language use in the social world are always readily mediated by language
ideologies and folklinguistic beliefs about languages and speakers. Linguistic
variation is not attributed to individual speakers alone, but is typically recog-
nised, explained or justified with reference to social groups or types of speakers
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(Irvine & Gal 2000: 37). Ideological boundaries (between languages, dialects or
groups of speakers), in turn, influence how linguistic differences and similarities
are perceived and categorised by speakers (see Niedzielski 1999; Drager 2010:
477). As Kroskrity (2004: 508) argues, while ideas about language ultimately de-
rive from social experience, they also structure our perception of language use.
The discursive construction of sociolinguistic categories, both in the field of soci-
olinguistics and in everyday discourse, is therefore highly relevant to how speak-
ers and their language use are perceived in interaction. Moreover, the categori-
sation of speakers is also closely tied to other processes of social categorisation,
e.g. relating to ethnic background or social status (see e.g. likkanen 2019). In the
following analysis, I look at how my participants report being categorised in eve-
ryday interactions and at how they make sense of these experiences against the
backdrop of common beliefs about language.

5.1.2 ‘Finns just don’t expect at all that there could be people who speak
Finnish in such a way”: non-nativeness and the expectation of audibil-

ity

When asked how they think others perceive them in everyday (first) encounters,
the majority of the participants in this study said that they think people generally
realise immediately, or at least very quickly, that they are not first language
speakers of Finnish. However, as mentioned in Chapter 4.2, one criterion for par-
ticipation in the study was that participants had some experience of passing for
a native speaker. All of them had therefore experienced at least one situation in
which they were categorised as a native speaker by others. For some of the par-
ticipants (Alexander, Veronika, Sergei, Emilie), such situations were rare: they
recall its having happened maybe once or twice and could often remember the
exact occasion. Others had experienced it a few times (Sandra, Sophie, Bianka),
while for others it was more frequent (Zuzana, Marie, Judit, Julia, Agnieszka).
However, even those participants who passed for a native speakers rather often
usually expected to be recognised as second language speakers of Finnish fairly
quickly, if not immediately, when meeting new people. In the following, I take a
closer look at why or on what grounds my participants thought they were cate-
gorised by others as non-native speakers.

The factors contributing to a categorisation as non-native mentioned most
frequently in the interviews are features of speech, mainly accent and intonation
as well as grammatical errors. Consider the following statement by Zuzana:

Excerpt 1

KR: mistd niin mistd luulet ettd ne toiset sitten huomaa sun puheesta

ZU: no (.) luulen et niinku melodiasta tai niinku painotuksesta ja sit siitd et md en
kuitenkaan osaa kaikkee niinku oikein lausua

KR: mh

ZU: niin mi luulen et ne on 1dhinni ne kaks kaks asiaa
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KR: niinku ddantdminen tavallaan

ZU: mmbh joo (.) ddantdminen=

KR: joo nii

ZU: =joo sen voi varmaan sanoo et (.) totta kai valilld mé& kdytan jotain niinku sijamuotoi
tai tolleen niinku vadrin tai tai niinku et (.) niin jotain niinku timmosii kielioppillisia
juttuja mut se ei ehkd valttamatta en méd en en voi tietdd mutta en usko et se ois

semmonen asia joka paljastaa koska md huomasin et suomalaisetki oikeesti niinku
kayttdad niitd vadrin et et se ei voi olla niinku semmonen niinku niin paljastava juttu

KR: why so why do you think people realise it from your speech

ZU: well (.) I think that because of the melody or like because of the stress and then because I don’t
know how to like pronounce everything right

KR: mh

ZU: so I think it’s mostly those two things
KR:  like the pronunciation in a way

ZU: mmh yeah (.) pronunciation=

KR:  yeah right

ZU: =yeah you can probably say that (.) of course sometimes I use some cases or so like wrong or
or like (.) so some like these grammar things but that is maybe not necessarily I don’t I I can’t
know but I don’t think that this is really something that gives me away because I noticed that
Finns like really use them wrongly so it can’t be like such a like such a revealing thing

In the conversation preceding the excerpt, Zuzana says that she feels that her
interlocutors usually realise fairly quickly that she is not a first language speaker
of Finnish and that this is because of the way she speaks. When asked to elaborate,
she explains that it is mostly prosodic features (“melody”, “stress”) and pronun-
ciation (“I don’t know how to like pronounce everything right”) that she experi-
ences as non-native. She also acknowledges that she sometimes uses nonstand-
ard grammatical forms but feels that these are a much weaker indicator of non-
nativeness. This is because she has noticed that native speakers (“Finns”) also use
these forms “wrongly”. She thus implies that at least small amounts of grammat-
ically inaccurate language use fall within the range of nativelike performance.

Another participant, Julia, expresses an almost opposite view:

Excerpt 2

KR: ja (.) und wenn du so &h sagen wir mal in der Stadt unterwegs bist im Laden was
einkaufst=

JL:  mh

KR: =oder so wie meinst du dass Leute dich da einordnen

JL:  mmh es kommt drauf an wenn ich n schlechten Finnischtag hab dann merkt mans
wahrscheinlich schon (.) irgendwann hab ich Kuchen gekauft da hab ich irgendwas
(-) da hab ich gesagt md taisin ottaa (.) also es gibt so in dem Moment m- es gibt so
Momente wo ich tiberhaupt gar kein Finnisch mehr kann und dann so komplett
dédmlich Dinge raushaue und dann aber dann lassen sies meistens also des sie ham
noch nie gesagt du bist bestimmt Ausldnder oder so aber ich denk mal dann merken
sie schon dass ich Ausldnder bin aber wenn ich jetz nicht allzu viel sagen muss denk
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ich nicht dass sie das merken weil ich glaub Akzent hab ich sogut wie gar kein- gar
nich ich mach halt nur Fehler

KR: yeah (.) and when you uh let’s say you're in town in the shop doing some shopping=

JL:  mh

KR: =or something what do you think what people make of you there

JL:  mmbh that depends when I'm having a bad Finnish day then you probably realise [that I'm a
second language speaker] (.) this one time I was buying a cake and I [said] something (.) I said
mai taisin ottaa ['I think I took’] (.) so there’s in this moment —m there are moments when 1
don’t know any Finnish at all any more and then say completely silly things and then but then
they just let it well they haven't ever said you re probably a foreigner or something like that but
I think they do realise that I'm foreign but when I don’t need to say too much I don’t think they
realise because I think I don’t have much of an acc- an accent at all I just make mistakes

Unlike Zuzana, Julia feels that her pronunciation of Finnish is nativelike but that
it is the “mistakes” she makes that reveal that she is not a first language speaker.
She recalls an interaction in a shop where she used the past tense phrase mi taisin
ottaa (lit. ‘I think I took”) instead of the present tense md taidan ottaa ('l think I'll
take”’). The phrase itself is pragmatically appropriate for the situation and the past
tense form taisin can be easily confused with conditional forms often used in sim-
ilar phrases (e.g. mi ottaisin ‘1 would take” or md voisin ottaa ‘I could take”). Julia’s
use of the phrase can thus be thought to indicate advanced language skills (she
could have used a much simpler expression such as, e.g., md otan ‘I'll take”), how-
ever, the use of the past tense form makes it unidiomatic. With regard to the na-
tivelikeness of her performance, she implies that is not stable, but depends on
whether she has “a bad Finnish day” as well as on how much she talks.

In their statements, both participants invoke notions of nativeness com-
monly constructed by language learning researchers and laypeople alike. Pro-
nunciation is widely considered the area of most persistent L1 transfer (e.g. Major
2008) and a nativelike accent is usually seen as very difficult to achieve for late
additional language learners. From a sociolinguistic perspective, it can be argued
that the range of nativelike pronunciation is rather narrow with regard to Finnish,
which features less overall phonological variation than, for instance, global Eng-
lish. At the same time, as Zusana points out, language use by first language
speakers is variable and not necessarily normative. At any rate, Zuzana’s and
Julia’s interview accounts show that their reasoning is mediated by how they ex-
perience their linguistic historical bodies: Zuzana, who seems to be fairly confi-
dent about her nativelike grammar and vocabulary, believes that it is her pro-
nunciation that gives her away. In contrast, Julia, who considers her pronuncia-
tion to be fairly accent free, thinks it is the mistakes she makes that make other
people realise she is not a first language speaker. Both emphasise that they cannot
know for sure how others categorise them, since this is rarely discussed openly
(e.g. Julia: “well they haven’t ever said you're probably a foreigner or something
like that”). As I will discuss in more detail in Section 5.2, it is this interactional
uncertainty, coupled with participants’ past experiences and the beliefs that they
hold about their linguistic historical bodies, that informs how speaker identities
are constructed and managed in different situations.
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As discussed in detail in Chapter 3.2.1, language ideologies function as a
link mediating the indexical relationship between linguistic forms and social
groups or types of speakers (Woolard & Schieffelin 1994). Language ideologies
are, however, never isolated but are always closely connected to other beliefs
about language and the social world and are framed by foundational ideas of
language (see Jaffe 2009b: 392). In the context of speaker categorisation, it is not
only beliefs about specific indicators of non-native competence (e.g. accent, gram-
mar mistakes) that contribute to categorisation, but also the expectation itself,
supported by beliefs about early language learning, that listeners can easily and
reliably identify non-native speech. While extracting basic social information
from speech is indeed something that listeners are generally good at (see Drager
2010: 475-476), there seems to be a particularly strong expectation that nativeness
and non-nativeness are something that listeners can simply hear. Sandra explic-
itly refers to this idea in her interview:

Excerpt 3

SA: jaja das is schon also es is is ja auch klar irgendwie wenn man in so nem Kontext is
wo man ja und und grade eben weil die Leute glaub ich echt weil Finnen es einfach
tiberhaupt nich erwarten dass es Leute geben kann die so Finnisch sprechen dass sies
nich im ersten Satz horen (.) also dass das nich sofort irgendwie der Akzent oder
irgendn richtig tibler Grammatikfehler oder so was das das halt gleich irgendwie
rausbringt und wenn man sich anhort wie halt der Grofsteil der Leute dhm spricht
und auf welchem auf welchem Niveau das bei den meisten Leuten fossiliert (.) das is
halt ja einfach n Niveau wo so n bisschen dhm also zum Beispiel die Félle benutzt
werden wies halt gerade so kommt *heh*

[...]

SA: [...] und also ich kann ich kann deshalb wirklich gut verstehen dass Finnen das
relativ tiberraschend finden

KR: mmh

SA: und halt da tiberhaupt nich so drauf &hm drauf vorbereitet sind aber andererseits
wenn man sich tiberlegt wie das in der eigenen Muttersprache is dhm (.) man
erwartet schon dass man en relativ klaren Akzent hort (.) oder dass dhm ((rduspert
sich)) oder dass man irgendwie halt das &h das raushoren kann [...]

SA:  yeah yeah that is I mean of course when you're in a context like this where you and especially
because I think that people really because Finns just don’t expect at all that there could be people
who speak Finnish in such a way that you don’t hear it in the first sentence (.) I mean that it’s
not instantly the accent or some really bad grammar mistake or something like that that in-
stantly exposes that and if you listen to how most people uhm speak and on what level it [their
competence] fossilises (.) that simply is a level where it’s a bit uhm where for example people
use the cases any which way *heh*

[...]

SA: [...] and I can that’s why I understand really well that Finns find that surprising

KR: mmh

SA: and are not at all uhm prepared for that but on the other hand if you think about how it is in
your own mother tongue uhm (.) you do expect that you hear a relatively clear accent (.) or
that uhm ((clears throat)) that you can somehow uh hear it [...]
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Like the other participants, Sandra mentions accent and ungrammaticality as in-
dicators of non-nativeness. She claims that most learners of Finnish do indeed
retain an accent or make “really bad grammar mistake[s]”. Sandra is a teacher of
Finnish as a second language, and can therefore draw on specialist terminology
(“fossilises”; see e.g. Han & Selinker 2005) to talk about the phenomenon. She
then argues that, against this backdrop, it is not surprising that Finns expect to
be able to identify late learners of Finnish, implying that this is particularly true
in the Finnish context (“when you're in a context like this”), where the number
of very advanced or nativelike second language speakers is relatively small.
However, taking the perspective of a native speaker of German, she also implies
that such expectations are not confined to this context and are perhaps even uni-
versal. Importantly, in the context of speaker categorisation, it could be argued
that it is precisely this expectation of audibility of nativeness or non-nativeness
that might make passing for a native speaker more probable: if accent free, fluent
speech is strongly associated with nativeness, highly proficient second language
speakers might well be perceived as native speakers, and the few non-native fea-
tures of their speech might be more likely to be interpreted as falling within the
range of nativelike variation.

Three other factors brought up by the participants in the context of catego-
risation as native/non-native in first encounters will be briefly mentioned here.
These are looks or outward appearance, and first and last names. With regard to
appearance, many participants said that they did not look Finnish (mentioning
e.g. their dark hair, facial features, as well as style or fashion). Some recounted
situations where they were automatically addressed in English (e.g. in service
encounters) and thus clearly positioned as foreigners, seemingly on the basis of
their looks. Names, on the other hand, featured as a more variable factor. Some
participants said that introducing themselves to others with their foreign sound-
ing name was usually enough to spark a conversation about their migration back-
ground. Others had found that their first names passed for Finnish names, while
their family name still gave away their foreign background, unless they had
taken their Finnish partner’s last name. Names also appeared to be a more man-
ageable indicator of foreignness, as a number of participants had adopted a more
Finnish-sounding nickname that they used instead of their full first name in cas-
ual encounters. One participant (Alexander), who said he did not usually pass
for a native speaker because of his accent, had experienced being taken for a Finn
in online interactions in which he used a Finnish alias.

From the perspective of sociolinguistic perception, appearance and names
are important because they can function as resources for impression formation
and social categorisation in interaction. Research shows that non-linguistic fac-
tors have considerable influence on how speakers are perceived and how listen-
ers process speech (see Drager 2010: 476-477). How linguistic and non-linguistic
features are connected is, in turn, a question of language ideologies. In my par-
ticipants” accounts, appearance and looks appear as highly indexical of being
Finnish and invoke ideologies that consolidate ethnic, cultural and linguistic
Finnishness. Even if my participants did not subscribe to such notions themselves,
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they saw them at least as relevant to how others perceive them; in other words,
they felt that looks or names not deemed Finnish were enough to raise some ini-
tial suspicions about their linguistic backgrounds. However, categorisations
along the clear divide of native/non-native and Finnish/foreign were not the
only categorisations my participants encountered, as they were also often taken
to be Estonian, Finland-Swedish, early bilinguals, or speakers of a Finnish dialect.
I turn to these other categorisations in the next section.

5.1.3 ‘... you are either Estonian or something”: Estonian, Finland-Swedish,
or dialect speaker?

As I showed above, my participants” accounts of being categorised as certain
kinds of speakers often revolved around notions of nativeness and non-native-
ness. However, there were astonishingly consistent mentions of four other (over-
lapping) categorisations throughout the interviews. Eight out of the twelve par-
ticipants said that they had experiences of being categorised by others as either
tirst language speakers of Estonian, or Finland-Swedish first language speakers
of Swedish. Some reported that they had been taken to be early bilinguals, i.e.,
they were often asked if one of their parents was Finnish-speaking, and yet others
had been assumed to be speakers of an (unfamiliar) Finnish dialect. As examples
of this, consider the following two excerpts from interviews with different par-
ticipants:

Excerpt 4

SA: [...]ja also dhm ich weifs nattirlich nich dhm wie schnell es kommt sicher auch drauf
an wortiber man spricht also wenn das so Themen sind tiber die man sowieso immer
spricht und und wo ich dann tat- tatsdchlich auch quasi keine Fehler mache oder so
dann ist es mir auch schon passiert dass die Leute denken ich bin dhm ich bin
Schwedischmuttersprachlerin und ich &hm oder ich bin zweisprachig aufgewachsen
oder so weil ich anscheinend also weil die Fehler die ich am h&ufigsten mache solche
sind die auch fiir schwedischsprachige Finnen typisch sind die halt quasi
zweisprachig aufgewachsen sind deren stédrkere Sprache aber Schwedisch is [...]

SA: [...] yeah well uhm of course I don’t know uhm how fast it probably also depends on what you
talk about so if it’s topics that you always talk about anyway and and where I ac- actually
practically don’t make any mistakes or something then it has happened to me that people think
I'm uhm I'm a native speaker of Swedish and I uhm or I grew up bilingually or something
because apparently I well because the mistakes I make most often are also the ones that are
typical of Swedish speaking Finns who grew up bilingually but whose strongest language is
Swedish [...]

Excerpt 5

MA: [...] mulla on sem- semmonen niinku pik- mmh semmonen pieni aksen- niinku et ma
maé yritdn aina puhuu niinku yhta nopeasti ku a- omalla kielell4 siis didinkielell4 ja se
on vdhdn huono asia koska sit jos mé paljon hitaamminen niinku puhuisin niin ehka
ehtisin vdahdn miettid ennen ddh ja siks &4h aika monet niinku sanoo et sulla on siis
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mut ni- loistavaa suomea md alon- ma aluks al- ajattelin et sa olit suomalainen mut nyt
vahan niinku alan epdir6- 66h epdirvida ettd oot joko virolainen tai jotain et siis ehka
virolaiset puhuu nopeammin en tied4 ja sit mun nii

KR: koska niinku tai siis suomalaiset kokee et sd puhut liian

MA: tai siis et mulla on semmonen

KR: nopeasti

MA: ehkd semmonen niinku virolainen aksentti mutta aina mulle on=

KR: okei

MA: =sanottu virolainen tai sit (k(h)os on) turkulainen mut eihdn nyt toi oli ihan hopshopo

MA: [...] I have a like a ti- mmh a tiny accen- like I I always try to like talk as fast as in my own
language I mean my mother tongue and that is a bit of a bad thing because if I talked like much
slower then I would maybe have the time to think a bit before uuh and that’s why uuh quite a
lot of people like say that you have like but fantastic Finnish I star- at the beginning I thought
that you were Finnish but now I'm starting to have like dou- uuh doubts that you are either
Estonian or something so maybe Estonians talk faster I don’t know and then my like

KR:  because like or Finnish people thing you talk too

MA: or that I have a

KR: fast
MA: maybe some kind of Estonian accent but I'm always=
KR: okay

MA: =told Estonian or then () from Turku but well that was complete nonsense

From the perspective of sociolinguistic perception, these categorisations are not
particularly surprising: there is a long history of Finnish-Swedish bilingualism
with varying degrees of proficiency (see Chapter 2.1) and Estonian speakers are
the second largest group of foreign language speakers registered in Finland (Sta-
tistics Finland 2020a). Against this background, we can assume that it makes
some sense for listeners to associate highly fluent but phonetically, grammati-
cally or pragmatically non-native use of Finnish with one of these groups. How-
ever, as already argued above, the perception of linguistic variation always in-
volves an ideological dimension that constructs and rationalises relationships be-
tween language(s) and speakers (Irvine & Gal 2000). Thus, the categorisations
faced by my participants are also insightful with regard to ideologies about Finn-
ish (as a second language). While there is evidence from research that learning a
language closely related to the learner’s first language is somewhat easier than
learning an entirely unrelated language (with regard to Finnish see e.g. Kai-
vapalu 2005; Spoelman 2013), individual disposition and opportunities for learn-
ing are certainly equally important. Moreover, it has been argued (Dahl 2008)
that the structural differences between Finnish and other (European) languages
are often exaggerated even in the realm of professional linguistics. Popular dis-
courses that present Finnish as an exotic and unique language that has little in
common with other languages can then support the idea that only first language
speakers of its closest Finno-Ugric relatives (such as Estonian speakers) could
possibly master the Finnish language later in life (cf. Ahola 2020).

The categorisation of proficient second language speakers of Finnish as Fin-
land-Swedes or early bilinguals, on the other hand, can be seen as connected to
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beliefs about how much early exposure contributes to successful language learn-
ing. Moreover, from a language ideological perspective, both Finland-Swedes
and bilinguals with a Finnish-speaking parent can also claim a connection to Fin-
land with regard to other aspects than language, as nativeness is frequently con-
nected to nationality (see e.g. Myhill 2003) as well as the idea of inheritance (see
Rampton 1990). Thus, while Finland-Swedes and bilinguals with a Finnish-
speaking parent might not always fulfil the linguistic criteria for nativelike com-
petence in Finnish, they are still considered to be Finns. Within the logic of the
ideology of nativeness, adult immigrants and late learners of Finnish, on the
other hand, can never truly become Finns, regardless of how advanced their pro-
ficiency is. Being categorised as Finland-Swedish or as having a Finnish-speaking
parent therefore evokes mixed feelings in some participants: on the one hand, it
is experienced as a compliment and a validation of their language skills but, on
the other hand, it can also serve as a reminder that language skills are not always
enough, as is illustrated by the following comment made by Alexander:

Excerpt 6

AL: [...] ich habe ja zwei finnlandschwedische Freunde die sind aber auch also aus dem
tiefsten Finn-landschweden quasi dhm die kdnnen ja g- gar nichts auf Finnisch also
nein die konnen schon Fin-nisch sprechen aber die mmh die da geht jeder Satz irgen-
is irgendein Fehler und sie trauen sich ja auch nich

KR: mmh

AL: esis ganz lustig das (.) der ist jetzt nach Helsinki gezogen einer meiner Kumpels und
ich bin oft der Dolmetscher fiir ihn

KR: mhm mhm (.) wenn ihr irgendwie unterwegs seid oder

AL: jaja oder wenn er was zu zu erledigen hat zum Beispiel ne=

KR: okay

AL: =er war n Teppich kaufen

KR: okay

AL: und da hat er mich mitgenommen damit=
KR: ja

AL: =ich dann sprechen kann

KR: ja

AL: und dann irgendwann das war a- ahh hab ich dann mal von Kela einen Brief gekriegt
dass irgend-wie va- valitettavasti tei- teiti ei voida pitid suomessa asuvana und da dacht
ich so ey ihr also ich si- ich bin der D(h)olmetscher fiir den Finnlandschweden und
mich kann man nich fiir in Finnland wohnend haltend heh

AL: [...] I have two Finland-Swedish friends but they really are from the deepest Finland-Sweden
so to speak uhm they don’t know anything in Finnish well no they do speak Finnish but they
mmh every sentence goes some- there’s some mistake and they also don’t dare to

KR: mmh

AL: it’s quite funny (.) he moved to Helsinki now one of my friends and I'm often his interpreter

KR: mhm mhm (.) like when you're out and about or

AL:  yeah yeah or when he has errands to run for example=

KR:  okay
AL:  =he was buying a carpet
KR:  okay

AL:  and took me along so=
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KR: yeah
AL:  =lwould do the talking
KR: yeah

AL: and then sometime later it was a- ahh I ot a letter from Kela [the Finnish social insurance
institution] something like va- valitettavasti tei- teitd ei voida pitdd suomessa asuvana
[unfortunately you cannot be considered a resident of Finland] and I just thought so I'm the
int(h)erpreter for the Finland-Swede and I can’t be considered a resident of Finland heh

In his account, Alexander constructs contrasting positions for himself and his
Finland-Swedish friend. He describes his friend as being new to Helsinki and a
second language speaker of Finnish with low or intermediate proficiency and
little confidence in using Finnish. His description of his friend as being “from the
deepest Finland-Sweden” can be interpreted as referring to an authentic but
somewhat peripheral Finnishness. In contrast, Alexander appears in this story as
an experienced local in Helsinki and a confident expert user of Finnish who can
serve as a guide for his friend. By juxtaposing this story and the story of receiving
a negative decision about his residency status, Alexander also constructs two
competing views of what it means to be Finnish: one based on nationality and
heritage, according to which his Swedish-speaking friend from the Finnish pe-
riphery is legitimately Finnish while Alexander himself is not even granted resi-
dent status by the authorities, and another that emphasises linguistic and local
expertise as more relevant to life in Finland.

Finally, being categorised as a dialect speaker of Finnish was also men-
tioned by several participants. In Excerpt 5, above, Marie tells me that her way of
speaking is often associated with being a first language speaker of Estonian but
that she has also been taken for a Finnish speaker from Turku, a categorisation
that she firmly dismisses. Her reaction to this categorisation can be understood
better in the light of the following excerpts from the interviews with Veronika
and Agnieszka:

Excerpt 7

VE: [...] nykyéddn jos niinku puhuttiin jos puhun jonkun ihmisen kanssa niinku suo-
suomeksi ja jos se kysyy kysyy ettd ettd niinku sd kuulostat t- mistd mistd olet mista
maasta oot kotoisin ja usein se on niinku ylldttanyt ettd mé olen tsekeistd

KR: *mh*
VE: ettd jotenkin niinku miettii ettd no j- jon- oli se joku virosta joskus se oli kerran virosta

sit sit se oli sit se oli ruotsista ja sit oli vield niinku itd- itdisuomesta se oli se méa sanoin
joo u- joo md pédsin jo suomeen se on hyvad

VE: |[...] these days when I talked when I talk to somebody like in Fi- Finnish and if they ask ask
like you sound o- where where are what country are you from and often they are like surprised
that I'm from the Czech Republic

KR: “*mh*

VE: so somehow like [they] think thta well s- so- was it somebody from Estonia sometimes once it
was Estonia then then it was then it was from Sweden and then there was like from Eas-
Eastern Finland that was that I said yes u- yes I already made it to Finland that is good
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Excerpt 8

AG: [...] mutta md oon md oon my0skin siis kuullut muutaman kerran sellaisen kommenti-
siis joku just mun tut- joku tuttu kertoo ettd ddh kertoi jostain niinku aikaisemmasta
aikaisemmin tapahtuneesta tapaamisesta jossa oli just se nimenomaan se tuttu ja vield
joku ihan vieras ihminen=

KR: mmh

AG: =mukana ja mind ja mé jotenkin sain sen ihmisen jotenkiin luulemaan ettd ma oon etta
ma oon suomalainen

KR: joo

AG: jajaseihminen kommentoi sitten sitd asiaa sille mun tutulle ettd mist- mistd mistdpdin
suomesta toi on muuten kotoisin ku se=

KR: okei

AG: =se murre oli niin kiinnostava jotain sellaista ettd=

KR: heh heh heh heh joo

AG: =tavallaan se meni jo niinku muurt(h)een=

KR: hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah

AG: =all(h)e hah mik(h)d on ih(h)an hauskaa

AG: [...] but I have I have also heard several times heard a commen- like some like my fri- some
friend tells uuh told me about some earlier some meeting that had taken place earlier where
there was this friend and some complete stranger=

KR: mmh

AG: =and me and I somehow managed to make that person believe that I am that I am Finnish

KR:  yeah

AG: and and that person then made a comment about that to my friend like whe- where where abouts
in Finland is she from because the=

KR: okei

AG: =the dialect was so interesting something like that so=

KR:  heh heh h