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1. Introduction.
The purposeof this article is to re-examinethe socialevaluationof patterns of code
While certainstrategiesof code choicehave been
choicein interculturalconversations.
claimed in the Speech Accommodation Theory (SAT) framework to have one
predominantsocialrneaning,in the pragmaticapproachchosenhere, these strategies
ambiguous.The range of listener
of codechoiceare predictedto be sociopragmatically
to conversations
in which speakersuse these strategiessupports the claim
responses
that thesestrategiesare sociopragmatically
ambiguous.
The paperwill first summarizethe claimsabout code choicestrategiesmade in
the frameworkof SpeechAccommodationTheory (SAT). In contrast,the explicitly
pragmaticapproachesof Brown and Levinson(1987)and C.M. Scotton(1983(seealso
Myers-Scotton
1993)),which predict a systematicsociopragmaticambiguityfor any act
of code choice in an intercultural conversation,will be describednext. The fourth
sectionwill describethe details of researchdesignedto uncover this ambiguity in
bilinguallisteners'reactionsto speakerswho use different code choice strategies,and
the fifth sectionwill qive resultsof that research.

2. SpeechAccommodationTheory.
The claimsof SpeechAccommodation Theory (and indeed the names of various
refinements
of the theonr) have evolvedover the past 20 years,so I will attempt here
to give only an overviewof the claims of the basic framework (Giles and Coupland
1991givean excellentsummaryof the work within this framework).The generalthrust
of SAT is that attemptsto match linguisticfeaturesof an interlocutor (pronunciation
pacing,and code choice),known asconvergence,
".nuyplausiblybe considered
features,

1 Preliminary papers, from which this article has grown, were presented at the Fourth
InternationalPragmaticsConference(of the International PragmaticsAssociation) in Kobe, Japan, July
26, 1993,and at the Tenth World Congress of the International Association of Applied Linguistics
(AILA) in Amsterdam, the Netherlands, August 10, 1993. Nancy Dorian, going far beyond the call of
mentoring duty, kindly commented on two earlier versions. Howard Giles also made extensive and
helpfulcomments.Conversationswith l,awrence Neff Stout have clarified statistical issuesfor me.
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a reflection of an individual'sdesirefor socialapproval"(Gilesand Coupland 199tr:72),
and will win the speakermore social approval than other possiblestrategies. Thus,
Geneseeand Bourhis (1982) presentedgroups of listenersconstructedconversations
in which the speakerseither convergedto the code of the interlocutor,or failed to do
'actors
play both
so. Using the matched-guisetechnique (i.e., the same bilingual
convergingand non-convergingroles), Geneseeand Bourhis claimed that speakers
tend to be more positivelyevaluatedwhen they convergeto the languageor linguistic
characteristicsof the interlocutor. However, such approval will not necessarilybe
universal.In caseswhere there is socialor politicaltensionbetweenthe groupsto which
the speakersand listenersbelong,membersof an in-group may feel lesssolidaritywith
a speaker who convergesto the out-group,even while they cede that speakerhigher
ratingson measuresof status(Bourhiset al. 1975).Furthermore,too much convergence
may be seen as threatening to listeners of the group to whose code the speaker
converges (Giles and Coupland 1991:79; Giles and Smith 1979).Rather, what wins
approval for a speakeris the attempt: In their seminalpaper, Giles, Taylor & Bourhis
(1973) claimed that a single French Canadianspeakerwho made tape recordingsin
four linguistic guises (including one in fluent English) was rated most favorably by
English Canadianlistenerswho heard his accentedand lessfluent English:That is, he
was rated highestwhen he was perceivedas trying hard to speak the languageof his
anglophone listeners; indeed Giles et al. showed that attempts at reciprocal
accommodation(such as trying to speak French in a communicationdirected at the
original speaker) occurred more often when the speaker used English. Although
probablyare,too) that a variety of motivations
researchersare aware (as listener-judges
may cause a speaker to convergeto the languageof the interlocutor (Simard et al.
I976), and that linguisticconvergencemay sometimesbe accompaniedby psychological
divergence(Thakerar et al. 1982),in the SAT tradition,there is a tendencyto evaluate
convergenceas a positive, friendly intergroup and interpersonal strategy (Gallois,
Franklyn-Stokes,Giles & Coupland 1988: 178).This evaluationis quite intuitive, as
anyone can attest who has made the effort to put her classroomknowledge of a
with nativespeakers;one reasonthat people
foreign languageto work in conversations
may try to learn and use foreign languagesis to avoid appearing arrogant and nonaccommodatingin encounterswith speakersof other languages.

2.1. Re-examinationof Giles et al.
However, this intuition that speakinganother'slanguageis accommoclating,unO th.
theory which reflectsthis intuition tell only half the story,as is revealedby a closerlook
at the landmark paper by Giles et al. (1973).Giles et al. (1973)had a bilingual French
Canadian (FC) record a text in four linguisticguises;it was found that, in accordance
with two of the researchers'hypotheses,English Canadian(EC) listenerswere most
likely to try to speak French back to this person if they perceivedthe FC speaker to
have made a great deal of effort in trying to speakEnglishto them. However, contrary
to what has been widely reported, when listenerswere asked to rate the speaker on
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variousLikert scales,EC listenersdid not rate the FC speaker higher on scalesfor
considerateness
or on attempting to bridge the cultural gap when he spoke English
insteadof French;indeed,the statistics,as published,reproducedbelow in table 1 (see
particularlythe secondand third rows in the table), show a slightly higher rating on
boththesevariableswhen the speakerspeakshis own language,French.This study has
beenwidely interpreted as showingthat convergence- that is, the attempt to make
one's own communication more like that of the interlocutor - is perceived as
accommodating,but the statistics in the published version do not support this
interpretation,althoughthe behavior of the EC listenerscan certainlybe interpreted
as doing so. This motivates re-opening the question whether hearers actually do
perceiveconvergenceto be as accommodatingas it is thought to be in the SAT
tradition.
TABLE L Mean ratings o/ Ss and tlrcir F values on four scales
Ratingscales
xN=80

Stimulusconditions
Nonfluent

Fluent

Mix-

French

English
(n :2 0 )

English
(n=20)

mix
(n:20)

(n:20)

6.20

2.85

4.30

13.04**

1.70

2.75

3.65

9.71**

1.95

2.00

2.90

3.22*

3,65

1.80

3.65

4.23*

Easein reproducing
drawing
5.93
Effort in bridging
culturalgap made
by FC speakers 1 . 3 0
FC'sconsiderateness
r.67
EC'srelaxation
whengivingdes2.16
criptionto FC

F value
(df:3,76)

Thehigherthe mean ratingsthe more ease,effort, considerateness
and relaxationwas
felt by Ss.
**p<0.01

*p<0.05

(Giles et al. 1973: 184)
Giles et al. included open-endedquestionsin their survey instrument, in an
attemptto find out the reasonsbehind subjects'ratings of the speaker in different
linguisticguises. They report that these questions "yielded very little valuable
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information"(exceptfor an explanationtrom listenerswho heard the speakerin his
tluent English guise, that they were respondingin English,becausethe speaker's
English was better than their own French) (Giles et al. L973: 185-186).Another
motivation tor the current study, then, is to try again to see whether open-ended
questionscan be usedfruitfully in the investigationof code choice.The issuein code
choicestudiesis not only whethera particularcode choicestrategygarnerspositiveor
negativereactionstrom listeners,but also why it provokes the reactionsit does.
Quantitativeapproachesto code choice answer this secondcluestionby means of
plausibleinference:If a largenumberof listenersapproveof a convergingspeaker,for
example,it can be interred that listenerslike to have speakersrnake the effort to
accommodateto them. But a qualitativeapproach,such as the use of open-ended
questions,allows listenersto make direct statementsabout their reactions to a
particularcodechoicestrategy(althoughit doesnot necessarily
guaranteethat theywill
do so). A qualitativeapproachdoes not rule out the researchers'
use of inferenceto
explainresults,but it doesadd a particularlyvaluabletype of intormation,in allowing
listenersto rnaketheir own explanations
(althoughtheseexplanations
are subjectto all
the ills self-reportis heir to: A listenermay claim that she would speakGerman in a
givensituation,but might not actuallydo so in the heat of battle).For this reason,it
seemeduseful to attempt again to tap listenerreactionsby means of open-ended
questions.
A third question also motivated the current study: How valid is the SATpredicted preference for convergencein encounters between bilinguals from
monolinguallanguagecommunitieswho havevoluntarilychosento learn a particular
second language,in other words, for advancedlanguagelearners'/Much of SAT
researchhas been in communitieswhere languageis tied up with interethnic relations
that are problematic.Giles et al (1991: 35) report anecdotalevidenceof negative
reactionson the part of French Canadiansto attemptsat accommodationby English
by Cataianspeakers
Canadians,and Woolard (1989:69) hasreportedsimilarreaction.s
to the attemptsof Castillianspeakersto converge,but both of theseare areaswhere
languagehas been a focal point for ethnic tension. Heller (1982) gives further
ethnographicevidencethat codechoicecan be problematicand ambiguousin its social
effect, in Montreal. But SAT research has not addressed the question of
accommodation between language communitieswhere interethnic relations are
relativelyharmonious.In such a case,if a person is motivatedto speak her second
languagebecauseshe is eagerto improve her knowledgeof it, or becauseshe wants
to put her voluntarilyacquiredknowledgeto work, will she welcomeconvergenceto
her native languageby an interlocutor,as SAT would predict'/Or might she instead
find an interlocutor's attempt to converge to her language sociopragmatically
problematic'/ In other words, is code choice inherently ambiguous,regardlessof
relationsbetweenthe relevantethnic groups?This questionis closelyrelated to the
pragmaticconsiderations
to be discussed
next.

3. Pragmatic approachesto code choice.
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In additionto the questionsaboveabout the claim that convergenceis accommodating,
theoreticaldevelopments
in pragmaticsraisefurther questionsabout this interpretation
of the convergencestrategy.These developmentsare (1) the Politenesstheory of
Brown and Levinson (1987), and (2) the theory of identity negotiation of Scotton
(1983),more recentlypresentedas the MarkednessModel of codeswitching(MyersScotton1993).This sectionwill showthat both thesemodelspredict that a convergence
strategycan be interpretedas sociopragmatically
ambiguous.
Basic to Politenesstheory is the notion of face. Brown and Levinson (1987)
proposetwo typesof face; both typeshave the crucial characteristicthat only actions
and utterancesby other people can satisff the individual'sneed for that kind of face.
Negativeface, or deference,is the individual'sneed to be uninhibited in actions or
utterances.
Positiveface, on the other hand, is the need to have one's actions meet
with approvalfrom others.Much of politenessbehavioris thought to be an attempt to
balancethe face needsof interactingindividuals.
In an initialmeetingbetweentwo speakers,
eacha learnerof the other'snative
language,
eachspeakercan be assumedto have a negativeface rvant to speakher own
language,
becauseto do so is lessinhibiting to self-expression;
however each can also
be assumed
to have a positiveface want to speakher secondlanguageand to gain the
approvalof a native speaker(acceptanceof a non-nativespeakeras a conversational
partnerconstitutesin itself a certain amount of approval of the non-nativespeaker's
language
learningetforts).However, for any given individual learner, it is not obvious
whichfacewant will be strongerat the time. Furthermore,an action which satisfiesthe
negativefacewant - speakingthe person'snative language- is a possibleaffront to her
positivefacewant; conversely,to speakan interlocutor'ssecondlanguageonly,
possible
out of regardfor her positiveface,runs the risk of ignoringher possiblewish to be paid
deferenceby being spoken to in her native language.Each possiblecode choice - to
speakthe other's native language,or to speak the other's second language - is
potentially
sociopragmatically
ambiguous,as shownin (1):
(1)

code choice
positive politeness
interlocutor's NL
interlocutor's SL
+

deference
r

How, exactly,a given listener will interpret an act of code choice on the part of any
speakeris not necessarilystraightforward(indeed, Giles has pointed out (personal
communication)
that if a speakerintendsto divergepsychologically
and this is conveyed
throughnon-verbalsignals,any otherwiseaccommodatingmove will not be perceived
as such).In addition to the pragmatic considerationshere, the individual listener's
backgroundand the immediate conversationalcontext will play a role in which
interpretation
the listenerwill favor (Bourhis 1985 examinesthe sequenceof code
amongother factors,in an interculturalsituation:he tclundthat attempting to
choices,
speakthe languageof the interlocutorearly in the conversationmay mitigate possible
negativeeffectsof returning later to one's own language;but again,his study did not
considerthat speakersmight in some casesprefer to speak their secondlanguage)"
Scotton's
model similarlypredictssociopragmatic
ambiguityfor any act of code
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choice.In Scotton'smodel, codesare symbolictbr setsof rights and obligations(RO
sets) between speakers.By changingthe code, a speaker may convey a wish to
change the operative RO set for the interaction. Using an explicitly Gricean
framework, Scotton proposesmaximsfor the interpretationof code choice,of which
the two most important,for our purposes,are givenin (2):
(2) The Deference Maxim: Show deference in your code choice to those from whom you
desire something (Scotton 1983: 123).
The Virtuosity Maxim: Makc an otherwise markcd choicc whenever the linguistic ability of
either S(peaker) or A(ddressee) makes the unmarked choice for the unmarked RO set in a
conventionalized exchangeinfelicitous. (Sc<,rtton1983: 125).

Hearersmay use thesemaximsto deriveinferencesabout the speaker'sintent. For
example,if a speakerchoosesher interlocutor's
nativelanguage,the interlocutormay
infer that the speaker is showingdeference(by the deferencemaxim), or, on the
other hand, that the interlocutor's abilities in the speaker'snative language are
deemed inadequate (by the virtuosity maxim). Saville-Troike (1989: 194) gives
evidenceof Dutch,Turkishand Chinesespeakersexpressing
negativereactionsto the
attemptsof English-speaking
foreignersto usethoselanguages,perhapsbecausethey
felt that those attempts conveyedthat their English was not good enough. For a
speaker to take the other possible tack, however, is equally risky. If an English
speaker, for example, choosesher own native language,she may convey that the
interlocutor'sEnglish is good, but she may also conveya lack of deference.
Speakersin the situation where each is a second languagelearner of the
other's native languageare in a sociopragmaticdouble-bind,in that either choice of
code allows both positive and negativeinterpretations.Given the sociopragmatic
ambiguity of each of the two choicesopen to a speaker,speakersmay decide to
divide their eggsbetween two baskets,and to switch codes- at least until they find
a code or norm that both speakerswill be happywith.
Codeswitching,
however,comesin a varietvof patterns.A speakermay try out
the languageof the interlocutor, and then switch back to her own language-for a
number of reasons.A lessconfidentspeakermay hesitateto try her secondlanguage,
and then, encouragedby her interlocutor,eventuallydo so.Another may decidethat
the chanceto speak her secondlanguageis one not to be missed,and so charge
ahead with an "L2-on|y" strategy.
Burt ( 1990),in an analysisof conversations
recordedbetweenpairsof bilingual
learners,German learnersof English,and Americanlearnersof German,showedthat
code-switchingdecisionsin bilingual conversationswere based on a variety of
motivations,rangingfrom the inabilityto tind the right word in the languageof the
moment to an altruisticdesireto givethe interlocutora chanceto practiceher second
language.Each of the resultingchoices,however,hasthe possibilityof multiplesocial
interpretationsof the intentionsbehindit, because,as shownabove,each individual
act of code choice is potentiallypragmaticallyambiguous.Thus, in a conversation
betweentwo speakers,each a secondlanguagelearnerof the other'sfirst language,
we could predict that while the L2-only strategy(or convergence)might be construed

Code choice in intercultural conversation

541,

as showingdeferenceby some listeners,others might interpret it as conveyinglack
of approvalof the interlocutor'sabilitiesin her L2. Conversely,some might find that
for a speakerto use her native languagewith a non-native speaker whose native
languageshe knows shows a lack of deference,while others might approve this
generousgestureof allowingthe interlocutor to use her L2. In other words,,rather
thanfindinguniversalapprovalfor one strategyand disapprovalfor another,we can
expectto find mixedjudgmentsfor any act of code choice.
Burt (1992),usingthe samerecordeddata, found it necessary
to distinguish
betweenconvergence
to the interlocutor'snativelanguage,andcompliance,choosing
the languagethat the interlocutoris speakingat the moment. Given this distinction,
it wasfoundthat speakersin conversations
where eachhad compliedwith the other's
codechoice,i.e., had chosenthe same languagethe interlocutor chose,were more
likelyto havecongruentpredictionsabout code choice in future conversationsthan
speakerswho had mutually converged,that is, had each chosen her interlocutor's
nativelanguage,regardlessof the interlocutor'simmediate languagechoice. The
complyingpairswere more likely to developsharednorms for code choice than the
mutuallyconvergingpairs. This suggestedthat convergence,
that is, speakingthe
native language,was not alwaysperceivedas entirely accommodating,
interlocutor's
whereascompliance,speakingwhat the interlocutor seemsto want to speak at the
moment,is.Basedon that suggestion,
and the pragmaticconsiderations
givenabove,
the followinghypotheseswere generated:
1) Listenerreactionsto a conversation in which speakersconvergeto each
other'slanguagewould be mixed, some positive,some negative,rather than
wholly positive.
2) Listenersto a conversationcharacterizedby compliancein code choice
wouldapproveof the speakersmore highlythan listenersto a conversationin
which speakersmutually converge.
Thus, the current study was designedto follow up on the claim that
was sociopragmaticallyambiguousby collectingreactions from other
convergence
bilinguals.

4. Method.
4.1.Data elicitation
In order to explore the notion that listenerreactionswould reflect the inherent
pragmaticambiguityof code choicesin interculturalconversations,
two matchedguise
conversations
were devised as prompts for bilingual listenerswho then answered
open-ended
questionson an accompanying
questionnaire.
A singleshort conversation
betweentwo students,one American and one German, was scripted, and then
arrangedso that each of two versionshad a different pattern of code choice.In one
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version,each of the two speakersswitchedcodestwice, once to her native language
and onceto her secondlanguage.In this script,eachspeakeralsocompliedwith both
switchesof code initiated by her interlocutor;that is, when the interlocutor switched
codes,the speaker used the code the interlocutor switchedto. This pattern of
compliance has been claimed (Burt 1992) to be more accommodatingthan
convergence
alone. This script (the complianceconversationor conversationA) is
given below (Maria is the German student,and Kay is the American):
(3)

du her?
Maria:Undwo kommst
Kay:AusUrbana.Urbana.
Maria: Die Stadt kenne ich nicht.
Kay: Urbana liegt stidlich von Chicago. Right in the middle of the cornfields.
Maria: Is it in Illinois or anotherstate?
Kay: In Illinois. In the middle of lllinois. Und du? Wo kommst du her?
Maria: Aus Liitrcck. Ich weiss nicht, ob du die Stadt kennst.
Kay: Liegt Liibeck nordlich von Hamburg?
Maria: Ja, genaul How good that you've heard of itl
Kay: Well, I was in Bremen for a year as an exchangestudent. And that isn't
very far from Li.ibeck.
Maria: No, it isn't. Und die nvei StAdtesind auch relativ iihnlich, weil sie beide
alte Hansestadtesind. Hat Bremen dir gefallen?
Kay: Ja, Bremen hat mir gut gefallen.

While it may seem that this conversationcontainsa high frequencyof switches,this
actuallymirrors the high frequencyof switchesfound in the beginningsof conversations
describedin Burt (1992:181).Notice that eachspeakerinitiatestwo switchesof code:
Kay switchesfirst from German to English,and Maria complies. Kay switchesin her
next turn from English to German, and Maria again complies. Later, Maria switches
from German to English in one turn, and from Englishto German in another turn. In
both cases.Kay complies.'
The secondconversationwas identicalin content,but the pattern of code choice
was different in that each speakerpersistedin speakingher secondlanguage,that is,
she consistentlyconvergedto the interlocutor'sfirst language,and did not comply with
her interlocutor's immediate code choice,regardlessof the fact that the interlocutor
was also speaking her second language. This conversation (the convergence
conversationor conversationB) is given below in (a) (Gisela is the German student,
and Lisa is the American):
(4)

Gisela: Where arc you from? What city in the states?
Lisa: Aus Urbana. Urbana.
Gisela: Oh dear! I've never heard of it! Whcre is it?
Lisa: Urbana liegt siidlich von Chicago. Rund herum sind lauter Maisfelder.
Gisela:Is it in Illinois or in anotherstate?

2 Wtrile it is conceivablethat the order of su'itch-initiation plays a role in listener reactions, the
small number of available listeners rendering testing lhis possibility impossiblc. It will, quite frankly,
have to left to future research to investisate this (but see Bourhis 1985).
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Lisa: In Illinois.Genau in der Mittc. Und du? Wo kommst du her?
Gisela: From Liibeck. I don't know if you've heard of it.
Lisa: Liegt Ltiberckn6rdlich von Hamburg?
Giscla: Yes, exactlyl How good that you'vc heard of it!
L i s a : J a , i c h w a r e i n J a h r A u s t a u s c h s c h r i l c r i inn B r e m e n . U n d B r e m e n i s t n i c h t w e i t
von Liibcck.
Gisela: No, it isn't. And the two cities are relatively similar, becausethey're both old
Hanseaticcities. Did you like Bremen?
Lisa: Ja, Bremen hat mir gut gefallen.
Both conversations were then recorded

by the same two bilingual

speakers, both

of

The resultingrecordingsare
whomwereexcellentspeakersof their secondlanguages.r
for both contentand speakereffects,and only the patternsof code choice
controlled
are ditterent.Listenerswere askedto listen to and react to one of the conversations,
andwereassigned
to alternateconversations
so that an equalnumberof listenersheard
eachconversation.4
It was initially hypothesized,rn line with Burt (1992), that listeners would
evaluatethe two conversationsdifferently,and show not only (1) mixed reactionsto
B, the one with mutual convergence,but also (2) higher evaluationsfor
conversation
conversation
A, where eachspeakercomplieswith the other's switches.As will be seen
below,while there is some evidencefor a preferencefor complianceon the part of a
few listeners,there is not enough evidenceto support a claim that complianceis the
preferredstrategyfor all. Instead,we will seethat both codeswitchingpatternselicited
mixedreactionsfrom listeners.
researchon codechoice(Bourhis1985;Gileset al. 1973)hasrelied on
Previous
of speakers.Here, a questionnaire
with open-endedquestions
Likertscaleevaluations
wasusedinstead,sincethe main interestwasto find reasonsbehindlistenerevaluations
of speakers,
as mentionedabove.Listenerswere askedto write out their evaluations
of each speakeron the tape they heard, first on status characteristics,
such as
intelligence,
educationlevel,skill at the secondlanguage,and confidence,and then on
suchas friendliness,
and eagerness
solidarity
characteristics
likeability,considerateness,
5 The reader for the roles of Kay and Lisa was the American wife of a professor of German,
who had lived in Germany with her husband,and who speakswithout a noticeableAmerican accent.The
readerwho played Maria and Gisela was the native German wife of another American professor, who
haslived in central Illinois for at least five years, and who speaks English so well that her linguistic
originsare not immediately obvious. The author thanks them both.
4 T*u types of matchecl guise recorclingsare used f<rr different types of research: Research on
the relativeevaluationsof codes or of their featurcs usesa within-subjectsdesign, in which all subjects
hearboth (or all) versions of the tcst (Giles and Smith 1979; Lambert 1967; Woolard 1989). On the
other hand, rescarchersinvestigating codc choice seem to prefcr an across-subjectsdesign, in which
subjectsare split between two or more groups, with each group hearing only one version of the test
(Bourhis1984, 1985; Bourhis, Gilcs and Lambert 1975; Geneseeand Bourhis 1982 and 1988; Giles et
al. 1973).This preference mav be duc to the low intra-subject reliability of the test, cited by l.ambert
(1967:94).Sincc the aim of the current study did not include the type of group statistical analysis for
whicha within-subjectsdesign is appropriate, thc across-subjects
design was chosen instead.
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to learn about other people and other countries.In addition,they were askedwhether
they would like to meet each of the two speakers.There were also questionsasking
subjectsto evaluatethe conversationas a whole (the entire questionnaireis given in
the appendix). Open-endedquestionswere chosenas more likely than a quantitative
measure to reveal not only the listeners'reasonsfor their reactions,but also, the
predicted pragmatic ambiguity.)
Although we are particularly interested in the reasons behind listeners'
evaluationsof speakerswho use different code choice strategies,no questionswere
included that askeddirectlyfor evaluationsof thosestrategies.Although listenerswere
asked to evaluatespeakers'confidenceand skill in the secondlanguage,commentson
code choice that did appear should be regarded as significant, because subjects
volunteeredthem; they were not directlysolicited.
Listenerswere questionedindividually.Each listenerwas given a copy of the
questionnairebooklet, and after it was ascertainedthat the listener understood the
questions,the listener was given a cassettetape of one of the two conversations.
Listeners were invited to play and replay the cassetteas many times as needed to
answer the questions.Listenerswere left alone in an office while they completed the
questionnaire,which took betweenforty minutes and an hour, in most cases.

4.2. Subjects
As mentioned above, the focus in this study was on bilingual subjects whose
bilingualismresultedfrom voluntary languagelearning.Consequently,native speakers
of German were recruited from a small group of exchangestudentsvisiting Illinois
State University from their home universityin Paderborn,Germany.Native speakers
of English who knew German were recruited from among local university faculty,
graduatestudents,and advancedundergraduates;
also,two American women who had
majored in German, includingone who had taught it, were recruited through a notice
in the local newspaper.In addition, four of the subjects,acquaintancesof a graduate
student who had spent a year in Germany,were tested in Paderborn,Germany, by
Pamela Boltz. All the otherswere testedin Normal, Illinois,by the author. The setting
of the individual test did not seem to play a role in subjectresponses:No particular
profile of responsescould be identitled by setting.
In all,25 subjectswere questioned,12 with the compliancetape, and 13 with
the convergencetape, betweenMay 1992and April 7993.Eleven of the subjectswere
American native speakersof English,and 14 were either German or Austrian native
speakersof German. Thirteen were female and 12 were male. While subjectsranged
in age from 18 to 52, most were in their twenties;indeed, the averageage was 28.9
(actually,one subjectdeclinedto revealhis age,so his age was estimated).One of the
American subjectsdid not seem to understandthe instructions(he created fictional
) A qualitative study was also chosen for a ore practical reason, in that the
population of
available bilinguals was known to be small enough that a quantitative analysiswould not have been valid.
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biographiesfor the speakershe heard, rather than just giving his reactions),so his
were not used. Thus, the responsesof 24 listenerswere included in the
responses
analysis.
In termsof backgroundin the secondlanguage,listenersfrom both sidesof the
Atlanticvaried.The Americansrangedfrom a low of two years of formal instruction
in German(offset,however,by visitsin Germany that were numerous,long, or both)
to completionof the Ph.D. in German.All American subjectshad visited Germany or
Austriaat leastonce,and most, more than once. The German-speakingsubjectshad
had between7 and 12.5years of formal instructionin English,and all had visited an
country at least once; most were on their secondor third visit to an
English-speaking
countrywhen they came to Illinois.
English-speaking
Subjectswill be designatedby nationality,sex, the tape they heard, and age.
Thus,a listenercoded AFA 36 is an American female who heard conversationA
who is 36 years old. GMB 22 is a German male of 22 who heard
(compliance),
B (convergence)(apologiesto the Austrian subject,who will be classified
conversation
asGerman,on the basisof native language).

5. Results.
If we classifyreactionsto speakersas positive,negativeor neutral, we can see the
varietyof evaluationsthat speakerselicited. Tables 2 and 3 show the numbers of
overallpositive,neutral, and negativeresponsesthat each speakerreceivedon status
and solidarityconsiderations.o

6 Coding was done by a coder naive to the aims of the
investigation. The author thanks Claire
C. lamonica for doing this.
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TABLE 2. Evaluations of speakersin the compliancecotwersotiort(A) by 5 Americart
listenersand 7 German listeners

By Americans
of Kay

of Maria

by Germans
of Kay

of Maria

posltrve
status
solidarity

z
2

neutral
2
0

ncgativc

,|

-t

status
solidarity

2

1
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At first glance,theseresultswould seem to give some support to SAT, in that more
Americanswho heard the convergencetape (B) rate the speakerspositivelythan do
Americanswho heardthe compliancetape (A). The comparisonbetweenthe responses
of Germanlistenersto A and thosewho heard B, however,showsno obviouslysimilar
pattern.This patternlessness,
in fact, is more likely to indicate a mixed collection of
reactionstowardsthe speakers,which is what we can expectif acts of code choiceplay
a role in the evaluationof speakers(an assumptionthis study shareswith SAT studies
ambiguous.But more
of codechoice),and if actsof code choiceare sociopragmatically
informationcanbe gleanedif we look at the actualcontentof the listeners'evaluations.

5.L.Dffirential attention to codechoicepatterns
It was originally thought that the actual pattern of codeswitchingthroughout a
might have social meaning for listeners,that listenerswould perceive
conversation
whetherspeakersconvergedor complied,and then evaluatethem accordingto their
ownvaluationsof that particularpattern.In fact, l7 of the 24 listenerswrote some kind
of commentabout code choice,either about the taped speakers,or about what they
would do in a similar situation.But in spite of the opportunity to listen to
themselves
the tapes as many times as they wanted, listenersvaried in how completely and
they perceivedthe different patterns of code choice.For example,in the
accurately
complianceconversation(A), Kay switchesfrom German to English in turn 4, and
switches
back to German in turn 6. Other switchesin the conversationare initiated by
her interlocutor.Yet, perhapsbecauseher first switchis in the direction of her native
language,Kay is widely perceived by listeners as preferring to speak English, a
preferencefor which she receiveslessthan positiveevaluations:
(5)

"she doesn't continue speaking German . . . maybe that's becauseshe hasn't enough
self-confidence." (GFA27)
"although she had the chance to talk in German to Maria, Kay always got back to
English and it looked like she wouldn't feel very comfortable with her German . . . "
(GMA23)
"Her German is good, even though she switchesfrom German to English." (GFA25b)
"She can converse in German sufficiently on a more simple level, but she reverted to
English quickly after she started speaking, without attempting to describe Urbana's
location to Maria in German. Kay's confidence in German is average - the fact that she

l?:;ii"::;l##5
['5:fli:Xi'il'::X,i1if
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before." (AMA27)
"Kay obviously can speak German, but she seems uncomfortable doing so. . . . she
should have been able to express everything said in this conversation in German."
(AFA36)
"She is not very confident using the German language.This is evident when she fails
to continue the conversation in German, speaksin English, . . . (AFA52)

Not all listenersperceivedKay in this way, however.One listenerfocusedon the fact
that Kay used German, and seemedalmost to ignore her use of English:

"
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(6)
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to meet Maria on the latter's own terms." (AMA46)

This same listeneralsomissedor discountedthe fact that Maria switchedcodesas well;
he focused on her speakingEnglish,which he disapprovedof:
(7)

"I have the feeling that she adopts English in order to try to assert her superiority. . .
. " (AMA46)

In other words,this listenerseemsto haveperceivedthe complianceconversation(A)
as a mutual convergenceconversation,like conversationB, in which each speaker
speaks only her second language,although in fact, each speaker in the compliance
conversationspoke both languages.
Other listenersto the complianceconversationare somewhatmore accuratein
their perceptionof the pattern,but they vary in how they evaluatethat pattern:
(S)

"Maria follows Kay's lead in choosing languages.As soon as Kay goes to English, Maria
follows suit." (AFA36)
"The two languagesare intermingled, each person is afraid to speak in the foreign [one]
entirely." (AFA52)
"[Maria's] English seemedto be good as well, so that she was ablc to understand Kay
and even switch from English to German and vice versa." (GMA23)

Listener AFA36 perceives that Maria complies with Kay's switches (though not,
apparently,that Kay complieswith Maria's); listenerAFA52 perceivesthat switching
occurs,and attributes it to lack of confidence,while GMA23 seemsto perceive the
switchingthat occursin A as evidenceof a certain amount of skill on Maria's part.
When we turn to the convergenceconversation(B), we find that one listener
perceivedthe pattern of code choice,but did not know how to interpret it:
(9)

"I must wonder why Gisela is initiating conversation in English, while Lisa speaks
German. Maybe this is unimportant." (AFB31)

As can be seen from these examples,listenersvaried both in their perception of
and in their evaluationsof them.
overall codeswitchingpatternswithin conversations,
or compliance,most listeners
patterns
of
convergence
on
whole
picking
up
Rather than
seeminsteadto perceiveindividualspeakersas adoptingspecificcode choicestrategies,
which the listenersthen evaluate.

5.2. Evaluations of codeswitching:Attitudes towardscompliance
As can be seen from the above section,many listenersdid not seem to perceive the
patterns of complianceand convergencethat distinguishthe conversationsin the mind
of the researcher.The negativeattitude towards Kay, tor example,is based on the
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perceptionthat Kay "reverts"to her native language,rather than trying to speak her
secondlanguage,even though Kay might alsobe seenas choosingto speak her native
language,
in at least one instance,becauseher interlocutor prefers it. It would seem,
then, that to the extent that complyingwith an interlocutor'scode choice forces a
speakernot to converge,compliancewill be negativelyevaluated(see the reactionsin
(5),above).
However,the failure to comply can also elicit unfavorablereactions and the
specificrecommendationthat a speakerattempt a compliancestrategy,8S shown by
somereactionsto the convergenceconversation.Somelistenersto conversationB seem
not to approveof the codeswitchingthat resultswhen each speaker convergesto the
other'snativelanguage.They are quite clear in their recommendations:
(10)

"Probably the conversation would be easier for both of them if Lisa switched to
English." (GFB21)
"If Gisela initiated the conversation in English, I would continue in English. If she
spoke German, I would speak German." (AFB31)

In otherwords,whateverthe motivationsmay be for a speaker'schoosingher second
listenersGFB21 and AFB31 recommendinstead a compliancestrategy,in
language,
whicha speakermatchesher code choiceto the code choiceher interlocutor seemsto
prefer.Implicit in this recommendationis a preferencefor compliance,or at least for
in code choice that can result when a speakercomplies.
the consistency
But a compliancestrategycan pleaseonly someof the people some of the time.
If we turn to listener comments about conversationA, in which speakers use the
compliancestrategythat the listenersin (11) recommend,we find one listener who
dislikesthis code choice strategy:
(11)

"Her habit of switching to English from German (and then back to German) is very
irritating to me. Choose one or the other!" (AFA36)

For this listener,consistencyin code choice on the part of the individual speaker is
desirable
in itself,althoughshe also recommendselsewherein her responsesthat each
speakeruse her secondlanguage.Her comment here may reflect the attitude that it
is good for a speakerto be consistentin her attempt to speak her secondlanguage;
giventhat AFA36 is a universityteacherof German, she may well feel this way.
We are left, then, with no overwhelmingimpressioneither of positive or of
negativeevaluationsof the compliance pattern: Both favorable and unfavorable
reactionscrop up in responseto this code choicestrategy,a result that castsdoubt on
hypothesis
(2) above. The compliancepattern, rather than winning overwhelmingly
positiveevaluation,ffisy be better characterizedas sociopragmatically
ambiguous.

5.3,Positiveattitudes towards convergence
There are a number of responsesthat indicate a positive reaction towards
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convergence.While most listenersseem to focus on the code choice strategiesof
individuals,rather than on code choice patterns of entire conversations,there are
nonethelesssome comments on the codeswitchingpatterns that result from the
interactionof speakers'code choicestrategies.Two listenerswho heard conversation
B, the convergence
tape,commentedpositivelyon the patternof mutualconvergence,
and on the code choicestrategiesthat give rise to that pattern:
(12)

"the fact that they were both speaking in their respectivetarget languagesmade it
clear to me that they were both cager to expcriment and let the other person
practice." (AFB24)
"The way they answer respectivelyask each other shows, that both want to speak a
foreign language exactlv and that thev consider thc other one as a person who is
learning." (GMB26)

These two listenersseem to approveof the convergencepattern, not necessarily
becauseit resultsfrom a friendlyinterpersonal
strategyadoptedby the speakers,but
rather becauseit resultsfrom each speakerallowingand perhaps approving the
other's attempt to speakin her secondlanguage.In terms of Politenesstheory, the
listeners here seem to attribute to both speakers an understandingof the
interlocutor's positive face want to speak her secondlanguage,and to receive the
approval for doing so that a continuedconversationwith a native speakerrepresents.
Other listenerswrote responsesthat reflected a positive attitude towards
convergence;thesecommentswere of three main types:a) commentsshowingthat
the listenerwould convergeif placedin a similarsituationto that of the speakeron
the tape, b) commentsdisapprovingof a taped speaker'slack of convergence,and
c) comments approving of a taped speaker'sconvergence.For example, two
Americanlistenersto conversation
B wrote that theywould like to meet Giselaif that
would give them an opportunityto speakGerman:
(13)

"For some reason, I would prefer to meet Gisela over Lisa, perhaps becauseLisa is
from Urbana, and Gisela is from Ltibeck! There seemsto be something more relaxe<l
in her voice (Gisela's),where Lisa's voice is a bit more high-pitched and (I hatc to
say it) "American"-sounding.Otherwise both girls seem to have similar personalities
(friendliness, intelligence levels,interest levels)."(AFB31)

While a number of observationsinfluenceAFB31's reactions,eagernessto meet a
German person is one of them. AFB24 respondsalong the samelines:
(14)

"l probably would want to join in just frrr thc expcriencc of meeting new people &
using my German." (AFB24)

Similarly,some American listenersto the complianceconversation(A), even if they
were rather lukewarm about Maria's personality,wanted to meet her if such a
meetingwould give them a chanceto speakGerman:
(15)

"Yes I would want to meet Maria] Mainly because she's German - and would
provide me w/ thc opportunity to practicc speaking German." (AFA36)
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"I supposeI would like to [meet] Maria - primarily becauseshe is German & I would
enjoy feeling as if some of my "Fernweh" for Germany would be a little lessened. If
Maria studies literature, liked to drink lots of beer & travel, I would love to make
friends W her. . . . I guess I would, if given the opportunity, like to ask Maria about
where she studies,how she likes America, etc. I would also like to ask Kay about
her experiencesin Bremen, if she traveled,what she liked best about Germany, etc.
(l would like to ask these questions in German).' (AFA24)
"I would also be interested in meeting her to practice my German & perhaps learn
more about the culture. My family's history is German & so is my wife, & I feel a
great desire/interestin knowing more of the languageand culture." (AMA27)

The responsesof one German listener to the complianceconversation(A)
reflectsa similar attitude, an interest, not only in meeting native speakersof his
secondlanguage,but also in avoidinghis compatriots,so as to maximizehis chances
to speakEnglish.While he would like to meet Kay becauseshe seemedfriendly and
interesting,
he wrote that he would prefer not to meet Maria, at least not during his
stayin the United States:
(18)

"In the states:No, becauseI came here to study English and not to speak German.
From my experience I know that if you hang out with Germans, you consequently
talk in German. That's why I try to avoid meet[ing] German people in general."
(GMA23)

But thislistenerwould be willing to meet Maria if the meetingwere in Germany,and
to join conversation
A, as its current configurationincludesKay, and would therefore
affordan opportunityto speak English:
(19)

"l would want to join the conversationbecauseI like both girls and there could be
an opportunity to make new friends. In addition it gave [i.e.,would give] me another
chance to speak English." (GMA23)

In termsof their own wants,then, somelisteners,both Americansand Germans,give
responses
that indicatean eagerness
for opportunitiesto speaktheir secondlanguage.
Convergence
to the secondlanguageis the strategythey would choosefor themselves,
and in this sense,they approve of it; note, however,that they do not necessarily
whetheror not their putativeinterlocutorwould welcomeit, or whether they
consider
wouldwelcomesymmetricconvergenceon the part of the interlocutor.
In terms of judgmentsabout the speakersin the taped conversations,
there are
bothGermanand American listenerswho react negativelyto a speakerwho doesnot
converge.One German listener, for example, mitigates his otherwise favorable
impressionof Maria becauseof her use of German:
(20)

"friendly, but in my opinion she speaks too fast in German. seems to be not very
eager [to learn about other countries],becauseshe usesher native tongue too much."
(GMA28)
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Similarly,one American, among thosewho perceiveKay as speakingmostly English,
is harsh in his criticism of her:
(21)

"I felt that she was a bit rude becauseshe didn't ask if Maria could speak English
before she (Kay) started describing Urbana's location. . . . Her reverting to English
verv earlv on in the conversation makes me feel that she wasn't trying very hard (&
hei majoring in German makes this more inexcusable)."(AMA27)

This same listener,while perhapspredisposedto like Germans ("Germans are also
more low key & genuine than americansand I feel a certain honestyfrom them."),
reactsvery positivelyto Maria's use of English,i.e., he approvesof her converging:
(22)

"l liked Maria, she seemed accommodating to Kay - in so far that she spoke some
She seemed friendly and willing to
English to equalize the exchange.
accommodate Kay by using some English. . . . Maria used some English to make Kay
feel better." (AMA27)

He is not alone in his positiveevaluationof a speakerwho usesher secondlanguage.
One German listener to conversationB evaluatesLisa favorably,in part becauseof
her use of German:
(23)

I thinksheis a verysympath[etlic
of hernicevoiceandherwayof speaking
"Because

::,]",1
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tearn the language becauseshe took the chance to speak German in the conversation
with a German girl." (GFB33)

All of these listeners,then, either in examiningtheir own wants,or in reactingto the
code choice strategiesof the taped speakers,expressthe attitude that convergence
is an appropriate strategyin interculturalconversations.
But this attitude is not universal,as the next sectionwill show.

5.4. Negativereactionsto convergence
Thus far, we have seen that a number of listenersmay favor a convergencestrategy
in intercultural conversations,either for themselves(see comments (15) through
(19)), or for others (see comments(22) and (23), althoughwe have also seen that
some listenersmay prefer a compliancestrategy(see commentsin (10)). However,
there are a few listenerswho, far from welcominga convergencestrategy,react very
negativelyto it. One such listener was very harsh in her evaluation of Lisa, the
American speakerin tape B who speaksexclusivelyGerman:
(24)

"Shesoundsboring to me.Sheexpectsthat everyoneknowswhereChicagois. Seems
to havelittle knowledgeabout her own cultural limitations.I'd feel she'djust talk to
me to practiceher German.Shewould probablyonly go for smalltalk . . . " (GFB26)
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In otherwords,if an American speakerconvergesto German mainly becauseof her
own desireto further her secondlanguagefacility, this German listener has little
patiencewith her. If both speakersconverge,as they do in conversationB, this same
listenerevaluatesthe result quite negatively:
(25)

"There
isclearlya conflictaboutpresentation
of knowledge.
Eachis tryingto impress
the other with geographic & cultural knowledge. They seem to be the slightest bit
hostile. Gisela has already checked Lisa out: "type dumb American" - didn't expect
she'd been an exchangestudent. But whatever Lisa knows about Liibeck, Gisela has
that urge to demonstrate that she knows more! I wouldn't join the nexercise"because
of its hostile atmosphere. If it were a classroom practice, all would be fine adequate. But as a "real" conversation I'd be too bored about the content. It's just

':is$lrvourd
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Whilethis listenerdoes not mention languagedirectly in this excerpt,it is plausible
to think that the "conflict of knowledge"she finds in the conversationincludes a
conflictasto languagechoice.If this listenerperceivesLisa'sand Gisela'scode choice
as stemmingfrom an intuition like that expressedby Scotton'sVirtuosity
strategies
maxim,shemay interpret eachspeakeras intendingto conveythat the other's second
language
facilityis not as good as her own. If this interpretationis accurate,mutual
convergence,
as in conversationB, might instead be describedas complementary
schismogenesis
(Bateson1957:176),a pattern of behaviorin which each participant
models,in vain, the kind of behavior she wants her interlocutor to adopt, to their
Needless to Salr this is not
mutual annoyance and misunderstanding.
accommodating.
Interestingly,the compliance conversation(A) provokes a similar (though
somewhatmilder) reaction, significantly,from the listener who seemsto perceive
conversation
A as a mutual convergenceconversation.This speaker approved of
Kay'suseof German (excerpt (6) is repeatedhere for convenience):
(6)

"Her German (to the extentone can judge) is sound,that is correctlypronounced
and error free. Above all, she usesit with confidence.. . . Her useof Germanis an
attempt to meet Maria on the latter'sown terms."(AMA46)

But AMA46 reactsrather negativelyto Maria, who, ironically,usesexactlythe same
codechoicestrategyas Kay:
(26)

"After listeningto her severaltimes,I concludethat Maria is just a bit pedantic,a
bit of a German know-it-all.Her Englishis good,but for a Germannot that good.
Mariais not inconsiderate
or unfriendly,
but thereis just a hint in her tone that what
she hasn't heard of isn't important. Thereforeshe is somewhatless genuinely
interestedin other people.For the abovereasons,I would not walk acrosscampus
just to meetMaria. I havethe feelingthat sheadoptsEnglishin order to try to assert
her superiority,while Kay (who seemsmuch younger)displaysunspoiledcuriosity
about peopleand places.'(AMA46) [emphasiiin the original]
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Again, if it is code choicethat provokesthesereactions(and the impressionthat Kay
is more curiousthan Maria is puzzling,giventhat Maria asksone more questionthan
Kay does),the reactionof AMA46 seemsrather untair: Kay is praisedtbr converging,
while Maria is evaluated negatively for adopting the same strategy. However,
Scotton'smodel can explain this asymmetry,if we invoke her notion of RO set, the
set of rights and obligationsthat is associated
with a code. If German is chosenas
the conversational
code,Americanspeakers,
like Kay, assumethe role of non-native
speaker,with the right to expect patienceand help from native speakers,and the
obligation to pay attention to any instructionthat might be forthcoming.These roles
are reversed,of course,if English is chosenas code for any given conversational
episode.Listener AMA46, an American professorof German, may well approve of
an American student who takes on the role of non-native speaker (or who is
perceived as doing so), since taking on that role is widely believed to lead to
improvedmasteryof the secondlanguage.In otherwords,it is good for a non-native
speakerof German to speakGerman,becauseshewill learn best by doing so, but it
is bad for a native speakerof Germanto speakEnglish,becauseshe shouldinstead
foster that non-nativespeaker'slearningof German by speakingGerman herself.We
can predict that a conversationbetween bilingualsGFB26 and AMA46 might well
evidenceconflict of its own, as AMA46 would seemto prefer German speakerswho
speakGerman,and GFB26 seemsto dislikeAmericanswho havesucha preference.
But GFB26 and AMA46, the most highlycritical of the entire set of listeners,
have much in common;and thesecommoncharacteristics
may explainwhy both react
so critically.AMA46 has a Ph.D. in German,and GFB26 is a doctoral student in
American literatureat an Americanuniversity;in other words,both aspireto or have
alreadyachievedstatusas scholarsof their secondlanguages.
For such individuals,
it may be that even the possibilityof interpreting a speaker'scode choice of their
native language as arising from Scotton'svirtuosity maxim is an affront. Hence,
AMA46 reacts negatively to a German's choice of English, and GFB26 reacts
negativelyto Americanswho try to speak German with her (indeed,in my nodding
acquaintancewith GFB26, I don't t-eelI can dare to use German). With their high
achievementsand aspirationsin their secondlanguages,these two are plausibly the
most committedlearnersof their secondlanguages
of the entire group of listeners,
and consequently,the most sensitiveto possibleunspoken aspersionson their
abilities.
ListenersGFB26 and AMA46 may represent,then, a group of individualsfor
whom the predictionsof SAT do not work, committedand advancedsecondlanguage
learners. For these bilinguals,convergenceby another speaker to their native
languageallowsthe negativeinterpretationthat Scotton'svirtuositymaxim providesthe interpretation that their abilities in their secondlanguageare inadequate,an
interpretationthat thesebilingualswould find face-threatening
indeed.The sensitivity
that thesebilingualshaveto the possiblenegativeinferencesallowedby certaincode
choicesseemsto render overall patternsof codeswitching
almost irrelevant(recall
that one of theselistenersheardconversation
A and the other heardB); rather,what
matters is the specificconfigurationof native speaker,non-nativespeaker,and the
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specificact of codechoice. In the presenceof nativespeakers,thesebilingualssimply
preferto speaktheir chosensecondlanguage,and have it spoken to them.
The negativereactionsof GFB26 and AMA46 could havebeen expressedonly
roughlyon a Likert scale.In particular,if the negativereaction of AMA46 to Maria
had been averagedwith the very positive reaction to Maria shown by AMA27 in
and the reasonsfor
excerpt(22),valuableinformationabout both speakers'reactions
them would have been lost. The range of reactionsthat have been shown here
that the potential for sociopragmaticambiguityof acts of code choice
demonstrate
is realizedin listenerreactions;this rangeof reactions,and more important, differing
behindthosereactionsare not phenomenathat an averagingstatisticcan be
reasons
to, but they can be discoveredif qualitativemethodsare used.
sensitive
There are questionswhich this study raises,but does not tackle. Given the
evidencethat very advanced second languagelearners are sensitive to possible
to their abilitiesif an interlocutorspeakstheir native language,we can ask
aspersions
when in a languagelearning career this sensitivityis developed. What are the
conditionsthat give rise to this increasedsociopragmaticsensitivity?It may be a
challenge
to find a researchmethod that can answerthis question.
Second,becauseof limitationson availablesubjects,we were not able to test
the varietyof sequencingpossibilitiesin code choice,as Bourhis (1985) does (both
beginwith a German speakerchoosingthe code),and the possible
testconversations
effecton listener reactions.Given Bourhis'sresearchinto the sequencingof code
choice,testingthis possibility(with a larger subjectpool) is one direction for future
research.

6. Conclusions
While it is intuitive to interpret convergenceto the interlocutor's language as
accommodatingin an intercultural conversation,considerationof the pragmatic
notionsof politeness,and of the explicit maxims of Scotton'spragmatic theory of
identitynegotiation should causeus to predict insteadthat a convergencestrategy
ambiguous,even with speakersfrom ethnic groups that
will be sociopragmatically
enjoyrelativelyharmonious intergroup relations.Listener evaluationsof matched
guiseconversationssupport this prediction; listenerswho heard a conversationin
whichboth speakersconvergedvaried widely in their evaluationof those speakers.
Many approved of the strategy, and their reactions lend real support to the
predictionof SAT that convergenceis a successfullyaccommodatingstrategy.But
somelistenersdid not approve,insteadreacting in a vehementlynegativefashion to
theconvergingspeakers.Indeed,there is evidencethat advancedlearnersof a second
find an interlocutor'sconvergingto their native languagea face-threatening
language
act in itself.
Similarly,listenerswho heard a conversationin which both speakersswitched
codesto comply with interlocutor code choice also varied in their evaluations.The
initial hypothesis (2) was not confirmed here; speakers in the compliance
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conversationdid not garner more favorablereactionsthan those in the convergence
leads
conversation.Rather, the mixed nature of the reactionsto both conversations
to the conclusionthat in interculturalconversations,
actsof code choicecannot be
assigned any single social interpretation because they are inherently
sociopragmaticallyambiguous,as both pragmaticframeworks(Brown and Levinson
1987;Scotton 1983;Myers-Scotton1993)predict.
Reactions to a given code choice strategyare not wholly unpredictable,
however.We have seen that committed secondlanguagelearnersare likely to look
for opportunitiesto use their secondlanguage;in terms of Scotton'snotion of RO
set, committed learnersare likely to seek opportunitiesto take on the role of nonnative learner, with a native speakerin the role of teacher.Consequently,they will
with nativespeakersof their secondlanguage,
attempt to converge,in conversations
and they will approveof compatriotlearnerswho do the same. However,they will
not approve of convergencein the direction of their own native language,perhaps
becausesucha move castsdoubt on their secondlanguageabilities,perhapsbecause
it deprivesthem of the opportunity to take on the RO set of their choice.Learners
who are not quite so intent on usingtheir secondlanguagemay be more tolerant in
their evaluationof code choicestrategies,
approvingof non-nativespeakerswho are
able to convergeto their native language(as AMA 27 is in selection(ZZ)),,approving
of speakerswho mutually convergein the interestsof mutual learning (as in (I2)),
and even admiring the ability to switchback and forth betweenlanguages(as in the
third selectionin (8)). The degree of commitmentto using the secondlanguage
affectsthe speaker'sintentionsand wantsfor the conversation;
intention,of course,
is a pragmatic factor par excellence.
Speech Accommodation theorists have not been insensitiveto pragmatic
considerations,such as those discussedhere, but have not explored sociopragmatic
ambiguity outside of areas of interethnic tension. Furthermore, reliance on
quantitativeapproachesmay fail to uncoverthe complexitiesof subjects'motivations
and reasoning,exactlythe phenomenawhich are pragmatically interesting.If these
motivationsand reasonshaveinterculturaland pedagogicsignificance,like the reality
of the sociopragmatic ambiguity of code choice, this may have untoward
consequenceson both practice and theory.
An open-ended,qualitativemethod can find evidencefor the reactionsand
inferenceswhich a pragmaticapproachpredicts.Thus, researchin code choiceneeds
to re-examine adding qualitative methodsto supplementthe quantitative methods
now in use,and socialpsychologicalapproachesto interculturalcommunicationneed
to find ways to increaseor maintain their sensitivityto pragmaticconsiderations.
SpeechAccommodationTheory has its roots in similarity-attractiontheory the basicidea that we will like peoplewho are similar to us or who try to becomeso.
This notion leads to the predictionthat interlocutorswill appreciatespeakerswho
converge.The pragmaticmodel preferred here,with its focus on people'sintentions
and motivations,shows that speakersmay be motivated by wishesother than that
expressedby similarity-attraction,wishesto usea second-language
skill painstakingly
acquired,for example.Thus,we musttemperthe obvioustruth of similarityattraction
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with another obvious truth - the idea that we also will like people who do what we
want them to.

APPENDIX: Questionnaire A
(Note: QuestionnaireB was identical, except that Lisa should be substituted for Kay, and Gisela for
Maria)
Introduction
You will hear a short conversation between two university students. Kay is an American student
majoringin German, while Maria is a German student learning English. The passageyou will hear
is from their first conversation,when they are just getting to know each other.
1. Pleasegive your initial opinion about Kay, the American student in this conversation.Specifically,
you might want to evaluate her in terms of intelligence,her level of education, her skill at German,
and her confidencein speaking it.
2. Now evaluate Kay on other measures.Specifically, what is your impression of her in terms of
friendliness,likeability, considerateness,and eagernessto learn about other people and other
countries?
3. Would you like to meet Kay? Why or why not?
4. Pleasegive your initial opinion about Maria, the German student. Try to include in your
evaluationimpressionsof her intelligence, level of education, skill at English, and confidence in
speakingit.
5. Now evaluateMaria in terms of friendliness,likeability, considerateness,and eagernessto learn
about other people and other countries.
6. Would you like to meet Maria? Why or why not?
7. Now please consider the conversation as a whole. Does it strike you as friendly or conflictual? If
you had the opportunity to join in this conversation,would you want to? Why or why not?
8. Imaginethat the conversationtook placc at Illinois State University. Would that change any of your
answersto question 7, above? How?
9. Imagine that the conversation were taking place in Germany. Would that change your answers to
the questionsin 7? How'l
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