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1 Research Questions & Methods 

 
Our planned research schedule went to plan week by week, and we encountered little problems with 
our research methods, besides the questionnaire, although was never intended to be our primary 
source of data, was not answered by any of the users which we analysed and so we did not use it. 
 
Recalling our research questions, we would like to analyse the relationship between language choice 
and contexts, what factors underlie them, what effect do they have on readers, and how this relates 
back to Manchester as one of the most linguistically diverse city in the U.K. (Manchester City Council, 
2019) 
 
In Part 2, we will describe the gathered data and discuss our analysis in relation to the scholars 
identified in our literature review, identifying any general trends and assessing the broader factors that 
are involved in language choice in CMC. 
 
As we relate to our findings we will refer to users in an alphabetic system, and the comments in reply 
to the posts of those respective users in a numeric system (see 5. Appendix: Screenshots). 
 
 2 Findings 
 
User A Summary 
 
User A is a native French speaker who has published a post in English to accommodate to her native 
English speaking audience. She shows one spelling mistake reflecting her lack of proficiency, yet has 
nevertheless written a well structured sentence. Emojis are used by User A and in the comments; this 
digital resource contributes to self representation, since a person's facial expression and body 
language is inaccessible. 
 
Comment 6 is by a non-native French speakers, who used an English expression with French 
vocabulary. Whilst the text is not ungrammatical, it would have been more natural to say: “Mon 
français n’est pas très bon, j’ai besoin de l’améliorer! J'aimerais tous vous rencontrer si vous organisez 
quelque chose.''. This suggests that they are trying to use French vocabulary whilst remaining in an 
English structure based mindset. This reoccurs with the first sentence of Comment 5. 
 
Comparing English comments to French ones, a reason why some people avoid the use of French could 
be that their level of the language is much lower. Conversely, their preference for English could be 
because User A is searching for English speakers, so it is appropriate to express themselves in English 
to confine with the context and accommodate to their recipient. 
 
 User B Summary 

 
User B is a Spanish speaker who has written two posts, both searching for Arabic speakers for 
assistance in the language. She uses Egyptian Arabic to write both posts, as well as some English in the 
first. 
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Her emphasis on being Spanish is purely related to identity purposes. We can hence assume that she 
decided to write in Arabic here because the post is aimed towards Arabic speakers. She adds a very 
basic use of English summing up their message, presumably to reach a wider audience, especially since 
the Arabic she is using is Egyptian Arabic and has a limited audience. 
 
Comments 1 and 4 in reply to this post are in English. Neither User B nor commenters 1 and 4 are 
native English speakers. However, commenter 1 and 4 have chosen to reply in English. This could be 
because they speak a different variety of Arabic that an Egyptian Arabic speaker may not understand. 
Therefore, commenter 1 resorts to the use of English, trusting it to be a common language between 
the two of them. 
 
Comment 1 has an incorrect structure, which is interesting since in Arabic the sentence’s structure 
would be: عdefة لا كعم  ملnتأ  xyzنكمt أ ْ◌ن   (I can speak with you Arabic), exactly how comment 1 has been 
written. 
 
Comments 2 and 3 show the use of tagging, which allows people to alert someone else about a 
relevant post, particularly useful here as readers of this post who do not fit the ‘female Arabic speaker’ 
category can still tag a possible user that can provide help, since they themselves cannot. 
 
Commenter 5 is the only one who replies in Arabic. However, the Arabic he uses is standard, since his 
dialect is Libyan. By choosing to use Standard Arabic, we suggest he is not a confident English speaker. 
Whilst User B does not reply to this comment on the first post, she did when the same person 
responds again in Standard Arabic to her second post, and User B also uses the standard in response. 
This shows how standard Arabic is a helpful bridge between Arabic speakers of different varieties, 
when no other common language, such as English, is present. 
 
 User C Summary 

 
User C is a native English speaker who writes two posts in Spanish and aims to organise a language 
exchange between Spanish and English speakers. He uses Spanish, presumably since his ideal audience 
is native Spanish speakers. He replies in English to comment 1, written in English, and answers in 
Spanish to comment 4 written in Spanish. Therefore, he switches languages regarding the person he is 
addressing, accommodating to their choice of language. 
The writer of comment 12 (second post) wrote the same comment both in Spanish and in English. 
Commenter 12’s literal translation of his message in English could be because she is aware that User C 
is not a native Spanish speaker and his lack of precision may have caused Commenter 12 to assume his 
proficiency is not high. Alternatively, Commenter 12 may have wanted to display their use of English in 
order to seem more approachable and an appropriate exchange partner. User C responded to 
comment 12 in English. We see here that when he is addressed in both Spanish and English, his 
tendency to use Spanish fades away. From the message being directly available in his native language, 
he appears to instinctively replies in English. 
 
 User D Summary 
 
User D’s post is written completely in Russian, with the aim of searching for native Russian speakers to 
help him. Although non-Russian speakers would be able to translate the post and then still read and 
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understand it, the use of only Russian excludes any readers without a Russian repertoire, since they 
would be unhelpful to User D. His language choice also suggests that he is very confident in the 
language. Alternatively, he may have used a translation service to help his writing, a strong possibility 
since he is still learning the language. 
 
 User E Summary 

 
User E is a native English speaker searching to exchange in Romanian. He begins his post with 
Romanian, before using English for the rest of his post. 
 
User E has faced some confusion in relation to the distinction between Romanian and Romani 
languages. He aims to learn Romani, however the language he uses before English is Romanian. These 
languages have similar names and phonetic similarities, therefore are easily mistaken as one (Matras, 
2002). We could also consider a keyboard auto-correction issue, since it is only when he switches to 
English that he refers Romanian. User E’s confusion could have reciprocated misunderstanding within 
the audience. 
 
With this point discussed, we will continue by referring to the language used in this post and User E’s 
goal language, as Romanian. Initially, User E chose to use the language of his ideal audience, despite 
lacking confidence and proficiency. However, his following use of English clarified his message. By 
using it for the most part of his post, User E assumed the popularity of English online will mean that his 
ideal readers will be familiar with it. Both comments 1 and 3 have been written in English. In response 
to comment 1, User E also used English. Yet he replied in Romanian to comment 3. This could be 
because, from accessing his public profile, it can be seen that Commenter 3 is in fact Romanian. So 
although he chose to use English, Romanian is within his repertoire, and therefore User E has chosen 
to accommodate this. 
 
User E’s English in the post itself is very relaxed, making use of informal sentences. The personal 
pronouns “I”/“I am” are eliminated in two instances in his writing, a feature commonly found in online 
messaging for efficiency. Even with these obvious elements missing, the text is still perfectly 
understandable. 
 
The informal phrase “random stuff” bodies with the informal nature of the text and its place of 
publication contributing to User E’s self-representation of quite a friendly and approachable nature 
that is effective in attracting people to engage in an exchange. 
 
 User F Summary 

 
User F, who is bilingual in Ukrainian and Russian, uses English in her post to attract an English-speaking 
audience. Being in a multilingual environment, she may have used English in order to be understood 
by a wider audience (Solmaz, 2018). 
User F uses multiple brackets as an expression for smiley faces. This method, without the 
conventionally attached colon, is specific to Russian online written communication. The origin of this 
phenomenon is due to the fact that it is inconvenient to type colons on a Cyrillic keyboard (Bezdelev, 
2013). This symbol would not be perceived the same way by people from a different language 
background, therefore it associates her with the Russian speaking community. When replying to User 
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F, comment 9 displays a grammatical structure odd to English which is perhaps borrowed from the 
grammar structure of his native language. 
 
 3 Discussion 

 
Solmaz (2018) concluded: ‘language choice is dependent on audience, context, and identity’. Both User 
A, and F are foreign to English yet used it in their posts to address a native English-speaking ideal 
audience. The same pattern repeats itself in all of the User’s posts analysed. 
In the case of the situations where solely the intended audience’s native language was used (User A, 
B’s first post, C, and D), this language choice is effective in attracting a particular audience. 
 
For example, in the case of User C, a native Spanish speaker is likely to read a post written entirely in 
Spanish as they assume that it is aimed at them. This may be applicable across different areas of online 
space, but is particularly likely in the MLE group as the nature of the group is searching for and 
bringing together multilingual speakers based in Manchester. 
 
This proves effective in some comments such as 1-4 in response to User A’s post which are written in 
English, by English speakers which is likely since User A used English to address their audience, 
supporting the idea that one’s audience influences their language choice (Solmaz, 2018) and also gives 
preference for the language to be used by both parties within the discussion. 
 
User E used the languages of his ideal audience and his own, questioning why the writer feels the need 
to use their own native language. A lack of confidence in the language that is not their own may cause 
them to use their native language for clarification. Identity (Solmaz, 2018) may also be a factor, 
perhaps they have used their native language for self-representation purposes. This establishment of 
identity could be beneficial for the context (Solmaz, 2018) by allowing an exchange between the two 
people. These last two points also apply to the two French comments in response to User A. 
Conversely, in User B’s 2nd post, the language of their ideal audiences and English are used, even if it is 
not their native language, questioning the above points made about identity. Hence not all language 
choices are determined by the same factors from person to person. The use of English here appears to 
disprove Solmaz’s conclusions, particularly regarding identity, but rather support Lee (2016) regarding 
the dominance of English online (see Section 3.3). Detecting underlying factors of language choice is 
not straightforward, and delving deeper into certain analysis could draw different conclusions. With a 
lighter take on the meaning of ‘identity’, we could assume the use of English for self-representation by 
means of prestige. Knowledge of English in a community of non-English native speakers is regarded as 
impressive and could therefore appear under the umbrella of identity, which again supports Solmaz’s 
findings. User E’s uses of the informal phrase “random stuff” represents him as a relaxed person which 
is effective for his purpose in attracting people for a language exchange. This supports and links 
Solmaz’s identity and context aspects of language choice. 

 
Androutsopoulos’ (2013) research concluded that networked multilingualism is specific to individual 
users, influenced by their ‘wide and stratified repertoire’ and the context and topic at hand at a given 
time. User E demonstrates his repertoire whilst using both Romanian and English in his post. The 
intention of his post accounts for his use of Romanian. Despite it being limited, his knowledge allows 
him to use it in order to accommodate his audience, as well as the context. The use of English is 
understandable as it is his native language and appears to have been used in order for him to 



6 
 

successfully and confidently express himself. User D does not use any of the range of languages which 
he reveals in his post that he knows, contradicting the point that online users tend to exhaust their 
available repertoire in order to achieve the best communicative outcome (Androutsopoulos, 2013). 
We will now address the conclusions made by Lee (2016) alongside our findings. Lee (2016) argued 
how new approaches to communication are used to best reach one’s communicative aims. 
Throughout our findings, a relevant number of users engaged visual tools such as emojis and the use of 
alphabets other than the Roman alphabet to highlight their own identity, which supports Lee’s 
observation that technological development gave birth to communication practices between users 
that are specific for CMC. For example, User D represents an emblematic example where technological 
development allows access to different keyboards, and therefore the ability to convey their identity, or 
otherwise to target the relevant audience in a more successful way. 
 
The dominant status of English on online platforms was a predominantly supported point of Lee’s 
(2016) throughout our findings, despite the increasing number of languages that are becoming 
prominent in CMC communication. Also, the use of English as a common language, when none of the 
first languages in question is mutually understandable. Users B and E relied on the use of English 
wherever the situation required a common language between different native speakers (Lee, 2016), 
since it is the closest language that the users involved are able to mutually understand each other. 
Contrary to Lee’s reference to English as a common language, User C and D deliberately resorted to 
languages other than English to accommodate the audience. Despite the fact that English still has 
worldwide dominance online, other languages are increasingly gaining popularity resulting from 
technological development. 

 
In regards to the study of Barman, Das, Wagner and Foster, we did not find any evidence in our 
findings of the use of “word borrowings”. We did, however, approach a similar concept but with 
borrowing the structure rather than words, in the sense that a foreign/learner speaker of a language 
used the structure of their native language when attempting to communicate. We will address this in 
Section 3.5. New Findings below. 

 
Our findings brought us across a new phenomenon within the linguistics topic of commuter mediated 
communication among multilingual speakers. In our analysis of Comment 5 and 6 of User A, Comment 
1 of User B, and Comment 9 of User F, we saw both the users employ a language other than their own 
native language for practising purposes and intentionally targeting the ideal audience. We saw here, 
an aspect of what we will refer to as ‘structure borrowing’, whereby the strategy adopted to structure 
sentences was unusual. The clause structure presented suggests that the structure’s skeleton of the 
native language in question had been implemented with vocabulary of the language in which the 
writer was aiming to use. 
 
 4 Summary 

 
It is no doubt difficult to predict exactly the cause behind a person’s language choice in any particular 
situation, especially since the factors are very often subconscious anyway. But there are nevertheless 
many possible causes that we have discussed that could singularly or collectively influence a person’s 
language choice. Whilst Barman, Das, Wagner and Foster were shown little to no support from our 
research, Solmaz’s (2018) conclusion was proved the most strongly supported. From our observations, 
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we can see that whilst they may tie together at times, the impacts of both audience and identity on 
language choice can be seen as separate points; the effect of audience may be seen on one particular 
occurrence of language choice whilst not giving evidence for the effect of identity, and vice versa. 
Context, concluded as a factor by not only Solmaz (2018) but also Androutsopoulos (2013), however, 
appears to be a much more embedded effect on language choice. The goal of writers of posts was 
mostly to attract a speaker of their goal language in order to gain assistance from them. Therefore, the 
use of the language of one’s intended audience was common, supporting context as a factor. Although 
not as common as the above three factors, the dominance of English (Lee, 2016) also showed to be a 
fairly relevant factor of language choice, coinciding with the use of English as a common language and 
also the use of digital resources in order to be more successful in CMC. The causes and factors behind 
certain languages in certain contexts, and the effects on readers are aspects that have all been 
satisfied by our findings in accordance with the scholars we observed. Regarding the relation of these 
elements with Manchester as one of the most linguistically diverse city in the U.K. (Manchester City 
Council, 2019), the scope of languages used in the MLE Facebook group provides a strong 
representation, yet only a brief insight into the number of multilinguals in Manchester and the variety 
of languages across them. 
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