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ABSTRACT

One of the inherent features of language is that it is dynamic, fitting with the needs of the
community. The present study investigated lexical change in Chaoui, a Berber variety in
Batna. The study addressed questions related to the linguistic features that constraint language
change and the social implications of that change. To attend to this objective, a mixed-
methods approach was developed where a qualitative list of 1500 words was translated to
Chaoui to examine traces of Arabic and French influence. The sample of the study consisted
of 290 male and female Chaoui speakers that are selected on the basis of education, age and
residence strata. The sampling paradigm adopted is not constructed on a purely random
basis. Rather, it is a mixture of purposive, snowball and convenience sampling. The
quantitative data are obtained from a structured questionnaire that gathered data about the
speakers’ linguistic proficiency, language use and language attitudes. 18 lexical items were
selected from the translated glossary serving as target linguistic tokens for the sociolinguistic
interview. The findings showed that Arabic is the main lending language. The study also
showed that the grammatical category of the word and the semantic field to which it pertains
are the main linguistic factors that instigate change. The questionnaire analysis revealed that
not all of the members of the Chaoui community in Batna are native speakers of Chaoui.
Also, Chaoui population do not use their variety in all day-to day verbal interactions. The
younger, urban and more educated members demonstrated lower rates of language
proficiency and language use. The results also suggested that standard languages, French and
Arabic, are associated with attitudes of prestige and beauty, whereas the colloquial ones,
Chaoui and Algerian Arabic, are associated with usefulness. Berber and Chaoui has a
symbolic value of ethnic belonging. The results of the interview showed that the loanword
variants vary from one lexical item to another, and no language-internal features seem to
underpin such variation. It is concluded that residence and education are the main social
factors that govern the linguistic behaviour of the speakers; age is next in relevance while
gender was of little, if any, bearing on the surfacing of changed/unchanged variants. Finally,
it is concluded that middle-aged urban and semi-urban males are the main social groups that

lead the process of change that is influenced by Arabic.
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1. Consonants

List of Phonetic Symbols

consonant | Symbol Articulatory Description

s ? Glottal stop

< b Voiced bilabial stop

@ p Voiceless bilabial stop

< t Voiceless dento-alveolar stop

< ) Voiceless inter-dental fricative

d &3 Voiced post-alveolar fricative/affricate
d h Voiceless pharyngeal fricative

d X Voiceless uvular fricative

3 d Voiced dento-alveolar stop

3 0 Voiced alveolar fricative

J r Voiced alveo-palatal trill

J z Voiced alveolar fricative

J z Emphatic voiced alveolar fricative
o S Voiceless alveolar fricative

g 1) Voiceless alveo-palatal fricative
ul $ Voiceless alveolar emphatic fricative
ol d Voiced alveolar emphatic stop

b t Voiceless dento-alveolar emphatic stop
b a? Voiced alveolar emphatic fricative
' ¢ Voiced pharyngeal fricative

' Y Voiced uvular fricative

o f Voiceless labio-dental fricative

o v Voiced labio-dental fricative

a q Voiceless uvular stop

d k Voiceless velar stop

Xiv




J I Voiced alveolar lateral
p m Voiced bilabial nasal
/ C Voiceless palatal fricative
o n Voiced alveolar nasal
o h Voiceless glottal fricative
3 w Voiced labio-velar glide
T j Voiced palatal glide
2. Vowels
a Front, nearly half-open, low unrounded
Short vowels u Back, nearly close, high rounded
I Front, open, high unrounded
a: front, nearly half-open, low unrounded
Long vowels U: Back, nearly close, high rounded

Front, open, high unrounded

Xv
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Variationist sociolinguistics came to light to examine any kind of language
variation accompanied with linguistic change, i.e., the interplay between the
linguistic variables and the social factors. In other words, variationist sociolinguistics,
within the scope of language variation and change, aims at offering social
implications underlying individuals’ variable speech performance in different social
and linguistic settings. The variable speech may be realized in lexical choices,
phonological representations, grammatical and stylistic preferences or any other level
of linguistic systems.

Clearly, the term variation is decisively related to change or specialization
(Wallenberg, 2013). Variation is an ingrained language characteristic which leads to
change over time (Chambers 1995). In effect, he (1995), for instance, devotes most
of his book Sociolinguistic Theory to explaining and “discovering the social meanings
of linguistic variation” (p. 207). However, he does not reflect on the most important
questions: how does language change and who introduces such changes? As a
rebuttal, Chambers and Trudgill (2004) examine the progress of linguistic
innovations, i.e., diffusion and the social factors behind the patterns of diffusion as
an attempt to discover which social group (or groups) is the leader in the progress of
such changes. Yet, it should be noted that variation does not always lead to change
(Labov, 2001). Rather, variation is very crucial in studying language change as the
variables most subject to variation are more likely to undergo a process of change
(Labov, 2001; Fridriksson, 2008). For this reason, it is de rigueur to differentiate
between variation and change; when language has different forms for a particular
element, these forms are formally referred to as variants and the element with
manifold forms is labelled a variable. Variation is mandatory for language change to

ensue while the opposite is not predominantly factual.

Other scholars, on the other end of the spectrum, claim that the notion of
change is separate from language enquiry (Hickey, 2010). This stems from the fact
that the social factors underlying such a process are so immense that the investigation

shifts from the focus on language itself as the main subject of enquiry to an
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accentuated attention on the social layout of the community promoting language
change. Hence, many researchers have been trying to ascertain the exact factors and
mechanisms behind language change. The question raised here is how change starts
or happens, why languages tend to fluctuate and under which conditions all of this
takes place. However, in the bulk of literature, this field of interest is crammed with

conjectures but with little evidence.

Previous research on this area of investigation demonstrates that there is no
such a thing as language stability because almost all languages undergo change at a
particular point in time. For instance, Icelandic, characterized by a high level of
stability compared to other languages, underwent a change after all and did not
maintain the same status quo. This implies that change is inevitable as language is
highly influenced by individuals and society. This fact indeed means that there is no
fixed answer for why language changes in the first instance as there are many

assumptions and no credible evidence.

In this vein, it is implied that language change is axiomatic because there is no
language that does not change even a little (Hickey, 2011). What is more, the pace
of change varies from one language, variety or dialect to another owing to internal
and /or external motives. At this juncture, it is worth mentioning that change is
frequently associated with internal (structural) factors. However, language change is
not always related to the structural side of language, i.e., internal change, but it can

also be externally influenced.

In other words, when referring to internal change, one directly infers that it is
related to the structural system of language. That is, once change affects a particular
linguistic level, it straightforwardly impacts the other levels such as phonology and
morphology because change often starts with phonetics and phonology; then, it is
dislodged to other levels such as morphology (Campbell, 1998). For instance, in Old
English, grammar noticed a change in word endings that eventually prompted a loss
of gender markers in Middle English (Hickey, 2011). Nonetheless, external change

is highly associated with language engagement of users in society.
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It is acknowledged in the literature that certain instances of language use
change both in form and in function leading to a change in the phonological
representation of the structure and even the morpho-phonological distribution of that
linguistic element. An example of that can be drawn from Algerian Arabic. In some
varieties of the Algerian Arabic, the adverbial /fi:ssaS/ is used in a variety of contexts
meaning “quickly or hurry up”. A first glance at the aforementioned lexicon
intuitively indicates that there is a preposition /fi:/ meaning “in/at” and a nominal
element /sa$/, which is the closest in form to /saafa/ meaning an hour. The cross-
dialectal contrastive approach to language change shows that there are similar
instances of this structure in other dialects in the Arabic world, such as /hasa$/ in
Jordanian Arabic. One can safely argue that the actuated form in Algerian Arabic is
/fii haadi ssaaSa/, which literally translates to “in this very hour”, and that the actuated

form in Jordanian Arabic is /ha ssaaSa, which literally translates to “this very hour”.

The instances above from the two varieties of Arabic show that language
change manifests itself at varying levels of linguistic analysis, often in an overlapping
fashion. The phonological reduction taking place in the linguistic structures
illustrated above makes use of the concatenative system of morphology in Arabic
and, thus, the preposition is fused with the adverbial /haadi/, which, in turn, is clipped
from the phonological representation of the structure leading to a different form as
illustrated earlier. It can be also noticed that the morpho-lexical and phonological
changes befalling the prepositional phrase resulted in a morphological representation
that is comparable to the morphology of a single word. Language, thus, self-regulates
the distributional criteria of the word changing its morpho-lexical category from a

prepositional phrase to an adverbial lexicon.

What is noteworthy as well is that language variation does not always imply
change; variations can be stable over time. That is to say, some variables do no lead
to change eventually such as Ancient Egyptian possessive constructions in which two
patterns remain stable while the other two changed over time (Gardiner, 2017).
Researchers in historical linguistics have attempted and are still striving to decipher

the puzzle of language change and its tenets. The first and foremost issue is tracing
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the discrepancies between the related languages in order to find out if such diversities
are a result of language change. Other crucial questions that require attention
concerning how change takes place are the “mode and tempo” sort of question
(Greenhill et al., 2010); these interrogations are as follows: “which items in language
change are more rapidly than others, what features change into which others, and
which features are stable across centuries and millennia” (Bowern, 2019, p.48).
However, scholars could not answer the why interrogation in language change as most
researchers provide hypotheses and speculations about the whys and wherefores of
language change. In fact, few researchers could elucidate this point because it has
much to do with speakers and their use of the language. For instance, Ahern and Clark
(2017), when dealing with semantic change, discover that change is governed by the

psychology of interlocutors.

These questions work together since they are interwoven. That is, each
question provides an answer to establish a complementary theory. In other words, the
“what provides us with observations; the why provides us with a theory that explains
those observations, and the how provides us with a framework to structure those
observations, and to predict and evaluate implications of the theory” (Bowern, 2019,
p.49).

Traditionally, language change is usually when a speaker innovates in his
language or as a result of contact with other languages. Milroy (1993) further appends
that change is speaker-based since most of the innovations emanate from the speakers
rather than the system of the language. At this juncture, Milroy (1993) attempts to
differentiate between change and innovation where he describes the latter “as an act
of the speaker which is capable of influencing linguistic structure” (pp.221-222).
Similarly, Andersen (1989, refers to speaker-innovation as any element of usage (or
grammar) which differs from previous usage (or grammars)” (p.13). Lass (1980) as
well claims that not all innovations come to be a change in the system in the long run;
he approves Milroy’s proclaim that it is indispensable to pinpoint the “conditions in
which an innovation is unsuccessful in addition to those in which it is successful”

(Milroy, 1993, p. 222). However, the rate of change differs according to speakers’
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interactions in their speech community that is why it is crucial to always go back to
society where speakers get to interact with each other. Other scholars such as Kroch
(2005) and Wallenberg (2013) view language change from a different perspective.
They ponder that language change is when different forms ‘compete’ with another

new form within a particular speech community (Kroch, 2005).

Interestingly, there are some approaches that consider children acquisition of
language as a main motive of language change (Lightfoot, 1991; Hale, 2007.
However, the speed of linguistic change itself is rather rapid compared to the process
of acquiring language by children (Aitchison, 2003). In other words, the lapses and
imperfections that face children when acquiring a first language are not the only cause
of language change in the view of the fact that children are not the center of the speech

community unlike teenagers which are the innovators themselves.

1. The Linguistic Market of Algeria

1.1 Population and Geography

Algeria is a country in the middle of the Arab Maghreb; it covers an area of
2.381.741 km2. It is the largest country in Africa and the tenth largest country in the
world. It is surrounded by Tunisia and the Mediterranean to the northeast, by Libya
to the east, by Morocco to the west, by the Western Saharan territory, Mauritania, and
Mali to the southwest, by Niger to the southeast and by the Mediterranean Sea to the
north. Algeria’s population is estimated to be nearly 44 million in 2020 according to

the United Nations data.

In fact, the Algerian population is an agglomeration of various ethnic and
religious groupings, including Berbers, Arabs, Turks, Sub-Saharan Africans and
Andalusians (people from southern Spain). It was occupied by many dynasties and
eras such as Numidians, Phoenicians, Carthaginians, Romans, Vandals, Byzantines,
Umayyads, Abbasids, Idrisid, Aghlabid, Rustamid, Fatimids, Zirid, Hammadids,
Almoravids, Almohads, Ottomans and the French colonial empire (Lacoste, Nouschi
& Prenant, 1960).
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Berbers or Amazigh (plural Imazighen), meaning free or noble men, are the
indigenous inhabitants of Algeria. They speak varieties of Berber (also called Berber)
which is an Afro-asiatic language. They generally reside in the east of Algiers; they
are considered the largest Berber group in Algeria besides Chaouia, Mozabi, Chelha

or Tachelhit, and Touareg.
1.2 Ethnico-linguistic Diversity

Despite of the aforementioned collection of ethnic groups in Algeria, the
modern society of Algeria seems to be composed of three main ethnic groups: the
Arabs, Berber and Francophiles; of the three groups, the Francophiles is more of an
intellectual rather than a purely ethnic group. This division has resulted into three
main languages in current use in modern Algeria. These are Arabic, Berber and

French.

Standard Arabic (hereinafter SA) is the lingua franca shared among countries
of the so-called Arab World; it is used in many domains like religion, government,
education, mass media, law, etc. It is considered as the national and official language
of Algeria, yet it is constrained to official and formal use only. Standard Arabic, in
fact, is a simplified version of Classical Arabic; it is a rationalized variety that is
resplendent with loan words in keeping with the contemporary linguistic and social
needs. Itis a de facto intelligible variety that can be understood by all Arabic speakers
in the Arab World.

Moreover, Algerian colloquial Arabic infuses French and even Berber in its
vocabulary. It is the language of everyday life, home and street and is therefore the
mother tongue of most of the population. Chemami (2011, p. 228) further appends
that “Algerian Arabic is the main language of Algeria. It is used by 70% - 80% of the
population as their mother tongue”. It is like an assembly of various languages such
as Arabic, French, Berber, Spanish, etc. with unique lexical, phonological,
morphological and syntactic structures. For instance, “he cries” in MSA is /baka:/,
but in AA, it is [bka]. This is a case where the first vowel is omitted and the second

Is reduced. The following example of plural in MSA illustrates the morphological
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difference between the two varieties; one says “two doors” /ba:ba:n/ in MSA but [zu:3
biba:n] in AA. Syntactically, patterns and the order of patterns change randomly; for
examples, “my sister cooked dinner” is /tabaxat ?uxti: ?alfafa:?a/ in MSA, but [xti
tajbat I1€fa] in AA. Similarly, the lexicon is at variance as well; the word car in MSA
is /saja:ra/ but it is /loto] or /tomobi:l/ in AA. In sum, Algerian Arabic is “thought to
be a grammarless corruption of “real” Arabic (?alfusha:)” (Holes, 2004, p.440) full
of foreign and modernized words. Appraising it, scholars claim that “Dialectal Arabic
in Algeria is one of the defining features of the Algerian people and the native
language of the majority of the population”. Thus, “instead of disparaging it, Dialectal
Arabic should be studied and used as an aid to develop Modern Standard Arabic”
(Mazouni, 1969, p. 13).

Spoken Arabic in Algeria (...) is spread over four major geographical areas
each with its own linguistic features (1) Western Algerian Arabic used in an
area which extend from the Moroccan border to Tunis. (2) Central Algerian
Arabic spoken in the central zone which extend to Bejaia and includes
Algiers and its surroundings.(3)Eastern Algerian Arabic spoken in the high
plateaus around Setif, Constantine, Annaba and extends to Tunisian
border.(4)Sahara Algerian Arabic spoken by around 100,000 in habitants in
the Sahara Desert. (Benrabah, 2007, p.46)

Berber (The original and indigenous language of Algeria) and its different
varieties (Chaouia, Kabyle, Mzabi, Chenoui and Touareg) are spoken in the Berber
speech community. It is written in Latin alphabet; it is estimated that a quarter of the
Algerian population speak this language (Lewis, 2009). In general, it is spoken in the
densely northern area of Algeria. It became a national language in 2002 and a joint-

official language in 2016.

French is an important part of the Algerian linguistic profile; it was introduced
to Algeria during the period of the French occupation and lasted even after the
independence. In fact, Algeria is the second largest francophone country in the world.

The French language is used in the media, education and in everyday life by many
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Algerians. It is estimated that more than two thirds of the Algerian population speak
and understand French. It is contending with MSA in education, administration,
media and even the other sectors as economy, politics, etc. According to Mokhtar
(2018, p.138), opponents of French consider it as a sign of “openness” and
“enrichment” while others see it an intruder that distorts their Algerian identity.
However, veracity reflects the opposite as most if not all people utilize and need
French; it is still a pillar language in the Algerian system despite the new law of 2019
of introducing English in Algeria. In sum:

[t]he Algerian situation is complex, as it is at a crossroad of tensions between

French, the colonial language, and Arabic, the new national language;
Classical Arabic versus colloquial Algerian Arabic; and the various Berber
dialects versus Arabic. The lessons from the Algerian situation may be
usefully applied to analogous situations by states planning their linguistic,
educational and cultural policies (Tabory & Tabory, 1987 cited in Benrabah,
2005, p. 380).

1.3 Berber and its Dialects

Berber, also called Tamazight or the Amazigh language, is the mother tongue
of minority groups dwelling different parts of North Africa, including Algeria,
Morocco, Tunisia, Libya, Mali, etc (Achab, 2012). Yet most of Berber-speaking
population resides in Algeria and Morocco (Kruse, 2013). As far as the number of
Berber speakers is concerned, no formal consensus is carried out; for instance, Wolff
(2013) estimates that it is spoken by approximately 14 million people. However, till
now, there is no reliable source for the number of Berber-speaking population in

Algeria.

Berber pertains to the Afro-Asiatic phylum, i.e., it is part of the Hamito-
Semitic language branch (Achab, 2012; Wolff, 2013). The term Berber has many
connotations. It may be derived from the Greek word ‘barabroi’ which means non-
native speakers, that is ‘barbari’ in Latin (Ilahian, 2017). Another opinion is
demonstrated in Fromherz (2014) that the term Berber stems from the Arabic word

‘Al-barbar’ to simply refer to foreign speakers. Messaoudi (2009) alleges that such
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assumptions are not reasonable airing his views about the origin of Berber. He claims
that Berber originates from ‘Iberiber’, i.e., Nomad in Touareg (Haddouche and
Touati, 2018). In fact, the closest denotation of the term Berber is nobility; Achab
(2012) confirms that the word Amazigh or Berbers means free or noble men. Ibn-
Khaldun, on the contrary, simple relates the term Amazigh to Mazigh, the son of

Ham.

Berber generates from an old Libyc or Libyan language corresponding to the

writing system used at that time ‘the Libyco-Berber script” or simply Tifinagh (plural)
‘Jtifineey/” (1€HLoW) or Tafineqq ( singular) ‘/tafineq/’ (+oXZIoE) (Briggs, 1957).

The term Libyco has no relation with the country of Libya. Libyco dates back to 800
BC (Pichler, 2007).Tifinagh is an agglomeration of dots, arcs and strokes. Unlike
many languages, it can be written from any margin: left, right, top or bottom (Ernest,

2011). Besides Tifinagh, Berber is also written using Latin and Arabic alphabets.

Berber is spoken in many regions in Algeria; each area speaks a particular
variety. These varieties are dispersed on detached areas all over North Africa which
makes them somewhat mutually unintelligible (Chaker, 1996; Haddaddou, 2000).
Most, if not all speakers, of Berber are multilingual as they speak and understand
Arabic and/or French with the exception of old illiterate people who are monolingual

(Ernest, 2011). There are five main dialects of Berber in Algeria:

o Kabyle, Kabylian (Takbaylit): this dialect is a commonplace in Algeria; it is
estimated that the number of Kabyle speakers exceeds the number of speakers
of the other varieties (Haddaddou, 2000). It is spoken mostly in the central
north of Algeria namely in Tizi Ouzzou, Bejaia, Bouira, Boumerdes, Blida,
Bordj Bou Arreridj, Setif, Jijel and Algiers (INALCO, 2017).

e Chaoui or Chaouia (Tachawit): this dialect is spoken in the areas of Aures
Mountains, namely, Batna, Khanchla, Souk Ahras, Oum Bouagui and Biskra.
It is the second most prevalent variety after Kabyle.

e Mzabi, Mozabit (Tamzabt): this dialect is peculiar to Ben Mzab who reside in
Ghardaia, 600km south of Algiers (Chaker, 1996).Mzabi form a minority in

Algeria; they are characterized with their unity as a group and their interaction
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with the rest of the Berber and Algerian community. The word Mzab stems
from the name ‘Mosaab’ after their grandfather (Benhattab, 2011).

e Touareg, Tahaggaret or Tergui (Tamashaq): this dialect is spoken in the
faraway Sahara in the southern frontiers of Algeria such as Tamanrasset,
Ahaggar. It is considered to be the most preserved dialect among all Berber
dialects (Prass, 1969; Chaker, 1996).

e Chenoui (Tachenwit): this dialect is spoken in the northwest of Algeria such
Tipaza, Batna, Biskra, Khancha and Cherchel. It forms a smaller population
compared with Kabyle and Chaouia (Roberts, 2014).

2. Politics and Linguistic Co-existence in Algeria

As an Islamic and Arabic country under a foreign colonization, Algeria made
sundry efforts to impose Arabic even before independence in 1931 by the
“Association of Muslim Scholars” (Mokhtar, 2018). The long-term aim was to
recuperate the Algerian identity and to dispense with the impact of the French
colonizer linguistically, culturally and politically. Due to this pressure, those in
leadership suggested an emergency protocol to regain their fragmented Arabo-
Islamic personality and replace French. Putting emphasis on this issue, Ibrahimi
(trans, 1973, p.230) states that it is compulsory to “Arabize progressively but
resolutely” (Arabiser progressivement mais résolument). Arabization is a linguistic
policy that aims at ratifying Arabic as a national and official language. In sum,

Ibrahimi summarizes Arabisation as follows:

L‘arabisation est devenue synonyme de ressourcement, de retour a
‘authenticité, de récupération des attributs de 1‘identité arabe qui ne
peut se réaliser que par la restauration de la langue arabe, récupération
de la dignité bafouée par les colonisateurs et la condition élémentaire

pour se réconcilier avec soi-méme.
Translated as:

The Arabization became synonymous to ressourcement, on returning to

the authenticity, recovering the attributes of the Arabic identity which
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can come only by the restoration of the Arabic language, the recovery
of the dignity scoffed by the colonizers and the elementary condition to
become reconciled with itself. (Ibrahimi, 1997, p.184)

However, after the resignation of Arabic, the new policy faced some
hindrances such as which language to use for education and which language should
be official, the lack of teachers, etc. Besides, 80% of students in 1967 repudiated
Arabic claiming that it is difficult to acquire (Grandguillaume, 1983) and the proof is
AA since the majority use their own dialect which is a mixture of MSA, AA and
French in addition to Berber. Moreover, when the government recruited teachers from
Syria, Egypt and Irag, they were not really qualified as their spoken language was a

major setback in front of the process of teaching Arabic (Abu-Haider, 2000).

In 1971, President Boumedienne made it come true where Arabization reached
its climax as it was fully implemented. Even universities were arabized at some extent
at that period. Official documents were written in Arabic and French was eradicated
gradually. Arabic dominated all the sectors of the government; it was taught
progressively starting from 1962. French in turn became a first foreign language; it
was taught in primary schools starting from the fourth grade and now from the second

grade.

Yet universities and administrative centres besides the other sectors were still
using French extensively in nearly all domains which was a major criticism levelled
against this policy. Ibrahimi in the 1960s further adds that this Arabization will not
work but we have to do it. This means that Arabization was executed in schools only

and it did not work in other domains such as science. In other words,

Arabization has always been a bone of contention and a matter of
political controversy. Since its initiation in the 1960s, it has received
acid criticism on the basis that it does not consider the de facto
multilingual composition of Algeria (one weakness among many

others). Arabization has simply created a condition of linguistic conflict
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in which Arabic has to face the two other languages: French and Berber.
(Djennane, 2016, p.71)

With all the measures taken, one part of Algeria’s individuality was dismissed
from the scenario of recognition; Berber the language of the indigenous people of
Algeria and its identity was excluded. Berber was used neither in schools nor in the
media; its use was restricted to everyday speech as a means of communication solely.
For this reason, there were some civil protests which became known as the ‘Black
Spring’ to retrieve recognition. After this political and linguistic turmoil, some
associations were founded; for instance, a High Commission for Amazighity was
founded in 1996 to recover the language eminence that was lost for decades. Despite
this move, Berber did not gain recognition till it was designated as a national language
in 2002 and an official language in 2016 (Benrabah, 2007). Eventually, it started to

be taught in schools as a compulsory course from grade one.

3. Statement of the Problem

The Algerian linguistic profile includes a wide range of dialects that provide
materials for sociolinguistic studies. These dialects have a number of structural
differences that are explainable in terms of sociolinguistic and dialectological
frameworks. However, it is observed that there is a paucity in the study of Berber
verieties such that the interplay between typologically Arabic and non-Arabic
varieties is yet to be understood. The Berber-speaking communities represent
example of highly intricate contract situations where a range of linguistic phenomena
materialise. The interlinguistic influence can be observed at a number of linguistic
micro levels; more particularly, lexical inventories are conceivably on constant

processes of restructuring due to the external influence of other languages.

In view of that, the problem of the present study arises where a particular
emphasis is placed on the interplay between Chaoui and other varieties at the lexical
level. Social groups within the Chaoui community can demonstrate discrepancies in
their linguistic behaviour such that there is a need for the sociolinguistic analysis of
the linguistic situation in the Chaoui community. The problem of the present study

also arises from personal anecdotal reasons as the researcher has previously
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conducted an analysis on language change on Mzabi and Kabyle. However, it was

believed that the researcher needs improvement and expansion. The improvement can

be ensured by adopting a research design that is more intricate and exhaustive that it

leaves little residual data unaccounted for. The expansion can be provided by the

projection of the previously conducted research design on a new speech community

that speak yet another Berber variety.

4. Research Questions and Hypotheses

In light of the problem highlighted above, the present study seeks to address

the following research questions:

>
>

What are the linguistic aspects of lexical language change in Chaoui?
How is such change, or the lack thereof, manifested in the Chaoui
speakers’ linguistic behaviour?

What social implications can be inferred from the interspeaker variation

within the Chaoui community?

Prior to developing a methodological framework to address the questions, the

following hypotheses are proposed:

>

Lexical language change has linguistic implication where the semantic
content and the morpho-lexical categories licence change.

Non-mobile male uneducated rural members of the community are more
resistant to change whereas highly mobile female educated urban members
are more embracing of it (NORMS).

Social factors such as gender, age and education and cognitive factors such
as multilingualism play a major role in shaping the speakers’ linguistic

behaviour with reference to changed/unchanged variables of speech.

5. Research Objectives

Research in the field of sociolinguistics has the general goal of developing a

framework and a theoretical model that helps explain how the social factors interfere

in shaping the linguistic behaviour. The present study, being purely sociolinguistic in
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scope, has the goal of determining how the various linguistic behaviours in Algerian

contexts are shaped by the unique social profile of the Algerian community.

The present study has a number of objectives. First, it seeks to contribute to
the theoretical background available about language change in contact situations. The
present study aims at investigating the inbuilt features of language that make some
linguistic features inherently more susceptible to change. This goal is achieved by
comparing lexical language change across various semantic fields and morpho-
lexical categories. By so doing, researchers can get insight into whether some
semantic fields are more open to change and whether some lexical categories (nouns,

verbs, etc.) licence change more readily than others.

The present study has the goal of contributing also to the more accurate
description of the Algerian linguistic profile. Accounting for the niceties of
interlinguistic relations between the languages that make up the Algerian linguistic
background helps draw on a more faithful representation of what constitutes the
Algerian varieties. This research objective is attended to via accounting for how
Standard Arabic, Algerian Arabic and French take part in forming the lexical

inventory of Chaoui.

The final objective of the present study is to investigate how the influence of
Arabic and French on words in citation form is reflected in the actual behaviour of
speakers in casual form. Given that speakers within the same speech community
affiliate with different social subgroups, the present study seeks to investigate how
social and psychological factors such as gender, age, education, nationalism,
psycholinguistic distance, etc., help explain the variations across the speakers’

language production.
6. Research Significance

The present study draws significance from the generality of the phenomenon
investigated and the particularity of the application. The analysis of language change
as a linguistic phenomenon is of an essence as it encapsulates the dynamic nature of

language and makes a liaison between the form of language and the social factors. It

14



GENERAL INTRODUCTION

embodies language not only formalistically as a system of patterns that has a
generative capacity but also humanistically as an entity that is unsegmented from the
speaker. While it has been the goal of generative frameworks to understand the nature
of human faculty of language and explain what speakers know when they know
language, it is the goal of language change research to delineate the inherent features
of language that make it intrinsically susceptible to change and the external factors

that make materialise these changes.

These empirical and theoretical goals are achieved only by the actual
investigation of cases of language change in naturally occurring speech event
contexts. While such a query has been addressed in numerous research efforts, it is
the replication of such research protocols that gives reliability to the outcomes and
allows to have more generalisable findings. The present study, thus, seeks to provide

more insight into language change in multilingual contexts.

On the other hand, the present study gains significance from the particularity
of the applied measures. The Berber varieties in Algeria are under-researched and
findings thereabout are inconclusive. The present study is, thus, of a considerable
significance as it celebrates the sociolinguistic diversity of Algeria and helps preserve
its cultural heritage. The data collected in the present study transcend the immediate
context of the present study and constitute a secondary source of data for other
researchers. The relatively exhaustive glossary of translated words (more than 1500
items) can be worthwhile to researchers who seek to analyse Chaoui morphology,
phonology and lexicology or even to researchers whose objective is to replicate the

study or metanalyse its data.
7. Structure of the Dissertation

The first chapter in the present study offers a primary theoretical background
about language change. It reviews some theoretical models that account for how
language change is instigated and how it is propagated. The chapter sheds light on
the internal factors that lead to language change. That is, the purely linguistic
properties that cause language to change in the first place. In addition, the chapter
discusses the external non-linguistic factors that are closely relevant to the discussion

15



GENERAL INTRODUCTION

of change. Within this chapter, a brief discussion of change is offered within the
general frameworks of formalist and functionalist linguistics. Finally, the chapter
provides a more particular discussion of Labovian sociolinguistics and variationist

viewpoint on the phenomenon.

The second chapter delves more in-depth into the issue of variation and change
as it discusses the role of multilingualism, language contact and language acquisition
in the process of change. This chapter discusses some empirical studies that
investigate change across the different micro-linguistic levels in relation to variables
such as prestige, attitude, awareness and planning. The goal of this chapter is to sketch
a context for the interpretation of the prospective findings in the context of the present

study.

The third chapter is devoted to the discussion of the methodological
framework developed to address the research questions. This chapter discusses the
research approach, the target population, the sampling measures, the data collection
and administration and the protocol of analysis. The chapter also discusses the
psychometric features of the tools and the piloting procedures and covariate analyses

that are performed so as to enhance the quality of the measurement.

The forth chapter discusses the findings obtained from the translation of the
list. It presents the results of the analysis within each semantic field and across the
various grammatical categories. By providing a qualitative and quantitative
discussion, the goal of this chapter is to help understand how Arabic and French

influence the different lexical items in Chaoui.
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CHAPTER ONE: Theoretical Considerations in the Study of Language Change

1.1 Introduction

One of the omnipresent characteristics of language is that it is dynamic. This
capacity is reflected in the fact that it allows for adjustment as speakers of one variety
in two speech communities can elect to manipulate it based on their practical needs.
After all, the general premise in the linguistic theory is that languages are constructed
in such a way that meets the needs of the speech communities where they are spoken.
It is natural that languages undergo change through time in consonance with the

change affecting the social needs of the speech community thereof.

Research in the field of sociolinguistics attempts to comprehend the depth of
language change by addressing the issue of how language change starts, why it starts
and what social groups are responsible for its transmission. The answers to these
questions are, however, inconclusive and scholars have differing views giving rise to
different approaches. The following sections discuss the theoretical considerations

pertinent to each approach.
1.2 Language Change: Theoretical Models

Notwithstanding the relative discrepancy in the extent to which certain speech
communities reserve their linguistic profile, all languages are bound to change
(Aitchison, 2001). The linguistic variables that are subject to variation are more
susceptible to change. The latter is determined by factors that are, more often than
not, non-linguistic. That is, the ensemble of, inter alia, social mobility, sense of
identity, patriotism and nationalism is what identifies what variables are more likely

to change and the speed at which language change occurs.
1.2.1 The Family Tree Model

In the past 150 years of language studies, the basic account of language
change has been represented in the Family Tree Model proposed by the
Neogrammarian School between the 1860°s and 1880’s headed by August Schleicher
(Crowley & Bowern, 2010). The basic assumption in the Neogrammarian School of
thought is that contemporary languages evolved from a proto-language. Establishing

relatedness between languages that are likely to be descendants of one protolanguage
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Is within the epistemological concerns of comparative philology. This is achieved by
the assumption that establishing patterns of sound correspondences between
languages serves as evidence for the genetic relations between them. Languages
under examination are projected on a linguistic family tree illustrating how the proto-
language branches out into these languages which, in turn, may branch out into other

languages.

Campbell (2004) offers an account of the Family Tree Model, also known as
the Stammbaum (Francois, 2014), with its basic premises. First, it is generally
believed within the Neogrammarian School of thought that sound change is regular.
The German linguists, Karl Brugmann and Hermann Osthoff (1878/1967) refer to
this as Neogrammarian Hypothesis The hypothesis goes in line with the conjecture
that “every sound change, in as much as it occurs mechanically, takes place according
to laws that admit no exceptions” (Campbell, 2001, p. 92). This means that whenever

sound change occurs, it occurs everywhere in that language.

The Neogrammarian Model is challenged by some empirical evidence
demonstrating instances of phonological change that does not spread across all levels
of language. In view of that, Hickey (2010) offers a counter-example from Middle
English. In the latter variety, states Hickey (2010), a very noticeable sound change
occurs shifting the /u/ sound to /a/. Words such as “love”, initially pronounced /lov/,
had a new phonological representation /lav/. According to the Neogrammarian
Model, this sound change would affect all instances of the language. Nevertheless,
words such as “push” and “pull” maintained their initial representation and resisted
change (Hickey, 2010).

The second basic tenet of the Family Tree Model is that language change
occurs via the diversification of language. That is, one language undergoes a process
of splitting into several dialects which later, in turn, develop into separate languages.
These newly-developed languages undergo the same process and further develop into
new dialects and, hence, languages without any further interaction between the
branches (Am-David, 2014). This tenet leads to the third principle of the family Tree

Model where the assumption is that all actual languages go all the way back to one

20



CHAPTER ONE: Theoretical Considerations in the Study of Language Change

proto-language. Moreover, proto-languages are believed to have single forms.
However, the belief that a given linguistic variety exists in invariability is heavily

challenged by contemporary variationist frameworks.

Further challenges of the Family Tree Model come from the field of
Creolistics, i.e., the study of pidgins, creoles and mixed languages. It is well-attested
that some languages, such as the Basque-Icelandic pidgin, Babalia-Arabic Creole of
Chad, Vedda Creole of Sri Lanka, etc., arise not from the proto-language as assumed
by the Family Tree Model but rather from situations of intense language contact
(Frangois, 2014). These languages do not have a single parent language but two
languages, with one acting as a lexifier language and the other acting as a substratum
language (Am-David, 2014).

1.2.2 Indeterminacy and Variability

Research in sociolinguistics offers some counter examples to the
Neogrammarian Hypothesis and the Family Tree Model who approach language
change as a diachronic scope of inquiry. Labov’s work, as it will be discussed in
subsequent sections, offers great insight into the synchronic aspect of language
change. These synchronic traits of language change are best-manifested in the

phenomena of indeterminacy and variability (Crowley & Evans, 2015).

Indeterminacy is heavily related to cases of Grammaticality Judgement Tasks.
Here, native speakers of a given language are offered series of grammatical structures
in order to evaluate whether such structures are grammatically acceptable or not.
Crowley and Bowern (2010) argue that evaluating well-formedness is possible for
many structures inasmuch as native speakers can readily identify the ill-formedness
of some structures. However, in some cases, native speakers cannot assuredly identify
whether a given structure is clearly grammatical or not. This suggests that there can
be a spectrum of grammaticality ranging between sentences that are clearly
grammatical, sentences that are clearly ungrammatical and sentences that are in-

between (Crowley& Bowern, 2010).
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It is true that formal analyses of language do not acknowledge such a spectrum
given that the rules of grammar are definite; contemporary functional analyses of
language recognize such instances of indeterminacy as evidence on the synchronic
nature of language change (Andersen, 2006). Indeterminacy is indicative of the fact
that some structural patterns are either entering into “the core grammar of the
language or leaving it” (Am-David, 2014, para.10). In other words, structures that are
indefinite with regard to the norms of well-formedness encompass structural patterns
that are either in the process of being deleted from the structural repertoire of that
language and are, hence, not readily accessible to the language users, or they are in
their way of entering into that repertoire and are, hence, not visible to all users of that
language yet. This intermediate stage of structural patterns is, according to Crowley
and Bowern (2010), reflective of change-in-process. This belief goes against the
general assumption that the grammar of language is a static closed set of rules that
are definite and consummately accessible to language users at any point in time post-
acquisition. Instead, the indeterminacy phenomenon shows the rules of grammar as

dynamic allowing for accounts for synchronic changes that affect language.

While the phenomenon of indeterminacy addresses the linguistic competence
of native speakers, variability addresses the linguistic performance thereof. It is
observed that native speakers do not perform invariably. Instead, one can easily
identify variation in the speech representing one linguistic form within one speech
community and even with the speech of one individual. It is cogent that language
speakers change their lexical and grammatical forms based on non-linguistic factors.
Different linguistic forms are more suitable for given social settings than others

indicating that neither language form nor language function are static systems.

Indeterminacy and variability go against the Family Tree Model which
assumes invariability in proto-languages. Evidence shows that contemporary
languages, which serve as proto-languages for languages to come, enjoy high levels
of variability in their systems of grammar and use and that this variability is not
always determined by linguistic and, hence, predictable factors. Language, thus,

cannot be defined as a clearly-defined set of static rules that admits of no variation.
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Rather, every language at any point in time exists in a continuum of variables that are

subject to linguistic and non-linguistic parameters.
1.2.3 Change as an Internal and External Phenomenon

One of the long running debates relevant to the discussion of language change
is reflected in what aspects of language change the researchers tend to focus on and
what explanation they provide for it. This results in a bipartisan distinction between
proponents of the internal explanation and those of the external explanation of

language change.

Advocates of the internal aspect of change (e.g. Martinet, 1952; Ohala, 1993)
assume that the linguistic system itself provides a clarion call for language change.
Thus, languages, regardless of any external factors, are prone to change. Their view
Is not in total dismissal of the role of external factors in propagating language change.
Instead, they aver that certain linguistic elements licence and prompt language
change, and the role of the external factors is only to aid the propagation of change.
To them, language change is induced linguistically and promoted extra-linguistically

by means of social, psychological and functional factors.

Language imbalances are the main motive behind internally-induced language
change (Hickey, 2003). Such imbalances result in the loss of marked elements and
the reduction of irregular patterns. Moreover, language change can sometimes occur
via the projection of regular patterns upon language irregularities. As language seeks
regularity, a change in one linguistic level may result in an imbalance in another,
which results in the linguistic levels not mirroring each other. Consequently, language
resorts to resetting some of its parameters so that the stable variables match the

changed ones.

One example that can be in support of such a claim is the phonological decline
of case and gender morphology in many modern Arabic dialects. As Arabic lost its
word-final case morphology (nominative and accusative), many verb conjugation lost
gender marking word-finally. In the same vein, Hickey (2003) argues that Old

English witnesses a phonological change at the level of word endings which led to a

23



CHAPTER ONE: Theoretical Considerations in the Study of Language Change

loss of case system in Middle English resulting in a complete loss of gender morpho-

syntax in Modern English.

Some researchers, namely Weinreich et al. (1968) and Milroy (1992; 1993),
argue that language change is a social and not a linguistic phenomenon which is
induced by the speakers of that language rather than the language system itself.
Proponents of this view do not deny that certain linguistic elements are more
susceptible to language change than others. However, they assert that the internal
explanation of language change is fraught with some empirical complications as the
view entails that there is an inherent feature about certain linguistic elements that
cause them to change. The logical conclusion from such a claim, given the long
established theory of language universals, is that there is a uniform pattern to which
languages change. Empirical data, however, suggest otherwise; it is observed that
even one language can undergo two differing processes of change in two speech

communities.

Some researchers, namely Hickey (2003), consider language change to be
internal when there is a clear reason and pattern for this change that can be explained
in terms of marked and unmarked features or linguistic analogy that is noticeable in
language acquisition. However, when there is no recognizable internal reason for
change, these researchers make the claim that change is likely to be external. Other
impetuses for language change are going to be discussed in details in the subsequent
chapter. At this juncture, we suffice with the contention that language change is a
sociolinguistic phenomenon that can bear some systematicity to it, yet it is mostly
arbitrary. It is a phenomenon that can sometimes be motivated by linguistic typology
and the internal features of the linguistic forms, but it is, by and large, a process that

has ample social implications (Andersen, 1989).
1.2.4 Language Change and Language Evolution

One of the frameworks accounting for language change is that of Croft (2000).
The evolutionary approach to language change takes its roots from the neo-Darwinian
ideology of evolution, specifically Hull’s (1990) generalized Theory of Selection.
Croft chooses the term evolutionary, since he uses patterns related to biological
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evolution of animals and plants. Likewise, Lass (1990) and Dixon (1997) propagated
roughly the same approach espousing strands of the biological conception of change,
namely the concept of exaptation and punctuated equilibrium, respectively. The term
exaptation was first used by Gould and Vrba (1982) in evolutionary biology; Lass
(1990) was a pioneer to propound this concept in language change. He nevertheless
failed to establish a biological approach claiming that language is social in its nature,
“claiming that the notion of exaptation seems useful in establishing a name and
descriptive framework for a class of historical events, | remain fully aware (even
insistent) that languages are not biological systems in any deep sense” (Lass, 1990,
p.96). The reason why he failed to establish a biological approach is that thereare
limits that restrict analogies from biological evolution. Of course, it is true that it may
be of great aid to make some matches between the evolution of some linguistic
patterns and the evolution theory; however, it remains metaphorical and it fails to
make a final elucidation of the process. In parallel, Dixon (1997) introduced the
notion of punctuated equilibrium— which was first proposed by the evolutionary
biologists Eldredge and Gould (1972) — in historical-comparative linguistics to

account for language change.

However, Croft implies discrete aspects of the term evolution, presuming an
analogy between biology and linguistics; he attempts to give suggestions and
principles for his analogy unlike Lass. In essence, the core of his approach is the
utterance as it is the DNA of language. Croft alleges that language change occurs via
the replication of these utterances (also called replicators or linguemes, Croft 2000),
that is, uniquely innovative utterances that are duplicated repetitively (reproduced by
the speakers or interlocutors) can cause change. The main contention of this model
is that there is an inherent component about language mechanism that renders it non-
stable, self-progressive and evolutionary (Aikhenvald & Dixon, 2001). At this
juncture, Croft distinguishes between normal replication and altered replication.
Normal replication occurs when speakers or interlocutors use a usual expression
within the linguistic community following the conventions, whereas altered
replication occurs when the speakers use the innovative utterance against the

conventional laws of the speech community.
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When referring to language change and variation, Croft introduces the terms
innovation and propagation instead of actuation and transmission, respectively as it
was recognized by the proponents of the sociolinguistic approach. The processes of
innovation and propagation are distinguished based on their temporal characteristics.
Innovation is synchronic and “occurs in speaker action at a given point in time”
(Croft, 2000, p.5), while propagation “is a diachronic phenomenon: it occurs
sometimes over a very long period of time, even centuries” (idem). At this point,
Croft raises the question of how change starts from the beginning; Croft here uses the
term convention as a key word. He asserts that when the speaker shatters a convention
and changes it by carrying an innovation into the speech community, change spreads
and becomes an entrenched convention. Croft labelled it the Utterance Selection
Theory. In sum, as Croft (2000) observes, this theory is usage-based in that language
does not change by itself, but through speakers’ use of this language. Hence, with
regard to language change, the terms altered replication and innovation can be
employed synonymously as well as the terms selection and propagation. In other
words, “innovation is essentially language use beyond conventions [..] and
propagation is essentially the establishment of a new convention in a language” (Croft
2000, p.95).

Additionally, in his attempt to elucidate why language change takes place,
Croft refers to the form-function dichotomy which is quite similar to De Saussure’s
signifier-signified dichotomy. He suggests that each utterance has a structure (form)
and a meaning (function) that is based on the linguistic and extra-linguistic makeup
of that speech community. However, this form-function mapping is never stable
because speakers usually produce utterances without paying attention to every word.
In other words, when a speaker utters a word, a different mapping is constructed
which will in turn alter the replicator in form or function (or both) (Lightfoot, 2002).
That is, the form-meaning mapping is reanalysed by speakers or listeners. Change,
here, is a process that resets the conventional mapping of forms and functions
whereby new forms express old functions and new functions are fulfilled using old
linguistic forms that would, otherwise, be indicative of other sociolinguistic

functions.
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Given that language change is a process of remapping new forms and/or
functions, Croft recognizes different types of language change based on whether
linguistic elements gain or lose their content and whether this gain or loss is partial
or complete. He, thus, acknowledges four types of form-function mapping:
hyperanalysis, hypoanalysis, metanalysis and cryptanalysis. Hyperanalysis is the loss

or depletion of a functional property, i.e.

“the listener reanalyses an inherent semantic/functional property of a syntactic
unit as a contextual property [...]. In the reanalysis, this inherent property of a
syntactic unit is then attributed to the context [...], and so the syntactic unit in
question loses some of its meaning or function. Hence, hyperanalysis is a
major source of semantic bleaching and/or loss in general” such as the loss of

oblique case in Russian and Germanic (Croft, 2000, p.121).

Hypoanalysis, however, is the insertion of a new functional unit to a particular

syntactic unit. Simply put,

the listener reanalyzes a contextual semantic/functional property as an inherent
property of the syntactic unit. In the reanalysis, the inherent property of the
context [...] 1s then attributed to the syntactic unit, and so the syntactic unit in

question gains a new meaning or function (ibid, p. 126).

Metanalysis is the two processes of hyperanalysis and hypoanalysis
happening concomitantly (Croft, 2000); it is exchanging a contextual and functional
property of a grammatical unit (ibid). To illustrate, colloquial French negation is an
adequate example; the loss of the particle “ne” of negation makes the particle “pas”
the new indicator on negation instead of being a reinforcement particle. Last,
cryptanalysis is when “the listener analyses a covert semantic/functional property of
a syntactic unit as not grammatically marked, and inserts an overt marker expressing

its semantic value” (ibid, p. 134).

The typological categorization of language change in Croft’s approach is
heavily dependent on the listener’s perception of the given linguistic units. His

discussion of the four types of language change starts with Hyperanalysis where the
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“the listener reanalyses an inherent semantic/functional property of a syntactic unit
as a contextual property” (2000, p. 121). Moreover, Croft’s approach to language
change does not acknowledge the existence of variation within language which, as
will be discussed in subsequent sections, is a vital component of the inherent
characteristic of languages to undergo change. A good deal of criticism is levelled
against the evolutionary approach for being liberal with the analogy of language
mechanism to the natural organism. Indeed, there is a pressing need for this approach
to establish a comparison grid in order to meet the requirements of theoretical validity
(Lightfoot, 2002). Andersen (2006, p. 9) claims that “there is no chance of explaining
language change by the mechanisms of evolutionary theory” because of the make-up
of language change itself. Moreover, it is generally acknowledged that language
change is unpredictable. Therefore, in order to compare human organisms and genes
evolution to language behaviour within society, there are some patterns that need to

be predicted and put under investigation for a good analogy (Bowern & Evans, 2015).
1.2.5 Language Change: Form and Function

The functional approach to language study views language change as a
functional occurrence. Proponents of this framework consider that language change
is a result of a kind of innovation to fulfill a particular function in language vis-a-vis
Croft’s approach. These intended functions can be an attempt to preclude equivocacy
or to attain coherence in speech for instance by acquiring novel structural units or
even words (Aitchison, 2003).

One general assumption in Croft’s evolutionary approach to language change
is that innovations in language use have functional implications. This claim is partly
in consonance with the tenets of works in functional linguistics. The functionalists,
at bottom, are ardent patrons of the communicative essence of language above all
other features, and language change is, hence, consequential to changes in the
communicative setup of the speech community in question. In other words, language
change occurs as speakers try to work out certain communicative deficiencies that

the present linguistic system fails to contend with. The speakers’ quest to fulfill
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functions, such as resolving ambiguities mirrors their desire to attain higher degrees

of communicative efficiency.

Language tends to change for an optimal use avoiding any instance of loss or
reduction. The ultimate goal is to opt for a simplified repairing change that does not
hinder communication or understanding; this principle is also labelled economicity or
simplicity (Crowley and Bowern, 2010). Notwithstanding the solutions this principle
provides, it puts scholars in a conflict. That is, if simplicity or economicity is of
paramount importance in language change, then change would occur at the same time,

with same rate and in all languages universally (Crowley and Bowern, ibid).

Besides, the innovations that speakers introduce into their language are set to
meet the necessary needs in a particular situation to achieve appropriateness,
coherence and, at the end, perfection of language where there would be no changes
in language at all (when the gaps in language are repaired). However, the two schools
of thought (the evolutionary and functional) do not share every idea in that the
functionalists do not consider the actuation and transmission as distinct processes
with deviated inclinations but rather as two steps or two stages within the same
process (Keller, 1997). Keller (1997) further adds that language users are the initiators
of this change in order to fulfill certain functions. What is noteworthy here is that the
fulfillment of such social or linguistic functions does not necessarily entail that the
sociolinguistic setting of that language lacks such functions. Rather, speakers of a
given language can resort to newly introduced linguistic variables on sheer
communication-driven purposes. In this respect, Keller (1997, p.15) asserts that “the
claim that change is a function of use is correct, while the claim that change has a

function is wrong”.

Language users are in constant process of “evaluate[ing] their tool — the
language — as to its effectiveness for their particular needs in relation to the shared
language habits of the community” (Gvozdanovic, 1997, p. 71). This evaluation
process is determined by means of how effective the existing linguistic system is in

addressing the communicative needs of the speakers.
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Eliasson (1997) further elaborates on the above-mentioned process.
According to him, language speakers start by scanning the communicative context to
determine the level of communicative efficiency. The second step is the “grammatical
or lexical lookup” (Eliasson, 1997, p. 55) where speakers evaluate the structural
elements responsible for the communicative deficiency. Speakers, then, compare the
ambiguous elements to other possible structural equivalents. Finally, the structural
equivalents are confirmed or rejected via testing against the general norms of

grammar and in actual communicative events.

Eliasson’s discussion (1997) implies that language change is substantially a
speaker-based process that is motivated by functional reasons resulting from
communicative deficiencies of the actual linguistic system, and it aims to achieve
higher levels of communicative efficiency that is ambiguity-free. Language change
Is, thus, an intentional phenomenon that, contra the claim of the evolutionary
approach, transcends the limits of the linguistic system. Proponents of this view lend
validity from earlier work of Weinreich, et al. (1968) who believe that there is no
methodologically sound reason to make a distinction between the actuation and the
transmission of language change. The actuation of change is of little importance to
the explanation of the phenomenon as speakers choose new forms from the linguistic

repertoire available which, ultimately, results in language change.

Lass (1980), Milroy and Milroy (1985) and Labov (1994) share the view that
change is a speaker-based phenomenon to communicate intentional functions, and “if
functional theories of language change and variation are theories of intentions, they
will be leading us down a very slippery path indeed” (Labov, 1994, p.550). This
indeed is the most noticeable defect of this approach in that the functional explanation
of language change is quite unreasonable. One reason is that some functions are

“fishy and devoid of principles support” (Lass, 1980, p.69).

Another approach that is worth considering when discussing language
change pertains to the formal school of thoughts in analysing linguistic units. The
formal approach to language analysis views language as a structural system and

studies it accordingly. That is, a formal linguistic study is interested in understanding
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the systematic rules that govern the structural patterns. In such studies, language is
viewed as a system that is the result of the human cognitive setup, and the social
intricacies are but external factors that are not directly responsible for the existence

of such structures.

One of the main figures in the formal approach of language studies is Noam
Chomsky who views the study of the grammar of language as a cognitive science that
allows understanding the functioning of the human mind and brain. To him, language
makeup mirrors the cognitive processes inside the brain (Chomsky, 2006). Grammar

IS, hence, a window to the understanding of the human cognitive faculties.

Chomskyan linguistics, therefore, leaves little, if any, room for the
integration of linguistic variation in the study of linguistic behaviour. To him,
language is an individual capacity, and he discusses the linguistic units in terms of
ideal speaker’s competence rather than in terms of conventional social norms. The
tenets of Chomskyan linguistics corresponds to an extreme case of language-based
internal perspective. This contention translates perfectly to the view of Faarlund
(1990) who argues that the analysis of language change is, by and large, “to explain
changes in the grammatical system, not changes in the actual linguistic behaviour of

individual speakers” (p. 31).

While some of the previous approaches do not utterly dismiss the social
factor in accounting for linguistic variability, the formal approach argues that an
explanatorily adequate theory of language change would account for the pattern to
which linguistic forms change regardless of the social background of these patterns.
A linguist would, thus, be concerned with the structural description of the innovated
forms and the investigation of the universal patterns that govern these structures with

no reference to the social factors that monitor the surfacing of these structures.

By all means, the Chomskyan view, although not directly initiated by
Chomsky himself, is heavily criticized for its negligence of the social factors that
govern linguistic variation. It should be clearly noted that formal linguists do not deny
languge use (and hence language variation and change), they only neglect it since it

IS not necessary in their language theories that are contingent upon purely linguistic
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patterns and not the social ones. It is, at bottom, the polar opposite of the view adopted
by Milroy, Labov and other sociolinguists where the main contention is that language
variation is central to the analysis of language and is as inquisitive as are the formal
units of language. By so contending, language change becomes a society-driven
phenomenon that is neither language nor individual speaker induced. Rather, it is a
social phenomenon that is caused by a variety of social and non-social factors. In
Milroy and Milroy’s words (1985, p. 345), “it is not languages that innovate; it is
speakers who innovate”. This contention can be tracked all the way back to the 1920’s
where Henry Cecil Wyld averred that the “drama of linguistic change is enacted not

in manuscripts or inscriptions, but the minds and mouths of people” (1927, p. 21).
1.3 Variationist Sociolinguistics and Language Change

Although the social study of language is generally acknowledged to have
begun in the mid 1950’s, earlier studies that document the interplay of linguistic and
non-linguistic factors can be traced to the third quarter of the nineteenth century. The
work of George Wenker in 1876 reports the very beginning of sociolinguistic
methodology to understand linguistic variation. Wenker would send a list of
sentences containing more than fourty structures that are chosen to trigger specific
linguistic variables. The sentences, written in Standard German, are submitted to
teachers and academics in north Germany, and they would send it back to him
transcribed as pronounced in the local dialects. Ten years later, his description of the
German dialects would cover the entire country as he reached a total of 50.000

questionnaires sent to more than 45.000 teachers and academics.

Although seemingly outdated, research in contemporary sociolinguistics still
embeds modified versions of his methodology. However, one of the serious
disadvantages of such an approach is that the extreme abundance of data renders it
rather impossible to account for the entire linguistic variables. Wenker’s
methodology also struggles to display the findings or generate patterns for variation
due to its wide scope of analysis. The methodological framework developed for the

present study makes use of the advantages of such a research approach. However, a
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narrow-scope approach is taken in order to sketch the context for more blatant and

more clear-cut variation pattern.

Further development in the methodology of dialect geography was introduced
with the work of Jules Gilliéron in 1896 in France. Gilliéron introduced a data
collection technique that is based on the use of trained fieldworkers. His main
assistant Edmond Edmont, a man known in the field of dialectology even more than
his tutor, was trained to use phonetic notation to transcribe speech. He travelled
throughout France for four years collecting data using both questionnaires and
interviews. One very advantageous methodological standpoint is the integration of
trained assistance (Fridriksson, 2008). Gilliéron’s influence on the methodology of
sociolinguistics can be best-exemplified in the work of his students, Karl Jaberg and
Jakob Jud who projected their teacher’s methodology in France on the Italian and
Swiss dialects. Their further contribution in the field of trained assistance resulted in
the fruition of the Linguistic Atlas of the United States and Canada (1929). Gilliéron
and Wenker’s attempts were epitome of dialectology as it is because of their

contribution that the value of the methodology of dialect studies becomes apparent.

The present research avails itself of the prospect of using trained assistants
which has several empirical and practical conveniences that are going to be detailed
in the subsequent chapters. Another very interesting piece of methodological trivia in
Gilliéron’s work is the reliance on two distinct data collection techniques:
questionnaires and interviews. Although the documentation of his work does not
illustrate the bases for data analysis, the present research combines several data
collection techniques that will be used for both enriching the data and comparing the

results to offer more reliable findings which can warrant a level of generalizability.
1.3.1 Sound Wave Model

The developments in the field of dialectology, i.e., the geographical analysis
of regional dialects, and sociolinguistics offer further evidence against the Tree
Model discussed earlier. The previously held assumption is that the proto-language
is the locus of language change and linguistic innovation and that genealogical
relations are formed on the basis of similarities in sound change patterns. The proto-
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language is represented as one node in the linguistic family tree wherefrom a set of
languages branch out. However, the early works of dialectology, namely those of
Gilliéron (1880) and Wenker (1881), posit that there is no such a thing as a language
that exists invariably. Rather, each language is composed of a set of dialects that show
some similarities and are significantly diverse from other varieties in terms of lexis

and syntax.

Dialects can, by no manner of means, be divided on sole linguistic basis as
they are distributed on a spatial continuum wherein no clear-cut boundaries can be
drawn. A given dialect (X) may share a set of linguistic features with another dialect
(YY) which, in turn, shares other features with another dialect (Z). The two dialects
(Y) and (Z) may or may not share other linguistic features that can or cannot be
present in the dialect (X). The intricate patterns with which linguistic forms are
distributed are tranformed into map representations (linguistic atlases) formally
referred to as isoglosses. The spread of the linguistic features is represented in forms
of geographical waves, hence the name the Wave Model, illustrating the spread of

linguistic innovation.

This approach of analysing language change rejects the view of language or
dialect as being the locus of innovation. Rather, it acknowledges idiolects, i.e., the
speech of individuals, as the genesis of analytical measures. While a language can be
considered as a large network of mutually intelligible dialects, a dialect is a large
network of mutually intelligible idiolects. Language change within the Wave Model
is a process whereby linguistic innovation in one idiolect is diffused into other
idiolects of that speech community resulting in a changed linguistic form in the long

run.

In the 1870’s, the scholars namely Johannes Schmidt and Hugo Schuchardt
laid the early foundations of what is referred to as the Wave Model (also known as
Wellentheorie). Under the tenets of this model, linguistic innovation arises within one
idiolect and spreads across the network of the adjacent idiolects (Frangois, 2015).
Bloomfield (1933, p. 317) explains that “linguistic changes may spread, like waves,

over a speech-area, and each change may be carried out over a part of the area that
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does not coincide with the part covered by an earlier change”. This means that a given
linguistic innovation spreads like a wave targeting a given dialect and speech
community, and it can be followed by a larger wave targeting a larger dialect cluster

and more speech communities that are not targeted by the earlier innovation wave.

The Sound Wave Model goes against the Tree Model in the sense that it views
sound change as being substantially regular yet not necessarily affecting all areas of
the language. Instead, it spreads selectively across the dialect’s sound and grammar
systems (Am-David, 2014). Moreover, this model further refutes the second tenet of
the Tree Model which assumes that language diversification entails dialects not
further interacting and influencing each other. Instead, it suggests that change spreads

in a social/geographical continuum, and dialects affect each other’s’ developments.
1.3.2 The Sociolinguistic Approach to Language Change

The rise of sociolinguistics owes a great debt to the developments in
dialectology. While dialectology, also referred to as dialect geography, has a clear
focus of understanding linguistic variation on the basis of geographical factors,
sociolinguistics arose with a formative influence from, inter alia, formal linguistics,
sociology, psychology, anthropology and social psychology. The basic contention in
sociolinguistics is that the use of language parallels a continuous evolution of that
system (Tagliamonte, 2012). This contention conjoins a fundamental question of how

does this change happen?

Proponents of the social analysis of linguistic phenomena assume that change
can be described through the description of ‘‘orderly differentiation’” (Weinreich, et
al., 1968, p. 101). In other words, one way of observing and conceiving language
change is to observe patterns in language use that are systematically different from

the normal use as acknowledged by the speakers of that speech community.

The epistemological and methodological developments in sociolinguistics are
best illustrated in the definitional reflection of the way vernacular varieties are
perceived. Casual speech was first considered to be “‘the style in which the minimum

attention is given to the monitoring of speech’” (Labov, 1972, p. 208). This suggests
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that vernacular varieties are seen as natural instances of speech. Later sociolinguists,
including Labov himself, viewed vernacular speech as the main subject of enquiry to
the sociolinguistic research by virtue of being ‘‘everyday speech’’ (Sankoff, 1980, p.
54) which is the ‘‘real language in use’’ (Milroy, 1992, p. 66).

The formal analysis of speech builds on the premise that the economy of
language dictates that no two linguistic forms are mapped unto one function
(Ginsburgh & Shlomo, 2020). That is, exact lexical and structural synonymy does not
exist. However, the functional sociolinguistics of speech shows that speakers from
one speech community can use different lexicons or different pronunciations to refer
to the same referent, also known as interspeaker variation, and that even the same
speaker can alternate between two different forms without any intention to express
different semantic contents, also known as intraspeaker variation (Meyerhoff, 2006,
2015). These variations indicate that language is not always regular, and the aim of
the sociolinguistic study is to investigate the extra-linguistic patterns that govern the
surfacing of these irregularities and whether there is any paralinguistic or non-

linguistic implications therein.

One way of determining the organizational patterns governing linguistic
variation is the analysis of linguistic variables which are ‘‘two or more ways of saying
the same thing’’ (Tagliamonte, 2012, p. 2). Although some authors, namely Meyerhof
(2006), choose to make a conceptual distinction between linguistic variables (the
feature that varies) and linguistic variants (the ways one variable is realised by the
speakers), the present study uses the term variable as an encompassing term in the
fashion observed in the works of Labov (1970; 1971; 1972; 1994; 2001), Milroy
(1992; 1993; 2001), Tagliamonte (2012) and others.

The variationist approach to language change views the linguistic variable not
as a haphazardly occurring incident of linguistic behaviour but rather as a systematic
behaviour that can be quantitatively modelled (Labov, 1969; Tagliamonte, 2012).
The quantitative modelling is warranted whenever there are two or more options for
the speakers to express one given linguistic unit provided that the choice is dictated

by factors bearing social implications.
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The primary objective of variationist sociolinguistics is to find the overriding
principles that govern linguistic variation and language change. What is considered
to be language change in the sociolinguistic approach is the cases where one linguistic
form replaces another either in the course of time or in certain social groups with
characteristic economic, cultural, political or demographic features (Sankoff &
Thaibault, 1981). This view challenges the preceding views that language change can
be studies only when it occurs. Labov’s (1961) study of linguistic variation in
Martha’s Vineyard indicates that there is a direct relationship between the speakers’
behaviour in a certain point in time and the long-term behaviour of language itself.
That is, observing synchronic linguistic variation is a sine qua non for understanding

diachronic linguistic change (Meyerhoff, 2006).

Labov’s principles offered a new perspective into the study of language and
society. His functional principles meet the theoretical norms of adequacy set by
Labov’s formal counterpart Chomsky. The Labovian framework is observationally
accurate as it enables the researchers to explain the sets of data in a certain point at
time and account for the social implications governing existing linguistic behaviours/
performances. Moreover, his framework is descriptively accurate inasmuch as it
helps identify patterns of speech and whether these variable are free or constrained
with reference to the social norms of acceptedness. Finally, the Labovian variationist
approach bears an explanatorily adequate norm with predictability force as it helps

predict the path language is taking given the sociolinguistic variables of actuality.

In order to test the validity of Labov’s approach, Pope (2002) attempted to
replicate Labov’s study of Martha’s Vineyard quest to investigate language change
41 years later. Her findings offered support to Labov’s approach as she “provide[d]
support for the practice of drawing inferences about change in progress from the

distribution of variants in speakers of different groups” (Meyerhoff, 2006, p. 142).

The study of language change in the variationist approach is, at bottom,
concerned with linguistic variation where five main conceptual axes are addressed.
These axes, elaborately discussed in the work of Weinreich et al. (1968), are related

to the following research problems:
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e Constraints: that is, the identification of the constraints on linguistic
variation and change.

e Transition: that is, the identification of the way language change takes
place and how linguistic forms and functions change.

e Embedding: that is, the identification of the ways linguistic variation and
change are embedded within the social and linguistic layout of a given
speech community.

e Evaluation: that is, the identification of the individual’s overall evaluation
and attitudes towards changed/stable variables with particular reference to
the impact of such attitudes and evaluations on the process and outcomes
of change.

e Actuation: that is, the identification of the spatio-temporal context of
language change.

Some proponents of the sociolinguistic variationist approach to language
change, like Lass (1980), seem to agree on the fact that while the path of change is
highly predictable and quantifiable, it is impossible to predict what linguistic units
will change and when they will change prior to any instances of sociolinguistic
variation. However, the vast majority of the variationists aver that it is the job of the
sociolinguist to account for not only the social implications governing linguistic
variation but also the actuation problem (Johnstone, 2006). In view of that, Weinreich
et al. (1968, p. 102) argue that it is within the heart of sociolinguistics to address the

following questions:

What factors can account for the actuation of changes? Why do changes in a
structural feature take place in a particular language at a given time, but not in

other languages with the same feature, or in the same language at other times?

This series of questions inaugurates a very important element in the discussion
of the sociolinguistic approach to language variation and change: actuation and

propagation of language change.
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1.3.3 The Actuation Problem: Actuation and Propagation of Language
Change

Diversity in the literature dealing with language change is indicative of the
intricate nature of this phenomenon. Although some approaches to language change
seem to swerve between being overly simplistic to being unnecessarily convoluted,
there has been a bipartisan consensus between externalists and internalists that the
caption of the very moment of language change (formally referred to as actuation of
change is impossible. Lass (1980, p. 95) represents an extreme perspective of the
claim as he posits that “[t]he irreducible fact seems to be that we can never observe
the ‘exact’ moment when a change begins”. Lass’s views are rather pessimistic as he
claims that the theoretical ground available lacks validity as “there are at present no
intellectually respectable strategies for explaining linguistic change” (ibid, p. xi). To
him, neither the actuation nor the transmission (also formally referred to as

propagation of change are explainable.

Lass (1980) draws a very interesting analogy between language change and art
style. He believes that both art style and language behaviours are socio-cultural
phenomena “for which no apparent cause can be determined” (Fridriksson, 2008, p.
7). Predicting evolution in art style or fashion is a far-fetched endeavour as there are
no apparent patterns governing their change. By the same token, according to Lass,

language change is neither explainable nor predictable.

The analogy, however readily comprehensible, seems to be fraught with all
sorts of empirical and theoretical complications. While it is true that language is a
socio-cultural phenomenon that is partly subject to social norms, language is
primarily a cognitive system that is essentially subject to cerebrally constructed
organizational configurations. Labov (2001), among many other researchers, shows
intellectual discontent with Lass’s ideas. He argues that while both art style and
language are highly comparable, change in fashion requires conscious processes as
opposed to change in linguistic behaviour which is, by and large, an unconscious

process.
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Earlier discussion of language change, namely that of Weinreich et al. (1968,
p. 102), address the actuation problem expressed in questions such as: “why do
changes in a structural feature take place in a particular language at a given time, but
not in other languages with the same feature, or in the same language at other times?”’.
Unlike Lass (1980), Lesley and Milroy (1985) offer a more optimistic view of the
actuation problem as they view that a better analogy than Lass’s would be between
the variationist linguist and the meteorologist. While both seek after variables that are
nearly impossible to account for their place and time with surgical precision, it is

excusable for neither to seek after the betterment of their predictions.

Milroy (1992) offers a view to language change that takes into consideration
the factors relevant to the actuation of change. He posits that change is a process that
IS speaker-based rather than language-based. That is, it is the speakers of language
who are responsible for the surfacing of new forms and functions and not the
linguistic system itself. This view, however unilateral, allows for the distinction
between linguistic innovation, linguistic variation and language change. It is the
language that changes, but it is the speakers who innovate. In the same line, Milroy
argues that “speaker-innovation [i]s an act of the speaker which is capable of

influencing linguistic structure. [i.e., language change]” (1993, p. 221).

The question that accompanies the change-innovation dichotomy is why
some innovations carry out in certain cases and results in a fully-fledged language
change while other innovations soon die out. To answer that, Milroy (ibid) suggests
to examine the social structure of the speech community. The issue of which social
subgroup is responsible for the success of linguistic innovation will be discussed in

subsequent sections.

The relevance of Milroy’s discussion stems from the fact that the conceptual
distinction between linguistic innovation and language change allows for a better
conceptualization of the actuation of change. Further examination of the theoretical
literature shows that Andersen (1989) proposed a ground of analysis that is very
comparable to that of Milroy. Andersen (1989) explains that innovation is the term

used to refer to language change at its early stages. That is, while the variationists see
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linguistic variation as a sine qua non for language change, Andersen sees linguistic
innovation as an instance of “diachronic development”, with the term being “used to
refer to any element of usage (or grammar) that differs from previous usage (or

grammar)” (Andersen, 1989, p. 13).

Andersen’s view is based on the premise that language speakers can report
instances of language change in their time. However, to call such case linguistic
change is more of a “liability [to the linguistic theory] than an asset” (ibid, p. 11).
This is because what actually takes place is that innovated linguistic elements occur
along with the traditional ones and may, eventually, be traditional themselves.
Andersen’s main disagreement with his fellow sociolinguists is that in such cases of
innovation no change actually happens in the sense that no linguistic element
completely replaces the other. His refusal to speak of language change is supported
by a use of an alternative term, i.e., diachronic correspondences (ibid, p. 12). The
term is used to refer to any element of language in one temporal setting and an
equivalent element in later temporal settings. It is only a series of diachronic
developments, linguistic innovations, that a language may reach a fully-fledged

instance of diachronic language change.

Having explained the Andersenian view, it is noteworthy at this juncture of
discussion that this view differs subtly from that of traditional variationists in the
sense that while the latter consider linguistic innovation to be the starting point of
language change, the former considers them as a separate phenomenon, the

accumulation of which may, or may not, lead to eventual language change.

The discussion above alludes to a both empirically and theoretically
inconceivable quest of the identification of the very instantiation of language change.
Variationists, Weinreich, Labov, Herzog, Milroy J., Milroy L. and Lass inter alia,
seem all to agree on that while the scholar can see the social implications of language
change, the sociolinguistic theory is better off distanced from the attempts to address
the actuation problem. A more essential epistemological concern for sociolinguists,
according to Labov (1972), would be accounting for why certain linguistic

innovations carry on while others die out.
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Being aware of the shortcomings in the sociolinguistic approach in addressing
the actuation of linguistic change, Fridriksson (2008) argues that the actuation
problem is more of a historical linguistics concern and that sociolinguists are
concerned only with what happens after the actuation presuming that innovations
antecedes language change. He suggests that the tracking of the actuation of language
change requires some treatment designs that are by no manner of means attainable.
To do that, researchers have to record every speaker in a speech community taking
notes of any linguistic innovation made by any speaker of that community. This, of
course, requires a complete knowledge of the traditional variables in that speech
community. Innovations taken note of are, then, tracked among different social
groups in that community to see whether or not they carry on. Even if we surmise that
such a research protocol is doable, it would be very time-consuming and not

theoretical yielding.
1.4 Synchronic Transmission of Language Change

The literature discussing language change shows two opposing views
pertaining to the nature of such a change. The bipartisan views revolve around the
primary incentive of language change. Proponents of the internal line of arguments,
namely Martinet (1952) and Ohala (1993), view that language change is motivated
by the internal structure of language change, which works out irregularities and seeks
balance. However, proponents of the external explanation (see language as a passive
constituent during the process of language change and that change is speaker-

motivated rather than language-motivated.

The disagreement about the very motivation of language change comes in
concurrence with a recondite agreement about three main facts. First, all languages
undergo change despite the rate discrepancy at which language changes. Second,
language change, notwithstanding prediction-proof, is, by and large, a regular
process. Third, despite the disagreement about the role of the speaker in the initiation
of change, speakers play an active role in the transmission of change. This means that
transmission of change is, at bottom, a social phenomenon with heavy linguistic

bearings.
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Hickey (2010) points out to an interesting piece of evidence about both the
relationship between variation and change and the active role of the speakers in
propagating and transmitting this change. His discussion is motivated by the idea that
new generations can observe the change taking place in their language even without
having been part of that language change. His assumption is that there can be, at any
point in time, two or more competing variants of one linguistic variable, with one

being a dominant variant and the other(s) being recessive.

During language acquisition, children can observe the linguistic forms of
their language and many of the speaker-based deviations from these forms. That is,
they can take note of the co-existence of these variants. Arab Children can, for
instance, observe that their language possesses the linguistic variable /gaal/ (said).
They can also observe that there are two possible variants of this variable [?a:1] and
[ga:l]. What is interesting is that children not only acquire the two forms but also
draw conclusions about the distributional patterns of these forms. Although a highly
subconscious process, children can conclude that one of these forms is used, for
instance, by older speaker and/or males and in more formal settings, and the other is
more predominant in female speech and/or colloquial settings. Hickey’s assumption
(2010) is that children use these conclusions to determine the direction of language
change and “later contribute to this [change] by unconsciously favouring those forms

which are preferred in the change” (p. 15).

Hickey’s ideas help account for the continuous, and often unidirectional, drift
in language forms. The assumption that first language acquisition involves an
evaluation of the aspects of variant distribution, which later translates to an active
involvement in the realisation of language change, helps explain the definite
movement of language change in one direction even if it takes place in a relatively
large temporal frame. The involvement of the speaker is more observable in the
process of transmission of change. Therefore, the following sections highlight the
accounts of the major figures in sociolinguistics about the theoretical aspects of the

transmission process and the role of the speaker therein.
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1.4.1 The Labovian Framework

William Labov, often considered as the founding father of variationist
sociolinguistics, is an ardent patron of the social view of language change. His ideas
stem from his earlier works on linguistic variation in homogeneous and
heterogeneous speech communities. His study of the New York variation in three
department stores (1966), his replication of the study in 1972 on a larger New York
population and his well-known Mathra’s Vineyard (1963) allowed him to conclude
that language change is inextricably embedded in the social structures and that social
subgroups often model and regulate their speech and linguistic behaviour in

consonance with other social subgroups.

Labov’s account of language change is by no means exclusive to the social
aspects of change. On the contrary, his volumes of the book “Principles of Linguistic
Change” consist of three volumes divided on the basis of the scope of enquiry. The
first volume (1994) tackles the internal factors of language change. Here, he discusses
the study of language change in real and apparent times and the general structural
principles governing chain shifts in linguistic forms of vowels and other subsystems.
He also discusses mergers, splits and near-mergers of linguistic varieties. He
concludes his discussion of the internal factors leading to language change with an
account of the regularity of sound change with particular reference to the need to

revisit the Neogrammarian Hypothesis.

Labov’s third volume (2010) discusses the cognitive and cultural factors
relevant in the discussion of language change. Here, he focuses on the perceptual
consequences of language change, such as the impact of changed linguistic forms and
functions on comprehension across and within dialect. He also refers to the impact of
rule acquisition and transmission on language change and vice versa. Given the close
intertwine of cognition and the formation of grammar, Labov puts further emphasis
on the patterns of syntactic change and the role of grammaticalisation and the place

of variable forms in the universal principle of grammar.

The scope of discussion in this chapter is not concerned with factors that are
not characteristically social. Therefore, further accounts of the para-social and extra-
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social factors will be presented in subsequent chapters. At this juncture, it should be
noted that the Labovian framework is multi-faceted and has principles that can
account mainly for the transmission of linguistic innovation from a pure socio-

variationist standpoint.

According to him, language change can be summarised in two main
principles, the Non-Conformity Principles and the Constructive Non-Conformity
Principle (Labov, 2001). The first principle, the Nonconformity Principle, refers to
the fact that “Ongoing linguistic changes are emblematic of nonconformity to
established social norms of appropriate behaviour, and are generated in the social
milieu that most consistently defies those norms.” (Labov, 2001, p. 516). One very
interesting point discussed in Labov’s works is that older generations report an
appreciation of the new changes in society, particularly modern technology, yet none
of his thousands of old informants reported an appreciation of the changes affecting
language. On the contrary, it goes along the lines of the Golden Age Principle (ibid,

p. 514) that language was in a state of perfection at some point in time.

This state of perfection, in a more technical representation, can be referred to
as the set of social norms of linguistic appropriateness. However, these “established
social norms of appropriate behaviour” (Labov, 2001, p. 516) can be defied by some
social groups who create a state of nonconformity with these norms; these social
groups are the social milieu that is likely to embrace and promote these innovated
linguistic forms. In his works, Labov (1972; 1994; 2001; 2010, inter alia) refers to

this social milieu as the leaders of linguistic change.

Leaders of linguistic change are by no means the inventors of new forms; a
claim as such requires an accurate pinpointing of the actuation of linguistic change
which, as discussed earlier, is neither theoretical nor empirically attainable (Walkden,
2017). Rather, this social group refers to individuals who share “social histories and
patterns of behaviour” and are likely to “advance ongoing change more strongly”
(Labov, 2001, p. 34). Linguistic innovations arising from these nonconforming social
subgroups will be defied by the more conforming social subgroups, and they will be

rejected as soon as speakers are aware of them.

45



CHAPTER ONE: Theoretical Considerations in the Study of Language Change

While earlier models of linguistic change, such as the Sound Wave Model,
view individuals’ separate performances, i.e., idiolects, as the centre of analysis,
Labov (2001) follows on the proposition of Meillet (1921; 1926) and subsequently
advanced by Weinreich et al. (1968) that the main object of analysis in linguistic
innovation is the dialect of that speech community and not the idiolect of individual
speakers. He, nonetheless, acknowledges the prospective, and arguably omnipresent,
variation across speech performance of individuals within even the most
homogeneous speech communities. This stance is plausible given the fact that
individual’s idiolect are interpretive only when analysed against the general scheme
of intersecting idiolects that form the society’s patterns of sociolinguistic behaviour
(Weinreich, 1963). These idiolects, still, serve as units of analysis that make possible

the modelling of the sociolinguistic profile of a given speech community.

Empirical evidence shows that leaders of linguistic innovation can be males,
females, working class, middle class, etc. This is heavily dependent on the
socioeconomic layout of the speech community under investigation. It is not always
the case that a speech community consists of different social classes or diverse ethnic
groups. It is, therefore, mandatory to take into consideration the particularities of the
speech community under investigation prior to any conclusion about the social
subgroup to lead linguistic innovation. One universal property of the leaders of
linguistic change is that they are groups “with a particular ability to confront
established norms and the motivation to defy them” (Labov, 2001, p. 516). Empirical
evidence (see Kroch, 1978; Labov, 1963; 1966; 1980) also suggests that some social
groups are more likely to lead change than others. This is referred to as the
Curvilinear Hypothesis stating that “linguistic changes do not originate in the highest
or lowest social classes, but in groups centrally located in the socioeconomic
hierarchy” (Labov, 2001, p. xii). The subsequent chapters will discuss factors that
contribute to the characterization of particular groups with the ability and motivation

to be leaders of change.

The transmission of linguistic innovation occurs when there is a pre-existing

case of linguistic variation. In his studies, Labov suggests a spectrum of classifying
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individuals in a speech community. While, traditionally, speakers are classified on
the basis of, inter alia, male-female, urban-rular, local-nonlocal, young-old spectra,
Labov (2001) proposes a more encompassing conforming-nonconforming spectrum
that intersects and overlaps all social spectra. For example, in analysing the
Philadelphian speech community, Labov (1972) concluded that lower working class,
notwithstanding gender roles, are the main leaders of linguistic innovation. Labov
(ibid) observes that this social group shows highest levels of nonconformity with the

urban norms.

The second principle from Labov’s framework (2001) is the Constructive
Non-Conformity Principle. This principles claim that “linguistic changes are
generalized to the wider community by those who display the symbols of
nonconformity in a larger pattern of upward social mobility” (Labov, 2001, p. 516).
One valid criticism to the first principle is that not all nonconformists in a given
society are capable of leading linguistic innovation (Bell, Sharma & Britain, 2016).
Therefore, the idea of constrcutivity in the transmission of linguistic innovation adds
to the internal consistency and validity of the framework. Labov (2001) makes the
claim that only nonconformists who are looked up by their society and have a
tendency of upward social mobility are able to model the speech of their community

in the process of incremental linguistic innovation.

Labov (2001) lays the theoretical foundation of linguistic change in an
acquisition model. Here, he links linguistic change to children’s interpretation of
linguistic variation. The first principle in his model suggests that children first acquire
linguistic patterns by their female caretaker, creating a pattern to which any further
changes are added. The second principle in the model suggests that the acquisition of
sociolinguistic competence is linked to the acquisition of linguistic variation, which
Is presented to children not as markers of social stratification but rather as stylistic
choices set on a spectrum of formality. In other words, as children acquire different
forms of linguistic variation, their perception of this variation is based on different
levels of formality to which these variants correspond, and they are not yet cognisant

of the social implications of this variation. Subsequently, as illustrated in Labov’s
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third principle, children develop an understanding of the variants favoured in
informal settings are associated with lower social status. Here, children’s judgement
of linguistic variation transcends the narrowly circumscribed limits of formality

spectrum to a broader spectrum of social projection.

The fourth principle in Labov’s work relates to the aforementioned
nonconformity principle. At this juncture, empirical data suggest that linguistic
changes develop primarily in casual speech and spread across subgroups of
nonconformist positioned centrally in the social hierarchy as suggested in the
curvilinear hypothesis. Finally, these linguistic change are transmitted to the wider
community by some nonconformists who are looked up by their peers and who did
not take “other actions that lessen their socioeconomic mobility” (Labov, 2001, p.

437).
1.4.2 Social Networks and Language Change

One of the main shortcomings of Labov’s framework of leaders of change
(2001), as pointed by Fridriksson (2008), is that his discussion focuses on how change
is carried out in a given society with the aid of some members in a social subgroup.
His discussion also focuses on the role of children acquisition in the process of
transmission of linguistic change. However, Labov seems to partially dismiss the
manner change spread after having “left the “safe haven” of the original leaders”
(Fridriksson, 2008, p. 19). It should be noted that Labov (2001) does not leave this
questions completely unattended to. Rather, he makes the claim, which is partly
implied in his second principle, that socially upwardly mobile individuals are
responsible for the spread of change to the larger social networks. Such shortcomings
are, perhaps, the result of Labov’s content with the theoretical framework previously
advanced by his fellow sociolinguists Lesley and James Milroy in their studies
between 1980’s to the early 2000’s. This is evident in the fact that his most cited work
(2001) refers to the works of Lesley and James Milroy in more than forty instances
(Bell et al., 2016).

One interesting aspect of discussion in Milroy and Milroy (1985) is an
acknowledgement of the regularity of linguistic change, particularly at the
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phonological level, which are transmitted to society in a wave form by dint of “extra-
linguistic factors such as the age, sex, social status and geographical location of the
speaker” (Milroy & Milroy, 1985, p. 338). It is acknowledged that individuals in a
speech community are marked with certain links that define them (Croft, 2000).
These social ties are introduced in the work of Bott (1970) and Milroy (1980) where
they acknowledge the existence of social networks that represent levels of contact
within that speech community. These networks, as argued by Croft (2000), vary in
terms of density and complexity, that is, the number of individuals involved in this
social network and the number of domains at which these individuals know each

other.

The social networks are very central in the discussion of language change
inasmuch as the general views of Labov, Milroy and Milroy share the idea that,
regardless of the social status of the speaker, speakers with the highest extent of local
contact within and outside the “neighbourhood” are more likely to lead linguistic
innovation with all other things being equal. Put otherwise, individuals with an
expanded centrality (speakers positioned in the centre of the social class and have
frequent interaction with speakers outside of the local network) are generally the

leaders of change.

Social networks that are marked by higher levels of acquaintance and contact
are formally referred to as closely-knit social networks (Bott, 1970; Milroy, 1980;
Milroy & Milroy, 1985; Labov, 2001). Such networks are believed to exert some sort
of informal pressure on members of the network in such a way as to create a norm-
conforming mechanism at the linguistic level so as to maintain such closely-knit ties
(Milroy, 1980). This mechanism translates to an overall tendency of these networks
to resist linguistic innovation introduced by networks external to their immediate
locality. Moreover, Milroy and Milroy (1985) argue that the resistance of external
pressure correspond to a linguistic criterion for assessing the extent to which a
member is integrated within that network. That is, the closer the member is to the
established norms of locality, the more integrated they are believed to stand within

that social network.
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Milroy and Milroy’s discussion of social network (1985) seems to be in
consonance with Labov’s discussion of linguistic innovation (2001) in the sense that
both frameworks acknowledge individual speakers to be directly responsible for the
spread or the resistance of linguistic innovation and that local community exert some
norm-enforcing functions that determine the linguistic behaviour of the speakers.
However, there seem to be some differences in the two views with regard to the
position of the leaders of change within the speech community. While Labov (2001)
argues that high-contact speakers centrally positioned in the network and looked up
to by the general network are the leaders of linguistic innovation, Milroy and Milroy
(1985) view that individuals that are more integrated to the social network add to the
close-knitting thereof rendering it more norm-enforcing and change-resisting.
Instead, they propose that individuals with weaker ties within and outside their

locality are likely to be leading linguistic change.
1.5 Conclusion

The analysis within the present work is guided by the views of variationist
sociolinguists. Data obtained from the field work will be approached
sociolinguistically inasmuch as the researcher’s belief is that linguistic innovation
and change are linguistic phenomena that have salient social bearings. This stems
from the idea that language is as much of a behaviour as it is a system; a good
understanding of such a system requires the projection of its various forms on the

social systems and behaviours.
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CHAPTER TWO: Linquistic and Social Aspects of Change

2.1Introduction

Investigating language variation and change entails tracking the linguistic
variable of a particular language, the choice of variables, the direction of variables
and the factors defining this choice. This field of research is of paramount importance
to researchers and to language producers as it helps understand the nature of our
languages; that is to say, how languages are inherently variable. Language variation
and change is highly linked with dialectology (the social variables determining the
direction of change such as age, gender, mobility, etc.), psycholinguistics (language
acquisition and second language learning), historical linguistics (diachronic and
synchronic linguistic variation) and sociolinguistics (other social factors such as
education, occupation, etc.). Therefore, learning about these evaluative
developmental (linguistic and social) characteristics of language use and, thus,
language differences explicates the process of variation, its direction and the

mechanisms underlying these variations.

This chapter provides a thorough description of the theoretical background of
this field, and shows how comprehensive it is as a field of research. At first, the
researcher attempts to account for the notion of linguistic stability highlighting the
peculiarity of this phenomenon compared to language change. The chapter points out
the interaction of language, its users, culture and society and how these elements

interact resulting in an influence on language structure and its use.
2.2 Is there such a Thing as Language Stability?

Understanding the nature of stability is still under debate as there is no clear
cut definition of the term language stability. Some scholars view stability as immunity
from change while others regard it as a kind of resistance to change (Dediu, 2013).
Nichols (2008, p.284) further appends that “stable does not mean immutable; it means
more resistant to change, loss or borrowing”. Critically speaking, it is hard for a
language to remain stable as every language undergoes a change through time
regardless of its complex social and linguistic rules that might seemingly apprehend

any prospects of change. At the same time, the way and the rate at which languages
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change differ from one language to another; for example, conservative Icelandic is
characterized with a slow rate of change compared to other languages (Fridriksson,
2008). Some linguistic items are reportedly subject to systematic processes of change
albeit at a comparatively very slow rate. This implies that language stability is not
precisely the polar opposite of language change. Indubitably, there is no linguistic

system that is exempt from change (De Saussure, 1916/2013).

It should be highlighted, at this point, that language stability is sometimes
confused with language maintenance. The former involves naturally occurring
processes of innovation, variation and eventually substitution while the latter means
how speakers exert conscious efforts to maintain their language in the face of external
forces like occupation or undesired modernism (Braunmuller, 2014). Remarkably,
the terms language stability and language maintenance can be bewildering. In fact,
language maintenance is defined as a kind of ‘relative stability’ (Baker, 2011) where
speakers tend to maintain and conserve their language from external influence. In
this vein, Benrabah (2007, p.195) claims that “language maintenance refers to the
continuing use of a language or language variety in the face of competition from a

more prestigious or politically more powerful language”.

From a linguistic point view, some researchers claim that certain linguistic
features do not change eventually and remain stable over time (Labov, 1972; Trudgill,
1974; Weinreich, Labov & Herzog, 1968). Similarly, Wichmann and Holman (2009)
and Parkvall (2008) maintain that some linguistic features tend to resist change more
than others. Parkvall (2008) referred to these features as features that have a strong
genealogical lineage with language i.e., language family-specific features. He further
avers that such stable features are a bona fide example of stability as they do not
change in defiance of internal change or contact-induced change. He also claims that
“a language needs to be ‘born with them’ in order to have them” (p.234) as opposed
to other features (unstable features) that are more prone to change, i.e. features that “
come and go as they please” (p.234). He further adds that these features are “easily

borrowable or transferable” and “easily gained or lost in contact” (p.235).
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What is worth mentioning at this juncture is that the language system is
dynamic, and it may be nebulous to even contend that there is such a thing as stable
linguistic behaviour. Put otherwise, language is bound to change given the fact that
all what is affecting and affected by language is unpredictably fluctuating as well. In
general, investigating linguistic features that are in a state of variation or change can
be more tempting to the sociolinguistic query to observe and probe than static
features. This does not imply that stability does not fit into the sociolinguistic research
paradigm inasmuch as stable features can also be unique and remarkable to examine.
In this respect, some scholars (such as Rundblad, 1998) argue that sometimes stability
of certain elements is necessary as it warrants and facilitates comprehension. It is only
conceivable to assume that substantial changes in the linguistic system within small
temporal windows would inexorably result in cross-generational intelligibility gaps,
which contradicts the essence of the interactional and transactional aspects of
language use. It is only through the conventionalized stable features of language that
individuals can maintain a healthy level of communicative interchanges across the,

inter alia, age, gender, education and class strata.

Some of the reasons that contribute to the inherent dynamic nature of language
are attributable to the intrinsic parametric variation ascribable to the linguistic units.
Other reasons emerge consequentially to the social materialization of linguistic
behaviour. It follows that variability is not only inevitable but also necessary for the
social and linguistic systems. This variability of linguistic features precipitates the
existence of various linguistic forms that are mapped onto more or less the same
sociolinguistic meaning. Soon after, the usage of either of the available forms is
chiefly determined by social attributes (hence sociolinguistic variation). The elapse
of time along with the redistribution of status across the social subgroups necessitates
that one variable be overridden by another. It is more often than not the case that the
innovated variable overrides the core variable, and the latter can either be completely
lost or given a marginal status. Scholars refer to cases where the innovated variable
completely replaces the core variable as replacive change while cases where the two
variables coexist (with one being assigned a peripheral status) are referred to as
additive change (Rundblad, 1998).
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One advantageous outcome of the perception of change in light of linguistic
status and co-variability is that stability be seen not as antonymous to change but
rather a peculiar trajectory thereof. Put more blatantly, stability does not imply that
linguistic variables are not susceptible to variation. Rather, it implies that core
variables retain their social status in the face of innovated competing variables.
Scholars discuss additive stability when the primary focus is placed not on the
emergence of new variables but rather on the retained status of the core variables
(Sankoff & Blondeau, 2007; Trudgill, 2010). The terminological intersection
between additive change and additive stability can be summarized in the following
figure adapted from Rundblad’s work (1998, p.2):

Replacive ' .
P [ Additive change/ additive stability ] Conservative
1

change stability

Core changed Core stable

Figure 2.2: The Interrelation between Change and Stability

Another attempt to understand the phenomenon of language stability and how
it works was also made by Keller (1989; 1994). Keller argues that it is, in fact,
possible for a particular variant to remain stable although he did not explicitly refer
to it as stability. Keller uses the term ‘statis’ instead of stability. In his model, Keller
accentuates the vitality of understanding the difference between the concepts of
‘variation’ and ‘selection’ in order to fathom change and/or statis as their outcomes.
According to him, variation refers to the coexistence of variants while selection is the
actual linguistic behaviour of speakers as they choose among the available variants.
Keller claims that the behaviour of any given linguistic variant is unpredictable; thus,

we cannot contend that the variant in question will remain unaffected. According to
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his claim, statis can be achieved when a particular variant keeps its status as the prime

variant after the selection between the available competing variants takes place.

On equal footing, Ritt (1995) refers to the same process as ‘constancy’. Here,
we can consider a particular linguistic variant to be stable if it is the selected
(favoured) one. The process of selection operates on the basis of two communicative
principles: static maxims and dynamic maxims (Rundblad, 1998). The static maxim
of language use occurs when speakers strive for comprehension only (their purpose
Is to be clearly understood). In such cases, the selection of the variables is predicated
upon the desire of achieving optimal levels of intelligibility. On the other hand, the
dynamic maxim of language use occurs when speakers seek uniqueness and
exceptionality within their speech community. Here, the speakers’ choice of
linguistic forms is predominantly motivated by their quest to diverge from established
norms. All in all, these variants predominantly serve the function of making the
communicative illocution interpretable to the vast majority of the target addressee

population.

Nerlich and Clark (1988) set some conditions for the selection of the
competing variants available within society. Factors such as frequency, expressivity
and accessibility can determine the outcome of variation. Within their model, the
word-wave, they argue that the semantic content of a linguistic form is directly
correlated with the likelihood of the form to be stable in the sense that semantic
density, i.e., a high level of expressivity, stabilize the linguistic variant. On the other
end of the spectrum, the frequency of occurrence of a given linguistic form, they
argue, is inversely correlated with the semantic density thereof. Hence, less
expressive and highly frequent variants are less favoured by speakers and are more

susceptible to change.
2.3 Impetus for Change

Language change is inevitable in any language that is under current use by
speakers; dead languages are generally stable unless conscious decisions are made to

change them (in cases of dead language revitalization). Some of the proposals
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discussing language change view the change observed in the linguistic behaviour of
speakers as consequential to the a priori change that befell the linguistic system. In
other words, some scholars argue that change occurs due to inherent features in the
linguistic system and is translated to variations at the level of observable language
use (Bauer, 2003). In this vein, Aitchison (2004) further appends that language users
adapt their speech with the already-made changes. This implies that the
extralinguistic motives that are generally discussed as purveyors of change are but a

tool kit that aid in realizing the changed norms.

The elapse of time is believed to be one of the main correlates of language
change. Indeed, language change is not a one day process but rather a gradual one.
This, however, does not mean that time is the solely determining factor of change in
the sense that it is the laws that govern language which are responsible for licensing
change. For this reason, instances of stability may be seen irregular and odd, for they
are rather exceptions proving that some elements are even more resistant to and proof
against change. However, these elements are not perpetually stable; they are just in

the back of the queue spending a length of time to change.

Mostly, languages change and keep changing at regular intervals due to many
factors that induce change in the inherently changeable nature of the language system.
However, the view that speakers adapt their speech to changes occurring to the
linguistic system can be challenged by more empirical evidence. It is observed that
dialects of the same language change differently due to different contexts of linguistic
contact and multilingualism. Change materializes differently in these dialects. The
conceptualization of change as primarily internal would fail to explain different
patterns of change in two dialects that are essentially similar. It can, thus, be argued
that change is not always internally-stimulated as there can be other extraneous
incentives for it. Simply put, in addition to the intrinsic tendency of language to
change, there are other motives outside the language system that trigger the structural
patterns of language to change. The objective of the following discussion is to

simplify the main motives responsible for language change.
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Inspired by the aforementioned contention that language change is both an
internally and externally induced phenomenon, Newmeyer (2004) offers a ‘formal’
and ‘functional’ explanation of language change. He alleges that any process of
language change can involve a structural and communicational facet which are
closely interlaced. The formal factors entail changes in the grammar of language,
which includes all form elements (structural elements). The functional interpretation,
on the contrary, refers to the function of this language within society, more
particularly to language users because they are considered the backbone that controls

the function of language within society.

Indisputably, the phenomenon language change is a complex process where
formal and functional factors intertwine. Dik (1986) in Hickey (2003) asserts that if
a particular linguistic feature undergoes a relative process of change and the
functional role is dismissed, it does not imply that there is not a functional
interpretation; rather it is not discovered yet. On the other hand, some other scholars
(Traugott and Smith, 1993 and Lightfoot, 1999) reject the idea of this asymmetric
relationship between form and function in language change. That is, it is possible to
explain a certain changing feature referring to either of the two and not necessarily
both.

On the ground of this, many paradigms have been proposed to address the
phenomenon of language change. Take for example McMahon (1994) who
propounded a model of three main conditions: discontinual transmission, polysemy
and arbitrariness of the sign. Polysemous words, in this vein, are words that have
assorted meanings or simply words of related senses. According to Rundblad (1998),
polysemous words and linguistic variants have the tendency to change more than
monosemous words for the fact that these words cover a portmanteau meanings
(McMahon, 1994). In other words, this kind of words involves a set of meanings in
which there is at least one basic sense and many other peripheral meanings. This
variety of senses makes them semantically manifold and, thus, more prone to change.
However, the meaning in use is not always the predominant meaning as speakers may

adopt one of the minor senses to use in speech and neglect the central one.
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The second condition (discontinuous transmission of language), according to
McMahon (1994), implies that language is transmitted at varying rates and intervals
from parents to children. Children, however, as the receivers of language, do not
adopt the given linguistic input in its current condition. They rather innovatively
mould it into a conforming formula with the newly transmitted data by their parents.
On this basis, imperfectness (errors) may take place in the sense that the new input
that they create may be imperfect. This imperfect acquired language justifies the
linguistic changes that occur over time. This faculty that children are characterized
with, also known as neogrammarian change, enables them to generate, regularize and
generalize new forms in language striving for regularity and uniformity in language
(Mufwene, 2001; Hickey, 2010).

As far as the arbitrariness of the sign is concerned, it is crucial to go back to
De Saussure’s dichotomy that posits that there is an arbitrary relationship between
the signifier and the signified except for onomatopoeic words. For instance, there is
no logical link between the word book and the book itself as a hard copy of a
written/printed work because it is conventional. In the case of onomatopoeic words,
change does not occur freely. Onomatopoeic words tend to be relatively stable as

opposed to other words with conventional associations.

Concerning the issue of the features that tend to remain stable in language
through time, McMahon (1994) introduced the psychological factor illustrating with
slang and informal language (e.g. Taboo words). He argues that taboo words, for
example, tend to be more stable compared to other words due to their ‘copulative
meaning’; that is to say, the vulgarity of such words give them a high level of

expressivity which is directly correlated with stability.

In this respect, there are various models, conditions and motives of change,
Braunmuller and Kuhl (2014) recognize three main factors of language change,
namely, “language internal (i.e. linguistic characteristics), language external (i.e.
contact) and extra linguistic (i.e. political and economic factors, prestige and
attitudes)” (p.2). They established this classification based on linguistic case studies

from European languages, particularly German. The prevailing focus of their research

60



CHAPTER TWO: Linquistic and Social Aspects of Change

is on linguistic systems in contact situations. The factors can be summarized as

follows:

¢ Internal factors: or system-based factors refer to the fact that some linguistic
features of the same language tend to change more than others.

e [External factors: have to do with society and language use within a peculiar
society; it is highly related to the socio-cultural influence on language such as
language contact.

e Extra-linguistic factors: include elements such as prestige, identity,

awareness, language planning, attitudes, etc.
2.3.1 Internal - External Dichotomy

Supporters of the language-internal drive such as (Martinet, 1952; Hawkins,
1976) claim that the focal point of language change is structure-based. Kurylowicz
(1947, p. 84) endorses this claim stating that the external-social explanation is at most
“a methodological derailment” and it is “superficial and otiose” (Lass, 1980, p.121).
That is to say, a linguistic phenomenon such language change, as the term itself
denotes, is language-internal and can only be explained by referring to linguistic
drives such as phonology, morphology and syntax. Welmers (1970) further appends
that the background knowledge available in the bulk of literature about language
change requires that “we seek explanations first on the basis of recognized processes
of internal change" (1970, p. 05). By the same token, Ohala (1993) concurs with the
fact that mentioning the social and cultural forces when accounting for language

change is needless and time wasting.

On the other side of the coin, advocates of the external drive of language
change such as (Labov, 1972; Woods, 1997, 2001) argue that internal-based
explanation of language change is insufficient. They assert that structural-based
interpretation is void and deficient as language is used within a particular social
community by a group of speakers in a certain context. This implies that there are
some historical/social, political, economic and cultural agents at play. Research

further displays the significance of the social position within the spectrum of language
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change and how it is pivotal to fathom how and why change happens in a particular
language at a particular time but not in another language or the same language at other
different times ( Herzog, Labov and Weinreich, 1986). Similarly, Milroy (1992a,
1993, 1999) asserts that the actuation of change occurs at the level of the interlocutor
(speakers innovate the first instance of change), and the real motives behind language
change are beyond the linguistic system of the language in question. Milroy further
postulates that the internal drive is not valid as "no empirical study so far carried out
has actually demonstrated that sound change can arise spontaneously within a
variety” (1999, p.24). Milroy (1999) and Thomason and Kauffman (1988)
acknowledge the fact that our understanding of language change is becoming more
increasingly based on language external explanations. This is motivated by the fact

that more data is available now about varieties and contact situations.

This debate over this dichotomy is, however, unjustified as each facet plays a
crucial role in explaining language change. In view of that, Labov (1994) claims that
in order to account for the patterns of language change, it is of paramount importance
to refer to the social structure corresponding to a given linguistic structure. In the
same way, Weinreich et al. (1968) argue that language change can only be understood
by reference to the external impact on the linguistic structures in addition to the
internal forces accompanying them. Correspondingly, Thomason (2008) and Hickey
(2010), among others, further append delineating this two fold liaison to portray the
coaction between internal (linguistic) and the external (social) nature of language
change. Thomason (2008) also ponders that the interplay between the two is a
determinant step in accounting for the full picture of language change from the

innovation time to the transmission phase:

Even if the innovation is entirely linguistic in nature, however, the spread
of any innovation [...] must certainly be social at least in part, because it is
governed by such things as social networks, prestige, and various
demographic factors. [...] The spread of a structural innovation is also very
likely to depend in part on linguistic factors [...] Nevertheless, the spread

of an innovation cannot be due entirely to linguistic factors. (p.50-51)
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The two sides of language change are both essential to fully explain language
change. The social impetus is necessary to explain how and/or why a particular
linguistic change occurs. Anderson (1989, p.10) contends that “language is entirely
social phenomenon and can in no way be separated from its social functions”. He
additionally affirms that the focus on one drive over another is solely when one of the
two factors functions inadequately or fails to attend to the real reasons responsible for
language change or when they find no indication of external contact. In the same
matter, Weinreich et al. (1968, p.188) explain that “ explanations which are confined
to one or the other aspect, no matter how well constructed, will fail to account for the
rich body of regularities that can be observed in empirical studies of language

behavior”.

2.3.2 Multilingualism and Language Change

Multilingualism and language change is an issue that has been widely
discussed in the bulk of literature (Weinreich, 1953, 1968; Aitchison, 2004; Kerswill,
2005, 2013; Matras, 2009; Fromkin et al., 2011; Braunmuller et al., 2014 and so
forth). Deciphering instances of change requires a closer attention to the main
conditions and factors triggering cases of language change. From this perspective,
Kuhl, Hoder and Braunmuller (2014) point out the main factors inherently relevant
to the context of language change. The key premise to their classification is that
multilingual speakers are “the ultimate source of all outcomes of contact between

languages” (Kuhl et al., 2014, p.2).

In a primary sense, the difference between language and society should be
reviewed at this level. Chomsky renewed the former distinction between speech and
language claiming that there is an internalized language (I-language) within each
speaker’s repertoire and any occurring changes take place at the level of this I-
language. This indicates that the crucial part that language users play in the variation
and change process is of a great prominence. Language users are the prime motive of
change as they are the leaders of any kind of social change be it, technological,

political, scientific, cultural, etc. (Morena-Fernandez, 2017). In simpler words,
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language does not change suddenly nor randomly. Rather, it is the language user who
initiates change while practicing language. Language is assuredly affected by its
speakers and their society; that is to say, the essence upon which this society is built
induces language change. By way of explanation, there is a nexus between language
change and language as a social phenomenon as Aitchison (2004, p.83) states: “the
spread of language change . . . is essentially a social phenomenon, which reflects the

changing social situation”.

Moreover, Braunmuller et al. (2014) and many other scholars such as
(Weinreich, 1953/1968) acknowledge the power of the speaker in any contact
situation as the language itself cannot change if not used and exchanged by
individuals within group interactions. As a matter of fact, since bilingual/ multilingual
interlocutors are the ones who take part in interaction in any contact situation, they
are considered the “locus of contact” (Weinreich, 1953/1968, p.1). On equal footing,
Kerswill (1996) maintains that speakers in contact situations constantly use many
different structures through their interaction with other speakers of different

languages, stating that:

‘language contact’ is but a cover term for speaker-internal restructuring
of constructions across his/ her multilingual repertoire (viz. the bi- or
multilingual language use by individual speakers) based on the interaction
of speakers of different languages, language internal varieties and/or

sociolects. (p. 91)

As noted earlier, bilingual/multilingual individuals as a smaller unit are
considered as the root of change and variation within speech communities as a wider
unit. For this reason, multilingual competence of speakers plays a great role, both at
the individual level and the societal level, in determining the type of the occurring
language change. Multilingual competence facilitates speakers’ choice in terms of the
most and least cross-linguistically corresponding elements to be used (or not) in their
native linguistic system. In other words, when change takes place within a
multilingual setting, it is described as contact-induced change which further

insinuates the critical part of the multilingual competence of speakers in electing the
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wanted patterns or forms. This brings to light the contribution multilingual speakers
make to “shape linguistic change and stability by favoring or avoiding certain
linguistic items according to their cross-linguistic perception of certain forms and
patterns” (Braunmuller and Kuhl, 2014, p.18).

Another issue to be raised is that speakers in a case of contact-induced change
tend to change and adopt new lexical and grammatical forms to address, fill in and/or
expand particular functional gaps in their native tongue (Thomason, 2001; Matras,
2009 & Winford, 2003). Interestingly, multilingual speakers are cognizant of both
the equivalent and different items in the other languages in contact; this means that
“some forms and patters are more likely to be borrowed than others in certain contact
situations (Aikhenvald 2007, p.2). This entails that contact mostly affects the lexical

side of language attributable to borrowing.

Aside from language contact, bilingual/ multilingual speakers themselves are
creative in nature apropos of the choice of structures within their linguistic repertoire
as they tend to manoeuvre their bilingual/multilingual resources exploiting them to
create and construct new forms and patters. In this respect, Matras (2007, 2009, 2013)
and Matras and Sakel (2007) believe that this kind of ingenuity prompts a long-term
language change. All in all, multilingual speakers represent the dynamic essence of
the system of language. They are the epitome of the crucial role that language users

play in shaping and moulding new forms and structures.
2.3.3 Language Contact and Language Change

When referring to the motives of language change in the scholarly literature,
language contact is the first eminent aspect to be mentioned as many languages have
been influenced by contact between their speakers (bilingual or bi-dialectal
members). As discussed earlier in the chapter, interlocutors tend to fulfil particular
gaps in their linguistic repertoire at odds with the rules of their linguistic and
sociolinguistic prototype. Simply put, when it concerns language contact,
bilingual/multilingual competence must be mentioned in view of the fact that the
multilingual behaviour of individuals is deemed to be the incipient phase of language
change. Undoubtedly, when contact takes place between bi-linguistic or multi-
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linguistic speakers, change occurs eventually. It is even presumed that language
contact, as time goes on, will drastically change languages in a contact situation
because they influence each other (Weinreich, 1953; Thomason and Kaufman, 1988;
Aikhenvald and Dixon, 2001, etc.).

It should be noted that the significance of accentuating the linguistic practices
of multilinguals is merely to detect the outcomes of this contact referring to the
varieties in question. It is also worth mentioning that the impact of contact on
languages can be intended and purposeful or non-deliberate (Thomason, 2007) for
the reason that speakers are not always conscious of the changes that occur. To be
precise, Thomason (2007) contends that language users cannot change their mother

language purposefully.

Before delving into the details of this issue, it should be highlighted that
bilingual/multilingual speakers do not always have the choice to make in the matter
of contact with other speech communities. In some cases, they can be socially,
politically, economically, culturally, etc. empowered and stimulated to communicate
with speakers of other languages. Besides, the linguistic repertoire of speakers also
interferes in defining the type of language contact (Auer, 2020). This simply entails
that language contact is not the appropriate term at this juncture; it should be
explicitly termed contact-induced change since contact eventually leads to change

when two or more languages exert influence on each other.

Basically, linguists define language contact as two or more languages being
used by the same person, in the same area and at the same time (Weinreich, 1963 and
Thomason, 2001). In the same vein, Auer (2020) also emphasizes the possible
influence that language contact can have on monolingual speakers or among a group
of isolated speakers. Auer (2020) provides a set of reasons that may pave the way for
contact to take place, namely: migration, invasion/colonization, living in a border

area, education, spread of international languages and ethnic awareness.

Taking into consideration the linguistic setting in Algeria, the French
colonization that once took place in Algeria represents the effect of colonization on

languages and how contact was enforced. Concerning education and the spread of
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international languages, the status and use of English in Algeria can be taken as an
instance. In Algeria, English is a foreign language taught in schools besides French
and a needful language in today’s conditions. In the current state of the nation,
speakers, for example tend to use it in everyday field such as home, social media,
administration, education, etc. This indicates that language contact is not always
direct, but can also be through written forms (Braunmuller & House, 2009).
Regarding internal migration, Mzabi language, Arabic and French in Algeria
demonstrate the correlation between language contact and migration for trade. Mzabi
individuals migrate from Ghardaia (their original region in the south) to the north,
east and west of Algeria for business purposes where there is contact between Mzabi
and Arabic. As a result of this contact, a lexical change took place and a

morphological interference with Arabic (lbrir, 2018).

As for the neighbouring dialectal contact, another example can be found in
Tlemcen and Tebessa dialects in Algeria which are highly influenced by Moroccan
and Tunisian varieties respectively as the effect is apparent in their pronunciation and
lexicon and mutual intelligibility is high. Braunmuller and House (2009) pursue the
same trajectory as Auer when explaining contact-induced change maintaining that
travelling and intermarriage are also deemed to be significant motives behind
language change besides the above mentioned ones. In this respect, Van Coetsem
(2000) maintains that influence relies heavily upon the norms of both languages
(recipient language and source language). That is to say, it is not only the speakers of
source language active participation that determines the impact inflicted. The donée
language adopts, borrows and integrates new linguistic structures that may also be
enforced by the main source language itself; Coetsem (2000) labelled the process as

the ‘push and pull transfer’.

Notably, languages in contact (in nature) tend to lessen the integration of new
complex items, favouring simplicity as an outcome; Dahl (2004) labelled it the
‘system complexity of language’ (the system here refers to the grammar, phonology
and lexicon). This can be achieved, for instance, by eliminating some elements among

others; however, Dahl (2004) himself maintains that this process can also lead to the

67



CHAPTER TWO: Linquistic and Social Aspects of Change

initiation of new structures and thus a high level of complexity. Added to that, newly
borrowed items from the recipient language do not always oust the already-existent

items as they can be added to the inherited forms contending for resistance.

Following the same purpose of explaining facets of language change, Van
Coetsem (1988, 2000) model points out the importance of the cognitive side of
bilinguals or multilinguals minds as most scholarly documents about contact-induced
change do not address the involvement of the process of acquisition and perception
(psycholinguistic considerations). His model relies heavily, according to his
distinction, on psycholinguistic perspectives in contrast with Thomason and
Kaufmann’s model (1988) which describes contact-induced language change from a
sociocultural standpoint. Van Coetsem (1988; 2000) differentiates between
borrowing and imposition in terms of agentivity demonstrating that in borrowing
influence is under the recipient language (RL) agentivity while imposition is change
under the source language (SL) agentivity. Put simply, “the distinction between
borrowing and imposition boils down to whether the agents of a particular change
(i.e. the bilingual speakers who first introduce it) are cognitively (not
sociolinguistically) dominant in the SL or the RL” (Lucas and Manfredi, 2020, p.13-
14). In account of this, it is important to distinguish between the two processes of

transfer: borrowing and imposition.

Before going into details, it should be highlighted that borrowing and
Imposition processes are considered the core of contact-induced change. Earlier, the
discussion was about the RL and SL agentivity that determines whether we are
dealing with borrowing or imposition. However, there are some differences regarding
their effect that need to be highlighted. First, it is critical to define the two processes:
“if the recipient language speaker is the agent, transfer of material (and this naturally
includes structure) from the source language to the recipient language is borrowing
(recipient language agentivity) Van Coetsem (1988, p.3). On the flip side, when “the
source language is the agent, as in the case of a French speaker using his French

articulatory habits while speaking English (1988, p.3), it is imposition.
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Though this paradigm was first presented by VVan Coetsem, he did not simplify
or define the term ‘dominance’. For this reason, Lucas (2012, 2015) attempts to
elucidate this matter using the term ‘nativeness’. Meaning, in the case of borrowing,
the agents of change are the native speakers of the RL while in the case of imposition,
the RL is not their mother tongue. One should tell apart, at this level, the difference
between linguistic and social dominance. When speakers are competent in a particular
language, it is an example of linguistic dominance. Here, social dominance is exerted
through the status of this language within society. This is very eminent in the

introductory overview of Lucas and Manfredi (2020, p.14) where they subsume that:

Imposition occurs essentially because adults . . . consciously and
unconsciously draw on the resources of their native language(s) to fill in
the gaps in their knowledge of the non-native RL. Borrowing, on the other
hand, occurs either as a deliberate enrichment of the native language with

material drawn from a second language.

Heine (2005, 2006) shares the same contention that speakers make use of linguistic
tokens and patterns that are already existent in the recipient language to model these
tokens. This means that instances of languages are predicated upon the remodeling

of old materials and are not entirely new. (p. 14)

In his discussion, Van Coetsem (1988) sheds light on some linguistic
elements’ inherent tendency to be stable contending that some structural items (such
as morphology and grammar) are more resistant to change than others (mainly the
lexicon and phonology to a lesser degree). This accounts for the fact that borrowing
Is primarily lexical in nature and that imposition can cause drastic changes in the
grammar of the RL which he refers to as a “catastrophic modification” (Van Coetsem,
1988, p.20). This means that borrowing is intermittent in nature while imposition

tends to be more methodical and thus less limited.

It should be noted, at this juncture, that change remains unforeseeable be it
contact-induced change or internally motivated (Thomason, 2000, 2001). This reverts
to the point that speakers are the locus of change because their linguistic behaviour

cannot be predicted. In fact, speakers can be linguistically creative when inaugurating
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new ways of communication to attain certain interactive goals with the speech
community and, thus, enriching their linguistic repertoire (Matras, 2007). This
implies that linguistic creativity is crucial in the process of contact-induced change
since speakers are the language builders and their behaviour cannot always be
predicted (Thomason, 2001).

Furthermore, the analysis of language change requires an account for the
causes that induce certain linguistic elements to change but not others. While the
inquiry of the causes of linguistic change seems to spill a lot of ink in contemporary
linguistics, earlier literature offers insight into the complexity of the phenomenon. As
early as the nineteenth century, scholars pondered upon the intricate nature of
linguistic change. For example, Raumer (1856, cited in Labov, 1972) highlights a
simplistic approach to the identification of linguistic change and, still, acknowledges
the fact that change, however observationally perceptible, is very difficult to account

for, particularly given the notable paucity in the scholarly literature. He argues that:

We ascertain that the sounds of words have changed when we compare the
older state of languages with the more recent. The process of the change
itself however has not yet been investigated enough. If we penetrate deeper
into the darkness which in many ways veils these questions, we find a huge

multitude of highly different processes at work. (p. 72)

Raumer (1856, cited in Labov, 1972) is perhaps the first to acknowledge the
interface of multiple factors which are, however closely related, very different. His
statement instigated many scholarly documents that attempted to relate phonological
change to linguistic factors in a purely philological fashion. Endeavours were,
however, not enough to offer a holistic understanding for the nature of change. The
father of modern linguistics, De Saussure, expressed his growing discontent with the
theoretical development at which the linguistic knowledge stood. He argues that “the
search for the causes of phonetic changes is one of the most difficult problems of
linguistics. Many explanations have been proposed, but none of them thoroughly
illuminates the problem” (2011 [1916], p. 147). On equal footing, Bloomfield

attributes actual linguistic representations to antecedent ones. Any linguistic form that
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is observed at a given point in time is a result of amalgamated forms that pre-existed
or co-exist with the observed form. He asserts that the core of the analysis of linguistic
change is essentially “establishing a correlation between sound-change and any
antecedent phenomenon”, the ignorance of which suggests that “the causes of sound-

change are unknown” (cited in Labov, 1972, p. 16).

Despite the main linguistics figures’ corroboration of the intricate nature of
linguistic change, numerous accounts were offered in an attempt to provide logical
explanations for the causes of change. One well-known explanation relates to the
economy of language form and language use. Scholars, including Bloomfield (1933)
and Jespersen (1921), argued that humans speak in the most economic fashion and
exert the least amount of efforts to communicate a given message. This may involve
phonological truncation and lexical substitution. Sound change is believed to be
consequential to this property of communication. Overtime, proponents of this view
claim that phonological elements that can be reduced without influencing the
propositional content of the communicative message will be prone to loss. While this
view can account for many instances of linguistic change, it does not offer any
principled criteria that enables us to predict what linguistic elements will be prone to
change nor does it allow scholars to explain why certain phonological elements,
despite their seeming semantic void, resist change. Another criticism that can be
levelled against this view is that it accounts for phonological loss which is part of
change and does not offer any account for phonological substitution and other

instances of change at other micro-linguistic levels.
2.3.4 Language Acquisition and Language Change

Language acquisition and language change are highly concomitant because
language change typically takes place during the process of language acquisition.
Clark and Roberts (1993, p.300) appends that “the logical problem of language
change cannot be separated from the logical problem of language acquisition” as “the
former is a subcase of the latter”. To pursue a more linguistic view of reasoning, it is
critical at first to call attention to Chomsky’s theoretical concept of Universal

Grammar which suggests that children have an innate set of linguistic parameters that
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explain diversity in languages. On this basis, we can consider language acquisition as

‘a process of language change’ (Crain, Thornton and Gora, 2006).

Broadly speaking, language change occurs between the generation of children
and the parents’ generation. For this reason, it is of great significance to refer to child
language acquisition in order to fathom how language change works. It should be
noted that it is not the changes in the child’s language that cause change. Rather,
language change is transitional from one generation to another, i.e., gradual change
during a period of time (diachronic change). During this transitional period of
learning, children tend to change their grammar and yield their own structures as an
elaboration on the parents used constructions. Put simply, the grammar/language of
parents is not accessible for children to directly obtain from it; rather, children
modulate their own grammar on the ground of the grammar of their parents
(Hroarsdéttir, 2003; Lightfoot, 1979, 1991, 1999, 2007, 2010). The following
representation made by Lightfoot (1979, p.148) clarifies how the parameters of

grammar and output operate cooperatively:

Older generation Younger generation
Grammar I~ Grammar 2

l l

Out Output 2

Grammar, here, refers to internal language while output refers to external
language. To elucidate more, this model implies that the “small changes in E-
language [which is influenced by the child’s environment: our note] sometimes
trigger new I-languages with more far-reaching consequences” (Lightfoot, 2010,
p.681). In accordance with Lightfoot’s model of I-language and E-language,
Hroarsdottir (2003) alleges that explanations of language change within the field of
language acquisition may lie in the selection phase where children get to adopt some
patterns and discard others from the parents’ output. However, this does not
necessitate that change is at the level of the I-language (language competence); it can
rather be in the E-language (language use/ performance) with the consideration of the

extra-linguistic factors such as language contact, type of network, etc.
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At this juncture, it is of paramount importance to allude to Aitchison’s
averment (1991, p.173) that E-language can cause change in the I-language. In
accordance with this claim, Hrdarsdottir (2003, p. 124) sets a three-fold process of
diachronic language change; “the innovation of variation phase, the diffusion phase
and the acquisition based grammar change”. In other words, after the actuation phase,
the variations (changes in E-language) merge into the stable I-language. This simply
implies that grammar change occurs when there is change in the E-language
(language use) of the preceding generation. By the same token, Lightfoot (1979, 1999
& 2007) maintains that variation in the language of the subsequent generations can

also be the cause of language change.

Following the same principle of I-language and E-language concomitance and
the concept of selection enacted by Lightfoot, Kroch (1989, p.349) adds that language
change is when “speakers learning a language in the course of gradual change learn
two sets of well-formedness principles for certain grammatical subsystems”, and they
select one of the existing linguistic forms in competition. That is to say, when the two
competing forms are introduced in the language in question (the innovation of
variation), they are diffused gradually, and eventually one of the competing forms
perishes (language change). It is worth bearing in mind that this selection process is
based on the frequency of using the available competing forms. It is should be also
pointed out that it is during the diffusion step that the competition period takes place.

In a nutshell, Spouse and Vance (1999) state that:

Parametric change involves a change in the underlying grammar, which
may or may not result in a striking change in the linguistic environment.
Change through competition results in no change in the underlying
grammar, and it results in a subtle change in the linguistic environment,

measured in the relative frequencies of the forms involved. (p.277)
2.4Cross-Categorical Types of Language Change

Language change can affect any linguistic level such as sounds, vocabulary,
meaning, usage, etc. Historical linguists investigated different levels of linguistic
analysis to track change over time (diachronic change) and, thus, understand how
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change operates structurally. Before looking at how change takes place within each
linguistic level, it should be noted that there is a broad consensus about the
interconnectedness of these layers of language. In other words, these subsystems
(phonology, morphology, syntax, etc.) are highly linked from the system of sounds

to the system of meaning.
2.4.1 Phonological Change

Change at the phonological level refers to any change that occurs at the level
of sounds and pronunciation and thus alters the patterned diffusion of phonemes
within the linguistic system. In point of fact, studying sound change facilitates
tracking language change over time as it is a regular process that occurs at the level
of a word (different variants of the same word). Davletshin (2016, p.350) states that
“sound change usually involves the replacement of one sound or a phonetic feature
by another, the complete loss of sound, or the insertion of a sound in a place where

there previously was none”.

There are three divisions of sound change: conditioned, unconditioned and
sporadic. Usually, sound change is environmentally conditioned; that is to say,
change takes place in one particular phonetic environment and not in another. What
is puzzling at this level is that sound change can also occur unconditionally in any
phonetic environment regardless of the placement of the phonetic segment in the
language in question. However, empirical data suggests that phonological change that
is constrained within the phonological and phonotactic parameters of language is
more prevalent than change that does not conform to an observable segmental pattern
(Hock and Joseph, 2019).

Phonological change, whether conditioned or unconditioned by language
specific phonotactics, is observed to be distributed evenly across the lexical
categories that display analogous patterns. However, some instances of phonological
change are observed to affect some lexical items but not others. This irregular
distribution is formally referred to as sporadic sound change. The most salient cases
of sporadic changes are assimilation, dissimilation, metathesis, epenthesis, elision,
etc.
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All in all, sound change denotes sonority of speech sounds; it is highly
constrained by the intra-syllabic representation. For example, phonetic segments in
syllable-final positions are more prone to change than those in syllable-initial
positions (Harya, 2016). It is critical at this juncture to stress the difference between
phonetic change and phonological change. Phonetic change involves change at the
level of pronunciation only and no radical change happens to the sounds of language
such as the phoneme /q/ of Arabic and its different variants (/g/, /k/, /?/, /xI, and /{7)
all over Algeria. Phonological change, on the other hand, can cause drastic changes
in the phonological system of language such as the change of the phoneme /u:/ in OE
(Old English) into /au/ in ME (Modern English).

2.4.2 Morphological Change

Morphological change refers to change at the level of word forms/lexemes,
I.e., the structure and inflection. Given the fact that morphological change is highly
interconnected with syntax, semantics and phonology, identifying and tracking it is
quite complicated. This fairly pinpoints the prominence of morphology in the
grammar of languages as it can be sometimes referred to as grammatical change in

lieu of morphological change (Trips, 2017).

Morphological change can be internally motivated and/or externally
motivated. That is, change can be due to the naturalness (markedness) of
morphological units (Mayerthaler, 1981)  and/or language contact. As far as
naturalness is concerned, not all morphological entities are affected by language
change in the same manner pursuant to their uniformity, transparency and iconicity
(for further information, see Mayerthaler, 1981; Dressler, 1995, 2006). For
descriptive purposes, we can use naturalness to indicate form and meaning
uniformity. If the form concords with the basic criterion of one-form-one-meaning
(i.e., transparency and uniformity parameters), it is highly natural. In other words,
when a particular morpheme (suffix) complies with one meaning, and when each
meaning is predicted from its associated form, the pattern in question is regarded as

a natural pattern.
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Iconicity, on the other hand, is an important feature of naturalness; it deals
with sign aspects; i.e., the analogy between the linguistic sign and its meaning
(Haiman, 1983, 1992). The parameter of iconicity indicates that it is natural for a
certain morphological form to mirror an interconnectedness between semantic
complexity and form complexity. For example, the singular-plural form house-houses
is a case of maximum iconicity (unmarked and, thus, natural) due to the addition of
the suffix (-s) in the coda, while the example of mouse-mice is considered minimally
iconic for there is no additional morpheme but just a change in the stem of the word.
The singular plural opposition moose-moose, on the other hand, is considered non-
iconic (more marked) because there is no apparent change in the form between the
singular and plural (Willems and De Cuypere, 2008). The idea is that the naturalness
(markedness) of morphological structures denotes their tolerability to variation and
change. In this vein, Haspelmath (2006) claims that unmarked (natural) structures are

more detected cross-linguistically, and they are less affected by language change.

The other aspect of this change is language contact, where new loanwords are
borrowed from the SL into the RL (lexical borrowing), which also plays a vital role
in the structure of derivational morphology. A moot issue arises at this stage which
is what forms can be borrowed in morphology (Thomason, 2001; Matras, 2009 and
Hickey, 2010). Generally, morphological change like any other type of language
change involves an addition, loss or change of a particular morphological pattern such
as the case system, derivational constructions and compounding. Take for example
the insertion of prepositions in English to recompense for the loss of dative agentive
cases (Trips, 2017). Another case is the addition of new borrowed derivational affixes
such as the loan affix (Latin) [-able] into English among many others. Besides, the
change from OE to ME provides a rich exemplary; for instance, the loss of the
singular pronouns ‘thou’ /du: /, ‘thee’ / 0e: / and ‘the’/ di: / as the only remnant is the
pronoun ‘you’ (though they are not completely lost as they are still used in religious

context) (Hickey, 2009).

In a contact situation, new borrowed words may be morphologically complex

for speakers of the RL (unrecognized morphology) who in turn may keep, alter or
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misinterpret the original moulding of the loanword and thus create an eccentric
patterning (also referred to in the literature as morphological misinterpretation). In a
holistic view, speakers are always the locus of change as they can add, modify,
neglect or misinterpret unintelligible non-transparent details so as to alleviate the

complexity of the received data.
2.4.3 Syntactic Change

Just as sounds and morphemes change, words can also change in their order
within a sentence. As a matter of fact, syntactic change is tightly related with language
acquisition (language learning) since word order is mainly learned as an innate
process. The learnability of syntactic features during contact during in the process of
second language acquisition can cause a transmission failure. In other words, it is
more likely that adult learners in contact situations will acquire deformed structures
and pass it to children who will in turn use this imperfect version of data as a primary
linguistic input and therefore approve it to be part of the native language (Kroch,
2001). A proper case in point is the study of Ellegard (1953) of the gradual shift of
the main verb ‘do’ to an English auxiliary. For this reason, it is somewhat complicated
to track syntactic change as it is not visible in the way that phonological and

morphological change is (Longobardi, 2003).

From a broader perspective, syntactic change entails two main processes; the
first is the grammaticalisation process which is the conversion of the structuring and
functioning of linguistic elements from lexical to grammatical or from grammatical
to more or less grammatical forms. The second process is when word order changes
modifying the general structure of clauses. Concerning the first process, many other
phonological, morphological or even semantic units are in the play as they can be
affected, and, thus, the whole grammar of language changes. To illustrate more, some

particular effects can occur as a result of grammaticalisation such as:

Desemanticization (or semantic bleaching), the loss of semantic content;
decategorialization or morphological reduction, when the linguistic unit
loses morphological or syntactic features characteristic of its initial
category; phonological reduction or phonetic erosion, when the linguistic
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unit loses phonetic substance (syllable, stress) and obligatorification, when

the linguistic unit becomes obligatory (Moyano, 2014, p.3).

The second process, on the other hand, affects the clause as a whole linguistic
element in which the placement of the focal components of the clause (the subject,
predicate and object) changes besides the other peripheral constituents of the clause

(such as conjunctions, articles, pronouns, prepositions, etc.) (Wallenberg, 2013).
2.4.4 Semantic Change

The meaning of words is just as erratic as the form of words; semantic change
can be internally and/or externally induced. This kind of change is not as regular as
the other types of change because meanings are intended messages by speakers who
constantly alter their intentions according to their needs or due to other linguistic or
extra-linguistic influences. In connection therewith, Hock and Joseph (2019, p.10)
allege that semantic change is “notoriously unpredictable and fuzzy . . . and one of
the consequences of the fuzziness of semantic change is that semantic flip-flops may
occur”. This insinuates that shift in meaning may take place and affect related words.
Hock and Joseph, here, are referring to the words of a word-field that are closer in

meaning but have different connotations.

Like other cases of change, semantic elements can as well undergo a process
of shift, loss, differentiation, expansion, etc. Discussing the case of loss is a
complicated matter as it may imply that language is actually losing a word, not just a
meaning from its native inventory. In fact, it is quite infrequent in historical
linguistics that borrowed words, which are closely related in meaning, replace the
original words to the extent that they disappear from the repertoire. Rather, new
meanings are usually appended to the newly borrowed words (as synonyms of the

original word) without eliminating the first inherent meaning.

Broadly speaking, semantic change can be either a shift in the main implication
(denotation) of a particular word, leading to the emergence of radically divergent
meanings (semantic shift) or a change in the value associated with it (either and

improvement or disimprovement) (Hickey, 2010). This value can be exemplified in
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the case of the evolvement of pejorative (negative) and positive meanings. In addition
to this, duality in meaning can also be a good example; twofold meanings can be
derived from the same original word, unlike expansion whereby a variety of meanings

evolve over time for the same word.

In essence, semantic change is a change or progression in the meaning of a
particular word over a period of time to the extent that the new expanded meaning
diverges from the original meaning of the word. Hickey (2010) statements are
nevertheless disapproving as he asserts that there is not really an original meaning;
he referred to this prospect as an ‘etymological fallacy’. He simply claims that
meaning is bound to its latest use by speakers, and every generation and every

juncture is different from the previous one.

One issue with the analysis of semantic change is the epistemological limit of
defining what the word meaning really means. It is readily conceivable that other
levels of analysis (e.g., phonological, morphological and lexical) can be scaled on the
basis of whether the core variable is in use or it is replaced by the new one. Semantic
content, however, is discussed only in terms of the extent to which new meanings
conform to the old one. The dichotomy either/or and the extent to which implies
that the nature of semantic change is adjunctive and continuous rather than bipartisan

which makes it very challenging to quantify.
2.4.5 Lexical Change

At the beginning, it is important to highlight the relationship between lexical
and semantic change, as the latter can be part of the former. Both types of change
have to do with words/lexemes, but the subject of analysis is not the same. Lexical
change, in fact, is the richest and the most prevalent type of language change.
Similarly, changes in the lexicon also involve additions of new words, loss of words
and shift of words meanings. In view of that, researchers can draw conclusions about
the speakers’ age, gender and even attitudes based on the lexical items they use. For
example, the word (neghda) /neyda/ meaning ‘to go’ is mainly used by old people in
Tlemcen speech community as opposed to the word (nrouh) /nru:h/ which is used by
younger individuals. In sociolinguistics, the discrepancy in the vocabulary can tell
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apart one particular speech community from another. For instance, the word (yaser)
/jeeser/ meaning ‘a lot’ is used in the centre of Algeria and the neighbouring regions

while the words (bezaaf) /bozee:f/ is used mainly in the northern regions.

In a contact setting, the lexicon of speakers is the most affected level of the
system; individuals have a propensity for selecting some words over others while
interacting. In other contexts and for some reasons and according to some needs,
speakers may remove the existing word and replace it with a new lexical item that is
evaluated by the speaker as more context-fitting. Thus, these variations in the lexicon

of social groups denote a sort of innovation in the lexis, eventually inducing change.
2.5 Language Change as a Variable of Speech

The discussion thus far is tantamount to saying that there are multiple variables
at play in determining not only the causes of language change but also the outcome
thereof. Within the heart of variationist sociolinguistics, all aspects of linguistic
behaviour cannot be segmented from the social context of occurrence. The following
sections introduce factors that are seemingly social but are indubitably linked to

linguistic variation and change.
2.5.1 Prestige

One of the auspicious implications of functional analysis of language is its
recognition of language not solely as a system of patterns and rules but also as a
reflection of the humanistic nature of language users. With this new intellectual
outlook came a better understanding of the niceties of linguistic behaviour. In
essence, not only do individuals have knowledge of the structural patterns of the
language, nor do they only conform to those norms in their speech, but they also form
highly individualized opinions about different codes and even different variables
within each code. The differing opinions are substantiated by powerful social groups

and ascribed status of prestige.

Languages in a state of contact are apt to change to a certain extent.
Nevertheless, in such contexts, change is usually towards the variety of a higher

prestige (Trudgill, 1972; Labov, 1966; Crystal, 2003). In most cases, languages often
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converge towards a prestigious variety; however, they diverge from a less-prestigious
variety. In other words, “the language with more status influences that with less stays”
(Hickey, 2010, p.8). Interestingly, the relationship between change and prestige is not
always readily fathomable inasmuch as the status of prestige is circumstantial. That
is, the context of use of any variety can outlay its level of prestige; a given variety

can be highly prestigious in one context but completely non-prestigious in another.

The same matter regarding lower status and higher status languages is
mentioned but differently by Hickey (2010) as “substrates and superstrates”
respectively. In a contact situation, the substrate language is usually influenced by
the superstrate language, and this impact can be a case of change. Similarly, Croft
(2000) and Fischer (2003) followed the same stream with different terms only; they
used the concept of power, social identification and dominance. One presupposition
in the discussion of substrate and superstrate languages is that the direction of change
is predetermined by the circumstantial sociolinguistic power of the languages/

societies in contact situations (Lutz, 2013).

Furthermore, the principle of prestige as an inducer of change is not totally
restrained to overt prestige In other words, predicting the direction of influence on
the basis of public prestige in society is not always evident. Covert prestige, though
subconscious and not overtly valued, should also be put to the fore in the case of
language change (Crystal, 2008; Labov, 1963; 2006; Trudgill, 1972). By means of
this differentiation, Crystal (2003, p.115) clarifies this distinction establishing a

relationship between the two types of prestige:

In covert prestige, forms belonging to vernacular dialects are positively
valued, emphasizing group solidarity and local identity. This kind of
prestige is covert, because it is usually manifested subconsciously between
members of a group, unlike the case of overt prestige, where the forms to be

valued are publicly recommended by powerful social institutions. (p.115)

In language contact situations, the factor of prestige is not always a motive for
change, but it can also be a motive for stability. For example, lower-status varieties

in Southern Spain displayed a kind of resistance against the power of the dominant
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standard language which is Standard Castilian. This is simply due to the high social
covert prestige of the local native varieties in Andalusia that symbolizes their identity
and their tight social network and through this they became a close linguistic minority
(Auer, 2005; Ponsoda, 2008; Ponsoda and Avila-Mufioz, 2014). This simply implies
that prestige is just one of the values among many other tenets that can interfere in

the process and direction of change.
2.5.2 Attitudes

In the discussion of language change, it is critical to refer to the notion of
attitudes as a branch of study on its own. There are two different views when it comes
to defining attitudes: a mentalist and behaviourist trend. The mentalist view defines
attitudes as “a disposition to respond favourably or unfavourably” (Ajzen, 1988,
p.4).This camp divides attitudes into three main elements: feelings, cognition and
behaviour (Ladegaard, 2000 and Oakes, 2001). Following this trend, researchers are
required to report informants directly (self-report for the informants) or simply
interpret their behaviour indirectly. The behaviourist camp, in contrast, considers
attitudes as an observable reaction to a social impetus; it views attitudes as one entity,
consisting of one main element which is behaviour. Researchers following this
framework focus mostly on explicit behaviour. Usually, the mentalist view is the most
followed approach when it comes to investigating language attitudes. That is to say,
language attitudes is to respond favourably or unfavourably to a language or language
variety and thus determine the social status of a particular language and its speakers
(Oakes, 2001 and Preston, 2002).

Language attitudes can also be subcategorized into sub-constituents. For
instance, Oakes (2001) claim that language attitudes as an entity are bi-faceted; they
can be instrumental or integrative. Instrumental attitudes, on one hand, mirror the
socio-pragmatic forces responsible for the dominant status of a particular language or
language variety. Integrative language attitudes, on the other hand, reflect the
speakers’ inclination towards a certain linguistic cluster. Others like Preston (2002)
and Garrett (2001) consider language attitudes as a three-faceted set, entailing three

main elements: superiority (speakers’ intelligence and prestige), social attractiveness
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(honesty) and dynamism (confidence) (Fridriksson, 2008). Therefore, taking into
account language attitudes in conjunction with the previously mentioned social
categories of age, gender, etc., provides a complete framework for explaining
language change and/or stability. In view of that, Ladegaard (2000) and Garrett
(2001) assert that examining attitudinal factors can aid detect sociolinguistic

behaviour of individuals and thus determine linguistic change.

In line with this, it should be stressed that language attitudes are not easily
collected, quantified and analysed as they are abstract in nature. Besides, language
attitudes can sometimes be misleading as speakers may give context-fitting answers
instead of their real attitudes. Moreover, language attitudes do no always reflect
speakers’ linguistic behaviour as in the study of Danish teenagers whose performance
demonstrates a different disposition from the given attitudes (Ladegaard, 2000). In
this regard, it is critical to refer to attitudinal factors along with the other socio-
psychological (prestige, nationalism and identity), geographical and even political

factors when investigating language change (Oakes, 2001, Ibrir, 2018).

In point of fact, attitudes are also one of the main social-psychological factors
that come into play in the field of language change and stability because individuals
can either opt to change their language or resist change according to their attitudes
towards some linguistic variables/varieties. Generally speaking, speakers have the
tendency to change and follow the flow; however, others reject change as they
consider it a menace to their language and thus their identity. So, they choose to

conserve and keep their linguistic legacy (language stability).

With respect to language attitudes and language usage, some speakers consider
the original unchanged forms as correct language and the new changed forms as
incorrect language (Hickey, 2010). Hickey’s ideas of the correctness of altered
speech or even writing are also echoed by Milroy and Milroy (1999) who report the
view of any kind of divergence from the typical variety as an illiteracy. This indicates
the relationship between language attitudes, prestige and the traditional social
variables of age, gender, residence, education and social networks. Following

Braunmuller’s overview about attitudes as a language change parameter (2014, p.20-
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21), language attitudes is a multifaceted entity that involves “attitudes towards
linguistic change, loyalty towards one’s own language (and culture) and, not to forget,

attitudes towards bilingual/bilectal language use”.
2.5.3 Awareness

When discussing the notion of awareness, it is crucial to refer to the mutual
relationship between awareness as a mechanism and language change because
awareness 1s not just the outcome of the influence of language change on speakers’
awareness (the product of language change), but it can also be consequential to
language change. Kristiansen (2017) referred to it as ‘influence from language change
on awareness’ and ‘influence from awareness on language change’ respectively.
However, the matter that needs to be accentuated at this juncture is the influence of
awareness on language change. Kristiansen (2017) claims that human beings
(especially laymen) are not aware of the static features that did not go through any
process of variation and change. He further appends that the perception of awareness
of change differs significantly among individuals, i.e., between linguists (as experts
with a linguistic ear) and laymen or ‘real people’ (with no linguistic experience)

(Preston, 2018).

In this respect, it is of a great significance to raise the issue of sound change
and awareness by Labov (2001) because he views sound change as the initiation of
language change. Labov (1972; 1994; 2001; 2010) argues that speakers/listeners are
not aware of all types of sound change. Their perception is contingent upon the types
of linguistic variables and the types of awareness of change, either ‘from below
awareness’, meaning changes from within the speech community or ‘from above
awareness’, meaning changes as a result of influence from outside the speech
community) (Labov, 2001). He mentions, in this vein, that ‘indicators’ are less
noticeable and speakers are not acutely cognizant and aware of indicators in language,
but they are aware of ‘marked features’ and ‘stereotypes’. Markers are usually less
conspicuous, yet speakers are aware of them; stereotypes, on the other hand, are
publically notices and, thus, widely available for recognition. This distinction reflects

mainly the impact of language variation and change on awareness.
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The opposite perspective, the influence from awareness on change, is also
possible. In his study of the internal factors of linguistic change, Labov (1972; 1994)
stresses the role of speakers’ awareness in determining the direction of change; he
maintains that “there is a part of language behavior that is subject to conscious

control, to deliberate choice, to purposeful and reflective behavior” (2001, p. 28).

This discussion intrigues the minds posing an intricate query which is the way
and the extent to which speakers can be conscious about the changes that language
undergoes. In order not to deviate from our scope, it is important to mention that this
discussion is mainly about awareness in relation to contact-induced change, and
hence it is about bilingual/multilingual speakers. Broadly speaking, bilingual or
multilingual speakers are usually aware of the shared and different features of the
languages they know (Luk, 2013; Rivlina, 2015).

Pursuing the same matter as Labov (1972, 1994) in his categorization of the
linguistic variables that operate under the manipulation of awareness and those which
do not, Von Humboldt (1836, cited in Labov, 1994) provided a two-fold distinction
maintaining that there is: an ‘inner-form’ and an ‘outer-form’ of language. He alleges
that speakers are more conscious of the outer patterns of language (such as sounds,
morphemes, words, etc.) as opposed to the inner patterns of language (i.e. grammar).
Similarly, Hickey (2010) argues that individuals are more conscious of lexical
categories than grammaticalised ones. From this perspective, it is noteworthy to
underline the fact that linguistic awareness is highly dependent on the types of

linguistic features in addition to the context of these linguistic variables.
2.5.4 Cognition

Besides the aforementioned mechanisms, language contact situations are also
affected by the cognitive dimension. At this point, before delving into the relation
between cognition and language change/stability, it is critical to first define the term
cognition. Broadly speaking, cognition is the process of knowing or realizing
something, i.e., the perception and conception of something. Cognitive control
denotes the functioning mental faculty of speakers to observe, detect, track, select
and attend to any prevailing variation within different contexts (Braver, 2010). It
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should be noted that speakers are intrinsically distinct, and their encounters with
languages and attentiveness to linguistic variability vary as well. Ergo, their cognitive
control is highly affected by these factors (Mattys and Wiget, 2011; Mattys and
Palmer, 2015).

When referring to cognition in relation to language variability and change, we
should discuss the mental control that speakers use to contend with any linguistic
variation. From this perspective, Clopper (2014) avers that speakers’ exposure to
variability renders their mental ability versatile to adopt to any occurring variant.
Green and Abutalebi (2013) share the same contention maintaining that the linguistic
patterns that speakers frequently use affect the cognitive structure of individuals. To
illustrate, Hartanto and Yang (2016) maintain that bilingual/multilingual individuals
who frequently use one language and suppressing the other/s are subsumed to have a
different cognitive control from bilinguals/multilinguals who frequently switch
between languages such as the case of Voice Onset Time (VOT) of voiceless plosives
production and perception by English-French bilinguals and English and French
monolinguals. The performance of English-French bilinguals inhabiting France
exhibits a French-like production of VOT of voiceless stops in English compared to
the French and English monolingual speakers (see Lev-Ari and Peperkamp, 2013 and
Lev-Ari and Peperkamp, 2014).

Interestingly, the cognitive control that speakers operate in dual/tri-language
modes implies that linguistic variation is no longer problematic as they can control
their choice and adaption of this new input within their linguistic inventory. For
instance, bilingual/multilingual speakers, in a contact situation, find themselves under
the pressure of choosing context-fitting structures from their linguistic repertoire
taking into account the kind of situation they are in, the participants in the speech
event and the types of features to be selected. Nevertheless, this can be a complicated
burdensome problematic, so they tend to lighten this ‘linguistic burden’ by
converging some interlingual features with the intention of alleviating the ‘cognitive
cost’ (Weinreich, 1953, 1968; Matras, 2009).
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Moreover, speakers, when attempting to lower the cognitive cost, have the
tendency to select compatible system-internal equivalences (i.e. forms that are shared
by the SL and the RL) and make the challenge less daunting for them (Aikhenvald,
2007; Hoder, 2012). This, in turn, can also lead to stability of these selected features.
Therefore, this implies that these two linguistic processing features, i.e., the
perception of congruent patterns (stability) and speakers’ construction of common
features (convergence) can account for cases of stability and contact-induced change.
In a nutshell, language variability, in fact, is the underlying drive that requires
speakers to use their cognitive mechanisms in order to aid them in their selection from
the existing linguistic input and output and to adapt to any occurring linguistic

modulations.
2.5.5 Political and Geo-demographic Setting

As far as language change and stability, the structure of speakers grouping and
how loose or tight their network is are determinants factors a propos of the spread of
innovation or maintenance of language stability (Milroy, J., 1992; 1993; Milroy and
Milroy, 1985; 1992; Milroy, L., 2002a; 2002b;, Aikhenvald, 2007; Braunmuller et

al., 2014). For more elucidation, Croft (2000) defines the term network as follows:

Networks vary in density (how many individuals know each other) and
multiplexity (in how many different domains the individuals know each
other). Individuals have relatively strong or weak ties, defined in terms of
density, multiplexity, and intimacy of links with other individuals in the
network. (p.240)

This entails that the density and the tightness of speech communities can either
ease the spread of linguistic change or impede it. In opposition, loose networks are
more open to external innovation and, thus, more prone to linguistic change (Milroy
1992; Auer and Hinskens, 2005). If change is welcomed and ‘admitted’ within
society, those resistant tightly-knit networks are more likely to spread the change

among them and in the whole society.
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As a matter of fact, speakers in tightly-knit networks tend to resist external
linguistic and social influence using their own unique structures and norms as a way
to represent “solidarity and loyalty” (Milroy, 1980, p.194). Similarly, Milroy and
Milroy (1985, p.375) affirm that “linguistic change is slow to the extent that the
relevant populations are well established and bound by strong ties, whereas it is rapid

to the extent that weak ties exist in populations”.

In addition to the network framework (tightly-knit or loosely-knit
networks), the number of speakers within this network (demographic settings) and
the natural borders that separate regions and nations (geographical settings) also
matter in establishing the conditions for linguistic stability and/or change. These geo-
demographic features can be contributing factors for language stability and change
(Woolhiser, 2005; Sandoy, 2004). In his study of stability in Icelandic, Fridriksson
(2008) discovered that speakers’ resistance against change is due to their small social
and geographical structuring within the whole speech community. Ponsoda and
Avila-Munoz (2014) share the same observation with Fridriksson in his investigation
with the local varieties of Andalusia. They both conclude that their resistance is
contingent upon their type of settlement because their speech communities were
geographically too small and isolated, consisting of few folks only, to accept

innovation.
2.5.6 Language Planning and Language Change

Language planning, in its essence, means to intervene in the structure and limit
the usage of a particular language or variety with the purpose of revivifying or
changing a linguistic code. Language planning refers to “the activity of preparing a
normative orthography, grammar, and dictionary for the guidance of writers and
speakers in a non-homogeneous speech community” (Haugen, 1956 quoted in
Cooper, 1989, p.29). This implies, at this level, that the purpose of language planning
is to fix, purify and solve language problems and decide on optimum solutions. This
definition highlights the main procedures involved in the process of language
planning. For this reason, it is critical to relate language planning to our scope of

interest which is language change and/or stability.
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In line with this, Deumert (2001, p.644) states that “language planning refers
to deliberate, conscious, and future-oriented activities aimed at influencing the
linguistic repertoire and behaviour of speech communities, typically at state level”.
Clearly, Deumert’s definition associates language planning with change when
referring to ‘influence’. By the same token, Cooper (1989, p.45) made the same
connection with linguistic change in his definition; he maintains that language
planning is the “deliberate efforts to influence the behaviour of others with respect to
the acquisition, structure, or functional allocation of their language codes”. In other
words, language planning is a deliberate planned influence or change of a particular
linguistic system. The word ‘influence’ is mentioned yet again; it apparently denotes
‘change’. Cooper (1989) further appends that this influence “includes the
maintenance or preservation of current behavior, a plausible goal of language
planning, as well as the change of current behavior” (p.45). This claim evidently
reveals that the chief principle in language planning is to achieve stability and

invariability though it can sometimes lead to variation and change.

Having defined the term language planning in relation to language change
and stability, it is important to review, at this point, the related phases involved in this
process so as to fathom how language planning can intervene in language either
towards stability or change. Since Haugen (1956, 1966, 1972) is the pioneering figure
of this political and linguistic practice, it is significant to start with his description; he
mentioned four main phases. The first phase is to select a social or regional variety;
the second is codification of the selected variety, i.e., the decision upon the
arrangement of the structural elements of the selected variety (grammar, vocabulary,
etc.). The final two steps are implementation; that is, the acceptance of the newly-
established norm, and elaboration is the diffusion, spread and adaptation of the newly-
selected variety (Haugen, 1966, 1972; Vikor, 1994; Deumert, 2001; Deumert and
Vandenbusche, 2003) These four stages simply demonstrates the whole process of
standardization. The first two steps are linguistic in nature concerned with the form
and structure of language, while the other two are social in essence, related with the

functions of this newly-established variety within society.

89



CHAPTER TWO: Linquistic and Social Aspects of Change

This model, however, was amended in accordance with the new
investigations and developments in the fields (Kloss, 1969; Cooper, 1989; Vikor,
1994; Schiffman, 1996; Ager, 2001).The new classification also includes two aspects:
a linguistic and social aspect. The first two types are ‘corpus planning’ and ‘status
planning’; they go hand in hand with Haugen’s fourfold model. Corpus planning is
simply concerned with the structure of the selected language/variety whereas status
planning deals with its social function within the speech community in question
(Kloss, 1969). Later on, acquisition planning and prestige planning were added to
complement the previously mentioned types and in response to the functions of
languages and speakers attitudes and needs within society (Cooper, 1989; Haarmann,
1990).

From this, it can be entailed that variation and stability can be plausible
outcomes of the process of language planning in compliance with the linguistic and
social ideologies and functions of the variety in question within a particular speech
community. It is noteworthy to highlight the fact that language planning is a delicate
issue that requires a careful examination of some criteria before the selection or
implementation of any variety such as speakers attitudes towards the elected variety,
which variety is of higher prestige within society, whether there other languages or
varieties in contact with the selected variety, speakers tolerance towards the selected
variety and language users ideologies, e.g. sense of patriotism, equality, social
tolerance, etc. All these principles can be determinant terms for the selection,

direction and acceptance of a particular variety within any speech community.

From a narrow perspective, it is crucial to refer to the process of
standardization as a main factor of language change and stability and because it is a
pivotal issue in language planning. For this reason, it should be given a section for its
own to briefly view its role in language change and/or stability. It is established in
the literature that standardization is a contributing factor to language change and
stability as the degree of standardization of a certain variety matters in establishing
the direction of change. Following Haugen’s claim, the role of standardization is to

reduce any kind of variation and this minimize change; Haugen elaborates further
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(1966/1972) defining codification “as minimal variation in form” and elaboration is

defined “as maximal variation in function” (p.252).

The ultimate goal of standardization, as a matter of fact, is to create a uniform
standard variety with a unified grammar, phonology and lexicon. Haugen (1972)
argues that after the process of standardization is fulfilled, change may not find the
way through as it cannot penetrate the newly-codified variety. Put differently, Milroy
(2001, p.531) relates standardization with uniformity and thus stability; meaning the
“imposition of uniformity” on a selected variety. In the same vein, Deumert (2003,
p.21) refers to the term uniformity and stability quite differently averring that it is
“the capacity of a language to be used in new functions, genres and styles while

maintaining its linguistic identity and fundamental structural properties”.

On the other side of the spectrum, standardization can also lead to variation
and change if we consider uniformity as an unattainable goal (Haugen, 1966, 1972;
Milroy, 2001). Hence, it is critical to, at this level, to say that standardization is an

on-going process that seeks uniformity and stability as an outcome.
2.6 Language Change in Empirical Research

The discussion of language change and stability within its social context is not
complete without the discussion of some empirical studies that shed light on how
linguistic forms are used within social implications. Of course, an exhaustive analysis
of all factors in empirical studies would be beyond the scope of this study; rather, a

brief discussion of some major studies is offered.

The first instance that triggers attention is the case of Icelandic and Faroese
which are considered an emblematic example of language purism (i.e., linguistic
stability) (Trudgill, 1992; 1996; 2002; Jacobsen, 2012). Language purism, in this
context, indicates the resistance of the language holders against foreign influence to
the extent that they may create neologisms to replace any intruding foreign words. In
this case, speakers did not succeed alone in maintaining their local vernacular variety
stable; it is the language governmental supervision that aided the maintenance of the

variety. The language institutional officials kept a record track of the use of language
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(especially the written language). By so doing, they managed to keep a socially
comprehensive authentic version of their variety. This denotes the success and
usefulness of language planning practices to preserve the dialect and thus maintain
stability (Peterson, 2010). Clearly, the language officials could not achieve this
without the aid of language users who endorsed the institutions’ proposals and
practices and showed a high sense of nationalism and loyalty towards their language
(Braunmuller, et al., 2014). An illustrating example is the case of Croatian divergence
after a successful language planning implementation in which any shared linguistic
form between Croatian and Serbian and Bosnian as neighbouring influence and
Spanish as a foreign colonial influence was eliminated (Kunzmann-Miiller, 2000;
Wingender, 2000; Grdschel, 2009).

By the same token, Fridriksson (2008) examined stability in Icelandic in
relation to nationalism and speakers’ attitudes towards the variety in question to
confirm that the sense of membership, identity and pride towards Icelandic are
contributing factors to its stability. Remarkably, not only do speakers reject foreign
linguistic influence, but they also attempt to distinguish themselves from proximate
neighbouring groups with a sense of local membership and distinctiveness, i.e.,
neighbouring opposition (Trudgill, 1988, p.554) by stressing and enlarging the
saliently different features from the other neighbouring local varieties. In this case,
language holders seek to distance themselves linguistically so as to be marked as an

inimitable unique linguistic group.

Concerning the geographical networking of linguistic assemblies Milroy and
Milroy (1985) tracked the changes occurring in English and Icelandic; English
witnessed a flux while Icelandic maintained its stability due to the close bonds and
the tightly-knit networks among its speakers. Milroy and Milroy clarified this issue
claiming that “in situations of mobility or social instability, where the proportion of
weak links in a community is consequently high, linguistic change is likely to be
rapid” (1985, p.380).

In hindsight, it is noteworthy to refer to the fact that stability can take place

despite contact in cases of genetically related languages. For example, the case of
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Low German and Danish (Bock, 1933, in Braunmuller et al., 2014) provides an
illustrative situation where transfer was possible, yet they exhibited no instance of
interference though these varieties are typologically close. In effect, such a case
reveals how convoluted their structural features and how complex the linguistic
system are. To illustrate more, Thomason and Kauffman (1988) give the example of
Balto-Slavic languages against the influence of Finnish and Estonian (Uralic
languages) where the latter languages ‘”exercised a conserving influence”
(Braunmuller et al., 2014, p.27) on the former languages. These examples show how
phenomenal languages is in which no merging and no interference were allowed
though the conditions for that were available i.e. despite contact, and genetic

relatedness.

This implies that change and/or stability can occur depending on which
linguistic level is in the play such phonology and syntax as an example. Usually,
phonology can be easily influenced and more prone to change compared to syntax
which is more complex and speakers are not aware of its marked features as in the
case of Sofia Judeo-Spanish variety of Bulgaria (Fischer, Gabriel and Kireva, 2014).
Similarly, Berg (2014) conducted an investigation to reveal how the intricacy of
forms can help retain their stability; he provided the example of case marking in Low
and High German, more specifically, definite articles of neuter gender specially (full-
form vs. reduced form). Berg establish that the full-form of definite articles remained
stable as opposed to the cliticised form which were more susceptible to change. He
explained this referring to the fact that cliticised forms could not inhibit the influence

of German as they were “more receptive to standard German” (Berg, 2014, p.71).

It follows that contact does not always designate the occurrence of change of
the linguistic system in question. Put differently, contact does not always lead to
change as there are some structural features that tend to retain stability such as basic
terminology, and there are other forms that halt change such as cultural vocabulary
(Milroy and Milroy, 1985; Thomason and Kauffman, 1988; Wichmann & Holman,
2009; Kauffman, 2010, Trudgill, 2010; Dediu, 2013; Berg, 2014; Nichols, 2018, etc.).

These structural features “are most indicative of the overall structure of a language .
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.. of the typological profile, or ‘genius’ of a language” (Cysouw, Albu and Dress,

2008, p.263).

Highlighting the impact of contact on language use, Okumura (2011, 2018)
investigated the use of the phonological variable (ng) in a dialect spoken in north-
eastern Japan as an attempt to explain the intensive use of the [n]. In her analysis,
Okumura, makes use of a set of words in isolation and then used in a conversation to
verify the use of this variable in their active linguistic production. She even explored
the speakers’ perception of this variable. Given the fact that this phonological variable
Is an intruding element to the dialect, Okumura justifies this impact with the direct
social contact with the outsider settlers of the Japanese town who first introduced this

variable into the repertoire of the speakers of this town.

What is of interest at this juncture is that the analysis of change in one research
endeavour is expected to take into account one aspect. The present study entertain the
possibility of investigating instances of linguistic change in the Chaoui variety of
Berber with particular focus on the contact-induced lexical change. The social
implication are tackled in relation to the theoretical foundation offered in the

discussion above.
2.7Conclusion

The discussion of language change and stability is tantamount to arguing that
there is no such thing as a linguistic system that is completely immune to change.
Change, however, occurs at very slow rates so as to ensure that there is a healthy level
of mutual intelligibility across social subgroups. It is also mentioned in the chapter
that the degree and the rate at which different languages change is contradistinct.
More importantly, different linguistic levels within the same linguistic variety are
marked with different levels of susceptibility to change. While the former is the
outcome of extralinguistic features that can be substantially society-motivated, the

latter is a reflection of the inherent dynamism of linguistic features.

The literature offers some interesting insight into the motives of language

change, often with conflicting findings that reflect preliminary differences in the

94



CHAPTER TWO: Linquistic and Social Aspects of Change

scholars approaches to sociolinguistics. Many scholars prefer to account for linguistic
change in terms of the inherent capacity of linguistic features to acquire new forms
and map them unto new functions. However, it is proven that attributing linguistic
change to purely language-internal factors can be inconclusive in accounting for the
direction of change, nor can it explain why certain linguistic changes are carried out
more rapidly within certain speech communities but not in others. Other scholars,
however, prefer to account for the dynamic nature of language in relation to the
predominantly dynamic nature of the speakers of language. Societies are marked with
a highly intricate level of diversity, and it is only through the understanding of social
structures that language structure can be understood. This view, while not necessarily
adequate on its own, offers more insight into the way language speakers interfere in
the shaping of not only their linguistic behaviour but also the structure of language as

a whole.

Language change can be observed in different linguistic levels; it can affect
phonological, morphological, lexical and syntactic features of language, and it can
even transcend the level of the sentence to affect meaning at the textual level. What
Is of interest to sociolinguistics lies in not offering predictability criteria for what
variables are going to change. Rather, the essence is capturing the exact picture of
how linguistic variable change and explaining the social implications a posteriori.
The following chapter highlights the main methodological considerations in the

present study with reference to the core methods in sociolinguistic research.
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CHAPTER THREE: Research Methodology and Study Design

3.1Introduction

This chapter presents the methodological template pertinent to the current
study. It describes the research approach (qualitative/quantitative), the sample, the
setting, the procedures and the methods used to collect the data. The first phase of
this chapter is devoted to the pilot study and its presumptive outcomes. The
informants, research instruments and results of the pilot study are discusses in this
chapter to test the feasibility of the research protocol established for this study. The
second section of the chapter describes the informants selected for the study and a
description of the speech community involved (the Chaoui community). The third
section provides a meticulous description of the used data collection tools in carrying
out this study. It should be noted that the current research adopts others
methodologies available in the bulk of about language change and adapt it to fit in

with the objective of the current work.
3.2 The Pilot Study

The pilot study is the first step that the researcher goes through; it can be a
planning and application of the research protocol deployed for this research on a
small-scale population in order to avoid any kind of diversion of results and thus false
generalizations. In this vein, Lowe (2019, p.117) states that “the primary purpose of
a pilot study is not to answer specific research questions but to prevent researchers
from launching a large-scale study without adequate knowledge of the methods
proposed”. In other words, the pilot study paves the way for inquirers to feasibly
conduct their investigation. In technical terms, pilot studies (also called feasibility
studies) are designed for the purpose of ‘trying out’ or ‘pretesting’ the methods
planned for a more scrupulous and thorough investigation (Polit & Beck, 2017;

Arain, Campbell, Cooper, & Lancaster, 2010, etc.).
3.2.1 Purpose

The use of the pilot study in this research provides the researcher with a guide
to follow concerning the overall research design; it also tests to what extent the

research instruments used are practical and effective appertaining to its results, i.e.
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validity and reliability. The pilot study offers as well a chance for the inquirer to avoid
unforeseeable complications regarding the methods or other parts of the research
design. The Pilot study used prior to the present study proves to be convenient in
collecting the preliminary data and assessing the protocol of the current work. The
results of the pilot study are not as important as the viability of the hypothesis and the

utility of the questionnaire and the interview.

As far as the questionnaire is concerned, the pilot study helps organize the
constructs and the items of the questions and fix problems concerning the language,
wording, comprehension, type of questions, length of questions and of the whole
questionnaire, the time consumed, etc. In this view, Cohen et al (2007:260) states that
“the wording of questionnaires is of paramount importance and that pretesting is
crucial to its success”. Regarding the data obtained from the pilot study, no major
modifications are made at the level of the whole protocol except for some minor
changes at the level of the questionnaire such as merging some questions and deleting

others.

As concerns the interview conducted, some questions are added to the initial
prepared questions for the interview; some questions were deleted as they prove to
be impractical. On the basis of the answers provided by the pilot study participants,
the questions prepared for interview do not require drastic modifications as they are
merely designed to elicit the desirable variables for the study. The researcher also
formulates other questions as an insight obtained from the participants who indirectly
provide useful suggestions. Moreover, the non-cooperative behavior of some of the
pilot study participants during the interview phase (some refuse to be recorded)

necessitates the construction of a grid to score the attained results.

It is also worthwhile noting that the participants of the pilot study were not
included within the main study as it not preferred in research. To elucidate more,
conducting questionnaires and interviews with the same participants make the
informants bored and impassive, also known as ‘semantic satiation’ (Black, 2003). In

more simple words, when the participants are asked the same things for more than
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once, the meaning intended may be lost, and thus they lose interest in the study which

is not going to be of much help and effectiveness to the research and the researcher.

For a high level of viability and validity, the participants involved in the pilot
study are selected based on the same background; that is to say, they were classified
on the same way as the sample of the actual study e.g. age, education, gender,

mobility, urbanization, etc.
3.2.2 Validity and Reliability

This empirical research takes into consideration the importance of the
psychometric properties in order to ensure the feasibility of the methodology applied
and the results obtained. The properties of validity and reliability are one of the
milestones of empirical research as they back up the researcher and the research in
that they make the investigator and the results creditable and ‘worth paying attention
to’ (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 290).

a. Validity

The validity of a research tool entails how well a research tool and its results
are relevant to the problematic of the study in question, i.e. to what extent this
instrument measures what it is supposed to measure (Carmines & Zeller, 1979; Seale,
2004; Rasinger, 2010). In other words, validity tests the usefulness and applicability
of the designed questionnaire in that it should only measures the purported variables
of the study, and in this way the researcher will verify if the research questions are in
full conformity with the questionnaire items. Furthermore, validity can also test if the
results of the questionnaire are compatible with the related literature and thus more
plausible (Guoin, 2002; Krug and Schluter, 2013). It is more appropriate when it

comes to measuring the unmeasurable such as attitudes.

In order to achieve validity of the research instruments used in the present
study, the researcher used a prior small-scale study to assure that the constructed
questions do fittingly comply with the objectives of the study. For a more definite
function of the selected instruments, the inquirer used already-prepared constructs

and items based on other prior works on language variation and change in the bulk of
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literature (Diallo, 2006; Fridriksson, 2008; Hickey, 2009; Krug and Rosen, 2012;
Hilbert and Krug, 2012; Dweik and Qawar, 2015; lbrir, 2018). This subsumes the

validity of the used instruments besides the consultation of the supervisor.

In addition to this, the researcher also opts for a random sampling in order to
warrant an equal chance of selection and thus eliminate any kind of preference during
the selection of sample phase. This procedure, in fact, ensures validity, objectivity
and hence maximum generalizability. In the present study, the constructs of the
questionnaire and Loanword Typology meaning least are the main data collection
tools. The meaning list is a tool that has been tested on 41 languages and has proven
to be very relevant to the study of language change. Therefore, it is taken as a tool of
significant reliability. Moreover, the questionnaire items are modelled after the study
of Kabyle and Mzabi by Al Rousan and lbrir (2017) which has been reviewed by Dr.
Okab Shawashreh and Dr. Mahmoud Wardat from Yarmouk University and Majed

Al-Quran from Hashemite University.
b. Reliability

Reliability is always associated with consistency; that is to say, it is how
consistent the results of a particular instrument are (Kane, 1982; Kirk & Miller, 1986;
Joppe, 2000). To explain, the reliability of a research tool is when the study is
repeated under the same conditions and in the same setting, and it gives stable and
consistent results. In other words, “Reliability refers to our measure repeatedly
delivering the same or near the same results” (Rasinger 2008, p. 55). Reliability of

data is paramount because this data is going to be used for future scientific research.

As far as reliability is concerned, the researcher depends on a computer-
assisted method which is SPSS; the data obtained were entered into this software
programming to test the results statistically. This software measures statistical values
for reliability such as the correlation of Cronbach’s Alpha value (Webb, Shavelson
& Haertel, 2007). Moreover, for a more reliable output, the researcher makes of use
of trained native speakers as assistants since the researcher does not speak the variety
under investigation. The purpose of this assistant-based protocol is to assure that

informants understand all the questions especially those who do not speak or read
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Arabic or French. The assistants were also of much a help in administering the

questions of the questionnaire and the interview.

Another important point at this level is that the researcher also opts for the
mixed method approach to ensure greater validity and reliability to the overall work
(triangulation). This approach is a compensation method that accounts for the lacks
of each of the quantitative and qualitative methods (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005;
Trueman, 2015).

It should be noted that these two criteria of reliability and validity operate
together as the former is a prerequisite for the latter. Hence, in order to guarantee a
high degree of generalizability of results, the researcher should opt for these
properties during the investigation process. The reliability of the study refers to the
extent to which the tools would produce consistent findings when tested twice. To
test the reliability of the questionnaire, Chronbach’s Alpha coefficient is calculated,
which provides an index of the internal consistency of the measurement, hence, its
reliability. The guideline for acceptable levels of consistency is that the coefficient
be higher than 0.7. In the present study, the measurement yielded a value of a. = 0.773,
which, according to Webb, Shavelson and Haertel (2007), is indicative of higher

levels of internal consistency.
3.3 The Main Study

The prior phase of the pilot study and the data gathered from it pave the way
for the large study sample to be conducted based on an ideal-like framework. The
research scheme and the research instruments previously validated and tested in the
small scale study also certifies the initiation of the investigation. This section, thus,
introduces the research design, the research setting (the investigated speech

community), the participants and the data collections methods used.
3.3.1 The Research Design of the Study

Selecting the appropriate research design is momentous for the success of any
research. As a matter of fact, the design selection is an important phase to decide on

the research approach used; it is, thus, the lay out through which the inquirer can
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proceed with his plan. Akhter (2016, p.68) regards it as “the glue that holds all of the
elements in a research project together”. In more technical terms, the research design
is the overall framework of the research work that connects the conceptual research

problems with the pertinent (and achievable) empirical research (Creswell, 2014).

It should be noted that the choice of a suitable research design is highly
contingent upon the established research questions. In such regard, the current study
opts for the case study method as a research strategy. The case study as a research
methodology is often defined as an intensive methodical investigation of a particular
community or group in which the inquirer can easily observe and probe a set of
variables (Twycross and Heale, 2017) with no control over them. Interestingly, a case
study researcher can also manage and answer his research questions through an
amalgamation of ample data sets (quantitative and qualitative) and thus gain
insightful conclusions. What is worthwhile noting at this phase is that case study
research usually provide answers for ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions for the purpose of
exploring, describing and explaining a particular phenomenon. The ‘what, where and
who questions, on the other hand, are generally answered through a survey and
interview investigation (Rowley, 2002). For a more adequate study and more
convenient results, a blending mixture can be efficient, in some cases, to further
fathom and scrutinize every possible feature specific to the phenomenon in question.
Put simply, a case study proves to be constructive when “a how or why question is
being asked about a contemporary set of events over which the investigator has little
or no control” (Yin, 1994, p.9).

Traditionally, there are three conventional research approaches to conduct
research, the qualitative method, the quantitative method and the mixed method (also
referred to as the triangulation method). The current study adopts the mixed method
approach as it is using a combination of qualitative and quantitative data collection
and analysis techniques. The triangulation or mixed method proves to be a useful and
most relevant approach as it rigorously addresses the probed research questions with
the integration of different types of data (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Bryman,
2012; Creswell, 2014; Creswell, 2015; Maxwell, 2016, etc.). It also compensates for
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the weaknesses of each method if used alone in research; that is to say, the strength
of one method counteracts the shortcomings of the other. This integrative application
assists the researcher in dealing with more complex issues as it provides an in-depth
detailed view of the findings and hence more accurate generalizations (Poth &
Munce, 2020; Dawadi, Shrestha and Giri, 2021).

Another point to be taken into consideration when opting for this approach is
the priority decision; the option of priority is closely related to the questions,
objectives and informants participating in research. To clarify, the researcher can
either focus on one type over another or give them an equal priority. In this view, the
present study gives a matched attention to both quantitative and qualitative data
collection and analysis in that the researcher used a variety of methods, a
questionnaire, an interview and a glossary translation. Moreover, on the basis of the
research design and objectives, the data were collected concurrently because the
researcher addressed different types of questions (open-ended and close-ended) and
within each instrument, specifically the questionnaire, the consultants provides both
qualitative and quantitative data. In sum, preferring the mixed method as an approach
Is of a great significance to researchers as it provides rich insightful conclusions from

the investigation.

It should be also pointed out that the current work’s main purpose is not to
come up with a new developed methodological framework into the field of language
variation and change as the present thesis adopts already-used methods and followed

previous works (methodologically) on the field of variation and change.
3.3.2 The Population

Defining the target population and the sample pertinent to the work is an
essential matter before launching any investigation. This section describes the
population and sample of this study. Broadly speaking, population includes all the
members (every individual, every possible item); Banerjee (2010) states that a
population refers to a whole group of people with distinctive characteristics that the

researcher needs to draw conclusions about. The population of the present study
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involves all native speakers of the Chaoui variety of Berber who are the inhabitants

of the Berber constellations of Batna.
3.3.3 The Sample

As mentioned earlier, the population is a larger set of individuals; this means
that the researcher cannot collect data from all of its members due to time, energy and
resources constraints. For this reason, a sample is selected in order to condense the
cases of the study, and to “make inference about a population or to make

generalization in relation to existing theory” (Taherdoost, 2016, p.20).

The sample of this study is selected based on a number of sampling techniques.
First, it is generally acknowledged that random samples that are representative of the
target populations are more likely to yield generalisable research outcomes.
Representativeness, in this regard, encompasses the feature of reflecting the
qualitative and quantitative diversity of the population. In other words, the selected
sample should be proportional with the population’s size, and it should mirror the
social diversity thereof. In the present study, the sampling paradigm is not constructed
on a purely random basis. Rather, it is a mixture of purposive, snowball and
convenience sampling. The purposive sampling is justified by the researcher’s desire
to include all possible social stratas in the selected sample. Here, the researcher made
sure that the sample is proportionately distributed across the age, gender, education
and geographical background axes as these are reported in the literature as being the

most relevant social variables in the analysis of variation and change.

Snowball sampling is a technique where the researcher relies on one
informant’s network to come in contact with other informants. This method, despite
its non-probabilistic feature, can be very useful when target social strata that are less
prevalent, albeit central, in the target population. Uneducated relatively younger
participants are likely to be excluded from random sampling methods as they are less
ubiquitous in modern communities. Moreover, the snowball sampling technique
helped the researcher overcome the limitation of informants’ refrain. It is noted,
however, that this sampling technique was resorted to only when all fails, and it did
not form the basis for the sampling paradigm.
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The convenience sampling technique is known as a measure where the
researcher selects the participants that are most accessible to them. That is,
participants that are within the researchers’ geographical and/or social network are
selected. This method can be very effective in saving time and cost. However, it can
lead to biased samples as it lacks randomisation. To overcome this limitation, the
researcher opted for enhancing probability via selecting participants from various
settings: university, popular neighbourhoods, city-centre market and administration
offices.

The sampling paradigm is close to the probability/random sampling technique;
this technique ensures that every possible member of the community has a chance of
being elected as part of the sample. Subsequently, the researcher opts for the random
stratified sampling as it warrants an equal probability and thus a maximum diversity.
In this type of sampling, “the researcher (1) identifies in advance the types of speakers
to be studied; and (2) seeks out a quota of speakers who fit the specified categories”
(Tagliamonte, 2006, p.23).

This sample is also greatly representative of the whole population; in this way,
the inquirer will be able to make statistical inferences about the larger entity
(population). This, as Shi (2015) argues, will raise the degree of efficiency and
preciseness of research findings. In other words, Trudgill and Chambers (1998, p. 47)
allege that using this sampling technique implies selecting individuals “at random
from the total population in such a way that all members of the community have an
equal chance of selection, in order that the speakers investigated should be
representative of the entire population”. To ensure representativeness, Tagliamonte
(2006, p.23) adds, at this level, that “a minimum requirement for any sample is that
it has a degree of representativeness on the bases of age, sex, and (some way of
determining) social class, education level, or both” which is what the researcher of

this study opts for with her sample.

The sample of this study consists of 290 Chaoui participants aged 18 and
above. The researcher chooses to collect data from this larger sample in order to

assure transparency and clarity of the linguistic situation. It should be clarified that
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the sample size compared to the number of the whole population is not that large as
the researcher could not opt for more individuals due to time, distance and other
reasons. In this view, Milroy and Gordon (2003) appends that using very large

samples can be very difficult to handle and even ‘counterproductive’.

The age variable can be problematic when attempting to divide it into
categories: young, middle-aged and old. First, there is no mutual consensus in the
literature with regard to what ages belong to what category. Moreover, certain age
groups can be hard to categorise. For these reasons, the researcher opted for two
strategies that are believed to resolve these complications. First, the researcher first
considered age as a continuous variable where informants are requested to give their
age in number rather than category. Second, after obtaining, the researcher
transformed the continuous variable into a categorical one based on inter-rater
analyses of similarities across answers. By so doing, the researcher managed to
identify age-wise congruent strata that can be classified into young, middle aged and
old. The distribution of the informants across these categories is illustrated in the

following table:

Table 3.1. Participants across Age Groups

Number Percentage
Young (18-35) 112 38.6%
Middle-Aged (40-53) 105 36.2%
Old (60+) 73 25.2%
Total 290 100%

The table above shows that the participants are not evenly distributed across
the age categories. This is not problematic knowing that the vast majority of the
population are young. This means that the selected sample is relatively proportionate

to the target population in terms of age.

The selected sample is not only stratified on the basis of age, but also according
to other social categories that prove to be related to language variation and change in
the bulk of literature (Trudgill &Chambers, 1998 among others). The sample selected

for the present study includes males and females as shown in the following table:
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Table 3.2. Participants across Gender Groups

Number Percentage
Males 137 47.2%
Females 153 52.8%
Total 290 100%

Unlike the variable of age, gender was more evenly stratified in the selected
sample. The table above shows that males and females are almost identical in number
with males being sixteen participants shy. This is motivated by numerous reasons.
First, it is noted that generally females are more numerous than males which means
that representative samples are expected to reflect that. Second, through the sampling
process of sampling, the ratio of ‘sample approached: sample participated’ is higher
in females as a number of males expressed disinterest in taking part in the study.
Third, the researcher’s desire to make a balance between the two genders with respect
to the variables of residence and education made it very difficult to make the numbers

perfectly matching.

The variable of education proved to be the most challenging variable to
represent in the sample. While it was relatively feasible to approach educated male
and female participants, uneducated participants are less readily available to the
researcher. The following table shows the distribution of participants across the

variable of education:

Table 3.3. Participants across Education Groups

Number Percentage
Uneducated 40 13.8%
Primary/Middle 59 20.3%
Secondary 95 32.8%
Tertiary 96 33.1%
Total 290 100%

The table above shows that the majority of the population are university
student. This highlights the convenience sampling measures undertaken for the study

as the University of Batna provided a cluster of participants with relative ease to
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contact them. Uneducated participants, however, where very hard to approach as

reflected by their number in the sample.

It is to be noted, at this juncture, that mobility in this study is used as an
opposite of sedentarism or sendentism; that is to say, the researcher wants to refer to
individuals who do not move a lot (geographical transregional mobility) as it is not
given much attention as a contributing social variable. The relevance of this issue of
mobility to language variation and change dates back to the time of traditional
dialectology (Chambers and Trudgill, 1998). Britain (2002, p.603) claim that
considering its historical origin, “it is paradoxical that one of the social categories
that has received least attention of all is space”. Blommaert (2010, 2014, 2016) shares
the same contention that language is equated with mobility. In light of this, Britain
(2016) and Beaman (2021) maintain that it is significant to introduce the issue of
mobility/immobility in the spectrum of linguistic variation and change in order to

give a more nuanced perspective about this matter.

The purpose is to track the linguistic features of speakers who are static (hon-
mobile) compared to those who are peripatetic (mobile). The rationale behind this is
that speakers who move and travel either inside the same region or out of the region
under investigation tend to change and adopt a new social and linguistic lifestyle. In
other words, there is difference between the prototypical authentic speakers and the
atypical sedentary informants, as referred to in traditional dialectology, in terms of
their linguistic practices (Chambers and Trudgill, 1998). Beaman (2021, p.1) also
avers that “as individuals move and come into increased contact with speakers of
different varieties, they naturally accommodate their speech to their interlocutors
throughout their lifetime”. What is worthwhile noting is that this study takes into
consideration transregional and/or transnational mobility of informants;
transcontinental mobility (migration) is excluded from this scale as is deemed to be
another subject of investigation in the bulk of literature (Castles et al., 2002; Ellis,
2008; Samers, 2010, etc.).

Along these lines, there is a plethora of literature that manifests the

significance of the element of mobility/immobility as a critical factor in the
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investigation of language variation and change (such as Kerswill & Williams, 2000;
Britain, 2002; Milroy, 2002; Auer, 2013; Blommaert 2014; Britain, 2016; Beaman,
2021, etc.). From this perspective, the present study attempts to unravel the impact of

this criterion on the trajectory of language change.

Another point to be raise as well is that studies on mobility and residence are
intertwined because mobility can include urban/rural mobility (urban-rural, rural-
rural, and urban-urban) (Migge, 2016). The sample of the present study is selected
from three regions: Batna city, which is an urban centre; Arris, which is a semi-urban
centre; and Chir in Theniet EI Abed, which is a rural area. The following table shows

the distribution of participants across the three areas:

Table 3.4. Participants across Residence Groups

Number Percentage
Urban 158 54.5%
Semi-Urban 91 31.4%
Rural 41 14.1%
Total 290 100%

One of the major limitations of the present study is that the rural areas are not
equally represented in the sample. This is conceivable knowing that the researcher
did not manage to find research assistants from the rural areas which limited the
access participants. Still, knowing that the Chaoui community is predominantly urban
and semi-urban, it is understandable that the sample be predominantly urban and

semi-urban.
3.3.4 The Speech Community under Investigation

The speech community is an essential unit of analysis in sociolinguistic research
as it portrays the linguistic and social practices of the individual and collective
behaviour. From this perspective, Batna can be considered as a speech community

where its speaker share the same social and linguistic behaviour.

The current study is concerned with three research sites: Batna city, Arris and
Chir in Theniet Al Abed.
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o Batna City: it is the main city of Batna Province in northeast Algeria. It has a
population of 340000 (2022 census) It is situated between the sound and the
north of the Atlas Mountains, geographically speaking. Linguistically
speaking, it is considered to be a hybrid of Arabs and Berber speakers.
Historically, it is regarded the capital of the Aurés. The city was originally
built as a military encampment by the French in 1844 due to its geographical
location for maintaining an access point between the Atlas and the Sahara.
Few years later, a new town was established next to the fortress; it was
formerly called Nouvelle Lambese.

e Arris city: it is the most ancient city in Batna. It has a population of 30700
(2022 census). It is situated in the centre of the Aurés region. It’s name in
Berber literally translates as the lion (Arr) /?a:r/ and the horse( Iss) /?i:s/. It can
also translate to the white earth/soil /(h)?ari:se/.

e Chir in Theniet Al Abed: it is a municipality that belongs to the town of
Theniet Al Abed. It is consists of small rural villages such as, Taghit, Chir,
Tisqifin, etc. Itis a rural mountainous town known for farming and agriculture.

It has a population of 5478.

It should be noted that the process of collecting data from these villages took
place over the course of two phases; the first phase is during the summer of 2022
where the researcher spent five days collecting data from the above mentioned places.
This phase was primarily concerned with the translation of the list and the
questionnaire. The second phase was conducted by the research assistants who
provided data that made up the totality of observed language use analysis, i.e., the
sociolinguistic interview. The second phase was subsequent to the formal analysis of

the translated lists.
3.3.5 Research Assistant Participants

After this sample presentation, it is important to point out how the researcher
approached his consultants during the period of data collection. In order to create
contact with the informants, the inquirer recruited a number of individuals (friends

and colleagues of the researcher) from the same speech community and speaking the
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same variety who in turn assisted in establishing a connection between the researcher
and her consultants. This technique is usually referred to in the bulk of literature as
the snowball technique or the friend-of-a-friend method (Milroy, 1980; Labov, 1984;
Tagliamonte 2006; Schilling, 2013; Krug and Schluter, 2013). Broadly speaking, this
method means that the researcher gets acquainted with his consultants through other
speakers who in turn introduce the researcher as a friend of theirs in order to eliminate
any personal or social aloofness and thus ensuring a well-established familiarity with
the informants. In the bulk of literature, Milroy (1980) is credited with being among

the first ones to use this method where he claims that

friends of friends perform an important social function by extending the
range of goods and services which members of the first order zone are
able to provide. Therefore, if a stranger is identified as a friend of a
friend, he may easily be drawn into the network’s mesh of exchange
and obligation relationships. His chances of observing and participating

in prolonged interaction will then be considerably increased. ... (p.53).

Before establishing any contact with the informants and before administering
the questionnaire and interview questions, it is crucial to refer to the ethics of
conducting research and contacting informants for data elicitation. As a starting point,
the researcher should read about any regulations set by his/her responsible institutions
before conducting any scientific investigation for the purpose of maintaining validity

and accuracy of results (Babbie and Mouton, 2006).

For this reason, it is generally advisable for the inquirer to first describe the
objective of his/her enquiry to his informants, provide them with contact information
with the researcher, certify their privacy, pledge for their consent and participation
willingly (Drew & Hardman, 2007). Concerning privacy and anonymity, the
researcher constructed the questionnaire with no writing-names requirements; the
questionnaire was administered anonymously, as neither the researcher nor the reader
knows about the consultants’ identity. The interview, nevertheless, requires another
trend of confidentiality (Gregory, 2003; Oliver, 2003; Smyth & Williamson, 2004)

since it was a face-to-face operation with the presence of a recruiter (as a friend and
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translator) because the researcher does not speak nor understand the variety in
question. Interestingly, the presence of the assistant caused no intricacies during the
process of data collection as it (i.e. assistance) was a source of comfort and security.
Despite this friend-like closeness with the participants, the researcher certified for her

consultants that their identities are and will remain private.

Furthermore, the researcher puts no pressure neither on the recruiters nor the
informants as they were given sometimes time to get familiarized with the situation
and those involved in it (the researcher and recruiter). The informants were also
informed that they can stop the interview and repeat if necessary; they were also told
that they can resign at any time in case of discomfort. Through this, the researcher
makes voluntariness and consent possible and effective. In here, the researcher
presence besides the recruiter is necessary and beneficial to adjust, explain and assess
questions and informants’ responses. To put it differently, the research, in this way,

is being a ‘primary instrument’ of research (Merriam, 1988; Denzin & Lincoln, 2003).
3.3.6 Data Collection Techniques

The phase of collecting data is as critical as the quality of the data obtained,;
this implies that the researcher should opt for the appropriate research tools to warrant
the accuracy and validity of findings. Generally speaking, the choice of the
appropriate research tools is driven by the types of question the inquirer is working
on and the variables under scrutiny. The researcher should also pay attention to any
linguistic, social or time constraints before deciding on or adopting any research
strategy as each tool has its own caveats. In this vein, Marczyk, DeMatteo and
Festinger (2005, p. 17) also adds that “the most efficient data collection techniques
are also the simplest”. This entails that a mal-designed research tool directly affects
and greatly confounds the elicited findings of a well-designed research framework
(Trochim, 2001).

With this goal, this section provides an overview of the used research tools
describing each technique in a minute detail. The researcher opts for a triangulation
method as the ultimate source of validation with the aim of recompensing for the cons
and caveats of each single method. In this vein, the researcher opts for the use of three
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research tools: a questionnaire, an interview and a glossary translation, each designed

with regard to the established research questions.
3.3.7 The Loanword Typology Meaning L.ist

It is essential to refer to the origin and the gradual development of this kind of list
in historical and linguistic enquiry (Meaning Typology List). Th first attempt that has
been made was the Swadesh list. The Swadesh list is a miscellany of basic most
common vocabulary that almost all natural languages have (Baptista, 2019); it is
originally used in historical and comparative linguistics to explore the extent of
relatedness between two languages. This technique was first created by Morris
Swadesh (1952) in lexicostatistics and glottochronology to gauge whether there is a
genetic relationship between two languages or more and if these languages have
deviated (diverged) from the source (mother) language. In line with this, the
researcher adopts this tool for a different purpose knowing that the languages under

scrutiny are genealogically distant.

The original list consists of 215 words and it was later extended by many
scholars according to their purpose of enquiry. There are different version of this list
starting from the original one designed by Morris Swadesh to Leipzig—Jakarta list
(Tadmor, 2009) which aim is to explore the words that resistant to borrowing and
thus more stable than other words (Lees, 1953; Rea, 1958; Hymes, 1960; Cross, 1964;
Samarin, 1967; Wilson, 1969; Bender, 1969; Dyen, Kruskal, & Black, 1992; Ringe,
1992; Lohr, 2000; Kessler et.al, 2002 and many others). The list recently contains
240 distinct concepts, each linguist has his/her own intuition in using the list. The
principle behind this list is that the lesser the number of borrowed words is the more
language/variety in question is resistant to intra-linguistic influence which Fishman
(1980) referred to as language maintenance or stability (Lohr, 2000). The opposite
situation (lexical borrowing) implies that the language under investigation is highly

influenced, i.e. changed.

In essence, the items included in the list are universal as almost every word
has an equivalent in any language such as the sky, the sun, to eat, to drink, to sleep,
to die, to live, etc. and culturally independent. The list does not include technology-
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innovated words and context-innovated words as they may not have an equivalent in

the proto-repertoire such the television, the telephone, internet, etc.

With regard to our field of interest (diachronic change), it is established in the
bulk of literature that this list can be purposefully exploited in determining the ratio
of change of isolated words across a set of languages (Boyd & Richerson, 1985Gray
& Atkinson, 2004; Bybee, 2007; Pagel et al., 2007; Haspelmath & Tadmor, 2009;
Pagel, Atkinson, Calude & Meade, 2013; Monaghan, 2014; Blasi, Wichmann,
Hammarstrom, Stadler, & Christiansen, 2016; Newberry, Ahern, Clark, & Plotkin,
2017, etc.); that is to say the Swadesh list “can be then used to determine which
vocabulary items are more or less prone to change by investigating the variability of
word forms expressing a similar concept across sets of languages” (Monaghan and

Roberts, 2019, p.147).

These previously mentioned cladistics investigations share the same
contention that frequency can be an explanation of linguistic change as high
frequency usage of words are less prone to change; Vejdemo and Horberg (2016)
further add that besides the effect of frequency on the rate of lexical change, the type
of words such as nouns are more likely to change compared to verbs and other
function words. This can be explained referring to the morphology of these words
since verbs require a more complex configuration before they get inserted into the
recipient language compared to nouns. For this reason, verbs are unlikely to be
borrowed for their morphological complexity, and, by this, speakers tend to reduce
the cognitive cost needed before the integration of these words. Distinctively,
Monaghan (2014) manifests another angle of change where he placed change in a
spectrum of two stages of child language acquisition; he established two stages of
acquisition, an early and late stage. During the early phase, children tend to replicate
linguistic structure from their parents while in the late phase, they start to innovate
and adopt their own forms on the basis of the already replicated ones. Monaghan that

the forms acquired earlier are more stable than late-stage adopted forms.

However, it should be noted that these words are atypical of the vocabulary of

the language in question as most previous investigations are established on the basis
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of not more than 200 words ( which is a small set compared to the overall lexicon of
languages. In principle, the list was first designed to include words that are less likely
to encounter replacement (Swadesh, 1955). In this regard, Monaghan and Roberts
(2019) append that it is possible to compensate for this weakness by either expanding
the list at least doubly or by scrutinizing the inclusion of borrowed words into the
language in question as an outcome of borrowing between a set of languages
(Thomason & Kaufman, 1988. Grant, 2009).

The list adopted in this study is accumulated on the basis of the Swadesh list
(200 words) (1952), and (1955) (100 words) and Grant’s list (2009) in Haspelmath &
Tadmor WOLD (world loanword database). Homonyms are also included in the list
for example, present as a noun and present as a verb, fast as an adjective and fast as
a verb, sink as a noun and a verb, etc. The adopted list is originally in English, so the
researcher translated it into Standard Arabic, Algerian Arabic and French; the
translation process did not stop at this level as it was reviewed by teachers specialized

in translation for more accuracy.

The main purpose of this technique in the current study is to shed light on
linguistic variation (lexical and morpho-phonological variation) as it allows for a
systematic comparison between the Chaoui variety, Algerian Arabic and French. The
researcher also takes into consideration the idiolect as being the locus of variation
and change. Prior to any linguistic aggregation, it is crucial to stress variation at the
level of the individual first before moving to the speech community as it is always
intiated by the one and the same person, and within each individual, there is a kind of
conflict between the discrete grammatical, lexical, or phonological systems. This
implies that the individual is the permanent source of linguistic interference
(Weinreich, 1953). Sharing the same view, Mufwene (2001) affirms that

The variation that matters . . . really begins at that interidiolectal level,
before reaching the next higher level of cross-dialect and/or crosslanguage
differences. Contact, which has been dealt with primarily at the level of
dialects or languages, really begins at this level of idiolects. Since the locus

of dialect or language contact is the mind of the individual speaker, the
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difference between idiolect contact and language contact or dialect contact

IS more quantitative than qualitative. (p. 149-150)

Going back to our purpose, it is generally known that Proto-Berber is a distinct
language linguistically and genetically from Arabic and French (Kossmann
&Stroomer, 1997; Kossmann, 2007). This entails that any lexical similarity is
interpreted as a kind of linguistic influence and cannot be by no means considered
linguistic cognates. The main objective is to bring forth any possible linguistic
variation that took place in the Chaoui dialect due to the linguistic diversity of the
speech community (multilingualism) and due to contact with other non-Berber
speakers (Arab speakers). Hence, the lower the number of loanwords, the lower the
rate of change is (more resistant). The next step is the translation phase where the list
Is translated into the dialect under scrutiny and thus compared to Standard Arabic,
Algerian Arabic and French words for any similarities providing a transcription for

each word.

The translation step into the Chaoui variety was achieved with the assistance
of 10 native speakers of the Chaoui dialect. The concepts were transcribed by the
researcher based on the recordings of the assistant native speakers who read each item
in the wordlist. Moreover, each native speaker translated the wordlist separately
without the help of the other assistants in order to avoid any kind of influence in terms
of the choice of diction. After the translation phase was over, the researcher gave the

list to other native speakers for verification in case there exists any variation.
3.3.8 The Questionnaire

The questionnaire as the term itself denotes is a set of questions designed in a
predetermined way to obtain information about a sample such as opinions, attitudes,
feelings, etc. (Phellas et al., 2011). Put differently, the questionnaire is basically
designed to “to collect data on attitudes about language or qualitative sociolinguistic
information” (Schleef & Meyerhoff, 2010, p. 4) rather than natural speech data. In
principle, questionnaires are usually used “in order to elicit data about

language, but not data on linguistic performance” (Codd, 2008, p.171). For this
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reason, questionnaire are most of the time used in combination with other research

methods such as interviews and participant observation.

Using guestionnaires in sociolinguistic research is very popular and useful for
accumulating a large amount of data from a large number of informants (Milroy &
Gordon, 2003; Rasinger, 2008). Generally, there two types of questionnaires in terms
of its administration and two types in terms of its questions. There is a self-
administered questionnaire where the informants themselves answer the given
questions either individually or in a group, and an interviewer-administered
questionnaire where the inquirer himself/herself asks his/her informants directly and
fills in the questionnaire. On the other side, according the types of questions used in
the designed questionnaire, there two types as well, a structured and an unstructured
questionnaire, also referred to in the literature as close questionnaires and open
questionnaires respectively. Structured questionnaires consist of close-ended
questions such as multiple item questions where informants have to select a single
answer or more from out of the choices available. Unstructured questionnaires, on
the other hand, consist of open-ended questions where informants are not restricted
with a fixed choice but rather are free to express themselves overtly (Etikan and Bala,
2017). In conducting research with large sampling, it is generally advisable to use
structured questionnaire because unstructured questionnaire makes the analysis
process difficult to proceed with. For this reason, researchers usually tend to opt for

the two types within one questionnaire to compensate for the downsides of each.

Concerning the present study, the researcher uses a structured questionnaire in
order to attend to the established research questions focusing on structured items only.
The research contends that there is no need to include unstructured items within the
same questionnaire (no need for a hybrid questionnaire) because she compensates for

this by the use of the interview to obtain qualitative data.

The questionnaire adopted for the current study is a compilation of the
researcher’s previously used questionnaire (Ibrir, 2018) in addition to some
amendments based on previously done studies in language variation and change (such
as Diallo, 2006; Fridriksson, 2008; Hickey, 2009; Krug and Rosen, 2012; Hilbert and
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Krug, 2012; Dweik and Qawar, 2015). The final version of the questionnaire was
amended according to the results of the pilot study with slight modifications
concerning unclear questions. Some questions were also modified to suit the level of
all participants (as there are some illiterate participants); no terminological concepts

were used (simple language).

The questionnaire developed in the present study is divided into four sections.
The first section includes constructs that help sketch a context for the social variables
that are found in the literature to have a strong interdependence with a number of
linguistic features. Here, the constructs identify the participants’ gender, age,
education and geographical background. With regard to age, the participants were
initially asked to provide it in numerical form; it was subsequently transformed into
age groups based on the outcome of the other constructs. That is, although the age
variable is inherently continuous, it was transformed into a categorical representation.
This is motivated by a number of incentives including the sought of representational
economy and the fact that such a technique is used in numerous studies such that it

posed no complications on the reliability of the measurement.

The education variable was categorised into four categories: uneducated,
primary/middle, secondary and tertiary. In view of that, it should be noted that many
studies opt for the distinction of educated/uneducated. However, this categorisation
is problematic. First, education is a continuous variable that ranges between complete
illiteracy to higher post-graduate levels. Narrowing it down to four categories is on
its own a considerable reduction of its continuity let alone to two categories. In
addition, it is noted that one of the limitations of the present study is that Quranic
schooling was overlooked. It was not until the data was thoroughly collected that it
came to the researcher’s realisation that such types of informal schooling can have
some bearings on the outcome of the study. Moreover, another limitation is that
education and literacy are two different variables that, however seemingly
intertwined, are inherently contradistinct. The element of literacy was overlooked and
the sole focus was on the formal education variable. One justification for such

limitation is that these aspects of research were not troubleshot in the piloting process.
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The residence or geographical background included three groups: the urban
from the city of Batna, the semi-urban from the city of Arris and the rural from the
village of Chir in Theniet Al Abed. It should be noted that the division of these
residence clusters was not based on a clear parameter. Rather, they were based on
consultations with educated Chaoui speakers who are well-vested into the
anthropological studies of language. It is the judgement of these individuals that
served as the main prompt of decision. It should be noted, however, that the
judgement is not taken for granted as it was verified in the pilot study and the study
proper. In addition, the general patterns of the linguistic behaviour that is reported in
chapter five indicate that there are observably regular patterns in the linguistic
behaviour of the participant with reference to the adopted geographical labelling such

that it suggests that the initial judgments of the residence clusters were valid.

One of the major imitations in the analysis of residence is not taking into
account geographical mobility. It is noted that many participants may have changed
residence and moved from one residence cluster category to another. This can have a
drastic impact on the linguistic behaviour of the participants. However, the
examination of the interview findings, as shown in chapter five, suggests that
residence is the most consistent variable, which may indicate that geographical

mobility did not reduce the internal consistency of the measurement.

The second section is dedicated to eliciting data about the linguistic
proficiency of the participants in the varieties that make up the Chaoui linguistic
profile. First, the participants are asked to identify their and their parents’ mother
tongue(s). Data that stem from such constructs can help account for the variance in
the linguistic proficiency of the participants. Second, the participants are asked to
express the extent to which they perceive they are proficient in Algerian Arabic,
Chaoui, French, MSA and other varieties of Berber. The inclusion of these varieties
is motivated by the fact that they were found in the pilot study to be probable
languages of influence. It is noted that the examination of language proficiency is
based on self-report, which may pose some problems of authenticity. However, given

the feasibility measures, such research options were the only ones possible because
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the checking of linguistic proficiency would require tremendous efforts that are not

available to the researcher’s disposal within the timeframe of the present study.

The third section has the goal of exploring language use in different contexts.
Here, the participants are asked to rate the frequency at which they use Algerian
Arabic, Chaoui, MSA and French in the communicative settings of family, friends,
neighbours, school or work, mosque and social media. The frequency of use ranges
between “never” and “always”. It is noted that using one variety “always” does not
necessarily mean that the others are not used. In fact, a number of participants
reported using two varieties “always”. After all, this metric tests the perception of the
participants about the place of these varieties in their daily communicative acts, and
does not seek to see the percentages of use with reference to the daily total. One
possible limitation is the fact that the researcher did not observe the participants in
these communicative settings. Rather, the data was elicited on the basis of the
participants’ self-report. However, it should be noted that the individuals’ perception
about what is true has been empirically proven to factor more centrally in the
interpretation of linguistic phenomena than what is judged by empirical evidence to
be true (Mhamedi & Bouklikha, 2019). With that in mind, how frequent a variety is

used may be of a lesser relevance than how frequent the individual perceives it to be.

The fourth section is dedicated to the analysis of attitudes. The participants are
given six statements describing Algerian Arabic, Chaoui, Berber, French and MSA
as prestigious, beautiful, useful, ethnic, patriotic and intrusive. The participants are
asked to express the extent to which they agree to these statement on a five-point
likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Although such
terms are not used in scientific inquiry to describe language as no language is
inherently more prestigious/beautiful, it is the participants’ perception of reality that
constitutes materials for the interpretation of the linguistic data. The analysis of
attitudes towards languages is supplemented with an analysis of attitudes towards
loanwords. Here, the participants are asked to express their agreement to the
statement describing Algerian Arabic, French and MSA loanwords as distortive of

Chaoui language and identity.
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It should be noted that the attitudinal analysis is rather direct. The literature
offers indirect approaches to the analysis of attitudes such as the Matched Guise Test,
which is perceived as a fairly reliable measure. Nevertheless, such measures are not
cost-efficient, require high levels of accessibility to the sample, are time-consuming
and are more applicable on small samples. The inherent accessibility limitations in

the present study made the adoption of such approach not workable.
3.3.9 The Sociolinguistic Interview

Unlike the questionnaire, the interview is a relatively common way of
collecting qualitative data in research. In empirical linguistics, the interview is
considered “the methodological heart of the sociolinguistic movement” (Wolfram
2010, p.302). According to Meyerhoff et al. (2015), the purpose of using the
sociolinguistic interview is to elicit natural speech data on certain variables. In
general, the interview is real life-like conversation where the researcher/interviewer
initiates a conversation by asking questions and the informant proceeds by proving
answers. Although it is generally associated with qualitative data, the coding process
can enable the researcher to approach the elicited data quantitatively. In the present
study, the variants of the target variable are encoded numerically such that the
statistical analyses of description— means, standard deviations and frequencies— and
inference —correlation, regression and cross-tabulation— are possible against the

quantified variables of gender, age, residence, education, proficiency and attitudes.

Usually, the interview is carried out with one individual, two or with a group
of interviewees at a time. However, single interview are favoured when conducting
sociolinguistic research because informants are more focused individually than when
in pairs or groups (Schreier, 2003). Moreover, in a group interview, although it is
very beneficial for the researcher as it saves time and efforts, some informants can
get lost or uncomfortable when others are interacting. In view of that, the
sociolinguistic interviews of the present study are carried out in an individual fashion
where each of the 290 participants are asked a number of questions that elicit data

about the target variables.
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Another point to consider is whether the enquirer prepares the questions
beforehand or directly instigates speech with the informants. In this regard, three
common types of interview are known in the literature: structured, semi-structured
and unstructured interviews. All the three types depends on the purpose research, the
context of the investigation, the interviewer’s experience in the field and number of

participants.

Structured interviews involve a set of already-prepared questions from a
prefabricated list in the sense that all participants are asked the same questions every
time. This proves to be effective, for it keeps the researcher and the participants
centred on the target topic. Adopting this types of interview has a number of pros
and cons. It can be unfeasible for researchers seeking in-depth data as the extent to
which the informants are involved in the interview is very low and restricted. On the
other hand, researchers working on more exact patterns can find it useful and suitable,
for they can control their topic effortlessly (Alsaawi, 2014). On the other end of the
spectrum, an unstructured interview is non-directive interview, i.e., a conversation-
like interview, where the interviewer asks questions in line with his/her research
topic. The interviewees are usually more relaxed during the process because the
researcher does not interrupt much relying on spontaneity. However, this operation
is beneficial and suitable for experienced fieldworkers solely (Bryman, 2008). Semi-
structured interviews, on the other hand, is a combination of both is the sense that the
researcher does not rely on a standardized set of questions only but rather can add
and formulate new questions during the interview for more flexibility (Dornyei,
2007).

The current study adopts a structured individual interview. The interview is
conducted with 290 speakers of Chaoui. The interview is was administered after the
questionnaire as the last step. The purpose of the used interview is to complement the
data obtained from the glossary translation in the sense that it provides actual
linguistic practices of speakers of the speech community in question. In other words,
the use of the sociolinguistic interview at this level has the objective of addressing

the gap of the previously used research tool—the glossary translation. That is, the
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analysis of the glossary provides materials about how Chaoui is influenced by French,
Algerian Arabic and MSA. However, this does not provide a thorough understanding
of the linguistic situation in that community as words in isolation are reflective only
of the perception of the translators of the list who, in addition to being small in number
such that they do not represent the target population, exerted mental efforts to find

equivalences in a way that is not normally present in natural linguistic behaviour.

The reason behind the researcher’s choice of the structured interview over field
observation to examine the target variables is due to some spatio-temporal
constraints. First, the researcher has no relationships inside the Chaoui speech
community except for some friends and acquaintances, which limited the
accessibility to the community. Moreover, If the researcher elected to conduct an
observation field, it would be extensive and take a considerable amount of time that
would extend beyond the constraints of the present study. Noting, that the data
collection processes and the mobility was also apprehended by the Covid-19

pandemic, which caused the researcher to rely on research assistants more centrally.

Another reason that prevented the use of field observation lies in the fact that
the researcher does not speak nor understand the variety in question, and the interview
was the tool kit to elicit the variables needed with the help of the selected research
assistants. It should be noted that recruited assistants were not always available for
help; that is why, the researcher chose the interview to reduce the amount of time
spent so as not to be a burden on the assistants during the process of data collection.
It should be noted that the researcher’s lack of proficiency, albeit adding more
research burden and demanding of more concerted efforts, does not take away from
the reliability of the research protocol. In fact, it can be argue that it adds more value
to the findings as many scholars believe that the less the researcher knows about the
language or the community, the more accurate the description will be. This premise

is referred to as the Principle of Preferential Ignorance (Labov, 1972),

The interview was conducted in-person, i.e., a face-to face interview. The
research assistants were instructed to phase the interview into two stages. First, the

assistants were given freedom to engage in conversations and ask questions that are
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perceived to likely elicit the target variable. For example, the questions “how are old
times different from now?” is likely to elicit the variable “people”. However, it was
noted that such an approach, albeit very reliable, is not time-efficient as it requires
lengthy conversations to elicit the eighteen variables. The assistants, in case of failing
to elicit the variables, would ask the informant “how do you say x?” It should be
noted that the researcher was not present at all cases of data collection due to the
accessibility concerns voiced above. The assistants would take notes of whether the

participant used the changed or unchanged variant (appendix C).

The overall purpose of the present interview is to reveal the extent to which
change is reflected on the linguistic behaviour of individuals. The analysis is
predicated upon the belief that speakers refraining from using loanwords in their
answers can offer a posteriori explanation and a priori prediction for the path of
language change. This procedure aids the researcher to track the direction of change

in the speech of the different social groups in the apparent timeframe.

Before initiating the interview, the researcher makes sure to act upon the
ethical guidelines of academic research. The enquirer obtains the participants’
consent at the beginning of the interview. The participants were assured that their
identity would not be revealed under any circumstances. Most of the time, the
informants knew the recruited assistants which was not a problematic at the level of
the elicitation of data. In general, the researcher faced no complications with
participants. However, most of the participants were reluctant to be recorded. For that

reason, the researcher prepared an observation grid to score the results.

The formal analysis of the glossary results in the identification of the words’
typology. Lexical items are categorised on the basis of whether they demonstrate
traces of influence by other varieties such as Algerian Arabic, French or MSA. The
words that have more than one lexical representation can represent an instance of
synonymy or variation. The case where a lexical item has two or more variants from
Berber and another variety serve as materials for the sociolinguistic interview. The
focus of the present study is the examination of how contact with Arabic and French

is reflected on the lexical inventory of Chaoui. Therefore, a list is developed
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containing eighteen items. What is common between these items is that they are all
represented in one variant that is judged as a non-loanword and another variant that

is a loanword.
3.3.10 Data Analysis

Once the process of data collection is complete, the researcher needs to
process, organize and then analyse his/her data. During the course of data processing,
the enquirer attempts to understand and familiarize him/herself with the obtained
data. The processing phase includes classifying or categorizing the data, translating
data, coding what needs to be deciphered, transcribing data and quantifying what is
immeasurable such as attitudes (Bijeikiene and Tamosiunaite, 2013). Soon after, the
researcher can start analyzing her/his data. According to Moyer (2008), data analysis
entails ‘searching explanations’ for the obtained data; nevertheless, data analysis is
an umbrella term that involves all the aforementioned steps, i.e., it is the processing,

organization and explanation of the collected data.

The researcher deploys a set of techniques to analyze her data in conformity
with the used research tools. At first, the researcher begun with the glossary
translation for it is a long list of words that requires time and efforts to be arranged.
The researcher translated the word list into MSA, Algerian Arabic, French and
Chaoui dialect because the original list is in English. After that, the researcher
selected the target linguistic variables that are going to be under examination. No
software was used for the analysis of the glossary translation as it requires a manual
verification to identify any kind of similarity between the Chaoui dialect and Algerian
Arabic, MSA or French. The changed words that display a kind of resemblance with
one of the varieties were coded according to them. That is to say, if the lexical item
is resemblant to that of Algerian Arabic, it is coded AlgA. Cases where there is a
similarity with the lexical items of MSA, they are coded MSA, and instances of
similarity with French were coded Fr. Unchanged lexical words (words that show no

kind of resemblance), on the other hand, were coded Br (denoting proto-Berber).

As far as the questionnaire is concerned, the researcher used the SPSS in order
to analyze its results given the fact that the questionnaire contains both qualitative
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and quantitative data. The findings were entered on the software depending on

different tests and using different statistical operations.

e Means, percentages, frequencies and standard deviations: for providing an
exhaustive statistical description of the dependent and independent variables

as well as initiating post hoc inferential analyses.

e Cronbach’s Alpha: for testing the consistency of the questionnaire items and

providing a metric of reliability.

e Pearson and Spearman Correlation Coefficients: for evaluating the level of
interdependence or correlation between variables and the direction of this

correlation.

e Independent Sample T-Test: for providing a contrastive analysis of the
independent variables (gender, age, education and region), with reference to
the probable dependent variables (proficiency, reported use, attitude and

observed use).

Regarding the interview, it was the last step of the process of data collection
as the researcher used it to elicit the target linguistic variables. This tool was
complementary to the word list data in the sense that it prompts the production of the
selected variables to identify the path of change among speakers. The participants
were given a number of sentences/ questions, and in their answers they can either use
the proto-Berber variable or the changed variable (in this case the borrowed item). As
stated earlier in the chapter, the researcher scored the results obtained from the
interview in a grid. If the informant used the changed variable, it was given the label
‘Changed’, and if the informant used the proto-Berber variable, it was given the label
‘Unchanged’. In the same manner the questionnaire results were treated, the scores
were also entered on SPSS for a statistical depiction. For a complementary sketching,
the results of the interview were compared to those of the word list in order to check
whether these linguistic changes are reflected on the linguistic behavior of speakers

within this speech community.
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3.4 Conclusion

The present chapter offers an overview of the methodological framework of
the present study. It highlights the piloting measures that are conducted in order to
foresee any prospective research apprehensions and enhance the quality of the
measurement. The chapter also discusses the target population and the selected

sample along with the data collection tools and administration process.
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4.1 Introduction

One of the appreciated outcomes of the functional descriptive approach to
language analysis is the acknowledgement of language as a dynamic system where
not only system-structures but also text-structures are worthy of analysis. Linguists
demonstrated an increasing interest in the analysis of the algorithm that governs the
production of linguistic tokens as well as the extralinguistic, more particularly the

social, implications that linguistic forms have.

The anteceding linguistic traditions at the crosslinguistic level show interest in
determining the genealogical relationships between language families based on
purely formal analyses of many linguistic subsystems. This formal approach to
crosslinguistic analysis is supplemented with the then newly immerging functionalist
approaches where explanatory and descriptive cues can be drawn from the analysis
of social factors such as mobility, residence and education and psychological factors

such as attitudes and orientation.

In light of these observations, the present study acknowledges the necessity to
have a thorough descriptive account of language change by accounting for both the
formal features of the selected variety, and prospective varieties of influence, at a
given linguistic subsystem as well as the extralinguistic, social and psychological,
niceties of the target speech community. In this particular context, the data collected
have the focus of obtaining an exhaustive description of the lexical items in the
Chaoui dialect with a secondary account of the morphological and phonological
properties of these items with reference to other Berber varieties, Algerian Arabic,
Standard Arabic and French. This chapter demonstrates the findings obtained from
the translation of a glossary which serves as a sine qua non for the discussion of

linguistic variation in the Chaoui speech community.
4.2 Loanword Typology Meaning List

The analysis of the relationship between two languages can be approached in
two ways. The first is analysing the genealogical relation between these languages to

determine whether or not they have a common linguistic ancestral background. This
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goal can be achieved by a systematic description of the structural similarities and
differences between the languages under study with reference to an antedating
prospective protolanguage. This approach, however central to the linguistics inquiry,
overlooks similarities that are consequential to diachronic or synchronic
interlinguistic contact. The second approach, however, has more keen interest in the
relationship that is attributable to contact. Here, linguistic borrowing, shift and
variation are determined with regard to the similarities between the varieties under
investigation. What is different in the second approach is that the analysis is carried

out without a primary focus on linguistic genealogy.

What is noteworthy here is that both approaches can make use of lexical
glossary analysis. The genealogy-oriented research is predicated upon the premise
that “there is a set of words that are highly stable, unlikely to be replaced by
borrowings, meaning shift, or new formations” (Haspelmath & Tadmor, 2009, p.01).
This means that similarities between languages at the level of these items are
indicative of a pre-existing typological relation that is attributable to common
ancestry. However, empirical evidence, such as the study of language change in the
Kabyle variety (lbrir, 2017), shows these items that are considered as being the most
stable, e.g., the Swadesh List items, can also be subject to variation and, hence,

change.

The present study does not reject the historical linguistics’ perspective of the
inherent changeability of certain linguistic items rather than others. Instead, it
acknowledges the usefulness of the glossary-based account of linguistic relation in a
synchronic context. In view of that, the present study makes use of a glossary of
words that are used by philologists, glottochronologists and historical linguists and
adopts it to investigate whether and how the Chaoui dialect shows instances of being

affected by other variety in spatio-temopral synchrony.

The glossary list adopted in the present study is not essentially designed for
the analysis of language variation. However, the adaptation of Loanword Typology
meaning list has some methodological and practical advantages. First, being limited

to a predetermined list of lexical items reduces the research bias where researchers
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would select only lexical items that illustrate their claims and go in line with their
hypotheses. Second, the integration of the list has the practical advantage of guiding
researchers in a way that is both economic and exhaustive. The list adopted here has
been applied on more than 40 world languages and has yielded some seminal research
paperst. This means that the reliability of the instrument has been tested, thus, sparing
researchers the trouble of developing measurement scales and testing their
psychometrics. Moreover, the list originally includes 1460 words, which means that
it is relatively more exhaustive than previous lexicostatistical lists (Lees, 1953; Rea,
1958; Hymes, 1960; Cross, 1964; Samarin, 1967; Lehmann, 1984; Ringe, 1992; Lohr,
2000; Kessler, 2002). Finally, the list is divided into lexical categories on the basis of

the semantic content of each items.
4.2.1 Lexical Categories in the Glossary

The lexical glossary adopted for the present study is part of the Loanword
Typology Project by Haspelmath’s team. The guideline for this project is the
contention that certain words have an inherent feature of being less prone to be
borrowed. This inherent feature is motivated by the markedness of some linguistic
features. The idea is that certain features (structures, sounds, lexical items, etc.) are
more universal by dint of being found across the majority of world languages. These
features are referred to as unmarked features. Marked features, however, are
language-specific. This contention is blatantly expressed in Haspelmath and
Tadmor’s words as they claim that “body part terms are unlikely to be borrowed” and

“terms for new artefacts are often borrowed” (2009, p.01).

The lexical items that are considered to be unmarked are categorised in the
LWT meaning list into 24 semantic fields. The original list is illustrated in the

following table:

! The edited book of Haspelmath and Tadmor (2009) is a collection of studies that applied similar
methodology on more than 40 languages including Swabhili, Chadic and Kanuri.
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Table 4.4. Lexical Categories in LWT Meaning List

Semantic Fields Number of items  Percentage
1 The physical world 75 5.13%
2 Kinship 85 5.82%
3 Animals 116 7.94%
4 The body 159 10.89%
5 Food and drink 81 5.54%
6 Clothing and grooming 59 4.04%
7 The house 47 3.21%
8 Agriculture and vegetation 74 5.06%
9 Basic actions and technology 78 5.34%
10 Motion 82 5.61%
11 Possession 46 3.15%
12 Spatial relations 75 5.13%
13 Quantity 38 2.60%
14 Time 57 3.90%
15 Sense perception 49 3.35%
16 Emotions and values 48 3.28%
17 Cognition 51 3.49%
18 Speech and language 41 2.80%
19 Social and political relations 36 2.46%
20  Warfare and hunting 40 2.73%
21 Law 26 1.78%
22 Religion and belief 26 1.78%
23 Modern world 57 3.90%
24 Miscellaneous function words 14 0.95%

Total 1460 100%

The table above shows that the lexical items are not distributed equally across
the different semantic fields. The lexical items representing body parts and animals
constitute almost one fifth of the total items (10.89% and 7.94% respectively)
whereas the items representing functional words, i.e., grammatical categories,
represent less than 1% of the total. This disparity does not pose any psychometric
disadvantage inasmuch as it is the universality of the meaning rather than its lexico-

semantic ties that directly feeds into the outcome of the analysis.
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The TWL meaning list includes items from different morpholexical categories.

The following table shows the distribution of the 1460 words across word classes:

Table 4.5. Morpho-lexical Categories in LWT Meaning List

Number of

Semantic Fields : Percentage
items

1 Nouns 905 61.99%

2 Verbs 334 22.88%

3 Adjectives 120 8.22%

4  Adverbs 4 0.27%

5 Function Words 97 6.64%
Total 1460 100%

The table above shows that the list is predominantly nominal. This is
conceivable given the fact that empirical data amounts to the dominance of nouns
even in the most verbally dense languages (Polinsky & Magyar, 2020), with an
average ratio of 2.5:1. A seeming contradiction between the tables 4.4 and 4.5 arises
as the table y indicates 97 function words whereas table 4.4 indicates 14
miscellaneous function words. The confusion is resolved when recognising that other
semantic fields include a number of function words. For example, the semantic field
Kinship includes 13 pronouns and spatial relations includes 13 prepositions. Another
observation is that content words are more ubiquitous in the list. This is motivated by
the fact that language is inherently lexical. That is, the lexical density, i.e., content
words to function words ratio, is an inherent quality of human language (Halliday &
Matthiessen, 2004).

4.2.2 Adaptation of the Glossary

The meaning list developed by Haspelmath’s team revolves around the
concept of universality. This is reflected in the fact that it no natural language in the
world can be conceived as not having words for body parts, animals, or time.
However, the items within each semantic field are not necessarily present across all
world languages. Some items are community-specific and materialise
consequentially to the environmental imposition on lexical repertoire. It fact, this is

reported by one of the languages studies in the Loanword Typology Project. In view
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of that, Schadeberg (2009, p. 87) reports: “I have tried to find Swahili translational
equivalents for as many meanings as | could, even if such terms may not be known

to or actively used by every speaker of Swahili”.

In the present study, similar concerns are voiced inasmuch as linguistic
equivalence between English, Arabic and Chaoui is not exact. The process of
translation is carried out first from English to Standard Arabic and then to Chaoui. In
both phases, the translation was not free of complication. The lexical mismatch
between the three languages can be categorised into four types: (a) omission, (b)
fusion, (c) expansion and (d) addition. These complications necessitated that some
changes be made so as to make the list concordant with the target languages of

translation.

The lexical items in a given language are reflective of the environment of the
communities where this language is spoken. This means that these community-
specific lexical items are expected to be absent from communities that have different
environmental and cultural configurations. In the present study, words such as
“boomerang”, “we-exclusive”, “gill”, “toast bread”, “sugar cane” and “oat” are not
found in the Chaoui dialect inasmuch as they are not lexicalised. Moreover, other
words are have phrasal rather than lexical representations. For instance, the words
“plaintiff” and “defendant” do not have lexical representations in the Chaoui dialect;
instead, they are expressed as /?irfed fella:s/ and /twerfed fella:s/ which literally
translate to “filing a case” and “being filed a case” respectively. Examples of lexical

mismatch include the words “guilty” and “acquit” which have no direct equivalence

in the Chaoui dialect.

Another type of complication that arises from the translation is semantic
fusion. This occurs when two or more lexical items in the source language translate
to one in the target language. In the present study, a number of words that
semantically distinct in English have one representation in the Chaoui dialect.
Examples of this can be found in some function words such as “in” and “at” which
both translate to /3i:/. Another example is the words “beside”, “before” and “in front

of” which translate to /zaf/. Moreover, the Chaoui dialect does not have lexically
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distinct items for the words “soft” and “smooth” which are translated to /jartpb/.
Finally, some kinship ties are under-differentiated in Algerian Arabic and Chaoui
dialect. For example, the ties “father-in-law” and “brother-in-law” and all other types

of sibling-in-law ties are expressed in one lexical item.

The third type is semantic expansion, which is the polar opposite of semantic
fusion. Here, one word in the source language has two or more equivalences in the
target language. It is noteworthy at this juncture that variance is purely linguistic.
That is, the expansion does not result from sociolinguistic variation. Rather, it is the
outcome of the dialect speakers over-differentiating items that are not otherwise
differentiated in English. Examples of this type of complication can be found in the
words “world” which translates to /ddu:ni:e/ and /ISa:lam/. The two meaning are
related but there is a subtle difference that is motivated by the religious background
of the community. The world /ddu:ni:e/ means “the world as opposed to afterlife”
whereas /ISa:lam/ has the more general meaning of world. Another example, the
words “lamb”, “kid-goat” and “goat” has two equivalents in the Chaoui dialects so as

to specify gender.

The final observation that needs to be pointed out is the fact that some items
are considered by the researcher as being important to include so as to compensate
for the absence of other items. Some agriculture and vegetation, time words, food and
drinks as well as kinship terms that are present in the list do not have equivalence in
the Chaoui dialect whereas others that are very central to the Chaoui life are absent
from the list. The researcher included items such as “saffron”, “turmeric”, “funnel”,

“sunset”, “sunrise”, “late-night” and “fellow wife” which represent significant

concepts in the Choui community.

The following sections display the findings obtained from the translation of
the meaning list along with an account of the traces of linguistic borrowing from
Arabic and French. Any changes to the original meaning list omission, fusion,

expansion and addition are reported in the corresponding semantic field.
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4.3 Translation of the Glossary

The first phase in the present study aims to have an exhaustive list of lexical
items that have an inherent universal feature. The translation of the adapted meaning
list from the WLT meaning list (Haspelmath & Tadmor, 2009) is carried out by
asking five male and five female participants “how do you say...?”. The task of
underpinning every possible variant of the items in the list is arduous and requires a
research endeavour that cannot be guaranteed within the scope of the present study.
Therefore, to ensure the exhaustiveness of the data collected, the participants chosen
for the study to aid with the translation are selected on the basis of the researcher’s
evaluation of their linguistic awareness. There is no clearly defined measure of
linguistic awareness in the present study. Instead, the selected participants, who are
within the researcher’s acquaintance network in the Chaoui community, are those
who demonstrated keen interest in linguistic matters, more particularly Berber-related

language issues.

This method of collecting lexical data, despite the seeming subjective
judgement, overcomes the researcher’s lack of knowledge about the Chaoui dialect
and offers more practical advantages related to feasibility. Another point worth
mentioning is that the translation predominantly overlooks regional phonological
variations where no clear morpho-lexical differences are noted. This is motivated by
the fact that the scope of this study essentially revolves around lexical variation.
However, constant references are made to other regional variation when legitimised

by the explanatory need.
4.3.1 The Physical World

The first semantic field in the meaning list include items that describe the
physical world. Although some items are universal such as sun, moon, earth and
water, many items are community-specific. That is communities differ in terms of
their need to lexicalise certain items. For example, given the fact that many religious
practices in Islam require exact identification of periods during the day and days

within the month. That is why Arabic, where Islam is the main religion, lexicalises

138



CHAPTER FOUR: Loanwords across Various Semantic Fields

different shapes of the moon and has an elaborate lexical repertoire that identifies
different times during the day. Therefore, the description of the lexical inventory of
a given language requires an exploration of both community-specific and universal

words that describe the physical world.

The LWT meaning list adapted for the present study includes 78 items that
have different specifications. First, many of the analysed words have retained their
Berber origins and are used by the Chaoui speakers without Arabic or French
alternatives. The findings show that 33 items are lexicalised in the dialect and use
terms that do not show signs of borrowing. These items include, for instance, the
words /ea:mu:re/ “land”, /ffa:l/ “soil” , /?i:yzor/ “valley” , /ta:la/ “lake”, /ju:r/
“moon”, /?a:8fal/ “snow” and /?a:3ri:s/ “ice”. These words are marked by a high level

of universality and are conceivably lexicalised in the dialect.

Another set of words include items that are borrowed from Arabic. These items
include 28 items. For instance, the words /ddu:ni:e/ and /ISa:lam/ come from the
Arabic words /dunja:/ and /Sa:lam/ where the former is used to refer to “worldly life”
as opposed to the “afterlife” while the latter refers to “physical world”. Moreover, the
words /?aysbba:r/ “dust”, /labhar/ “sea” and /rmal/ “sand” are borrowed from the
Arabic words /yuba:r/, /bahr/ and /raml/ respectively. What is noteworthy at this
juncture is that the mapping of form unto meaning is not always direct during the
process of borrowing. That is the meaning of a given lexical item is not preserved and
can be subjected to varying degrees of semantic restructuring. For instance, the word
[?a:z0nna/ is borrowed from the arabic word /dzanna/ which literally means “heaven”;

the word in Chaoui is used to refer to “sky”.

Another example can be found with the word /?aforfa:r/ which is the “doer”
form of the Arabic word /farfar/ which means “flow vertically/gurgle”. The meaning
is restructured to refer to “waterfall” which is essentially a vertical flow of water. The
word /?i:era:n/ is borrowed from the Arabic word /eurajja/ which means a group of
planets. The meaning is extended to refer to “stars” in the Chaoui dialect. An
interesting observation relevant to semantic restructuring comes from the word

/ISafi:fe/ which is borrowed from the Arabic word /Safija/ which literally means
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“health, peace and tranquility”. The word is euphemistically used to refer to “fire” in
Chaoui. In fact, many Algerian dialects use this euphemistic expression, but the use

IS more common among older generations.

The primary analysis of the physical world semantic field shows that the
influence of the French language is not noticeable in this semantic field. The word
/zalami:t/ is used in both Chaoui and Algerian Arabic to refer to “match”. The word
1s derived from the French word “les allumettes”. The word is integrated within the
dialects and have acquired a new phonological representation. Moreover, the data
shows that two items are not lexicalised in single-unit form. Rather, they are
expressed by means of phrasal combinations. The phrase /tamu:rt taGorja:nt/ “savana”
literally means “naked land” where the second item is borrowed from Arabic. The
second phrase is /tasli:e no:nza:r/. It literally means “rain bride” and is used to refer
to rainbow. It should be noted that many languages in the world have a phrasal

representation for rainbow as “arc in the sky”, “arc of rain”, “arc of God”, etc.

The translation of the list includes a number of items that have no lexical or
phrasal equivalents in the Chaoui dialect. These meaning items are not central to the
environment where Chaoui varieties are spoken and are, thus, not part of the lexical
inventory of the dialect. Out of the 78 items, nine items from the WLT meaning list
are reported not to have Chaoui equivalents. The words are: island, ocean, reef bay,
lagoon, tide, low tide, high tide and arctic lights. The following table summarises the

findings obtained from the analysis of the physical world semantic field:

Table 4.6. Summary of Physical World Items’ Analysis

Berber 33 43.4%
Arabic 28 36.9%
Phrasal 02 2.6%
French 01 1.4%
Two+ variants 03 3.9%
No equivalence 09 11.8%

The table above shows that Arabic is the major donor language for lexical

items that describe the physical world. The findings illustrate that a considerable
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number of items have no equivalence, which leave some residual data unaccounted
for. This major limitation is a clarion call for the development of the list on a
community-specific basis. However, in the context of the present study, the
researcher elected to make minimal amendments to the list so as to preserve the

objectivity of the research measures.

The study condicted by Ibrir (2017) reports the findings obtained from the
analysis of the Swadesh List that contains findings about Mzabi and Kabyle dialects
of Berber. Although the list is not exhaustive (260 items), it contains a number of
shared items with the LWT meaning list. The comparison of the outcomes of the
findings from that study with those can be useful in giving more insight into the
borrowability of certain linguistic items rather than others. The following table
highlights the findings obtained from the present study in contrast to those obtained
by lbrir (2017):

Table 4.7. Contrasting Chaoui to Mzabi and Kabyle Physical World Words

Chaoui Mzabi Kabyle | English Chaoui Mzabi Kabyle | English
[?iera:n/ /?i:tri/ /?ieri:/ star [?ama:n/ /Pama:n/ | /?ama:n/ | water
loafu:ke/ | [tfi:wat/ /?iti:3/ sun /lobhar/ /lobhar/ /lovhar/ sea

fjur/ Itazi:ri/ lei:ziri/ moon l?azrol [tyayot/ | /Pazru:/ rock
fta:la/ llak/ /lak/ lake [rmal/ ljozdi:/ /rmal/ sand
/mawwoe/ | /tagni:wat/ | /?ageffu:r/ rain lea:mu:re/ | /tamu:rt/ | /ea:mu:re/ | land
[su:f/ /nahr/ /Pasi:f/ river [?ayabba:r/ | /lyubrat/ | /?ayubba:r/ | dust

/sha:b/ /sha:b/ /?asijina/ | cloud /lohwa/ /?adu/ /?avehri/ air
[?azonna/ | /?azluwan/ | /?ijenni/ sky lea:gu:e/ /dba:b/ /?asijna/ fog
[?a:0fal/ leals/ /?adeffel/ | snow Ra:srizs/ | /?azrizs/ Iglag/ ice
/ISafi:fe/ | [tfa:wot/ lei:mas/ fire /doxxa:n/ | /duxxa:n/ | /duxxa:n/ | smoke
[?1:y20/ /?:yadd/ /?irri:3/ ash /johraq/ /jahrag/ [sary/ burn
[Ra:0ra:r/ | /Pa:wrixr/ | /?adra:r/ | mountain

The table above shows that a number of items have been equally borrowed
from Arabic in the three varieties of Berber. The words “star”, “sky”, “water”, “sea”,

“dust” and “smoke” have been borrowed in the three dialects whereas the words

29 ¢

“lake”, “rain”, “cloud”, “sand”, “air’” and “burn” have been borrowed in two dialects.

29 [13

On the other hand, the words “sun”, “ash”, “mountain”, “rock” and “land” have
retained their Berber origins in the three dialects. Such findings highlight the fact that
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while many studies report the highly prestigious status of French of Algeria, it is
Arabic that serves as a donor language for Berber varieties. The highly compatible
cultural background of Berber-speaking and Arabic-speaking communities along
with the shared historical and geographical backgrounds are factors that warrant the

reciprocal borrowing.
4.3.2 Kinship

Kinship terms has long attracted the attention of linguists, sociolinguists and
linguistic anthropologists. This is motivated by the fact that “kinship further illustrate
the complexities of the relationship between language and culture” (Holmes, 2013,
p.349) and that social structures are embedded in the language structures. Social ties
that are significant to the speakers are encoded in the lexicon and one’s that are of
less significance are either used as phrases or not found in the language. This is
conceivable given the economic yet exhaustive nature of language as it allows the
speakers to lexically express relevant and frequently bought up concepts in the most
economic fashion possible. However, social bonds are not universal and so are the
kinship terms. It is expected to find considerable crosslinguistic difference.
Therefore, a number of modifications are done to the original list so as to conform to
the peculiarities of the Chaoui community and reflect their linguistically encoded

social ties.

The original list includes 85 items to which s nine items are added in the
present study. The items in the original list are composed of 75 nouns and 10
pronouns; six nouns and three pronoun are added. Etymologically, the translation of
the list shows that the item are either Arabic loanwords or non-loanwords. That is,
none of the items are borrowed from French. However, it is shows that some items
are unidentifiable to the researcher by dint of being used both in Algerian Arabic and
Chaoui and having no clear equivalent in Standard Arabic. These words, due to the
lack of categorical evidence, are judged as non-loanwords pending more evidence in
prospective future research. Morpho-lexically, the findings reveal that some meaning
items are fully lexicalised in Chaoui while others are the outcome of morphological

rather than lexical processes. Other items, however, are phrased whereas a number of
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items have no equivalence. Finally, the translation of the list shows that the
crosslinguistic equivalence does not form a one-to-one mapping. Rather, an item in
the source language, English, can have more than one corresponding form whereas a

number of items can be grouped into one corresponding items.

The lexical representation of the social and kin bonds are found in the list to
be 61.7% represented in non-loanwords. That is, a total of 58 items are represented
in lexical forms that show no trances of French or Arabic influence. Examples of
these words include: /?a:moatfu:¢/ “person”, /?a:irga:z/ “man”, /tamotto:e/ or
/hamaotto:e/ “woman”, /?a:wom/ “male”, /jorfel/ “married” and /jalli/ “daughter”.
However, it is noticed that gender is encoded in the morphology more than the lexeme
of Chaoui. A number of the items in this category are distinguished by means of

gender morphemes and have the same root as illustrated in the following table:

Table 4.8. Gender Morphology in Chaoui Kinship Non-loanwords

i Chaoui
English Male/Masculine Female/Feminine
male/female [Pa:wom/ /ta:weame/
boy/girl [?a:hju:j/ /tahju:ce /
married /jorfel/ /harfel/
brother/sister [?u:ma:/ /watma:/
old man/old woman [Pamya:r/ [tamya:re/
[Pawassa:r/ /tawassa:re/

The table above shows that the biological gender (male/female) is reflected in
the grammatical gender often via the affixation of the prefix /ta/ and suffix /e/.
Another piece of trivia that is shown in the table is the fact that adjectives agree in
gender with the noun they modify. Gender agreement is observable in Standard
Arabic, Algerian Arabic and Chaoui, but it is mostly lost in Modern English except

for some traces (lioness, actress, poetess, etc.).

It is observed that a number of the non-loanwords don’t correspond to their
English equivalents lexical size-wise. That is, a number of two-word items are
represented in one-word for in Chaoui. For example, the words “old man” and “old

woman”, shown in the table above, are represented in two-word forms in English,
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i.e., phrasal form, but have a one-word form in Chaoui, i.e., lexical. Other examples
include: /?aqgijja:r/ “young man”, /taqijja:re/“young woman”, /?a:monzu/ “older
brother” and /tamanzu:e/“older sister”. What is noteworthy is that all the pronouns

in the kinship semantic field are non-loanwords as illustrated in the following table:

Table 4.9. Chaoui Pronouns

English | | You! | You? | You? You* She He We | They?

Chaoui | /natfl | [fokk/ | [famm/ | [cinwi/ | /¢i:nnomei/ | /notta:e/ | /natta/ | /mafni/ | /nafni/ | /nohonti/

Youl=singular masculine, you2= singular feminined, you3= plural masculine, you4= plural feminine

Theyl= plural masculine, they2= plural feminine

The table above shows some interesting findings about linguistic typology. It
is observed that the Chaoui dialect has a number of differences from English with
regard to the specificities of reference. First, it is noticed that the Chaoui dialect does
not distinguish animate and inanimate objects with regard to pronominal use. The two
forms are reference are performed with third person pronouns, with gender and
number being a marked feature. Moreover, the table shows that Chaoui, similar to
Arabic, distinguished second person pronouns in terms of gender and number. That
Is, male and female along with singular and plural are encoded in the distinct forms
of pronouns. What is interesting, however, is that second person female plural
pronoun (you?) is, while being a standard Arabic feature that is less marked in modern
Arabic dialects, distinguished in Chaoui. In addition, it is noted that the third person
plural pronouns are also distinguished with regard to gender. It is observed that the
generic pronoun “she/he/it) is non-existent in Chaoui. Rather, like many languages,
each one corresponds to a separate pronoun. Finally, clusivity is not a marked feature
in Chaoui in that the pronouns “we” does not distinguish addressee-included or
addressee-excluded meaning. It is not a linguistic feature that is embedded in the

pronouns. Rather, it is para-textual and contextual cues that signal meaning.

Some of the items that are judged as non-loanwords exemplify under-
differentiation in the Chaoui dialect. Items that have two lexical representations in
English can have one encompassing lexical form in Chaoui. For example, the words

“man” and “husband” correspond to the Chaoui form /?arga:z/ whereas “woman” and
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“wife” are both /h’amatto:e/. On equal footing, the words “grandparents” and
“ancestors” have the form /?i:dodda:wan/. Elements that are gender-neutral such as

“child” and “grandchild” have the masculine grammatical gender.

On the other end of the spectrum, the Arabic influence can be observed in
eighteen nouns. The word “parents” has the exact form in Algerian Arabic /lwa:ldi:n/
whereas the words “widow” and “widower” are morphologically integrated versions
of their Algerian Arabic counterparts /tadza:le/ and /?aadza:l/, respectively. What is
noticed is that a number of items are included under one term; for example, the word
[?ansi:b/ is used to refer to: “father-in-law”, “parents-in-law”, “son-in-law” (of a
man), “son-in-law” (of a woman), “child-in-law” and “brother-in-law” whereas the
word /tansi:bt/, which is assigned a grammatical gender affix, is used to refer to both
“mother-in-law” and “sister-in-law” (of a man). On the other hand, the word /tagonna/
is used to refer to ‘daughter-in-law’ (of a man) ‘daughter-in-law’ (of a woman) and

Fellow wife

These observations correspond to a measurement limitation. One of the
shortcomings of the practical framework offered by Haspelmath (2009) is that it does
not offer guidelines for whether to count such umbrella terms as one or as multiple
instances of borrowing. In the context of the present study, it is argued that since such
kin ties are acknowledged in the Chaoui community as bonds that a social value, each
is considered as an instance of borrowing where speakers felt the need to refer to
these bonds. It, however, is conceivable if a research endeavor argues otherwise.
Given these findings, it is concluded that 19.1% of the words in this semantic field

are borrowed from Arabic.
4.3.3 Animals

The meaning list containing the animal-related items includes lexical items
that describe farm, wild and sea animals. The lists test whether the linguistic system
of the language under study lexicalises male and female differences. This
categorisation is convenient to a considerable extent inasmuch as it allows the
researcher to have insight into the environmental influence on lexical repertoires.
However, one of the major limitations of the list is that it is not applicable to all
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linguistic systems. For example, languages that represent desert speech communities
may not distinguish sea animals. More than any other semantic field, the animal list

contains items to which no equivalents are found.

To overcome the limitation of lacking universality, researchers are required to
accommodate the list so as to fit the environment of the speech community under
analysis. The analysis of the list shows that the lexical items in the list can be
categorised into six categories:

a. Items that retained their Berber origins

b. ltems that show clear Arabic influence

Items that are shared between Chaoui and Algerian Arabic
Items that are borrowed from French

Items that have two variants from two donor languages
Items that have phrasal rather than lexical representations
Items that have no equivalents

Q@ —+o a0

The first category includes words that are not marked by any sort of influence
from French and Arabic. The analysis shows that of the 118 words, 63 words have
retained their Berber origins. Examples of these words include “dog” which has two
variants: /?ayorzo:1/ and /?¢joi/. What is interesting is that the variants can be found
in the Kabyle and Mzabi dialects with slight phonological differences. In Mzabi, the
equivalent is /?ajdi/ whereas in Kabyle it 1s /?aqozu:n/. Moreover, the word /ti:1loct/
“louse” has retained its Berber origins in the same fashion reported in the study of
Kabyle and Mzabi (lbrir, 2017).

The second category includes words that are of clear-cut Arabic origins. Items

in this category include fifteen items as illustrated in the following table:

Table 4.10. Animal Words Borrowed from Arabic

English Chaoui Arabic English Chaoui | Arabic
Herdsman | /?a:sorra:h/ | /sarra:h/ Mouse | /?ayard‘a/ | /qa:rids/
Stable fta:zri:bt/ | /zari:ba/ Bear /dubb/ /dub/

/?aSazmi/ : . N
Calf fta:Sasmizo/ [Sazmi/ elephant Ifi:l/ Ifi:l/
Mare /ISu:0a/ /Sawda/ Centipede | /nna:qsa/ | /na:qsa/
Foal /?a:zhi:h/ [ zah(l Sandfly | /tbaSo:t/ | /baSu:d/
Duck /Ibatt/ /Ibatt/ Beaver | /qundus/ | /qundus/
Bird /?a:fro:x/ [fru:x/ crocodile | /timsa:h/ | /timsa:h/
Oowl /hbu:coe/
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The table above shows the items that have lost their Berber variant and are
fully lexicalised by borrowing from Arabic. What is noteworthy at this juncture is
that the term Arabic refers to items in Algerian and Standard Arabic. Items in
Algerian Arabic that have a phonologically resembling equivalent in Standard
Arabic, notwithstanding the semantic difference, are grouped under the term Arabic.
Moreover, the Arabic influence is not restricted to these fifteen items. In fact, more
items can be found to have Arabic origins, but they exist along with Berber
alternatives. The table above, however, shows items that have no variants but the
Arabic.

The third category involves items that are shared between Algerian Arabic and
Chaoui. The reason why these items are not included under the previous category is
that the data available at the researcher’s disposal does not warrant concluding
whether these words are originally of Berber origins and have been borrowed by
Algerian Arabic or vice versa. This category includes eight “spider/spider web”,
[tnamu:st/ “mosquito”, /tbu:jja/ “chameleon”, /?afortotto/ “butterfly”, /dzayla:l/
“snail”, /fakro:n/ “turtle”. These words have the following respective forms in
algerian Arabic: /rti:la/, /namu:sa/, /bu:ja/, /fartatto/, /dzaylallu/ and /fakro:n/ and are

widely used across the country with identical semantic content.

The word /kr3:va:t/ “prawns or shrimp” in the Chaoui dialect comes from the
French word “crevette”, and the word /fa:ligu/ “hawk” is a phonologically integrated
version of the French word “faucon/falcon”. Moreover, the word /thamu:st/
“mosquito” can be argued to have French origins as it shares some phonological
features with the word “moustique”. These words have lost their Berber equivalents
and are not borrowed from Arabic. Other examples of French influence can be found

but along with other Arabic or Berber variants.

The fifth category involves lexical items that have two or more representations
from two linguistic backgrounds. This category contains six items as illustrated in the

following table:
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Table 4.11. Words with Variants from Multiple Linguistic Origins

. . - Source . . i Source
English Chaoui Origin Form English | Chaoui Origin Form
_ /Payarsi:w/ Berber [fizyar/
Animal ; X .
/lThajawa:n/ | Arabic | /hajawan/ /3a:0%/ Berber
- Snake -
oi /?1:1of/ Berber /?1:zrom/
i
d /Paxantu;f/ Arabic /xantu:f/ /ta:lofsa:/ Arabic /lafSa/
Goat Itya:t/ Berbf.er Hawk /gi:éar/ Berber
/?aSoeru:s/ | Arabic [Sseru:s/ [fa:licu:/ French | falcon
1zASto:t/ Berb /?i:wlalli:/ | Berb
Monkey ASto:t er ?r Spider 1w.9 1 er <-ar -
/1qard/ Arabic lqird/ /rrei:la/ Arabic Irtizla/

It can be observed from the table above shows that many Berber variants exist
along with other non-Berber, particularly Arabic, ones. From a variationist
standpoint, it is these instances of variation that are indicative of a language change
in process. The examination of how these variants of the same lexical variable are
used across the different social groups can give insight into what social factors are
propagating/resisting change. After all, the formal analysis of lexical items in
isolation is advantageous only in laying the foundation for a more functional analysis

that seeks to examine ordinary linguistic behaviour.

The translated list includes another category where items are not fully
lexicalised in the lexical repertoire of the Chaoui dialect. This category includes four
items: (1) /tajla:1t n ji:0%/ “bat”, which literally means “bird of night”, (2) /zayla:l
lobhar/ “shell”, which literally means “snail of sea”, (3) /[fma¥ n tzi:zwa/ “beeswax”,
which literally means “wax of bees” and (4) /ti:¢odfi:n ti:mollali:n/ “termites” which
literally means “white ants”. The items termite and shell are not central to the Chaoui
environment and are not lexicalised neither in Chaoui nor in Arabic. However, the
items beeswax and bat fail to materialise as lexical units despite being very common

in the Chaoui community.

The phrasal representation of some items is indicative of a corresponding
status of the referent in the community. In many cases, the items in the list represent

referents that are irrelevant to the Chaoui community and, consequently, have no
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lexical or phrasal equivalents. The data shows that out of 118 items, eightteen have
no equivalents. Examples of these items include the following words: tapir, firefly,
anteater, quail, raccoon, squirrel, reindeer, coyote, stingray, freshwater eel, porpoise,

gill, cormorant, toucan, parrot, seagull, heron, and stallion.
The following table summarises the findings obtained for each category:

Table 4.12. Animals Words Summary

Category Number | Percentage

Berber 63 53.4%

Arabic 15 12.7%

Algerian Arabic and Chaoui 08 6.8%
French 03 2.5%

Two+ variants 07 5.9%
Phrase 04 3.4%

No equivalence 18 15.3%

The table above shows that the influence of Arabic on the Chaoui dialect is
more noticeable. This is conceivable given the shared historical, cultural and social
background of Arabic speaking and Chaoui speaking communities; linguistic features

are, thus, bound to be transferred from one linguistic system to another.

The lexical density of languages can be discussed with regard to how they
distinguish related referents. The analysis of the animal semantic field list shows that
the translation of the meaning items does not always yield in one-to-one mapping. In
many instances, the Chaoui dialect either under-differentiates similar items in
English, over-differentiates distinct items in English or uses morphological rather
than lexical strategies to distinguish referents. The under-differentiation of items can
be exemplified in the use of /?axantu;/ to refer to both “pig” and “boar”, /?a:fu:na:s/
to refer to both “ox” and “bull”, /?u:lli:/ to refer to both “cattle” and “sheep”, /fa:ligu:/
to refer to “haw” and “eagle” and /?a:slom/ refer to both “fish” and “whale”. In fact,
Algerian Arabic is known for using the word /hu:t/ to refer to both “fish” and “whale”.
This is interesting in that it highlights how language contacts results in not only the
borrowing of linguistic features but also the cognitive processes that govern the

distinction of items in real world.
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On equal footing, the over-differentiation of items occurs when the lexical
representations in the translated list outhumber those in the original list. Examples of
this can be found in the use of the words /ta:lofsa:/, /fizyor/, /sa:8%, /?1:zrom/,
[?alofsi:w/ to refer to snake. What is noteworthy at this juncture is that the existence
of multiple lexical items in cases of over-differentiation can be confused with lexical
variation. The latter refers to the existence of different lexical items that have the
same referent in real word whereas the former refers to the use of different lexical
items for the sake of highlighting perceptual differences in two or more referents. The
use of the previous lexical items in the Chaoui dialect is motivated by the speakers’
desire to distinguish between types and sizes of snakes. Another example of over-
differentiation can be found with the use of /?aSseru:s/ and /tya:t/ to refer to “goat”.
The Chaoui dialect speakers, in a similar fashion with Algerian Arabic, lexicalise the

male and female difference in a way that is not observed in the original list.

The nonconcatenative morphological system of Chaoui allows for the
embedding of grammatical gender in morphological units. The observation of the list
shows that the male and female difference is not always lexicalised in the way
observed with /?aSoeru:s/ “goat (male) and /tya:t/ “goat (female)”. The words
/hu:fri:ce/ “ewe” and /?u:fri:¢/ “ram”, /tafu:na:st/ “cow” and /?a:fu:na:s/ “bull/ox”,
/haxontu:fe/ “sow” and /?axontu;[/ “boar”, /ta:weome/ “female animal” and
[?a:weom/ “male animal”, /tga:zi:t/ “chicken” and /ga:zi:d%/ “rooster” realise the

biological difference by means of morphological rather than lexical units.
4.3.4 The Body

The semantic field of body contains not only nouns that describe body parts
but also verbs that are associated with bodily acts such as sneeze, cough, die and give
birth. The body semantic field is ultimately universal in that it is not environmentally
variant. The analysis of the translated list shows that many of the items of have
retained their Berber origins and are not influenced by other languages. Examples of
these items can be found in the words skin, flesh and hair which translate to /?a:gli:m/,
[?a:¢gsu:m/ and /?i:za:won/ respectively. One of the reasons to assume that these words

have retained their Tamzight origins is the cross-dialectal comparison with other
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Berber varieties. For example, the word /?a:gli:m/ “skin” in the Chaoui dialect is
represented in the Kabyle dialect as /?ajuli:m/. The two representations have a
seeming phonological resemblance with a difference noted only at the level of the
sounds /j/ and /g/. It should be noted that the gliding of the voiced velar stop is a very
prevalent phonological process that can be found in many Berber dialects. Many
Kabyle speakers pronounce the word as /?agulim/ while many Chaoui speakers have

an alternative /?a:jli:m/ phonological realisation for it.

Similar observations can be made with the words /?a:¢su:m/ “meat” and
[?1:za:won/ “hair” in the Chaoui dialect which have Tamzight equivalents in the
Kabyle and Mzabi dialects. The word /?a:gsu:m/ has an exactly identical
phonological form in the Kabyle dialect. Moreover, the Mzabi dialect has a similar
word with a palatal glide /?ajsu:m/. Finally, the word /?i:za:won/ “hair” has a similar
representation in the Mzabi dialect /za:w/. It should be noted that the Chaoui dialect
variant is found in plural whereas the Mzabi is in singular. The Kabyle dialect has a

different representation for the word hair, /?afebu:v/.

The second category that is found in the body semantic field includes words

that have clear Arabic influence.

Table 4.13. Body Words with Arabic Influence

Chaoui Arabic English
/bden/ /badan/ body
/hwa:gab/ /hawa:zib/ eyebrow
/sa:g/ [sa:q/ leg
/mi:Sda/ /maStda/ stomach
[?iCattos/ ljaStrs/ to sneeze

The table above highlight words from the Chaoui dialect that are borrowed
from Arabic without noticeable morphological or phonological changes. The word
leg, for instance, has retained an identical phonological representation from Arabic.
In the Mzabi and Kabyle dialects of Tamazigth, however, the word has a Berber
representation as the word has the phonological representations /da:r/ and /?aqe3za:r/

respectively. What is noteworthy at this juncture is that, in many cases, the present
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study overlooks the typological difference between Algerian Arabic and Standard
Arabic and uses the term Arabic to refer to both. This happens when the difference in
the phonological representation of a word is near identical in the two varieties. In
other cases, however, when the difference is observable, the terms Algerian Arabic
and Standard Arabic are used to refer to two distinct varieties of Arabic. To illustrate,
the word “leg” is represented as /sa:q/ in Standard Arabic and /sa:g/ in many Algerian
dialects. The difference here is subtle inasmuch as it is phonemic or allophonic, and
the distinction does not serve any explanatory function. However, the word
[?i:masla:n/ “spine” is influenced not by Standard Arabic but rather by Algerian
Arabic.

The examination of the words influenced by Arabic shows that the borrowing
process is not always direct. That is, the mapping of sound unto meaning in the
Chaoui borrowed does not necessarily reflect the mapping from the donor language.
For example, the word /ba€s0:s/ “tail” is, at first encounter, seems as not being
influenced by Arabic. This assumption is motivated by the fact that Standard Arabic
has /dajl/ whereas Algerian Arabic has /ta:ba¢/ for the word “tail”. However, the
closer examination of the structure of the word shows that it shares the features of the
Standard Arabic word /baSso:s/ which literally means “tailbone”. The word is not
directly borrowed to the Chaoui dialect. Rather, one of the related meanings in the
donor language are imported to fill a lexical gap in the recipient language. It should
be noted that other Berber varieties, viz Mzabi and Kabyle, have different
representations for the word that are uninfluenced by Arabic /?azehni:d%/ and

/tahofwa:t/, respectively.

Other examples of this process can be found in the word /?a:xonfu:f/ “nose”.
The word has two different representations in Algerian and Standard Arabic /ni:f/ and
[?anf/, respectively. However, the verb /xanif(a)/ in Standard Arabic means “raising
one’s nose in pride”. In the Algerian culture, the nose is associated with pride and
dignity. It is conceivable to assume that the verb /xanif(a)/ is transformed to an

adjectival noun meaning “one who takes pride”. Even the Standard Arabic word
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[?anf/ has a verbal and nominal equivalents /?anif(a)/ and /?anafa/ which are

associated with pride.

The word /?i:ttallay/ “lick” is evaluated in the present study as being borrowed
from Arabic. The direct equivalent in Arabic is /jalhas/ or /jalfag/, but the word can
also be translated to /jalry/ which literally means “touch or drink with the tip of the
tongue”. The latter meaning is more applied with acts performed by animals and is
more strongly associated with drinking rather than licking. However, one of the
possible meanings of the word are borrowed into the Chaoui dialect with

morphological and phonological restructuring.

These observations highlight one of the limitations of the translation-based
account of linguistic contact (change, borrowing, shift, etc.). The purely formal
analysis of lexical items on the basis of the morphological and phonological features
of the word in the recipient and donor language without any reference to the
functional and cultural aspects of language use can yield misinformed conclusions.
The task of determining crosslinguistic relations requires the researcher to know not
only the language under study but also the cultural profile of the speech communities

of these languages.

The French influence on body meaning items is not as frequent. Of the 180
words, three words display French origins: /bu:nja/ “fist”, /ku:tbi:/ “kick” and
[?afonja:n/ “lazy”. The words in Standard Arabic are /qabda/, /rakla/ and /kasu:l/
whereas in French they are “poing”, “coup de pied” and “fainéant”. The Algerian
dialect has many possible variants for the words, including /gabda/, /bu:nja/ or /dabza/
for “fist”, /rokla/ and /ku:tbi/ for “kick”, and /fonja:n/ for “lazy”. Clearly, there is a
French influence on both Chaoui and Algerian Arabic, but it is not clear what
influence path occurred first, whether Algerian Arabic borrowed the term from

French and then loaned it to Chaoui or vice versa.

Another word that is marked with non-Berber phonological features is
[?agarzu:m/ “throat”. The word in is /halq/ Standard Arabic and /gorzu:ma/ in
Algerian Arabic. At first encounter, the word seems to be derived from the French

word “gorge” “throat”. However, in his book, Supplement to Arab Dictionaries, Dozy
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(1877, p.218) mentions the entry (118761) /garzu:ma/ under the meaning of throat.
Other non-academic sources attribute the word to Latin. Determining the
etymological background of items is not central to the scope of the present study.
Whether the word is of Latin or French descent is not necessarily problematic
inasmuch as french, along with Western Romance languages are descendent of Latin

and Indo-European proto-language.

The universality of a meaning item does not necessarily denote lexicalisation.
Some of the items in the body semantic field are universal but are not given lexical
representations in the Chaoui dialect. That is, these meanings are present in the
community but are not give lexical representations. Rather, they are expressed in a
phrasal manner. For example, the word /za:w 1labdan/ translates literally to “hair of
the body”. Like English, Algerian and Standard Arabic use similar strategies to
express the meaning. However, some items that are lexicalised in English, Standard
Arabic and Algerian Arabic fail to lexicalise in the Chaoui dialect. Examples of this
include the word “gums”, which is /laBba/ in Standard Arabic, /lha/ in Algerian
Arabic and “gencives” in French, is /?a:ksu:m on ti:yma:s/ which literally translates
to “meat of tooth”. Moreover, the word “elbow” is lexicalised in Standard Arabic,
French and Algerian Arabic /mirfag/, “coude” and /marfag/ respectively) but is
expressed in phrasal form in Chaoui. The phrase /?i:xf ?u:yi:l/ literally means “head
of arm” and is used to refer to elbow. Surprisingly, the word “knee” is fully

lexicalised as it is pronounced /fu:d/ in Chaoui.

The concept of death is universal and is, therefore, expected to be lexicalised
in all languages. The verb “to die” has the Chaoui equivalent /josra:g rro:h/ which
literally translates to “steal soul”. The two items of the phrase are borrowed from
Arabic. Moreover, the word “calf” is /?a:ksu:m n ssa:g/ which translates to “meat of
leg”. Another phrase is /bu:na:dom/ which means “human”. The word in algerian
Arabic is /bna:dom/, /bafar/ /Sabd/ or /?insaan/, and it is /?insaan/ and /bafar/ in
Standard Arabic. Etymologically, the word is derived from the Standard Arabic

phrase /?1bn ?adam/, which literally means “son of Adam”.
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The list includes a number of words that are shared between Algerian Arabic
and Chaoui. In many cases, the etymology of the word is not clear as Berber and
Algerian dialects have a shared history that is marked with a reciprocal social, cultural
and, thus, linguistic reciprocation. The word /rrhad3/ “poison” is pronounced /rahdz/
in Algerian Arabic which literally means “poisonous dust” in Standard Arabic.
Moreover, the word /farta:s/ “bald” is believed by some to be of Berber origins
referring to scalp infection (Dozy, 1877, p. ). The word has another alternative
[?agarSi:t/ which is derived from the Arabic word /?agra$/. One equal footing, the
words /ti:sonsont/ “dandruff” /?amotmoz/ “sprain” are found in both Algerian Arabic
and Chaoui. Other examples include the words /?i:masla:n/ “spine” /tamalyi:yt/
“skull”, /?amosi:0%/ “thigh” and /lagra:bi/ “waist”.

The following table illustrates the distribution of items across the body

semantic field on the basis of the discussion above:

Table 4.14. Body Words Summary

Number Percentage

Arabic 37 20.6%
Algerian Arabic 09 5%

Berber 104 57.7%
Two+ variants 05 2.8%
French 05 2.8%
Phrasal 09 05%

Not translated 11 6.1%

Total 180 100%

The table above shows that more than a quarter of the items in the body
semantic field are either from Arabic, either Algerian or Standard Arabic. Moreover,
the findings illustrated in the table show that many items have more than one variant;
five of which have variants from two linguistic varieties: (1) “intestines” which has
two Berber variants /li:wi:/ and /?i:¢si:/ and one Arabic variant /?a:masra:n/, (2)
“kick” which has one Arabic variant /?a:rki:l/ and one French variant /ku:tbi:/, (3)
“wound” which has one Arabic variant /lagrah/ and one Berber variant /?adaddi://,

(4) “sprain” which has one Algerian Arabic variant /?amatmoz/ and one Tamzight
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variant /?a:nu:nni/ and (5) “vomit” which has one Arabic variant /?i:rrad/ and one

onomatopoeic variant /?i:Suqqad/.

The table also shows the percentage of only lexicalised items. That is, items
that are expressed in lexical rather than phrasal forms. The findings show that 65%
of the lexicalised items retained their Berber origins. Moreover, the findings illustrate
din the table above show that the Arabic influence on the Chaoui dialect with regard
to the body semantic field is considerable more prominent than that of French (28.7%

and 3.1% respectively).

The analysis of the translated list shows that there are some meaning items that
are not differentiated in Chaoui in the same fashion that they are in English. The
sociolinguistic theory postulates that conceptual differentiation is embedded in the
lexical inventory of a language when called for by the community’s need to realise
such differentiation. Examples of these instances of under-differentiation are
observed with the use of /ti:ymast/ to refer to both tooth and molar tooth. This
difference is not exactly lexicalised in English, but Arabic dialects make a clear
lexical distinction between /na:b/ “fang”, /dirs/ “molar tooth” and /sm/ “front tooth
or teeth in general”. Moreover, the word /?aSabbu:J/ is used to refer to both “udder”
and “breast” whereas the word /nnofsol/ is used to refer to “ankle” and “joint”.
Finally, the word /?a:Sagu:n/, which is derived from the Algeria Arabic word meaning
“mute”, 1s used to mean both “mute” and “deaf”. This semantic extension is
motivated by expressive economy. It is commonly observed that deaf people do not
possess the articulatory ability of language use; Chaoui dialect speakers, hence, lump

them up under one encompassing borrowed term.
4.3.5 Food and Drink

The examination of the food and drink semantic field shows a variety of words
from different etymological descents. This semantic field contains 103 items,
nineteen of which are verbs, five are adjective and 79 are nouns. This means that
76.7% of the items are nouns, 18.5% are verbs and 4.8% are adjectives. The analysis
reveals that fifty items are exclusively non-loanwords. That is, almost half of the
items (48.5%) are represented in forms that show little or no evidence of being
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borrowed from French or Arabic. Examples of these words include the verbs /?i:jsass/
“to drink”™, /jallo:z/ “to be hungry”, /jofu:0/ “to be thirsty” and /?i:tot/ “to eat” and the
nouns /?ayru:m/ “bread”, /?a:rec¢Bi:/ “dough”, /?a:ren/ “flour”, /ta:si:r®/ “mill”,
/ha:mohha:t/ “mortar”, /?a:zdu:d/ “pestle” and /?a:ksu:m/ “meat”. What is observed
is that all adjectival items are non-loanwords: /ju:mma/ “cooked”, /?u:djummi:[/
“raw”, /ju:mma/ “ripe”, /2u:8jummi:J/ “unripe” and /?u:0i:hli:J7 “rotten”. Moreover,
it is observed that fifteen verbal items belong to this category. Put otherwise, a
percentage of 100% of adjectives, 79% of verbs and 38% of nouns are non-
loanwords. That is, nominal items are disproportionately more susceptible to

borrowing.

The second category in the analysis involves items that have lost their proto-
form and acquired an exclusively Arabic form. This category includes 31 items, one
of which is verbal. That is, a percentage of approximately 30% of the items in the list
are represented in Arabic loanwords. The verbs /?i:tmmo:ssa/ “to suck” and
[?1:sbel€i:0/ “to swallow” and twenty eight nouns constitute this category as

exemplified in the following table:

Table 4.15. Arabic Food and Drink Loanwords

English Chaoui Arabic
Famine /maza:Sa/ /maza:Sa/
Pepper [Ri:falfal/ [falfal/
Butter /dha:n/ /dha:n/
Oil /zz1:0/ [zi:t/
Fruits Ifakja/ Ifakja/
Tongs /ha:monga: v/ /minga:f/

The analysis of the list also shows that a number of items are borrowed from
French. In fact, eight items are clearly borrowed from French, all of which are nouns.
The words /hoga:mi:16/ “kettle”, /ta:s/ “jug/pitcher”, /ha:ferfi:t/ “fork”, /ferma:3/
“cheese”, /tabiri:0/ “beer”, /[i:flo:r/ “cauliflower” and /bi:tra:f/ “beetroot” are
respectively borrowed from the French words “gamelle”, “tasse”, “fourchette”,
“fromage”, “biere”, “chou-fleur” and “betterave”. Finally, the word “wine” is

represented in /rru:3/ and /ddifa:n/ which correspond to the French words “rouge” and
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“des vins”, with some phonological integration. This means that 7.7% of the items in
the food and drink semantic field are represented only in items that are French

loanwords.

Another category in the analysis includes items that are found in Algerian
Arabic and Chaoui but are not borrowed from Arabic nor French. This category
includes five items: /tawa/ “pan”, /?atabsi:/ “plate”, /qa:za:n/ “basin for washing”,
/forma:s/ “dried apricots” and /sonna:rij’a/ “carrots”. The first three items are found
in Algerian Arabic and are reportedly borrowed from Turkish. The path of borrowing
is not clear given the documented data available, but it is conceivable to assume that
Chaoui borrowed it from Algerian Arabic. The word /sonna:rija/ is reported in a
number of internet forums as being of a Spanish etymology while the word /forma:s/
is found as /horma:s/ in many Algerian dialects but the data available to the
researcher’s disposal does not amount to any conclusions regarding the donor

language of this item.

The observation of the translated list shows that three items exist in phrasal
rather than lexical form. The word “yolk” corresponds to the Chaoui word /awra:y n
tmolla:lt/ which literally means “egg yellow” whereas the word “egg white”
correspond to /?amollal n tmella:lt/. The word “chili pepper” is represented in an
Arabic phrase /?i:felfel ?i:ha:rron/ which literally means “hot pepper”. It is
worthwhile noting that Arabic has a similar fashion in woring these items and that
Chaoui has a matching lexical representation that in the same and syntactic order of
Arabic.

A number of words in the list are found to have more than one lexical
representation that represent lexical variation rather than synonymy. In fact, four
items have more than one lexical form that includes at least one non-loanword and
one non-loanword lexicons. The words and the donor languages are illustrated in the

following table:
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Table 4.16. Items with more than One Lexical Representation

English Non-]lgirr;]word Lo?:m)rd Source form
to choke /jefleq/ ljaxnag/ /jaxnag/ (Arabic)
/jassu:maj/ ?i:jgella/ ljaqli:/ (Arabic)
to roast or fry Risjfewwal | fjofwi:/ (Arabic)
/% lmos/ Irizfu:/ richaud (french)
oven L /tabu:na/ /tabu:n/ (Arabic)
[Ifu:r/ Four (French)
. [?a:z0mmi:/ _ . [?a:xudmi/
knife (1) Ihu:zza:16/ fracxudmil | joerian Arabic)

The final category includes items that have no equivalent in Chaoui by means
of being irrelevant to the speaker. This category includes three items “meal”, “supper”
and “manioc bread”. This means that only 2.9% of the entire items have no lexical
correspondence in Chaoui. The final two items are also irrelevant to Algerian dialect

speakers and have no lexical correspondence in Algerian Arabic.
4.3.6 Clothing and Grooming

The semantic field of clothing and grooming includes 59 items; of which, 05
are verbs and 54 are nouns. That is, a percentage of 08.5% of the elements are verbs
and 91.5% are nouns. The nouns include articles of clothing and ornament. The
translation of the list reveals that three of the verbs are non-loanwords: /?itra:0%/ “to
put on”, /jzat/ “to spin” and /?i:gonni/ “to sew” while two are Arabic loanwords:
[?i:tgarda;J7 “to weave” and /?i:sobbay/ “to dye”. The former is derived from Algerian
Arabic word /jgardaf/ whereas the second can be used in Standard and Algerian

Arabic /jasbry/ or /jasbay/ respectively.

The analysis of the nouns shows that sixteen items are non-loanwords. That is,
the non-loanwords that have no alternative loanwords in use constitute a percentage
of 29.6% from the total of nouns and 27.1% from the total items. The Arabic influence
is, however, more noticeable as 23 Chaoui items show clear resemblance in form and
meaning to their Arabic counterparts. These findings translate to a percentage of 40%
of the total items and 42.6% of the total nouns are of Arabic origins. Examples of

nominal Arabic loanwords are illustrated in the following table:
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Table 4.17. Arabic Clothing and Grooming Loanwords

English Chaoui Arabic
Trousers [?asarwa:l/ /sarwa:l/
hat or cap /hfa:ffi:e/ [fa:ffijja/
Belt /tahozza:mt/ /hozza:ma/
Veil ./xima:r/ Iximacr/
/ti:mohromt/ /mohoroma/
(woman’s) dress [tazbi:be/ I30bba/
ftaSba:jt/ [Cba:ja/
Cloak /ta39IIa:éi:t/ /39IIa:Jba/
Ring ltxa:eme/ /xa:tom/

In addition to the examples in the table, a number of other words are judged as
Arabic loanwords despite the resemblance to other words. For example, the word
/ssabo:n/ has the French representation “savon”, but it is judged as an Arabic
loanword due to the fact that it has the exact same phonological form as Arabic. Other
words, however, are judged not as Arabic loanwords but rather as Algerian Arabic
loanwords. The distinction is made due to the fact that these words have been
lexicalised in Algerian Arabic not from Standard Arabic but rather from other
language, and they have a different representation in Stadnard Arabic. Two words
fall within this category: /titaqfiri:n/ “socks”, which is /tqa:fi:r/ in Algerian Arabic,
and /fJi:ta/ “brush”.

The French influence is relatively more observable in this semantic field as
there are ten items that have French origins. This means that the items that are
represented exclusively by French loanwords constitute 16.6% of the total items and
18.5% of the total nouns in this semantic field. The French loanwords are illustrated
in the following table:
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Table 4.18. French Clothing and Grooming Loanwords

English Chaoui French
Coat /Ifi:sta/ Veste
Shirt ftri:ku/ Tricot
Collar [fiko:l/ Col/Collier
Skirt I3ippon/ Jupe
Boot /botijon/ Botte
Glove Mliga:t/ Les gants

Pin /lappi:na:z/ punaise
Ornament /makija:3/ Maquillage

Four of the words in the list include two representations that are from two
linguistic backgrounds. The word “tailor” has two representations, /?axijja:t/ which
Is an Arabic loanword and /?agonnei/ which is a non-loanword. Moreover, the word
“silk” has the equivalent /lohri:r/ from Arabic and /taswa/ which is a non-loanword.
In addition, the word “leather” is represented as /?agli:m/ as a non-loanword and
/kwi:r/ which is from French. Finally, the word “razor” has three representations:
[?u:zza:l/ which is a non-loanword, /?axo0mi/ which an Arabic loanword meaning
“knife” and /rrazwa:r/ which is a French loanword. It is noted that the words “grass-
skirt”, “snowshoe” and “felt” have no lexical equivalence in Chaoui and are

essentially irrelevant to the speakers.
4.3.7 The House

The LWT meaning list includes 47 items that describe verbs and nouns
commonly used around household. The house semantic field is predominantly
nominal in that only two verbs are found. This means that 95.7% of the items are
nouns. In light of that, the analysis reveals that the two verbs /jti:li/ “to live” and
/ti:bbarkant/“to tan” show no marks of phonological resemblance to either French or
Arabic. It is, thus, concluded that both are non-loanwords. Of course, this claim that
these two items are not loanwords of other languages at one point in the prehistoric
development of the language; the scope of such enquiry is beyond the immediate
context of the present study, nor is it feasible given the set of data at the researcher’s

disposal.
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With regard to nouns, the findings show that they fall within one of the

following categories:

a. Items that are non-loanwords (38.3%)

b. Items that are exclusively Arabic loanwords (29.8%)

c. Items that are shared with Algerian Arabic. (2.1%)

d. Items that are exclusively French loanwords (12.7%)

e. Items that have two representations from two linguistic backgrounds (8.5%)

f. Items that have no lexicalised equivalent and are expressed in phrasal form
(8.5%)

The first category includes words that show no phonological form and
semantic content resemblance to either French or Arabic and are accordingly judged
as exclusive non-loanwords. This category include sixteen items in addition to the
two verbs, constituting a total of 38.3% of the meaning items. Examples of words in
this category include /?axxa:m/ “house”, /?anna:r/ “meeting house”, /?asoqqa:o/

“latch or door-bolt”, /hi:mba:bat/ “window” and /ta:mu:re/ “floor”.

The second category includes nouns that are represented only in Arabic
loanwords. There are fourteen items in this category, constituting more than the
quarter of the list 29.8%. The words in Chaoui along with their Arabic origins are

illustrated in the following table:

Table 4.19. Arabic House Loanwords

English Chaoui Arabic
hut /gu:rbi/ /gu:rbi/
door or gate /Iba:b/ /ba:b/
doorstep /ISatboe/ [Satba/
key /nnofea:h/ /mofta:h/
wall [?afsi:l/ /fa:sil/
ladder /sla:lom/ /sla:lom/
candle [tafomma:Qe/ [fomSa/
/hi:sfifi:n/
shelf ftassficft/ [stuf/
roof /ssaqf/ [saqf/
[?aqormu:d/ /garmu:d/
thatch 1228 fu:fl IS Uzl
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board /talwi:ht/ /lu:ha/
arch /lqu:s/ /gaws/
blanket [zza:wra/ [zza:wra/
tent /?aqqid‘o:n/ /gi:to:n/

In addition to the items displayed in the table above, some items can be used
in both Algerian Arabic and Chaoui. For example, the word /zokrom/ “lock” is shared
with Algerian Arabic; the source of which is not identifiable to the researcher. The
forth category includes words that are exclusively French. This category contains six
items, constituting a total of 12.7% of the list. First, the word /takuzi:nt/ “kitchen” in
Chaoui is derived from the French word “cuisine”. Second, the word /lbank/ “chair”
is a phonologically reduced form of the word “banquette” whereas the word /{abla/
“table” is a grammatically feminine loanword. Finally, four construction-related
items are borrowed from French; the words /massdn/ “mason”, /lbri:k/ “brick” and
/ssi:ma/ “cement” are derived from the respective French words “magon”, “brique”

and “cement”.

The fifth category includes meaning items that can be found in Chaoui in two
forms from two linguistic systems. Of course, many items have more than one
representation, but not all are from two or more linguistic backgrounds. For example,
the word “trough” can be found in choaui as /?a:nu:/ or /ta:la/, both of which are
judged as non-loanwords. However, this case does not represent a case of variation.
Rather, it represents a case of semantic relation such as hyponymy or synonymy,
which is beyond the scope of the present study. However, the word “yard or court” is
found in chaoui either as /hu:f/, which is an arabic loanword, or /?a:fra:g/, which is
judged as a non-loanword. Moreover, the word “room” has two loanword
representations; one is from Arabic /tadda:re/, and the other is from French
/hfa:mbare/. The word “chimney” can be found as a French loanword /[fmi:ni/ or a
non-loanword /tanno:zort/. Finally, the word “torch” has a French loanword
equivalent /ka:nki:/ and a non-loanword one /ya:nzu/. These findings show that

instances of interlinguistic variation constitute 8.5% of the total items.

The final category include items that have no equivalent in the Chaoui. Here,

29 ¢¢ 99 ¢

we can find four items “camp”, “man’s house”, “garden-house” and “beam”. When
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asked to offer the alternative, the informants requested an explanation of what is
meant by these words; they eventually literally translated the researcher’s explanation
into Chaoui rather than offering their equivalent in Chaoui. It was concluded that such
meaning items are irrelevant to the speakers contrarily to other phrasal expressions in
other semantic field which, despite not being lexicalised, are, still, of relevance to the

speakers by virtue of have a considered meaning in the speakers’ environment.
4.3.8 Agriculture and Vegetation

One of the main sections in the list is the semantic field that describes
agriculture and vegetation. The significance of this semantic field arises from the fact
that it is heavily environment-dependent, and languages vary considerably in terms
of what referents are lexicalised. Even within the same speech community, such as
the Algerian, different herbs, trees, and equipment items have different lexical
representations, and some are not even lexicalised within parts of the community. The
list developed for the present study includes 132 items that include eight verbs and

124 nouns.

The analysis of the translated list shows that a number of items have no lexical
equivalent in Chaoui. In fact, almost one tenth of words (9.09%) are not lexicalised.
This category includes the words yamstick, oats, beech, birch, banyan, cassava, sugar
cane, fish poison, larch, needle, ulmus and asparagus. Although the final item,
asparagus, is lexicalised in many regions in Algeria, it transpires as irrelevant to the
speakers of Chaoui by dint of being not part of their environmental context.
Furthermore, the analysis shows that four items are expressed in phrasal rather than
lexical form. The words “barley field”, “olive oil” and “dried fig” do not have a one-
word form. Instead, they are represented as phrases that correspond to the literal
translation of each corresponding English item. Second, the word “turmeric” has the
Chaoui form /dwa wra:y/ which literally translates to “yellow medicine”. It is
noteworthy that the word /dwa/ in Algerian Arabic, which originally meant
“medicine”, has acquired a semantic content of “spice”. /dwa wra:y/, thus,

corresponds to “yellow spice”. These findings means that 116 out of 132 items of the
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list are lexicalised. In other words, a total of 87.9% of the original list has a

correspondence in Chaoui.

The examination of the corresponding Chaoui words shows that 62 items are
represented in exclusive non-loanword forms. That is, out of the 116 items with
lexical form, a percentage of 53.44% are represented in forms that show no influence
from Arabic or French. This percentage corresponds to 46.9% from the total 132
items. Six out of the eight verbs are included in this category: /?ittazwa/, which
corresponds to three items “to sow”, “to plant” and “to cultivate”, /?igarroz/ “to
plough”, /?ijma33er/ “to mow”, /jassarwa:e/ “to thresh”. Other items in this category
include some agricultural equipment such as /ti:zert/ “pitchfork”, /?afra:0%/ “rake”,
[?amzer/ “scythe” and /tagalzi:me/ “digging stick™, grains such as /ti:znni:n/ “grain”,
[?i:rdon/ “wheat”, /ti:mzi:n/ “barley”, /hazzo:e/ “rye”, Imasto:ri:/ “corn” and /?i:gor/

“rice”.

The second category includes words that are represented in Arabic loanwords
in an exclusive fashion. The analysis shows that 39 items are Arabic loanwords. That
IS, a percentage of 29.5% of the total items and 33.6% of the total lexicalised items
are Arabic loanwords. This category includes the two verbs /?i:jnogqaf/ “to dig”
which has the Arabic form /janquf/ “to sculpt” and /?itkija:f/ “to smoke” which is
used in Algerian Arabic in the same fashion but has another meaning of “to enjoy”.
This word in Standard Arabic translates literally to “to adapt”. This category also
includes the nouns /?afella:h/ “farmer”, /zzaStar “thyme”/ /lhelba/ “fenugreek” and
/ISdes/ “lentils”.

The third category includes French loanwords. This semantic field includes
five items that are represented in French loanwords. This means that 3.8% of the total
items and 4.3% of the lexicalised items are French loanwords. This category includes
the following words: /ba:la/ which corresponds to two items “shovel” and “spade”,
/bana:n/ “bananas”, /ssorgo/ “sorghum” and /fu:li/ “thread”. The words have the
French equivalents “pelle”, “banane” “sorgho” and “fil”. What is noteworthy,

however, is that while the first four items are clearly borrowed, the final is not.
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The fourth category includes items that are shared between Algerian Arabic
and Chaoui in such a way as it was not clear to the researcher what the etymological
backgrounds of the items are. This category includes seven items, which corresponds
to 5.3% of the total items and 6.06% of the total lexicalised items. The seven items
are: /ssa:bboe/ “how”, /leqsi:l/ “grass”, /?a:sebsi:/ “pipe”, /tka:bu:be/ “pumpkin”,
/hazzu:mbaje/ “cone”, /?azi:r/ “rosemary” and /tfi:na/ “orange”. The scope of the
present study does not call for the etymological account for all words. However, a

gloss of the probable donor languages of these items are provided in Appendix A.

The final category includes items that have representations from two linguistic
backgrounds. This category includes four items, which means that 3% of the total
items and 3.5% of the entire lexicalised items are represented in two or more forms
with different etymological descent. First the word “fig” includes over-differentiated
items in Chaoui as it corresponds to /?amtfi:/ and /taza:rt/ which are non-loanwords
and /ba:ko:r/ which is an Arabic loanword referring to male fig fruits used for
enhancing reproduction. Second, the word “pine” corresponds to a word from
Algerian Arabic with non-identifiable origin /tazu:nbi:e/ and a non-loanword
/tanomma:je/. Third, the word “ditch” has a non-loanword equivalent /ta:rga/ and an
Arabic loanword /?a:xreb/ which is derived from the Arabic word /xurb/ “whole”.
Finally, the word “fence” has two Arabic loanword forms /?a:spwon/ and /?a:zarrab/

and a non-loanword form /?a:sarkal/.
4.3.9 Basic Actions and Technology

The semantic field basic action and technology share some semantic
properties with the modern world semantic field in that both describe some tools that
are used and invented by humans. This semantic field, however, is distinct in that it
describes basic crafts and tools rather than modern ones. The list includes 78 items
of nominal and verbal nature. The verbs constitute 48.7% of the list with a total of 38
while nouns are 51.3% with 40 items. This means that the items are almost equally

distributed across the verb and noun categories.

The analysis of the translated verbs shows that 23 out of the 38 verbs are non-
loanwords. In other words, of all the verbal items, 60.5% have exclusively proto-
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forms that are not influenced by Arabic or French. On the other hand, it is observed
that seventeen nouns are not influenced by Arabic or French. That is, 42.5% of the
nominal items are non-loanwords. These findings amount to the hypothesis that
nouns are more susceptible to lexical borrowing. Regardless of the grammatical
category, the non-loanwords in this semantic field constitute a total of forty items,
corresponding to a percentage of 51.2%. This means that more than half of the items

are expressed in Chaoui dialect with exclusive Berber words.

With regard to the influence of Arabic, the analysis of the translated list shows
that fourteen verbs marked with Arabic phonology and share the same semantic
content whereas it is a whopping nineteen items in the case of nouns. This means that
36.8% of the verbs and 47.5% of the nouns are influenced by Arabic. With a total of
33 items, the Arabic loanwords are found to expert replacive change on 42.3% of the
words in this semantic field. Examples of the borrowed nouns and verbs are illustrated

in the following table:

Table 4.20. Nominal and Verbal Basic Action and Technology Arabic Loanwords

Nouns Verbs
broom /ti:mastaht/ | /mossotha/ to make [?ijxaddom/ | /joxdom/
axe /hfa:qo:re/ [fa:qo:r/ to tear [?i:tmozza:q/ | /jmazzaq/
carpenter | /?anadza:r/ /madza:r/ to wipe [?i;jmoassah/ | /jomsah/
nail [?amasma:r/ | /masma:r/ to pull [?1:j30b0i:e/ | /jozbad/
glue /lasqoe/ /lasqa/ to squeeze | /?i:Sosrize/ /joSsur/
lead [?arrsa:s/ Irsa:s/ to pour /jetforra:y/ /jforray/
tin [?aqozdi:r/ /qozdi:r/ to mold [Ritfagsa:ll | [jfassa:l/
zacs/ Izza:3/ _ :
glass loqza:z/ foza-z/ to cut down [?aqla:s/ /joglas/

The lexical items in the table illustrated the phonological resemblance between
Chaoui words and their Arabic counterparts. The phonetic form provided for the
Arabic words conforms to the pronunciation of dialectal Arabic rather than the
Standard. The phonotactics differences between standard and non-standard
pronunciation is overlooked at this juncture as it does not centrally feed into the

interpretation of the findings. What is noteworthy, however, is that some items are
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not particularly in use. For example, the verb /jmozzaq/ is recognisable are
interpretable to the speakers of Algerian Arabic, but it is not in use. Rather, the verb
/jgattaS/ is alternatively used. Another point to consider is the fact that the word
/mogsotha/ “broom” can be found as /mokkonsa/ in many Algerian dialect. Other
dialects, however, use the euphemistic alternative /mossotha/ (literally “fixer”) or

even /zojja:na/ (literally “beautifier”).

French phonology is detectable at the level of two nouns and one verb. The
nouns /?asuda:r/ “blacksmith” and /bantu:ra/ “paint” correspond to the French words
“soudeur” and “peinture” respectively whereas the verb /jbontor/ “to paint”
corresponds to the French verb “peindre”. It is worthwhile noting that Algerian
dialects also make use of these French words in a similar fashion. To conclude, the
French influence on Chaoui words represents 3.8% of the entire items in this semantic

field and 8.3% of the total loanwords.

The final element of discussion is the existence of two variants in tandem,
formally referred to as additive change. The examination of the list shows that two
items are represented in two forms from two linguistic backgrounds, both of which
have an Arabic loanword and a non-loanword. First, the word “knife” has the Arabic
loanword representation /?axo0mi/ and two non-loanword representations /2azommi/
and /tu:zza:1t/. Second, the word “rug” has the Arabic loanword for /tazarbi:e/ which
has the Arabic equivalent /zarbijja/ and the word /?azorei:l/ which, despite the
resemblance to the Arabic loanword, does not provide enough evidence to mark it as

borrowed from Arabic.
4.3.10 Motion

As the name suggests, the motion semantic field includes words that describe
changes in the physical world with regard to place. It is conceivable that this semantic
field be verb-dominant. In fact, the meaning items describing motion constitute a total
of 82 words, 62 of which are verbs. This means that 75.6% of the items are verbal.
The remaining twenty items are nominal, and no items are adjectival, adverbial or

functional.
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The analysis of the list shows that 36 items are non-loanwords. This means
that 43.9% of the words have remained uninfluenced by French or Arabic. What is
observed is that 31 out of the 36 non-loanwords are verbs. It transpires, thus, that
86.1% of the non-loanwords are verbal. This is interesting given the fact that the verb-
to-noun ration is higher in the non-loanwords than in the global list. Moreover, it
follows that only five nouns out of the twenty nouns are non-loanwords. Put
otherwise, half of the verbal items in the list are not influenced by French or Arabic
whereas only a quarter of the nouns are. These findings imply that nominal categories
are more susceptible to change than the verbal. Examples of the non-loanword verbs
include /?i:ssonfa:e/ or /?i:ssugaraj/ “to lead”, /?i:ttozzal or [?i:ttorra/ “to drive”,
/ju:liz/ “to ride” /?i:zalgad/ “to roll”, /?issa:jo‘o/ “to drop” /?i:zalga:s/ “to twist” and
[?1:jbaddod/ “to rise”. On the other hand, the five non-loanword nouns are /?abri:d/,
which refers to both “path” and “road”, /qaza:n/ “sledge”, /?2amoxd‘a:f/ “anchor” and

[?agya:r/ mast.

The Arabic influence is noticed in 31 items which corresponds to 37.8% of the
total. Twenty four of the thirty items are verbal. This means that 77.4% of the Arabic
loanwords are verbal whereas seven (22.5%) are nominal. This noun-to-verb ratio is
more proportional with that found in the global list of this semantic field. Examples

of the verbal loanwords can be offered by the words in the following table:

Table 4.21. Arabic Motion Verbal and Nominal Loanwords

English Chaoui Arabic English Chaoui Arabic
towrap | /?i:jyallof/ [jyallof/ cart or wagon | /takorju:lt/ | /korwi:la/
to throw | /?i:jtajjoff /itajjafl Yoke / ?afa8bi:/ | [faShi:/
to flow | /[?ijotfarfar/ [1fArfar/ Ship /babo:r/ /babo:r/
to swim | /jotSu:mma/ /jSu:m/ boat/ ftaflu:kt/ [flu:ka/
to crawl | /?i:hobbu:/ /johbbu:/ Canoe /taflu:kt/ Iflu:ka/
to kneel | /?i:rka$/ /jorkaS/ Outrigger ftaflu:kt/ | /flu:ka/

The table above raises a number of points. First, it is noticed that the Chaoui
dialect does not represent lexical distinction between different types of ships. All are
represented in the word /taflu:kt/ which has the Algerian Arabic equivalent /flu:ka/.
The word is belived to be derived from the Stadnard Arabic word /fulk/ “ships”.
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Second, the words /takarju:lt/, /?afoShi:/ and /babo:r/ are evaluated as being Arabic
loanwords despite the fact that these words are not etymologically Arabic. It is,
however, observed that these words are used in Algerian Arabic dialects and are
suggested to have been borrowed into Chaoui. It is worthwhile mentioning that
lexical borrowing research does not have the preoccupation of determining the
prehistoric etymological background of every lexical items. Rather, it sketches

contexts of prospective borrowing on the basis of structural and use resemblance.

The examination of the translated list shows that five items are judged as
irrelevant to the speakers of Chaoui by virtue of having no lexical correspondence.
Asking a number of native speakers of Chaoui to offer a translation to the words
“raft”, “oar”, “paddle”, “to row” and “rudder”. It, thus, follows that 06% of the total
words have no lexical equivalence in Chaoui. Moreover, it is found that six items are
represented in phrasal rather than lexical form. First, the word “to sail” has the Chaoui
equivalent /jobbi:d lebhar/ which literally translates to “cut/cross the sea”. Second,
different forms of carrying (in hand, on shoulder, etc.) are expressed by literal phrase.
The expressions: /?i:rfad dag fu:s nnas/ “to carry in hand”, /?1:rfad fa ttabaq nnas/ “to
carry on shoulder”, /?21:rfod zonnag on i:xf nnas/ “to carry on head” and /?i:rfod soddu:
n ?ayi:l nnos/ “to carry under arm” are word for word translations of the English
counterparts. Furthermore, the word “axle” is /2amma:s an rro:0*0e/ in Chaoui, which
literally translates to “centre of a wheel”. Finally, it is also noticed that two words are
represented in two variants, one from Arabic and another non-loanword. The words
“to turn” has an Arabic loanword form /?i:zollog/ and another non-loanword
[?i:tmadfra:n/ while the word “bridge” can be found as /qandore/, which is a version

of the Arabic word /qantra/, and /ti:spya:re/, which is a non-loanword.

The French influence is observed in two items. The first 1s /rro:0%e/ “wheel”,
which is a loanword of the French equivalent “roue”. This word is used in many
Algerian dialects as /rro:0%/ or /3arra:ra/ which is a non-loanword. The other French
loanword is “port” which has the Chaoui representation /loppo:r/ which is a
morphological integrated version of the French word “le port”. These observations

amount to the conclusion that French loanwords constitute 2.4% of the total items,
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2.6% of the items with equivalence, 2.8% of the total lexicalised items and 6% of the
total loanwords whereas Arabic constitutes 37.8% of the total items, 40.2% of the
items with equivalence, 43.6% of the lexicalised items and 94% of the total

loanwords.
4.3.11 Possession

The possession semantic field includes 46 six meaning items that describe
different aspects of possession, such as verbs of ownership, money and trade, etc.
This semantic field is semantically dense as it includes 29 verbs, 12 nouns and 05
adjectives. No function words are part of this list. The primary analysis of the list
shows that most of the verbs have remained uninfluenced by Arabic and French. This
Is evident in the fact that eighteen items are considered as non-loanwords by dint of
displaying no marks of phonological resemblance to Arabic or French. Examples of
non-loanword verbs /ju:fa:s/ “to pay”, /jaxras/ “to hire”, /jowwi:d/ “to earn”, /?issa:y/

“to buy”, /?1:znu:za/ “to sell”, /?1:ruzzi:/ “to look for” and /ju:fa/ “to find”.

The remaining eleven verbs are influenced by Arabic as the phonological form
and semantic content resemblance is observable. The verbs in Chaoui along with their

English translation and source form are displayed in the following table:

Table 4.22. Arabic Possession Loanwords

Verbs Nouns
English Chaoui Arabic English Chaoui Arabic
to grasp /jottof/ /jaqtaf/ money /S0:roi/ /so:rdi/
to hold /jalmu:m/ /jlamm/ coin /swa:rad/ /swa:rad/
to keep [?i:ttof/ /jaqtat/ beggar [?adarwi: [/ /darwi:fl
[?ithafa:0%/ | /jhafod/ [?atotta:b/ /totta:b/
to rescue | /?ifu:kkod/ [jfukk/ bill /hfa:to:re/ [fa:tu:ra/
to destroy | /?itxanta:f/ | /jxanta:f/ tax /loyra:moe/ | /yara:ma/
to injure | /?igorhize/ | /jozrah/ wages Isla:¢/ /sla:k/
to damage | /?ifosdi:e/ | /jfassad/ market /su:q/ /su:q/
to lose [?ijroha:s/ [jroh/ shop/store /hammu:t/ /ha:nu:t/
to owe [?itsala:s/ ljsa:l/ price /ssu:moe/ /su:ma/
to trade | /?itborra:z/ | /jborroz/
to weigh /jotta:zon/ /ju:zon/
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The table above shows that the verbs have been morphologically integrated in
the dialect as the tense affixation is different in the two varieties. Moreover, it is
noticed that some phonological features of the root verbs are changed. For example,
the /d/ in the verb /jfassad / is changed into /0/, and the consonant cluster /qt/ is
transformed into a geminate structure in /jottof/. It should be noted that the verb
/jxanta:[/ is borrowed from Algerian Arabic. It has the meaning of destroying

something or not doing something properly.

With regard to the nouns, the analysis shows that only two out of twelve have
retained an exclusively non-loanword form. The word “thing” is represented in
Chaoui as /ya:wsa/ which, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, is not influenced
by Arabic or French. With regard to the word “debt”, it is noticed that Chaoui dialect
makes a distinction between debt that the speaker owes and one that others owe the
speaker. The former is /?ard‘a:l/ and the latter is /?amorwa:s/. The Arabic influence

on nouns can be observed in nine instances as shown in the following table:

The table above also shows that the phonological resemblance is evident
between Chaoui words and their Arabic counterparts. It should be noted that some
words are not necessarily Arabic, e.g., /fa:tu:ra/, which is claimed to be of Italian
origin; however, a clear distinction has to be made between research that aims to
investigate lexical etymology and one that aims to highlight borrowing in the context
of language contact. The scope of the present study is to highlight how Standard
Arabic, Algerian Arabic and French exerted lexical influence on Chaoui without clear
attention to the etymological consideration in prehistoric contexts. Finally, the
remaining noun “merchant” has two variant in Chaoui, /?ahwa:nti/ which is a clear
instance of lexical borrowing from Arabic as it has the equivalent /hwa:nti/, and
/ga:wa:w/ which is judged as a non-loanword. These findings amount to the
conclusion that 16.66% of the nouns in this semantic field are non-loanwords, 75%
are Arabic loanwords and 8.33% have an Arabic loanword and a non-loanword

representation.

The final element of analysis is the adjectives. It is observed that four

adjectives are borrowed from Arabic: /?i:yla/ “expensive”, /jorxas/ “cheap”,
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?/i:moeraffah/ “rich” and /?afhi:h/ “stingy”. The words have the following respective
Arabic equivalents /yali:/, /rxi:s/, /motroffah/ or /mraffah/ and /[ohhi:h/. The
remaining adjective “poor” has two variants; the first, /2afuma:r/, is from the French
word “chaumeur” and the second, /?aziwa:li/, is arguably from Algerian Arabic and
has some roots in Standard Arabic. This means that 80% of the adjectives in this
semantic field are from Arabic and 20% have two representations, none of which is

a non-loanword.
4.3.12 Spatial Relations

The identification of space through language is a common feature across world
languages. This is achieved using function words that map referents in space relative
to other referent and lexical words that describe actions that affect space. The list
adopted for the present study includes 75 items that include the meaning features that

are believed to be universal across world languages.

The translation of the list to Chaoui shows that 29 items are not influenced by
French or Arabic. The consideration of a lexical item as a non-loanword arrives with
a number of considerations. A word can be consequential to borrowing at earlier
stages of development in such a way that is not visible to researchers given the
available data. This piece of trivia is acknowledged by a number of researchers. Most
evidently, Haspelmath (2009, p. 12) reports that researchers in the field of lexical
borrowing are “asked to indicate whether, to the best of their knowledge [emphasis
added], the word was a loanword”. The use of the expression “to the best of their
knowledge” highlights the fact that a judgement of borrowability is not carried out
with 100% representative fidelity. In fact, Haspelmath (2009, p.13) himself
acknowledges that various levels of certainty are reported with (level-0)
corresponding to “no evidence of borrowing” and (level-4) corresponding to “clearly
borrowed” level of certainty. What is noticed is that the collaborators in that research
project never use the expression “clearly not borrowed” for the reason that they
acknowledge that a given word may well be borrowed at some point in the prehistoric
development of that language, a thing which cannot be investigated by the current

state of knowledge regarding contact-situations and linguistic genealogy.
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The items that are considered as non-loanword constitute 37.6% of the total
items in this semantic field. Many items within this category are prepositional in
nature: /?u:rna:s/ “behind”, /8i:/ “in” /0i:/, /yalll or [yar/ “at”, /zza:e/ “beside”
lyarwadda/ “down” and /zza:e/ “before”. Others are verbal such as: /jbadd/ “to stand”,
/jassars/ “to put”, /jotfo:r/ “to pile up”, /jbatta/ “to divide”, /jorzom/ “to open” and
/jaqgen/ “to shut”. Adjectival non-loanwords can be exemplified by /dazogra:r/ “tall”,
/dagozla:n/ “short”, /jorra:w/ “wide”, /ju:zi:r/ “thick” and /daza:d/ “thin”. What is
observed is that only two nouns are considered as non-loanwords /baju:e/ “remains”
and /ea:nagga:ru:e/ “end”. The words /yalwa:dda/ “bottom” and /dafla:gu:/ “left” are
considered as nouns in the analysis despite their adjectival nature in English. This is
motivated by the fact that the items can be considered as both. This does not pose any
problematic outcomes inasmuch as it is acknowledged by Haspelmath (2009, p. 07)
that “some meanings may well have counterparts in different languages that belong
to different parts of speech”. For example, “to be hungry” has an adjective counterpart
in English “hungry”, a verb counterpart in Gawwada (puffi ‘be hungry’), and a noun
counterpart in Swahili (njaa ‘hunger’)” (Haspelmath, 2009, p. 11). In view of that, it
is noted that the distribution of the non-loanwords is as follows: 13.8% nouns, 27.6%

verbs, 31.03% prepositions and 27.6% adjectives.

The analysis of the list shows that the Arabic influence can be observed in 42
items. That is, 56% of the translated items has a citation form that is exclusively
Arabic. This category includes seventeen nominal items that can be exemplified with
[?amka:n/ “place”, /jSa:la:/ “top”, /lhafjoe/ “edge”, /[Ju:kioe/ “corner” and
leadowwi:re/ “circle” in addition to the compass directions /[farq/ “east”, /lyarb/
“west”, /[fama:l/ “north” and /I3anu:b/ “south”. It follows that nominal borrowing
from Arabic constitutes 40.5% of the entire Arabic loanwords. The items that are
exclusively Arabic loanwords include ten verbs, which corresponds to a percentage

of 23.8%, as shown in the following table:

Table 4.23. Verbal Arabic Spatial Relations Loanwords
\ English | Chaoui | Arabic |
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sit /jaqqi:m/ /juqgi:m/
lie down /jottokka/ /jottakka/
remain /jqqi:m/ /juqgi:m/
gather /jotlu:mma/ /jotlom/
pick up /jarfad/ /jarfad/
join [?a:0joh[ar/ /johfar/
separate /jofraq/ /jofraq/
cover ljyattal ljyatti/
measure /jatqijjs:s/ ljqi:s/
change /jbaddal/ /jbaddal/

The table above shows that a number of Chaoui words are borrowed from
Algerian or Standard Arabic. The verb /joqqi:m/ “sit” was first evaluated as a non-
loanword as the Arabic equivalent is /jazhs/ or /jagSud/, disregarding the subtle
semantic difference in Standard Arabic, which is phonologically distinct from that of
Chaoui. The closer examination of other verbs shows that the verb in Chaoui is
homonymous with the verb “remain” or “stay”. It is also observed that Algerian
Arabic uses the term /jagqSud/ to refer to “remain”. It was concluded that Algerian
Arabic uses the Standard Arabic form /jaqSud/ for both “sit down” and “remain”

whereas Chaoui uses /jugi:m/ for both.

The adjectival loanwords constitute a total of twelve items (28.6%). Examples
of these adjectival loanwords can be found in the words: /?i:€a:1a:/ “high”, which is
borrowed from the Arabic word /Sa:li/, /johwa/ “low”, which has the Arabic
equivalent /ha:wi/, /joqrab/ “near”, which is /qri:b/ in Arabic, and /job§ad/ “far” which
is /bSi:d/ in Algerian Arabic and /baSi:d/ in Standard Arabic. Finally, three
prepositions are borrowed from Arabic /mbaSd/ “after”, /d0a:xal/ “inside” and /barra/

or /9i:bara/ “outside”.

The French influence is minimal in this semantic field as only two items are
represented in french loanwords in an exclusive fashion. The word “square” has the
Chaoui equivalent /dalkarija:e/ which is a morphonological integrated version of the
French word “caré”. On the other hand, the word “ball” is represented in Chaoui as
/dalba:lu/, which is a loanword of the French word “ballon”. This means that the
French loanwords constitute a total of 2.66% of the entire items and 4.5% of the entire

loawords.
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It is noted that all of the items in this semantic field have lexical equivalents.
That is, unlike other semantic fields, none of the spatial relations items in the LWT
meaning list are represented in phrasal form, nor is any item irrelevant to the speaker,
thus, having no equivalent. However, it is observed that two items are represented in
lexical items from two linguistic backgrounds. First, the word “in front of” is
represented in Chaoui with the word /zza:e/, which judged as a non-loanword, and
/jqa:bal/ which is an Arabic loanword that has a Standard Arabic equivalent /gabla/
and an Algerian Arabic equivalent /gbal/. Second, the word “long” is represented in
Chaoui as /0azogra:r/ which is a non-loanword and two Arabic loanwords /jottowa:l/
or /jtawwal/ which has the equivalent /tawi:l/ in Standard Arabic and /twi:l/ or
/tawwa:li/ in Algerian Arabic, with the latter being sociolinguistically very limited in

use.
4.3.13 Quantity

The perception of the external world is achieved using the five senses, which
has representative semantic field in the list, and the perceptual quantification. The
latter is reflected in the human’s use of different lexical categories that embed the
perceptual quantitative distinction into lexicons. The LWT meaning list was
developed in such a way as to accommodate the universal capacity of language to
express quantity. After all, it is hardly conceivable to assume that a given linguistic
system in use operates free of quantifying expressions. Therefore, it is an axiomatic
belief that all languages of the word, at one stage of their diachronic developments,
included proto-forms of quantity. The list adopted for the present study includes 39
items which are adopted without any modifications. What is noticed is that the work
of Haspelmath (2009, p.07) reports 38 items, but examining the actual list in the
appendix (pp. 22-34) shows that the quantity semantic field actually includes 39

items.

The analysis of the list shows that eleven out of the 39 items have a
phonological form that does not show any traces of phonological influence from
Arabic or French. This means that 28.2% of the words are judged as non-loanwords.

The words include /dein/ “enough”, /qi:tfah/ “some”, /jotfo:r/ “full”, /ti:lome/
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“empty”, /?a:zgon/ “half”, /2amozwa:ru:/ “first”, /2anagga:ru:/ “last” and /son/ “pair”.
With regard to the word “few”, it has the phonological form /qi:tfah/. The form has a
resembling phrasal equivalent in Algerian Arabic which is “just being skimpy”. It can
be argued that the word /qgi:tfah/ is a grammaticalised phrase, but the evidence is

inadequate. Therefore, the word is considered as a non-loanword.

The Arabic influence is noticeable as 24 (61.5%) of the analysed words have
been completely substituted by Arabic loanwords. The numbers, excepting zero, one
and two, are observed to be all pronounced in Arabic form without any changes to
the phonological form. Moreover, the verb “to count” has the exact form to that of
Algerian Arabic /jhassob/. Likewise, the words /yi:r/ and /?u:kkoal/, which have the
Standard Arabic equivalent /yajr/ and /kull/, are used in the same way as other
Algerian dialects of Arabic. Some of the Arabic loanwords are noticed to have
undergone a change in phonological form. Examples of this include the words
/wahdas/ “alone”, which has the Algerian Arabic equivalent /wahdu/. The word
“many” has a Chaoui representation /xi:rola/ which literaly translates to “grace of
Allah”. In other Algerian dialects of Arabic the expression can be /xira:t rabbi/
“graces of God”. What is observed from the analysis of the list is that ordinal numbers
are also influenced by Arabic. While the word “first” is a non-loanword in the same
fashion as its ordinal counterpart, the word “second” is borrowed from Arabic /eea:ni/

albeit its cardinal counterpart is a non-loanword.

The phrase “three times” is represented in phrasal form that is completely
influenced by Arabic /tlaea nlmarra:e/ which means that the Arabic influence is even
higher than 61.5%. However, to remain consistent in the analysis, phrasal
representations are not integrated in the statistics of lexical borrowing
notwithstanding the striking evidence of lexical resemblance. The rationale for this
decision is the fact that the words constituting the phrase, i.e., “three” and “times”,
are counted as loanwords elsewhere. It would, thus, be ill-informatively redundant to
recount them as a borrowed phrase that is purely consequential to the generative

capacities of language. That is, the generative grammar of language warrant the
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formation of countless phrases out of these borrowed words, which means that

counting phrases in borrowing is essentially irrelevant to lexical borrowing research.

The phrasal representation can be observed in two instances /sann Imarra:e/
“twice” and /tlaea nlmoarra:e/ “three times”. The first word, however, has a form that
is borrowed and morphologically unintegrated, /mareijjon/. This means that the
influence of Arabic on the quantity semantic field is more noticeable. On the other
hand, the French influence is found in one word /zi:ro/ “zero” which, still, is used
with another Arabic loanword /sifr/. Finally, the words “part” and “piece” are under-
differentiated in the Chaoui dialect as they both have the form /qgi:tfah/ as a non-

loanword and the forms /rri:he/ and /gli:/ as Arabic loanwords.
4.3.14 Time

One of the design features of human language according to Charles Hockett is
displacement. This feature include language’s feature that allows the speakers to talk
beyond the immediate temporal context. Speakers both syntactically and lexically
refer to past and future tenses, either by the use of morphological inflections of verbs
or by using adverbials and nominals that entail different time layouts. The analysis of
lexical change, therefore, necessitates the analysis of how this universal feature of
language changes lexeme-wise. In the present study, the semantic field time includes
57 items that describe days, seasons and deictic terms (today, tomorrow, etc) in
addition to some vebs that are marked with specific point in time. What is noticed is

that months are not included in the list for no apparent reason.

The analysis of the translated list shows that twenty words are judged as non-
loanwords. This means that 35% of the selected items are not influenced by French
or Arabic. These words include nouns, adjectives and adverbs. Examples of non-
loanword nouns include /?asugga:s/ “year”, /?i:0%/ and /ealla:s/ “night”, /eamaddi:e/,
leazware/ “beginning”, “evening” and /?amu:r/ “season”. Examples of adjectival
non-loanwords include /d*amoza:n/ “young”, /?i:za:j/ “slow”, /warzi:g/ “late” and

/zi:k/ “early”. Finally, adverbials that are non-loanwords can be exemplified by

[fwa:ham/ “for a long time”, /?a:lotfa/ “tomorrow”, /?i:0%Ili/ and /?assona:t/
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“yesterday”. What is noticed is that the verbal items in this lexical field are all

substituted by loanwords.

The Arabic influence is very observable as thirty words have an apparent
phonological structure and a near-identical semantic content. This means that 50.9%
of the words are Arabic loanwords. The six verbal items in the list are all influenced

by Arabic as illustrated in the following table:

Table 4.24. Arabic Loanword Verbs in the Time Semantic Field

Verb Chaoui Arabic Verb Chaoui Arabic
to hurry /jozreb/ /jozreb/ to finish [?ijxallog/ /jxallas/
tobe late | /jtawwel/ | /jtawwel/ to cease | /?i:shabsi:e/ | /jhabbas/
to begin /jabdu:/ /jabda/ to last [?itou:m/ /jadu:m/

The table above shows that the verbs on the left side of the table have retained
their exact form as borrowed Algerian Arabic. The verbs on the right side, however,
have been morphologically integrated in the dialect. Moreover, the nouns that are
obtained from Arabic include thirteen nouns: /lwaqe/ “time”, /loSmar/ “age”,
[?a:sobba:h/ and /lfazr/ “dawn”, /ealaofwi:e/ “afternoon”, /ssa:foe/ “hour”, /ssa:foe/
“clock” and the seven days of the week. This means that more than 44.8% of the

loanwords are nominal in nature.

Another morpho-lexical category in the loanwords is the adjectives. The
analysis of the list shows that four adjectives are borrowed from Arabic. First, the
word /daz30i:0/ “new” has the Arabic equivalent /3di:d/. Second, the word /?ijzarreb/
“fast” 1s an edjectivised word of the Algerian Arabic verb /jozorreb/ “to hurry”. Third,
the adjective/ju:300/ “ready” is an adjectival equivalent of the Algerian Arabic verb
/ju:308/ “to be ready”. Finally, the word /0°amuqra:n/ “old” does not show enough
evidence of being borrowed. However, the discussion with some native speakers of
the dialect who are invested in Berber research reveals that the words has a nominal
counterpart word /?amuqra:n/ which means “old” and “chieftain”. The word,
according to the interviewees, is a semantically restructure version of the Arabic word

which means “a ram with horns”, which is a sign of dignity and nobility.
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The final element in the analysis of Arabic loanwords is adverbials. The
analysis reveals that six element are borrowed from Arabic: /Somri/ “never”, /to:l/
and /di:ma/ “always”, /safa:e/ “often”, /saSa:e/ and /Ixatrae/ “sometimes”, /joqrab/
“soon” and /?assa/ “today”. What is observed is that often and sometimes are under-
differentiated in Chaoui in that both can be expressed by /sata:e/. Moreover, the word
“today” /?assa/ is considered as a loanword even though the Arabic equivalent is
/lju:m/. The conclusion is motivated by the fact that many eastern dialects of Algerian
Arabic use the word /?assa/, /?assaS/ and /ssa$/ to refer to “now”. This is also
observed in many Levantine Arabic dialect as the equivalent is /hassaS/ and /hassa/
which is a phonologically assimilated version of the phrase /had ssa:Sa/ “this hour”.
These findings amount to the conclusion that the number of borrowed adverbs is

equal to that of verbs, each constituting 20.7% of the total loanwords.

The French influence is observed in one word /?i:somma:dan/ or /easma:ne/
“week”. The word is borrowed from the French word “semaine” and is used in
Algerian Arabic also. In addition, the analysis reveals that two items are represented
with two variants from two linguistic backgrounds. The word “now” has two possible
variant: /?i:mi:ra/ which is judged as a non-loanword given the lack of evidence for
borrowing and /lu:qga/ which is judged as an Arabic loanword after the word /lwaqt/.
The reason for considering it as a loanword is that the word “now” is used in many
Algerian varieties of Arabic with the grammaticalised phrase /had lawaqt/ which is
phonologically reduced to /dug/, /duk/, /duqga/ or /dukka/ among other possible

phonologically altered variants.
4.3.15 Sense Perception

One of the universal features of language is that it expresses the needs of the
society where it is spoken. Universal needs, therefore, correspond to universal lexical
inventories. In view of that, it is conceivable that all languages of the world have
lexical categories that describe how the world is perceived through the five sense.
The meaning list adopted for the present study includes 49 items that describe basic
colours, temperature degrees, scents and textures. This semantic field is essential

verbal and adjectival in the sense that it outlines what humans perform with their
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sense and the qualities assigned to the world through this performance. The nominal

items are, thus, very minimal as there are no more than three items.

The analysis of the list shows that 23 items are expressed in non-loanwords
only. That is, 46.9% of the words in the sense perception semantic field have retained
their form uninfluenced by language contact. The primary analysis shows that the
way with which items have been influenced does not have any morpho-semantic
implications. That is, the words that have resisted change do not fall within one
morpho-lexical category (nouns, verb, adjective, etc.) nor are they explainable in
terms of semantic subfield (basic sense verbs, colours, opinion, etc.). It is noticed that
no nominal items fall within this category, but, knowing that there are only three

items, the data is not diverse enough to warrant the generalisation.

The researcher, however, does not make the claim that change is haphazard.
On the contrary, the main contention throughout this study is that change, or the lack
thereof, is highly systematic. However, it cannot be accounted for by means of
inherent linguistic features only. That is, change affecting different words is
explainable by means of both the inherent morpho-semantic features of the word and

the domain-general language-external features.

Examples of the non-loanword items can be found in the verbs: /jomti/ “to
taste”, /jozza:r/ “to see”, /jozza:r/ “to look” and /jossonea:§/ “to show” and the
adjectives /jzi:t/ “sweet”, /damassa:st/ “brackish”, /joqqo:r/ “dry” and /?u:lirabbi:fa/
“blunt”. The adjective /josmoat/ “cold” can be argued to be a loanword of the Arabic
word /sa:mat/ “not sweet” or from the word /ssomm/, but the evidence for borrowing
iIs minimal. Therefore, the word is judged as a non-loanword pending more evidence

in further research.

The loanwords from Arabic are almost quantitatively similar to non-loanwords
in that 22 items are influenced by Arabic words. This means that 44.9% of the
meaning items are replaced by Arabic words. The use of the term “replace” is
motivated by the theoretical contention that proto-languages all had these terms at
one stage in their lifetime. Two of the three nouns in this semantic field are Arabic

loanwords. First, the noun /0°aAw/ has the same equivalent in Arabic meaning “light”.
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Second, the Chaoui noun /llu:n/ “colour” has the Standard Arabic form /lawn/ and
Algerian Arabic form /llu:n/. On the other hand, the verbs in the list that are
influenced by Arabic can be exemplified by /jotfumma:/ “to smell”, /jossya:0a/ “to
listen” /eobrirri:q/ “to shine and /jothu:ssa/ “to feel”. Finally, many adjectives in this
semantic field are Arabic loanwords, including /talla:s/ “dark™, /?ahfi:fi:/ “green”,
/jartob/ “soft” and /joxmodz/ “dirty”. The first adjective, /talla:s/, has an exact
equivalent in Algerian Arabic meaning “lost sight in darkness”. The second,
[?ahfi:fi:/, is an adjective formed by the affixation of the noun /hfi:J/ which means
grass in Arabic. The third, /jortob/, has the Arabic equivalent /rtpb/. What is
noteworthy here is that the adjectives “smooth” and “soft” are under-differentiated in
Chaoui. Finally, the word /joxmoad3/ has the Arabic equivalent /xamad3/ which means

“rotten”.

The French influence is non-existence in this semantic field inasmuch as no
items are evaluated as having French-like phonological representations. Moreover,
no items in the list are reported as having no equivalent, i.e., irrelevant to the speakers.
The final element of analysis is words with multiple variants. In view of that, the
analysis of the list shows that only one word has multiple representations from two
languages. The word “quiet” has three equivalents in Chaoui: /jotfax// and /jossu:som/
which are evaluated as non-loanwords and /0slSaqgal/ which is a loanword of the
Arabic adjective /Sagal/ “quiet”. It should be noted, however, that this does not
represent a case of complete synonymy. Rather, the words have a subtle difference in
meaning. The loanword is reported as being associated with the animate quality of
being calm (human, dog, bird) whereas the non-loand are associated with inanimate

objects (sea, weather, etc.).
4.3.16 Emotions and Values

The emotion and values semantic field includes 54 items that describe feelings
such as love, hate, jealousy and grief along with adjectives that describe various
emotional states and personality traits such as happy, angry, greedy and clever. The
list is not exhaustive but it is universal in that all the items that are found have lexical

representations in Chaoui.
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The analysis shows that thirteen items are judged as non-loanwords due to the
lack of evidence of phonological or semantic resemblance. These words are
[?a:si:rom/ “hope”, /?u:0i:sargu:f/ “true”, /jossar¢u:s/ “to  lie”, /jessa:rs:m/ or
/ssa:ramay/ “to hope”, /jaxs/ “to want”, /?a:xorfu:m/ “brave”, /hjowdi:/ “fear”,
[?i:hmoaz/ or/lahmoz/ “envy or jealousy”, /jorwa:/ “to hate”, /?i:yanni/ “pity”,/?i:j0%as/
“to laugh”, /?1:motfawon/ “tear” and /jottira:r/ “to play”. It is noticed that the non-
loanwords include verbs, nouns and adjectives and that some are expressed with more
than one Berber form. This means that less than one quarter (24.07%) of the words

in this semantic field are not replaced by words from other languages.

The comparison of these words with the findings from the study of Mzabi and
Kabyle (Ibrir, 2017) shows that the items that are present in the Swadesh List and the
LWT meaning list follow an almost identical pattern with regard to being affected by
borrowing. That is, the words that are shared between the lists and are not borrowed
in Chaoui are equally not borrowed in Mzabi and Kabyle, excepting the Kabyle

equivalent of “lie” which is an Arabic loanword, as shown in the following table:

Table 4.25. Cross-Dialectal Comparison of Emotions and Values

Chaoui Mzabi Kabyle

lie /jossargu:s/ [}fortu:s/ /jescadev/
fear /hjowdi:/ /jatugud/ /?aga:el
play /jattira:r/ ljetra:r/ /?elSev/
laugh [?i:j0%s/ [jassu:/ /?0:ds/

The influence of Arabic, however, is more observable as there are 25 items
that have lost their proto-form and have been completely replaced by Arabic
loanwords. Examples of these words include nouns such as /?assom/ “pain”, /johzen/
“grief”, /joqlag/ “anxiety” and /I€a:r/ “shame” which are loanwords of the Arabic
words /sam/ “poison”, /huzn/ “grief”, , /qalaq/ “anxiety” and /Sa:r/ “shame”. What is
noted here is that the Chaoui dialect does not display lexical distinction between
“anger” and “anxiety”. Moreover, the word “spirit” is /?i:ma:n/ in Chaoui, which is

a loanword of the Arabic word literally meaning “faith”.
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Lexical borrowing is also noticed at the level of verbs as many verbs in Chaoui
have an Arabic-like form. Examples of these verbs include: /?i:eabasa:m/ “to smile”,
[?itsalla:m/ “to kiss”, /?itxajja:r/ “to choose” /?ala:woam/ “to blame” and /?ijtmoza:d/
“to praise” which correspond to the respective Arabic words /jabsim/, /jusallim/,
which literally means “greet”, /jaxta:r/, /jalu:m/ and /jumadzid/. What is noticed is
that the verbs “to hate” and “to be full” have a homophonous semantic relationship
as they both have the form /jorwa/. In the analysis, the verb “to hate” is judged as a
non-loan word whereas “to be full” is considered as a loanword from the Algerian
Arabic word /jarwa/ which means “to quench thirst”. Unlike Arabic, Chaoui does not
distinguish being full of food and drink as both are embedded in the term /jorwa:/.

Arabic dialects, however, use the form /jajba$/ for food fullness.

Finally, the Arabic borrowing is also noticed at the level of adjective. The
words /jahla:/ “sweet”, /jozha/ “happy”, /jottofta:xor/ “proud”, /jobha/ “beautiful” and
/jobfja8/ “ugly”, for instance, are morpho-syntactically restricted words that are
borrowed from the verbs “to be sweet”, “to be happy”, “to be proud”, “to be beautiful”
and “to be ugly”. Other adjectival loanwords are /tomma:$/ “greedy” and /0ossah/
“right” which correspond to the Arabic words /tamma:§/ and /sahi:h/ respectively. It
is worthwhile noting that the antonyms good and bad are formed in Chaoui are formed
by morphological rather than lexical strategies. That is, transforming the adjective
“good” to “bad” is achieved by the inflection of the adjective /jahla:/ “good” into

[2u:di:jhlisf/ “bad”.

The French influence in this semantic field is observed in two words /do:n3zi:/
“danger” and /ddifo:/ “fault”. This means that 3.7% of the words are of French origins
and that French contributes to the process of borrowing by 7.4% and Arabic by
92.6%. The list includes one onomatopoeic word /?alayla:y/ which has two meanings
“talkative” and “whiney”. The Chaoui dialect under-differentiates these concepts and

lumps them up under one lexical representation.

Another element in the discussion is the phrasal expressions of the meaning
list items. The analysis shows that six items are expressed not by means of lexical

forms but rather by phrasal compositions. The expression “good luck!” has the
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Chaoui equivalent /robba [i:awon/ which literally means “may Allah help you”.
Although this expression is phrasal in nature, it is counted in the lexical borrowing
section due to the fact that this is a fixed idiomatic expression that is borrowed
directly from Arabic. Another reason for counting as a lexicalised item is the fact that
the word “luck” in Chaou is expressed via the loanword /zhar/ which in Algerian
Arabic is equivalent to the Standard Arabic word /had?8%/ “luck”. This means that
only five items (9.25%) are judged as being non-lexicalised. Moreover, the
expression “bad luck” is expressed by the form /?u:la;f an zhar/ which literally means
“no luck”. In addition, the adjective “sad” is expressed in two forms lexical and
phrasal. The word /za3lagh/ literally means “sad” and the idiomatic phrase /jotfo:r

wu:l nos/ literally means “his heart is filled”.

While some elements in the list are expressed in one form that pertains to one
donor language, some have two equivalents from two. The findings of the study
amount to the existence of variation in the use of five items. These items are expressed

on non-loanword form and another Arabic loanword as shown in the following table:

Table 4.26. Items with Two Variants

English Non-loanword Loanword Arabic
astonished /jorrebza/ /jhz:r/ /ha:jor/
to love ljaxs/ /jothi:bba/ /juhibb/
to regret /hgarza:s/ [?i:ndom/ /jandam/
to cry hi:l /jotQaja: oY/ /)Saja:t/
to forgive /jossu:rfie/ /jossamha:s/ /jusamrh /

The table above shows a sociolinguistic phenomenon that is central to the
inquiry of functional linguistics. Variationist linguistics has the goal of identifying
the factors underpinning language change. As researchers are limited in terms of the
temporal windows of their inquiry, investigating cross-generational use of language
may give insight into how apparent time processes reflect real time ones. Instances
of variation, here, come as an exploratory tool where researchers survey what social
groups are embracing what linguistic variables. The mapping of linguistic variables
unto social ones helps draw the general picture of how language change happens and

what social and linguistic factors propagate it. In the subsequent chapter, items that
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are represented in two variants from two linguistic backgrounds are used as piloting
variables that show how prospective languages of influence are affecting Chaoui and

what social groups are most operative in that influence.
4.3.17 Cognition

The mental or cognitive processes such as thinking, remembering,
understanding along with the adjectives associated with it are an inseparable segment
of human language. Languages universally have a range of lexical items that describe
these processes. Therefore, it is conceivable to assume that all language at one stage
had a proto-form that describes them. The investigation of language change and
borrowing can make use of this inherent lexical feature of Language and have insight
into the phenomenon by the formal analysis of the now used lexical items in this

semantic field.

The LWT meaning list includes 57 items in this semantic field, including
nouns, verbs, adjectives and even conjunctions. What is not very clearly explained by
Haspelmath (2009) is the integration of items such as “and”, “yes”, “no” and “when”
in this semantic field rather than in the miscellaneous function words semantic field.
After all, both coordination, interrogation and spatio-temporal positioning are the
outcome of mental process. Regardless of this piece of trivia, the present study
analyses the items with regard to the formal and functional resemblance to their
equivalents in prospective donor languages, Algerian Arabic, Standard Arabic and

French.

The analysis of the list shows that the structural resemblance does not always
give clear-cut judgments of borrowing. In many cases, evidence is insufficient, and
the researchers have to make a learned intuitive guess as to whether or not the lexical
item is consequential to borrowing. Examples of these uncertainties arise from the
words /allon/ “mind”, /jotba:na:s/ “to think™ and /matta:/ “what”. The first word has
the Arabic equivalent /Sagl/ and can be argued to be a loanword from /?ala/
“tool/device”. Knowing that the mind is the device/tool of reasoning, the resemblance
in the semantic content of the two words is not equivocal, and the phonological form
Is observable. However, the evidence is not sufficient and the judgment is not
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conclusive. This is further substantiated by the example /jotba:na:s/ which is
reminiscent of the French word “penser”. It is observed that many Algerian Arabic
words that are borrowed from French undergo phonological restructuring, such the
voicing of the bilabial stop /p/ into /b/. It can be argued that the verb in Chaoui is a
loanword from French, but, again, the evidence is unsatisfactory, and it is only based
on the researcher’s guess. Finally, the word /matta:/ has a Standard Arabic
equivalence /ma:da:/ “what” and has a crosslinguistic homophone meaning “when”.
However, the resemblance can be coincidental, particularly knowing that other
question words (when, where, which and why) are not influence by borrowing. The
data available along with the linguistic knowledge at the researcher’s disposal do not
warrant any conclusive outcomes, and the words are, thus, determined as being non-

loanword pending further investigations.

Having alluded to the cases of indeterminacy, the analysis of the list shows
that 23 items, including the three items discussed above, have retained their Berber
form. This means that 40.3% of the words are non-loanwords. The non-loan words
include verbs, nouns, function words and one adjective as shown in the following
table:

Table 4.27. Non-loanword Cognition Items

[i:jtattu/ to forget
Verb /jsann/ to know
/jossom3za:r/ to imitate
[?aqadda:f/ pupil
Noun Itya:wsa/ need
[2abri:d/ manner
Adjectives Iyicrl certain
1200/ and
Function Words /ma:/ if
/nnizy/ or

The analysis shows that word that are represented exclusively in Arabic
loanword form constitute 47.3% of the entire list. This means that 27 items have lost
their Berber proto-form and are replaced by Arabic loanwords. The verbs, inter alia,
/jotxammam/ “to think”, /jofham/ “to understand”, /jofalla:m/ “to learn” and
[?i:qarra:/ “to study” are loand words of the respective Arabic verbs: /joxammam/,
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/jotSallam/, /joftham/ and /jagrra:/. Moreover, the nouns: /lafkare/ “idea”, /lhi:kmoe/
“wisdom”, /?i:mu:Sallom/ “teacher” and /?assarr/ “secret” have the following Arabic
equivalents /fikra/, /htkma/ “wisdom”, /muSillim/ “teacher” and /sirr/. With regard to
the adjectives, the following words: /joshal/ “easy”, /jowSor/ “difficult” and /joqleq/
“mad” are borrowed after the Arabic words /sahl/, /wa:Sar/ and /galig/. Finally, a
number of function words have an Arabic form. For example, the words /com/ or
/gadda:h/ “how much/how many”, /?i:h/ “yes” and /Sla xa:tor/ “because” have the
exact form and meaning in Algerian Arabic. It is worthwhile mentioning that the
distinction “how much/how many” is non-existent in Chaoui as the grammar does not
distinguish countable and uncountable nouns. The word /com/ has the Standard
Arabic form /kam/, but it is not used in Algerian dialects. Instead, the words /gadda:h/,
/gadda:f/ and /fha:l/ are used with a number of socio-phonetic considerations that

govern the variation of these variants.

The French influence is very minimal as only two Chaoui words have
completely lost their original form and are replaced by French words. The nouns
/ni:mru/ “number” and /ko:ntiti/ “quantity” correspond to the French words
“numéraux’ and “quantité” respectively. In addition, two Algerian Arabic words are
found in Chaoui. /?a:bu:3a:0i:/ “stupid” and /joyu:bbaf/ “obsecure”. The first word is
reported as being a lexicalised proper noun of the French party “Poujadism” whereas
the second word is used as a verb when someone’s vision is obscured. The word has
an equivalent in Standard Arabic /?aybaf/ which means dark or obscure. The word is,
therefore, judged as an Arabic loanword whereas the second is considered as a French
loanword. This means that 49.1% of the words are of Arabic origins whereas 5.2%
are of French. Finally, The word “school” has two possible variants in Chaoui /Iku:liz/
and /hi:madfrast/ which are loanwords of the French word “college” and the Arabic
word /madrasa/. The use of these items is hypothesises to have sociolinguistic

implications that will be discussed in the subsequent chapter.
4.3.18 Speech and Language

The semantic field speech and language includes items that describe the

different articulatory productions that are produced by humans along with some
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musical instruments. The list includes 41 items in nominal and verbal forms. The
analysis of the translated list shows that a number of items have retained their Berber
origins. In fact, one third of the items (34.1%) are marked with Berber form.
Examples of these items include: /?inna:s/ “to tell”, /hu:elaje/ “speech”, /?i:ssusam/
“to be silent”, /?awa:l/ “word” and /?udixasf/ “to refuse”. The impact of Arabic on
items in this semantic field is considerable as more than half of the words (53.6%)
have Arabic origins. the list of Arabic words along with the proto-forms are illustrated
in the following table:

Table 4.28. Arabic Loanwords in Speech and Language

Meaning Chaoui Arabic Meaning Chaoui Arabic
List List
to sing [?i:tyanna/ /juyanni/ to deny [?ingoar/ [?ankar/
to shout | /?i:t€ajja:0/ | /jSajja:t/ to promise /lu:Sat/ /waSad/
to mumble | /?i:twotwat/ | /jwotwat/ to call (1) [?i:layas/ ljalya/
to whistle | /?i:tsoffa:r/ ljsaffar/ tocall (2) | /?i:somma/ /jsommi/
to shriek | /jotSajja:o%/ /)Sajjat/ to threaten | /?ithodda:d/ | /jhaddad/
to stutter | /?i:sSu:ggi:n/ | /jetfaggan/ to boast [Ri:tfu:x/ [jfu:x/
Name [?ism/ [?ism/ to write [?igttob/ /jaktub/
to admit [?iqi:rrad/ [?igarr/ to read [?iqarra/ ljagra?/
Drum [?abandi:r/ /bandi:r/ Paper /tawarqi:e/ /waraqa/
Horn [ta:qsobt/ /gagha/ Flute [tazuwwa:qt/ I3u:q/
to ask /jassaqsa:j/ /jseqsi/

The table above highlights the words that are evaluated as being of Arabic
origins. What is noteworthy here is that the use of the term Arabic encompasses
standard Arabic and Algerian Arabic words that are not borrowed from other
languages. Although such use may go against the grain of what most scholarly
documents include, the explanatory economy at this juncture does not call for the
typological distinction between standard and non-standard Arabic words that have a
shared structure. Many Arabic words seem to have no phonological resemblance to
their Standard Arabic counterpart, but the closer examination shows that the word is
used with slightly different phonological reduction. For example, the word /jseqsi/

“ask” is /jas?al/ in Standard Arabic which gives the impression that the word is not
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from Arabic orgins. However, the word can be argued to be a syncopic version of the

word /jastaqs‘i/ “investigate” from Standard Arabic.

The French influence is very minimal in this semantic field. The words
“pencil” and “pen” in Chaoui is referred to as /lokriju/ or /sstilu/ respectively which
are borrowed from the French words “crayon” and “stylo”. In addition, one word in
the list is expressed in onomatopoeic form. The word /?asqafqaf/ is a verbal reflection
of the rattle sound. Finally, two items in the list are expressed in phrasal rather than
lexical form. The words “whisper” and ‘“scold” have the respective phrasal

equivalents /jqara:s 0ag mo33i/ and /?ikra:s salha/.
4.3.19 Social and Political Relations

The investigation of language change entails the analysis of social constructs
and how they are influenced by linguistic and sociocultural contact situations. The
meaning list adopted for the present study includes a semantic field that is dedicated
to the social and political terms used in the investigated speech community. However,
given the importance of this semantic field to the core of sociolinguistic analysis, the
list is considerably under-developed and does not correspond to the centrality of the
investigated element. The LWT meaning list includes only 36 items that describe
different social roles and political entities in a more global frame of reference. This
observation licenses the integration of more lexical items. However, the researcher
undertook the responsibility of being limited to the current list so as not to sway the

findings more to one conclusion than another.

The analysis of the translated list shows that thirteen items have retained their
Berber form. This means that 36% of the items in the list are lexicallised and are not
influenced by other languages. Examples of these words include: /?uhidzi;f/ “to
prevent”, /sba:jar/ “custom”, /?inuya:n/“quarrel”, /?anizzi:w/ “guest”, /?ilaya:d/ “to
invite” and /?amdu:kal/ “friend”. On the other hand, the Arabic influence is more
noticeable as eighteen items are marked with Arabic-like form and meaning. This
means that 50% of the items in this semantic field are expressed by means of lexically
borrowed words. What is noted is that semantic relevance does not necessarily
explain borrowing. That is, instances of borrowing are not always accounted for by
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discussing the importance of the concept. For example, the concepts of “friend” and
“enemy” are arguably of an equal semantic importance to societies in general.
However, the word “friend” is not borrowed in Chaoui whereas the word “enemy” is.

The following table highlights the instances of Chaoui borrowing from Arabic:

Table 4.29. Arabic Loanwords in the Social and Political Relation Semantic Field

English Chaoui Dialectal Arabic English Chaoui Arabic
to meet [?imla:qqa/ ljula:qi/ to help [?itSaws:n/ | /Saws:n/
Host /ba:b n o%i:fe/ [o%i:1] Stranger [?abarra:ni/ | /barra:ni/
neighbour lIza:r/ [3a:r/ enemy [Rayri:m/ Iyari:m/
to permit [?idza:z/ ljudszi:z/ freeman [?ahro:r/ /hurr/
to obey [Rittacy rra:j/ fjuti:§/ Servant [?axdi:m/ Ixdi:m/
to liberate [?issarhad/ /jsorah/ Citizen [?a:faSbi/ [faShi/
Noble [?i:mra:bdfon/ /mra:bti:n/ Country /dduwale/ | /dawla/
Clan 1Sarfl 1Sarfl Village [?aduwa:r/ | /duwwa:r/
native country /dduwale/ /dawla/ walking stick | /taSukka:zt/ | /Sukka:z/

The table above shows that some borrowed words in Chaoui have retained the
phonological form and semantic content of the donor language, viz Arabic, whereas
others have changed at either levels. The words /3a:r/, /Sarf/ and /duwwa:r/ have
relatively retained their original forms in Standard or Algerian Arabic while the words
[?id3a:z/, I?imla:qga/ and /?ahro:r/ have be subjected to the phonotactics of Berber.
On the other end of the spectrum, words such as /?i:mra:bd‘on/ have undergone a
considerable semantic restructuring. The Standard Arabic plural word /mura:biti:n/
is used to refer to “ stationary Islamic combatants ” but the term now is used in many
Algerians to refer to individuals who are innocent and holy. The meaning is now
extended to refer to nobility, but it can be argued that the Algerian Arabic use is
preserved inasmuch as nobility in many Muslim communities is not linked to

bloodline but rather to spirituality and righteousness.

The French influence is very minimal inasmuch as only one word is judged as

being borrowed from Chaoui. The word /?afila:3/ is shown in the translation as
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corresponding to “town”, but it is used by Chaoui speakers to refer to “village”. With
regard to the phrasal composition, the analysis shows that two items are expressed in
terms of phrasal rather than lexical units. The first is /?itta:y rra:j/ which is borrowed
from the Algerian expression /jti:¢/ja:xud rra:j/; this expression is reported in the table
above as being an Arabic loanword albeit it is structurally phrasal. This is motivated
by the fact that the phrase is an idiomatic expression which literally means “to obey

advice”. The equivalent in Algerian Arabic is “take advice”.

Two final observation to be reported. First, it is noticed that Chaoui, like
Standard Arabic and many Algerian dialects, uses morphological rather than lexical
strategies to distinguish many items such as “king” and “queen” which correspond to
[?agoalli:d/ and /tagalli:ot/ respectively. Second, it is mentioned earlier in the chapter
that some items in the list constitute stringent social taboos that cannot be tackled in
most social settings. This piece of trivia, along with the researcher’s belief that the
exclusion of such items would not take away from the reliability of the findings, lead
to not making research efforts to obtain translation of such a small portion of lexical

items.
4.3.20 Warfare and Hunting

Another very important aspect of the lexical inventory of a given language is
the description of acts associated with primitive life. The LWT meaning list includes
forty lexical items that describe warfare and hunting. Of these words, thirteen have
retained their Berber origins. The words are: /?itnu:y/ “to fight”, /?amna:jon/
“soldier”, /?agolzi:m/ “battle-axe”, tazwe/ “sling”, /?i:1di/ “bow”, /yani:m/ “spear”,
[?agastu:r/ “sword”, /?2amonda:f/ “ambush”, /bu:jsalmon/ “fisherman”. This means
that less than one third of the words, 32.5%, are represented in Berber form. On the
other hand, the Arabic influence is more observable as sixteen words, 40%, are

influenced by Arabic words as shown in the table below:

Table 4.30. Arabic Loanwords in the Warfare and Hunting Semantic Field

English Chaoui Arabic English Chaoui Arabic
peace /rrahmae/ /rahma/ to defend [?itdafas/ /da:fa</
army /IS agkar/ /1S askar/ toretreat | /?i:wolla:d/ | /walla:/
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weapons | /ti:Samdaei:n/ | /Sumda/ Captive [?amoahbu:s/ | /mahbu:s/
fortress tagli:St/ /qalSa/ Guard [?afassa:s/ | /Sassa:s/
victory [?ayla:b/ lyalaba/ Booty /sa:bbae/ [sa:ba/
defeat /loxsa:roe/ | [xasa:ra/ fishhook | /tasonna:rt/ | /sinna:ra/
attack [?a:h33:m/ /huzu:m/ fishing line /sbi:b/ /sabi:b/
to hunt [Ritsija:0¢/ ljasi:d/ Fishnet Iti;fbage/ /[abake/
fish Trap | /tagolla:bt/ | /galla:ba/

The table shows that there is a clear phonological resemblance between the
Arabic and Chaoui words. Indeed, the phonological resemblance does not necessarily
entail borrowing unless the semantic content is analysed. The word /sbi:b/, for
instance, is used in Chaoui to refer to the “fishing line”. In Standard Arabic and some
Algerian Arabic, the word is used to refer to fine threads or long hairs. The semantic
and phonological resemblance is visible which indicates that the word is more likely
borrowed from Arabic. This observation, in fact, highlights one of the limitations of
this field of inquiry. Determining whether a word is borrowed or not is not always
decisive. In many case, it is the researcher’s intuitive judgement along with their
knowledge of the donor language that warrant sketching the borrowing paradigm.
This claim is substantiated by the researcher’s use of expressions like “clearly

2% ¢

borrowed”, “no evidence of borrowing”, “perhaps borrowed”, “probably borrowed”,
“very little evidence for borrowing”. For instance, Tosco (2009, p. 132) and Bertal
(2009, p. 316) uses these expressions in their studies of borrowing in Gwwada and

Lower Sorbian respectively.

The French influence in this semantic field can be observed in six instance
which means that 15% of the words have been borrowed from French. First, the word
/lgirra/ “war or battle” is derived from the French word “guerre” which is pronounced
Ige/ or [ger]. The word is used in many Algerian dialects to refer to “war” or,
metaphorically, “cold weather”. Second, the word /liki:p/ “club” has retained its
French phonological form as the word “I’équipe” is pronounced /ekip/. Third, the
words /taftef/ “arrow”, /lkomba/ “armour” and “helmet” /lkask/ have the French
equivalent “la fleche”, “combat” and “casque” respectively. Finally, the word

ftga:ri:t/ “tower” is used in Algerian Arabic as /ga:riita/ and is derived from the
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French word “garrett”. Finally, it is found that three lexical items in Chaoui are
expressed in phrasal form. The verb “to trap” is expressed by the phrasal equivalent
“to set a trap” /?itsa:wa ?amonda:f/ whereas the verb “to surrender” is /?i:rfad

?ifa:sson nan/.

4.3.21 Law

The semantic field discussing law-related terms in the general scope contains
twenty seven items. The analysis of the translated list shows that the Chaoui dialect
lacks many of these terms. In fact, only five items have Berber origins: /tza:lli:t/
“oath”, [Rata:f/ “rape”, /?itta:¢or/ “to steal”, /?i:tfa:s/ “to condemn”, /?i:dzu:l/ “to
swear”. In fact, most of these words are borrowed from Arabic. Nine words have

clear Arabic traits as shown in the following table:

Table 4.31. Arabic Loanwords in the Law Semantic Field

English Chaoui Arabic
witness [?1:/had/ [faah1d/
law /lga:nu:n/ /ga:nu:n/
court /ti:mohkomt/ /mahkama/
judgment /Thukm/ /hukm/
fine /layra:moe/ /yara:ma/
murder /Izarimoe/ [3ari:ma/
perjury Izo:r/ Izo:r/
thief /maca:r/ /makka:r/
penalty /ISuqu:be/ /Suqu:ba/

The table above shows that the words in Chaoui are almost identical in form
and meaning to the Arabic ones. The words can be categorised into three categories;
the first is lexical items that have retained their Arabic morphological and
phonological structures /Thukm/, /zo:r/ and /lga:nu:n/; the second includes words that
have undergone morphological and phonological integration: /?i:fhad/, /loyra:moe/,
/Izarimoe/, /ti:mohkomt/, /Ifuqu:be/ whereas the third /maca:r/ includes one item
which has retained its phonological form but lost its meaning. The word /makka:r/ in
Arabic means deceiver which may involve a meaning of theft. The meaning in Chaoui

is used to mean “steal” which is one of the connotations of the borrowed word.
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The French influence can be observed in a number of words. The words /3u:3/
“judge” is equivalent to the French word “juge”. Moreover, the word /tasi:lu:nt/ “cell”
is borrowed from Algerian Arabic /si:lu:n/ which is, in turn, borrowed from the
French word “cellule”. Finally, the word /?i:fra/ “adjudicate” is used in Algerian
Arabic /jefr/ with multiple meanings including “to make a deal” the word is

borrowed from the French word “affaire” and is used as a verb.

The meaning items are not all lexicalised in Chaoui. In fact, seven of the
twenty seven items are expressed in phrasal rather than lexical form. The following

table highlights the phrasal items in the Law semantic field:

Table 4.32. Phrasal Law Items

English Chaoui
Plaintiff [?1:rfa0 folla:s/
To accuse /jattu:Qa: da:gas/
To convict [?1:ttof folla:s/
Guilty Inta ti:sawa:n/
Innocent [fa:la ?i:sawa:e/
Arson /hatwa:sary balSa:ni/

It has been mentioned earlier in the chapter than phrasal compositions are used
to fill lexical gaps in the variety. However, this strategy is used when the concept has
some relevance in the society. When the concept is irrelevant to the speakers, the gap
is not conceived and, hence, not filled. The word “acquit” does not have a direct
equivalent in the Chaoui dialect despite being closely relevant to most modern life
individuals. One of the reasons for this lexical gap is that the concept is expressed in
a sentential form “to be found innocent in the same fashion that is used with the

adjective “innocent” illustrated in the table above.

4.3.22 Religion and Belief

Religion is an integral part in the cultural aspect of societies. The list includes
twenty six items that describe the religious profile of society. What is noted, however,

is that many terms are not universal inasmuch as they are applicable only to
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Abrahamic or monotheistic religions. It is, therefore, recommended that this semantic

field be reconsidered so as to warrant more universality of application.

The analysis of the list shows that no items are borrowed from French, not are
there any items that are expressed in phrasal rather than lexical units. Moreover, the
analysis shows that the items “altar”, “temple” and “church” have no equivalents in
Choaui. If needs be, the final two terms are expressed in Arabic /ma¢bad/ and
/kani:sa/ while the first is not even conceivable to the speakers. As expected, the
influence of Arabic is very salient in that nineteen out of twenty three lexicalised
items are borrowed from it. This means that 82.6% of the words in this semantic field
are the outcome of borrowing. Such findings are not surprising given that Chaoui
speakers’ religious profile is Islamic, which is expressed in Arabic terms. In fact,
many studies report high borrowing percentages in this semantic field as illustrated

in the following table:

Table 4.33. Religion and Belief Loanword Percentages in World Languages

Language Percentage of loanwords Author
Swahili 55.7% Schadeberg
Bezhta 88.6% Comrie and Khalilov
Gawwada 78.9% Tosco
Hausa 46.6% Awagana and Wolff, with Lohr
Kanuri 68.18%0 Lohr and Wolff, with Awagana
Tarifiyt 96.1% Kossmann
Romanian 59.1% Schulte
Selice Romani 63.5% Elsik
Lower Sorbian 52.1% Bartels
Dutch 40.7% Van der Sijs
Japanese 65.8% Schmidt
Mandarin Chinese 7.3% Wiebusch and Tadmor

As shown in the table above, many languages in the world borrow lexical gaps
in the semantic field of religion from other languages (culture-specific). This is
conceivable knowing that religion-terminology is community-specific, and many
religious practices are not necessarily known at a universal level. When a given
community embrace a religion, it embrace with it the linguistic side within which this

religion is embedded.
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The influence of Arabic can also be observed in the word “sacrifice” which
has three possible equivalents /tayarra:st/ as a non-loandword and /nnafroe/ or
/0bi:ha/ as Arabic loanwords. Moreover, the word “fairy or elf” translates to the
Chaoui words /fihuza:j/ which is not a loanword and /?a€afri:0/ which is an Arabic
loanword. The word /?azyu:y/ “ghost” is used in many Algerian Arabic dialect, but
the source is not clear. It is noted that a mountain in the city of Annaba is called
Mount Zghough. Finally, the word “idol”, meaning a worshiped statue, has a non-
loanword equivalent /?a:zro:/. These findings further highlight the influence of
Arabic on this semantic field as more than 91.3% of the items have Arabic equivalents

either in an exclusive fashion 82.6% or along with a non-loanword variant 8.7%.
4.3.23 Modern World

The advent of new technologies requires language to devise new ways to
accommodate to the emerging needs of its speakers. New technologies that appear in
the global scope are nowadays readily transferrable to the entire world. Along with
these inventions comes a need for lexical representation. Language speakers, here,
look for equivalents in their mother tongue. Otherwise, they would either restructure
the semantics of an old lexical item and expand its content or borrow the term from
another language. An example of the former can be found with the word /sajja:ra/ in
Arabic which originally meant “caravan” and now is used to refer to “car”. It is, thus,
conceivable that the semantic field that is most dense with borrowed items would be
modern world. In fact, this is substantiated by empirical evidence inasmuch as
numerous studies contrasting loanwords across different semantic fields show that
modern world semantic field is inherently more susceptible to linguistic borrowing.
The following table summarises the findings obtained from a review of a number of

studies:

Table 4.34. Modern World Loanword Percentages in World Languages

Language Loanword Percentage Author
Swabhili 73.6% Thilo C. Schadeberg
Iraqw 94.3% Mous and Qorro
Gawwada 67% Tosco
Hausa 64.5% Awagana and Wolff, with Lohr
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Kanuri 63.9% Awagana and Wolff, with Awagana
Tarifiyt 93.1% Kossmann
Romanian 70.5% Schulte
Selice Romani 92.3% Elsik
Lower Sorbian 65% Bartels
Dutch 58.6% van der Sijs
Orogen 69.4% Li and Whaley
Japanese 61.8% Schmidt
Mandarin Chinese 5.1% Wiebusch and Tadmor
Table 4.34. Continued
Vietnamese 61.7% Suthiwan and Tadmor
Ceq Wong 73.3% Alves
Indonesian 66.4% Tadmor
Takia 98.2% Ross
Gurindji 70.6% McConvell
Yaqui 83.8% Fernandez

The table above shows that in the reviewed study amount to the same
conclusion which is that modern world semantic field is more influenced by
borrowing than any other field. In the context of the present study, the modern world
semantic field include 57 items of which two have Berber forms /?abri:d/ “street” and
leisagni:e/ “injection”. The remaining 56 words are influenced by Arabic and French.
This means that 96.4% of the lexical items in this category have been borrowed from
French and Arabic. These findings are not surprising given that many languages in

the world approximate 99% borrowing in this semantic field

The analysis of the translated list shows that 33 words in Chaoui are expressed
using French loanwords. This means that more than half of the items (57.8%) are
borrowed from French. The borrowed words vary with regard to whether or not the
original form is retained. For example, the words /rra:djo/ “radio”, /tilifu:n/
“telephone”, /vi:lu/ “bicycle” and /t3:livizjoy/ “television” have relatively retained
their French phonological forms whereas words such as /jofri:na/ “to brake”,
leaformli:e/ “nurse” and /sbita:r/ “hospital”. Another word that has been subject to
phonological and morphological changes is /nnogmae/ or /nnaqwae/ which refers to
“birth certificate”. The word is used in many Algerian dialects, and it is believed to
have come from the French phrase “nom quoi” meaning “the name is what” which
has been used by the French governments issuing Algerian birth certificate during the

period of colonisation.
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On the other hand, the Arabic influence can be observed in eightteen words
(31.57%). These words can be exemplified with: /datoja:re/ “trade”, /nwa:d%r/
“glasses”, /lhuku:me/ “government”, /rra?i:s/ “president”, /lwazi:r/ “minister” and
/I?intixaba:e/ “clections”. What is observed is that these words do not represent new
inventions or new concepts. Therefore, it can be argued that the choice of the donor
language, French or Arabic, is dependent on the novelty of the concepts/invention.
Another line of argumentation can be offered. It is observed that Algerian Arabic
speakers use the terms in a similar fashion to Chaoui. Therefore, it can be argued that
Chaoui borrows from Algerian Arabic rather than French, and the words that are
already borrowed by Algerian Arabic from French are, in turn, transferred to Chaoui.
This means that the Chaoui borrowing of French words is second-hand. In fact,
secondhand borrowing can be observed in the word /ga:rru:/ “Cigarette”. The word
Is borrowed from Algerian Arabic which, in turn, borrowed it from the Spanish word

“cigarro”.

The findings of the translation also reveal that some words are expressed in
terms of two variants from two donor languages. This category includes three words.
The firs is “pill” which translates to /eahabbu:e/ and /eabta:ke/; it can be observed
that the first variant is borrowed from the Arabic word /habba/ whereas the second is
from the French word /plak/ “plaque”. The second word is “number”, which has two
variants /nnimi:ro/ and /rragm/; the first is from the French word “numéro” whereas
the second is from the Arabic word /raqam/. Finally, the word “stamp” is borrowed
either from French, /tta:mbar/, or Arabic, /tta:ba%/, without noticeable changes to the

original form from the donor language.
4.3.24 Miscellaneous Function Words

The LWT meaning list include a category that is composed only of functional
items. The list consists of fourteen items including prepositions, adverbials and
pronominals. What is noted here is that this semantic field is underdeveloped and
requires more elaboration to warrant more generalisable findings and a more

exhaustive account. However, as reported earlier in the chapter, the researcher in the
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present study limited the analysis to the pre-established list so as to avoid bias in

collecting data.

The analysis of the translated list shows that French has no influence
whatsoever on the use of function words in Chaoui. The borrowing of function words
from Arabic can be observed in two instances: /?adi:walla/ “to become” and /bla:/
“without”. The word /?adi:walla/ is arguably a morphologically integrated version of
the Arabic word /walla/ which literally means “turn”. The word is used in Algerian
Arabic to mean “come back” and “become”. The second word /bla:/ is used in
algerian Arabic to mean “without” and has a non-syncopic pronunciation in Standard
Arabic /bila:/. Moreover, two words, /ki:fki:f/ “the same” and /wa:lu/ “nothing”, are
used in Algerian Arabic and Chaoui similarly, but the source of the lexical items is
not clear. Finally, the remaining ten items have retained their Berber form as shown

in the following table:

Table 4.35. Non-loanword Function Words

English | to be | with | through | Not | this | that | here | there | other | next

Chaoui | /jolla/ | [?1:0/ | [ss/ | /mu:h/ | /wer/ | /wi:n/ | [8a:/ | /Ou:ran/ | /wi:n/ | [zza:el

The findings displayed in the table above highlight a very important
point pertinent to the methodological complications associated with the philological
analysis of language and crosslinguistic typology. Genealogical relations between
languages and instances of borrowing are determined on the basis of lexical relation
that are consequential to the detection of phonological resemblance. However,
similarity in phonetic form can lead researchers to make subjective judgements about
how items in the analysed language relate to the prospective donor language. This
means that researchers can go to great lengths to prove borrowing. For example, the
word /wi:n/ in Chaoui has a crosslinguistically homophonous word in Algerian
Arabic which means “where”. Researchers can argue that the Chaoui word is
borrowed from Arabic on the basis that both are function words and can generate
examples where the meanings intersect. However, in reality confirming the instance
of borrowing is the outcome of the researcher’s intuitive judgement rather than

structured inference. It is, therefore, of a great essence to acknowledge that many of
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the conclusions made in the present study require meta-analyses by other formalists
S0 as to give the research more psychometric acceptability. It is noted, however, that
the researcher exhausted all possibilities to approach the task with maximum fidelity

by consulting with Chaoui linguists and fellow researchers.
4.4 Conclusion

The discussion of lexical language change is, by and large, a discussion of
lexical borrowing which often causes forms and functions of language to be
restructured. This chapter introduces the findings obtained from the translation of
1500 words across 24 semantic fields. The findings in this chapter show that a
significant portion of the lexical items in the present list have acquired phonological
form from French and Arabic, with Arabic being the dominant donor language. The
chapter also shows that the extent to which items are prone to change is dependable
on both the semantic field and the lexical category of the word. Semantic fields that
are related to modern life and technology are inherently susceptible to change.
Loanwords are found to be more prevalent across nominal lexical categories than

across the verbal.
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5.1 Introduction

The formal semantic analysis of the translated lists in the previous chapter
gives direct insight into the linguistic interplay at the lexical level in contact situation.
The analysis showed that French and Arabic provide lexical materials as donor
languages for the Chaoui dialect, with Arabic being the main donor language.
However, the analysis of lexical items in isolation does not warrant the accurate
depiction of the linguistic behaviour of speakers from different social backgrounds,
nor does it inform about the factors that shape the sociolinguistic profile of the speech

community under investigation.

Given the functional scope of the present study in particular and sociolinguistic
analyses in general, the formal analysis provided in the previous chapter needs to be
supplemented with an investigation of how the different linguistic forms are used in
different social configurations. It is, therefore, of substantial expediency to examine
how language is used by Chaoui speakers and what factors underpin such use. In
order to achieve that, the present study makes use of a questionnaire that elicits data
about the speakers’ social background, attitudes, ethnic orientation, social networks
and linguistic identity. In addition, the study prompts linguistic behaviour among the
sample with the use of a sociolinguistic interview. The present chapter offers a
discussion of the main findings obtained from the analysis of the questionnaire and
tests the data collected from the interview against the questionnaire findings in quest

to screen for correlational patterns.
5.2 Language Proficiency

Language proficiency is used in the present study as a metric that gives insight
into multilingualism in the Chaoui community. It is commonly recognised that
multilingual speakers have a central role in the shaping of the linguistic behaviour of
their speech community. In fact, Braunmuller et al. (2014, pp. 15-16) make clear that
contact-induced language change has “the multilingual speaker as the locus of
contact” with “the individual speaker as the ultimate starting point for language

variation and change”. One of the major limitations of this metric is that it is assessed
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via individual speakers self-report. While informants’ judgment about their
proficiency is not accurately representative of the actual state of affairs, the present
study entertains the prospect of this metric being indicative of how comfortable an

individual is with the use of a given language.

Linguistic proficiency as a variable of analysis encompasses the informants’
self-report with regard to Standard Arabic, Algerian Arabic, Chaoui, Kabyle —or
other varieties of Berber— and French. The choice of these linguistic varieties is
motivated by a number of reasons. First, Standard and Algerian Arabic varieties are
found in the formal analysis of the translated lists as predominant languages of
influence. It is, therefore, expected that the mastery of these languages may have an
influence on the speakers’ linguistic behaviour. Second, it is noticed from the initial
observation and pilot interviews with Chaoui speakers, prior to conducting the study,
that not all individuals are equally competent in the Chaoui dialect, nor are they all
native speakers thereof. It is, thus, justifiable to assume that social subgroups can
demonstrate different linguistic behaviours with reference to their mastery of the
Chaoui dialect. Third, a segment of the analysis in the previous chapter relied on a
review of literature and showed that there can be some discrepancies between Chaoui,
Mzabi and Kabyle with regard to the patterns with which formal features are
changed/stable. That is, one lexical feature that is judged as changed in Chaoui can
be found as non-changed in Kabyle or Mzabi. It is, therefore, necessary to examine
whether speakers of Chaoui have the capacity to fill lexical gaps with forms from
other varieties of Berber in lieu of resorting to Arabic/French loanwords. Finally, the
integration of French in the metric of proficiency is motivated by the researcher’s
observation, in multiple speech communities, that while a term can be found in the
lexical inventory of a given variety as non-changed, the actual linguistic behaviour
of speakers can be quite distinct. It is, therefore, possible that terms from French can

be used despite having a non-changed equivalent in Chaoui.
5.2.1 Participants’ Mother Tongue

Prior to the investigation of linguistic competence in the aforementioned

varieties, the researcher elected to offer an exhaustive account of the participants’
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mother tongues with reference to the social variables of gender, age, education and
residence. In view of that, the analysis of the data obtained from the questionnaire
shows that 46 participants (15.9%) reported Algerian Arabic as their native tongues
whereas 101 (34.8%) reported Chaoui as their native tongue. Interestingly, the greater
share of the participants, 143 (49.3%), reported both Algerian Arabic and Chaoui as
their mother tongue. It should be noted that although the options French and Other

are provided in the questionnaire, none of the participants reported them as native

tongue.
Table 5.36. Social Groups’ Mother Tongues
. | Algerian . | Algerian
Chaoui Arabic Both Chaoui Arabic Both
Males 42 14 81 Young 13 37 62
Females | 59 32 g2 | Middle-| 54 09 60
Aged

Uneducated 40 00 00 Old 52 00 21
Prim./Mid. 44 00 15 Urban 25 38 95
Secondary 14 15 66 Semi. 38 08 45
Tertiary 03 31 62 Rural 38 00 03

The table above shows that the number of participants who reported Chaoui as
their mother tongue is proportionate across the two genders as 30.6% of the males
and 38.5% of the females reported it as their sole mother tongue. The difference,
however, is mainly observable in Algerian Arabic as only 10.2% of the males and
20.9% of the females reported it as their mother tongue. This means that females,
irrespective of their age, education and residence, are overall more affiliated with
Algerian Arabic as their mother tongue. Moreover, it is noticed that the males, despite
being fewer in number with regard to Chaoui as a native tongue, demonstrate a higher
percentage than females with reference to having two native tongues (59.1% of the
males and 40.5% of the females). The sum of these findings show that 89.7% of the
male and 79% of the female participants are native speakers of Chaoui. These
findings show that not all members of the Chaoui community are native speakers of

the Chaoui dialect despite being reportedly all of Chaoui descent.
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The mother tongue is subsequently analysed against the variable of age to
screen for any patterns. The analysis shows that the variable of age has a more
explanatory capacity of the mother tongue distribution. The table above shows that
the choice of Chaoui as the sole mother tongue is more observed among older
participants as 11.6% of the young and 34.2% of the middle-aged and 71.2% of the
old participants reported having one mother tongue which is Chaoui. Moreover, the
table above shows that none of the old participants speak Algerian Arabic as their
only mother tongue whereas 8.5% of the middle-aged and 33% of the young
participants speak Algerian Arabic as their only mother tongue and are, hence, not
native speakers of Chaoui. Finally, having the two varieties as a mother tongue is not
very common among older participants as 28.7% of them reported having Algerian
Arabic and Chaoui as mother tongues. On the other hand, middle-aged and young
participants are almost equal in this metric (57.1% and 55.3% respectively). The sum
of these findings read as follows: one third of the young participants are not even
native speakers of the Chaoui dialect whereas all older participants are; middle-aged

participants are predominantly native speakers of both varieties.

The variable of education is analysed against the metric “mother tongue” to
help draw a more exhaustive account of the linguistic profile of the Chaoui
community. The analysis of the data obtained from the questionnaire show that there
seems to be an inverse correlation between the choice of Chaoui as the mother tongue
and the educational level. That is, less educated individuals are more likely to have
Chaoui as the only mother tongue. This is conceivable knowing that education plays
a vital role in familiarising individuals with other varieties such as Algerian Arabic.
Moreover, these findings are understandable knowing that education is associated
with other variables such as social network, mobility and socioeconomic status which

are also contributing factors in the shaping of individuals’ linguistic identity.

Table 5.36 also shows that all of the uneducated and three quarters of the
participants with primary/middle education (74.5%) participants reported Chaoui as
their only mother tongue. On the other hand, a small portion of the participants with

secondary or tertiary education reported similar answers (14.7% and 03.1%
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respectively). Furthermore, Algerian Arabic is reported by none of the uneducated
participants or those with primary/middle education as the sole mother tongue. This
means that all of the uneducated participants in the selected sample speak Chaoui as
their mother tongue. Conversely, almost one third of the participants with tertiary
education (32.3%) do not speak Chaoui as a mother tongue and, instead, have
Algerian Arabic as their mother tongue. It is noted from the findings above that
education is strongly correlated with the participants linguistic profile as more
educated participants have two languages as their mother tongue. For yet to be
investigated reasons, participants with secondary education reported a higher
percentage than those with tertiary education with regard to having two mother
tongues; the discrepancy is, however, subtle and does not provide statistical

significance at this juncture of the study.

The final variable that helps account for the mother tongue metric is that of
residence. It is noted above that education has a significant explanatory capacity of
the mother tongue metric. Itis also reported in chapter three that educated participants
are found more in urban centres. It is, therefore, expected that the residence variable

play a vital role in this metric.

The table 5.36 above also shows that the participants from the rural areas
reported Chaoui as their sole mother tongue (92.7%) where none of them speak
Algerian Arabic as their sole mother tongue. This means that all participants from the
rural areas speak Chaoui as a mother tongue with 7.3% of them having Algerian
Arabic as a second mother tongue. The urban areas, however, reported different
findings as the majority of the participants within this group (60.1%) reported having
both Chaoui and Algerian Arabic as their mother tongue. Moreover, it is reported that
almost one quarter of the urban participants (24%) do not speak Chaoui as a mother
tongue. Most of the semi-urban participants speak Chaoui as a mother tongue as
41.7% of them speak it as their only mother tongue, and 49.4% of them speak it with
Algerian Arabic as two mother tongues. The remaining 08.8%, however, are not

native speakers of Chaoui.
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The findings obtained from the tables above can be overlapped to provide a
more exhaustive account of this metric. The cross-tabulation of the findings above
shows that Algerian Arabic as a sole mother tongue is more prevalent among young
urban educated individuals as eight out of eighteen young male urban and eleven out
of seventeen young female urban participants with tertiary education do not speak
Chaoui as a mother tongue, which correspond to 44% of the males and 64.7% of the
females within these strata. Moreover, the male-female discrepancy is more
prominent among middle-aged participants. The cross-tabulation shows that 41.6%
of the middle-aged female participants from the urban area with tertiary education
have Algerian Arabic as their sole mother tongue as opposed to their male
counterparts who reported no cases whatsoever. The percentages are also significant
among semi-urban individuals with tertiary education as young males and middle-
aged females are equally reported as not having Chaoui as their mother tongue with
a percentage of 25% whereas young females are at a percentage of 30%. These
findings can be summarised as follows: not all members of the Chaoui community
have Chaoui as their mother tongue. Almost 16% of the participants have Algerian
Arabic as their only mother tongue. The urban young educated members, irrespective
of their gender, and urban middle-aged educated females represent the social groups

most reflective of these conclusions.

On the other end of the spectrum, having Chaoui as the only mother tongue is
reported by more than one third of the participants. The cross-tabulation of the
findings allows to explore what social subgroups contribute to this percentage. The
analysis shows that a number of social subgroups reported a percentage of 100% with

regard to having Chaoui as their only mother tongue.

In order to have more insight into the linguistic profile of the participants with
reference to the social variables in overlap, a Pearson Correlation Coefficient is
calculated. Prior to the calculation, the variables which are inherently categorical are
transformed into numerical continuous variables where the configurations within
each variable are indexed as follows: gender (male = 01, female = 02), education

(uneducated = 01, primary/middle = 02, secondary = 03, tertiary = 04), age (young =
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01, middle-aged = 02, old = 03), geographical background (urban = 01, semi-urban
=02, rural = 03) and mother tongue (Chaoui = 02, Chaoui and Algerian Arabic = 04).

The correlation analysis gives the following values:

Table 5.37. Social Correlates of the Mother Tongue Metric

_ Geographical
Gender| Age |Education Background
Mother LPE2rsoN Correlation | -,148~ |-,426** | ,726** -,510**
Tongue Sig. (2-tailed) ,020 000 000 o
N 244 244 244 244

The table above shows that the four variables show statistically significant
level of correlation with the mother tongue metric. The variable of gender is inversely
correlated with the mother tongue which means that the females, which are indexed
higher, are more likely to have Chaoui as the only mother tongue, which is indexed
lower. Moreover, the age variable is also inversely correlated with mother tongue,
which implies that young generation are more likely to have both Chaoui and
Algerian arabic as their mother tongues. The geographical background is also
inversely correlated with the mother tongue which means that more rural areas, which
are the highest in index, are more likely to have Chaoui alone as mother tongue.
Finally, the table shows that there is a highly significant level of positive correlation
between education and the likelihood of having both Algerian Arabic and Chaoui as
mother tongues. The comparison of the values shows that education is the most
determining factor by means of having the highest absolute coefficient value,
followed by geographical background, age and finally gender. These findings amount
to the conclusion that highly educated, male, urban young participants are the leading

subgroup with regard to having both Algerian Arabic and Chaoui as mother tongues.
5.2.2 Participants’ Parents’ Mother Tongues

The examination of the linguistic profile extends beyond the immediate
context of the participants. The present study seeks to offer a more elaborate
discussion by providing an account of the participants’ parents’ mother tongues.
Although this does not necessarily feed directly into explaining the linguistic
behaviour of each individual, the integration of this metric has two practical
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advantages. First, by describing the participants’ parents’ mother tongues, the
researcher has the ability to compensate for the lack of middle-aged and old
participants as the young participants’ parents are either middle-aged or old. Second,
by collecting data from the old participants, the researcher manages to have an idea
about the linguistic profile of the fourth generation and sketch a picture for language

change in apparent time settings.

The analysis shows that most of the participants’ parents are native speakers
of Chaoui only. The table below shows that around three quarters of the fathers and
mothers (76.6% and 74.1% respectively) have only Chaoui as a mother tongue. These
findings can be contrasted to the ones obtained directly from the participants to show
that only one third of the participants reported similar answers. These findings are
conceivable knowing that the participants’ parents belong to the older generation; age

has been shown as being strongly correlated with such answers.

Table 5.38. Parents’ Mother Tongue

Mother’s Language Father’s Language
Frequency | Percentage | Frequency | Percentage
Algerian Arabic 17 5.9% 2 0.7%
Chaoui 222 76.6% 215 74.1%
Chaoui and Algerian Arabic 37 12.8% 73 25.2%
Other 14 4.8% 00 00%

The table above also shows that almost none of the participants’s fathers have
Algerian Arabic as their only mother tongue whereas less than 6% of their mothers
do. These values are very minimal to the participants’ scores where 14 males and 32
females reported similar findings. This means that 10.2% of the male participants are
native speakers of only Algerian Arabic whereas the males in the second generation
are at 0.7%. Likewise, 20.9% of the female participants reported similar answers
whereas the females in the second generation add up to a percentage of 5.9%. The
greatest level of discrepancies is observed among the fathers’ and mothers’ having
Chaoui and Algerian Arabic as mother tongue. While 12.8% of the females have two
mother tongues, almost double the percentage is found among males. In comparison

to the participants’ scores, these percentages are low as 59.1% of the males and 40.5%
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of the females reported similar answers. Finally, it is observed that fourteen female
participants reported having other mother tongues, namely Kabyle. These findings
read as follows: younger generations are observed to have Algerian Arabic and

Chaoui at higher percentages than the older generation.

To further illustrate this conclusion, an examination of the same results are

conducted among the middle-aged and old participants.

Table 5.39. Cross-generational Analysis of Parents’ Mother Tongue

Mother’s Language Father’s Language
Young Mid. Old | Young Mid. Old
Algerian Arabic | 12.5% 28% | 00% | 17.8% 00% 00%
Chaoui 49.1% | 89.5% | 100% 42% 90.5% | 100%
Both 28.5% 4.7% | 00% | 56.2% 9.5% 00%
Other 9.8% 2.8% | 00% 00% 00% 00%

The table above further illustrates the cross-generational differences with
regard to the linguistic identity. It is observed that all of the old participants’ parents—
the fourth generation of Chaoui members— irrespective of their gender, are native
speakers of only Chaoui. The young participants’ parents, which are likely middle-
aged, speak both Algerian Arabic and Chaoui to a considerable extent. These findings
demonstrate the direction of change with regard to linguistic identity: the younger
participants are more likely to have either Algerian Arabic or both Algerian Arabic

and Chaoui as mother tongue.
5.2.3 Participants’ Linguistic Proficiency

After determining the mother tongue of the participants and their parents, the
present study sheds light on the participants’ self-reported linguistic proficiency in
the languages that have the prospect of making up the linguistic profile of the Chaoui
community. One of the main limitations at this juncture is that self-reported findings
are not highly reliable as participants’ judgement of how proficient they are in a given
language may be inaccurate. Other reason is that participants can voluntarily
misreport their competence for a variety of reasons. The second reason, however, is

dismissed as this may discredit social surveys as a data collection technique knowing
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that any given survey can be misreported by the participants. The first reason is
overcome by drawing more heavily on the patterns across the participants’ subgroups,
assuming that if all prospective variables are accounted for, the subgroups are

congruent.

The analysis of the data obtained with regard to the participants’ proficiency
in Chaoui shows some interesting findings. First, the different levels of proficiency
are indexed as follows: none = 0, weak = 01, average = 02, good = 03 and excellent
= 04. By so doing, the proficiency is given both a continuous and categorical
configuration. The continuous configuration denotes that the levels of proficiency are
given in terms of numerical values, which allows that qualitative analyses of means
and standard deviations across the various groups. On the other hand, the categorical
configuration allows for the description of frequencies and the rounding of means so

as to be explained in terms of the aforementioned levels of proficiency.

The descriptive statistics highlights a number of considerable findings. First,
it is noticed that the lowest value obtained is 01, which corresponds to the level
“weak”. This means that none of the participants reported a complete lack of
proficiency in the Chaoui dialect. Second, the mean value obtained is p=3.78, which
means that a number of participants reported a level of proficiency that is lower than
“excellent”. Overall, the mean value is closer to the value corresponding to
“excellent” which denotes that the participants have a very high level of proficiency.
The standard deviation values indicate the extent to which the participants’ answers
differ from the mean value. That is, higher values are indicative of high level of
variance across the participants. The table above illustrates a standard deviation value
of o = 0.584, which is relatively low. This means that generally, the participants’

answers are generally clustered around the mean value.

Table 5.40. Descriptive Statistics of Chaoui Proficiency

Weak | Average | Good | Excellent | Total
Frequency 02 18 23 247 290
Percentage | 0.7% 6.2% 7.9% 85.2% | 100%
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The mean values help explain the proficiency of the group as a whole but does
not allow to examine what individual participants reported. To overcome this
limitation, the table above illustrates the frequency and percentage of each
proficiency level. The analysis shows that the majority of the participants reported an
excellent mastery of Chaoui. A cumulative percentage of 6.9% reported levels of
proficiency that are average or weak. The examination of individual questionnaires
shows that the two participants who reported a weak knowledge of Chaoui are both
Algerian Arabic native speaking young females with tertiary education; one is urban
and the other is semi-urban. Interestingly, the mother tongue of the urban participants’
mother is Chaoui and father is Chaoui and Algerian Arabic. The urban participants’
mother is, however, not a native speaker of Chaoui. These instance, however rare,
illustrate the fact that there can be cases where the parents do not transfer their
knowledge to their offspring.

With regard to the participants who reported average proficiency in Chaoui,
the analysis shows that three young urban male participants with tertiary education.
What is interesting is that the males’ fathers are all native speakers of Chaoui and
Algerian Arabic whereas one of the participants’ mothers is a native speaker of
Chaoui only, another of Algerian Arabic only and the third of both. What is
noteworthy is that two middle-aged urban female participants reported having an
average level of proficiency in Chaoui. Both of the participants are native speakers
of Algerian Arabic only and are with tertiary educational level. Interestingly, the two
participants’ parents are native speakers of only Chaoui. This means that the parents
who are not native speakers of Algerian Arabic, still, used it with their children,
particularly in urban centres. Finally, thirteen young females reported having an
average level in Chaoui. These females can be categorised as follows:

» Five urban with secondary and one with tertiary education whose both
parents have Chaoui as the only mother tongue

» Three urban with tertiary education whose mothers are native speakers of
Chaoui only and fathers of Chaoui and Algerian Arabic

> One semi-urban with secondary and one with tertiary education whose
mothers are native speakers of Chaoui and Algerian Arabic and fathers of

Chaoui only
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» One urban with tertiary education whose parents are native speakers of both
Algerian Arabic and Chaoui
» One urban with tertiary education whose father is a native speaker of both

Algerian Arabic and Chaoui and mother of Kabyle

These findings show that a number of participants’ parents are native speakers
of Chaoui only. However, they have Algerian Arabic as their only mother tongue,
which means that not all parents in urban cities transfer their mother tongues to their
offspring. Instead, they use Algerian Arabic with them as a language that is used in

many daily life settings.

The second variety that is subject to the analysis of proficiency is French. It
should be noted that there seems to be a consensus that French is part of the Algerian
linguistic profile, and it is strongly linked with other social variables such as gender,
education, economic status, prestige and geographical background. The fact that it is
cited as being related to status, education and prestige further accentuates the self-
reporting data collection method as members of the sample can misreport their
proficiency such that they meet the socially set expectations of linguistic proficiency
in French. However, it should be noted that the main focus of the present study is not
linguistic proficiency itself. Rather, it is used as a metric that helps account for other
sociolinguistic phenomena. Moreover, even if the metric is misreported, by so doing,
the participants communicate an aspect of attitude towards a linguistic system.
Attitude towards a linguistic variety is, arguably, more central to the issue of language

variation and change than the proficiency in that variety.

With this complication cleared out, the present study analyses proficiency with
respect to the mean values as reported by the participants. The findings are illustrated

in the following table:

Table 5.41. Descriptive Statistics of French Proficiency

N Min. | Max. | Mean | Std. Dev.
French Proficiency | 290 0 4 2.07 1.618
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The table above demonstrates the mean value of the participants’ proficiency
in French where they scored an average of p = 2.07. The value is very close to the
indexation of the level “average = 02”, which means that the over-all level of
proficiency in French is average. However, it is observed from the table above that
the standard deviation value is very high: 6 = 1.618. This means that there is a high
level of variance across the participants’ groups with regard to their self-reported
proficiency. It should be noted that the lowest probable ¢ value is zero, which
translates to all participants having answered the same whereas the highest probable
value is four, which means that part of the participants answered “none” and part
answered “excellent” with no answers in-between. In the case reported above, the
value 6 = 1.618 means that there is almost a two level variance between the

participants.

To interpret the standard deviation values, a cross-categorical analysis is
required where the mean values of each subgroup are calculated. In addition to that,
a detailed statistical description of each proficiency level is conducted; such an
analysis shows that the highest frequency values are spread across the two ends of
the spectrum. That is, the majority of the participants —a cumulative percentage of
58.6%— either speak French excellently, or they do not speak it at all. This is

conceivable given the high standard deviation value.

The analysis of correlation shows that there is no statistically significant level
of correlation between French proficiency and gender. This means that male and
females, all other things being equal, generally have similar proficiency with females
being marginally favoured. Moreover, the Pearson Coefficient shows that there is a
statistically very significant level of positive correlation between education and
French proficiency. This means that educated individuals, being indexed higher, have
higher proficiency in French. It is noticed that the correlation coefficient is p=0.811,
which is very close to 01. It is noteworthy that the values of this coefficient are
expressed in terms of the following formula -1<p<+1, with p = -1 meaning that there
is a perfectly linear level of inverse correlation and p = +1 meaning that there is a

perfectly linear level of positive correlation and p = 0 meaning that there is no
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correlation whatsoever between the variables. Therefore, the coefficient value
indicated in the table above can be interpreted as follows: the educational level is
almost linearly correlated with the proficiency in French and that an educated
individual is almost always more proficient in French than their less educated

counterpart, with all other things being equal.

On a similar vein, there is a relatively significant level of inverse correlation
between French proficiency and geographical background. Knowing that rural areas
are indexed higher than semi-urban and urban, the values implies that urban
participants are generally more proficient than the semi-urban who, in turn, are more
proficient than their rural counterparts. Finally, the statistical significance of inverse
correlation between age and French proficiency is relatively low which means that
younger participants are generally more proficient in French than the older. However,
it should be noted that these correlation values can be consequential to the fact that
the urban young participants are inherently more educated that their older/rural
counterparts. This is further substantiated that the two genders are equally educated
and that is why gender did not show statistical significance with regard to correlation.
In other words, it has been established that the different age groups and different
residence groups are not equally educated; it is, thus, understandable that any
correlation that is attributed to education will consequentially be reflected in

residence and age but not in gender.

The proficiency in other Berber varieties is also integrated in the present study
so as to account for the possibility of individuals filling lexical gaps in the Chaoui
dialect by loanwords from other Berber varieties. The analysis shows that most of the
participants do not have any level of proficiency in any other Berber proficiency. The
results are illustrated in the following table:

Table 5.42. Proficiency in Other Berber Varieties

None | Weak | Average| Good | Excellent | Total
Frequency | 271 03 07 08 01 290
Percentage | 93.4% | 01% 02.4% | 02.8% 0.3% 100%
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The table above shows that only nineteen participants have a level of
proficiency in Kabyle, with no other varieties being reported. This corresponds to a
cumulative percentage of 6.6%. Only one participant, a middle-aged urban female
with tertiary education, reported having an excellent level of proficiency in Kabyle.
This participants’ mother is a native speaker of only Kabyle. The two female
participants reported “weak” and “good” levels of proficiency respectively. They are
both young and urban with tertiary education whose mothers are native speakers of
Kabyle and fathers are of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui. Moreover, another young male
urban participant whose mother is a native speaker of only Algerian Arabic reported
having a weak proficiency in Kabyle despite having none of the parents proficient in
this variety. What is noteworthy at this juncture is that the majority of participants
that have a certain level of proficiency in Kabyle are males, and all of them are with
secondary or tertiary education, and none of them are old or rural. These findings that
a number of young male urban educated members are interested in learning other
varieties of Berber, namely Kabyle, in contexts that are beyond their immediate

family network settings.

The following variety that is analysed for proficiency is Algerian Arabic. It
has been reported earlier that almost two thirds of the participants (65.2%) speak
Algerian Arabic as a mother tongue, which means that at least two thirds of the
participants are expected to report “excellent” proficiency in it. It was initially
hypothesised that a number of native speakers of only Chaoui, still, have decent levels
of proficiency in Algerian Arabic as it is needed for numerous daily encounters. The
descriptive statistical analysis shows that the mean value of proficiency is p = 3.43,
which can be rounded to the value corresponding to “good”, indexed 03. This means
that the overall proficiency of the participants in Algerian Arabic is between “good”
and “excellent”. The mean value of proficiency is very comparable to that obtained
from the proficiency in Chaoui (table 5.40). However, the table highlights two
significant pieces of trivia. First, the standard deviation value is not low, indicating
that there is a level of variance in the participants’ proficiency such that it requires

further exploring. Second, the table shows that the minimum value is zero; this means
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that there are participants —at least one— who reported not having any level of

proficiency in Algerian Arabic.

To address these two concerns, the descriptive statistics must be supplemented
with an analysis of frequency and percentage and an inferential statistics of
correlation. The following table illustrates the frequency of each level of proficiency

and the percentage thereof.

Table 5.43. Descriptive Statistics of Algerian Arabic Proficiency

None | Weak | Average | Good | Excellent | Total
Frequency | 05 19 30 28 208 290
Percentage | 1.7% | 6.6% 10.3% 9.7% 71.7% 100%

The table above shows that 208 participants have an excellent proficiency in
Algerian Arabic. These findings are interesting inasmuch as there is a significant level
of discrepancy between the number of participants who have reported having
Algerian Arabic as mother tongue and those who have an excellent proficiency in it.
In view of that, nineteen participants have an excellent level of proficiency in
Algerian Arabic despite not having learnt it as a mother tongue. Moreover, a
considerable number of 28 participants have a “good” level of proficiency. This
means that a total of 236 participants have decent levels of proficiency in Algerian
Arabic. Furthermore, the table above shows that a total of 47 participants (16.2%)
reported “good” or “excellent” proficiency despite not reporting it as a mother tongue.
These findings amount to the conclusion that not Algerian Arabic plays a very central
role in the Chaoui community, and individuals learn it despite not being the language

of domicile.

On the other end of the spectrum, five participants reported not having any
level of proficiency in Algerian Arabic while nineteen reported having a “weak”
level. This means that a cumulative percentage of 8.3% of the participants have low
proficiency levels and, arguably, do not communicate with Algerian Arabic. The five
participants with no proficiency in Algerian Arabic are all old females who are

uneducated: four of whom are from the rural area and one is from the semi-urban
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area. Interestingly, only two males reported having a “weak” level of proficiency in
Algerian Arabic; both of whom are old, uneducated and rural. The remaining
seventeen are all females uneducated or with primary educated. Two of these females
are urban; six semi-urban, and nine are rural. Interestingly, three participants are

young; eight are middle-aged, and six are old.

In order to further understand the role of social factors in the level of
proficiency in Algerian Arabic, an inferential analysis is carried out where the
Pearson Correlation Coefficient is calculated between proficiency and gender, age,
education and geographical background. It is found that there is a statistically
significant level of correlation between proficiency and all of the other variables.
However, it is shown that gender has the lowest value of inverse correlation. This
means that females, indexed higher, are generally less proficient than males in
Algerian Arabic. This conclusion is substantiated by the fact that of all the
participants who reported “none” or “weak”, only two are males. Moreover, the age
variable shows an inverse correlation, which means than younger participants are

generally more proficient than their older counterparts.

Likewise, geographical background is correlated with Algerian Arabic
proficiency such that rural participants, being indexed lower, are generally less
proficient than their semi-urban and, in turn, urban counterparts. Finally, the variable
of education seems to be the most prominent factor in signalling participants’
proficiency as it has an almost ideal level of positive correlation. Knowing that all
other variables are inversely correlated with education, it is hypothesised that the
significant values of correlation are consequential to the value of education and are

not inherent.

To test the hypothesis above, the mean value of proficiency is calculated

among each group as shown in the following table:
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Table 5.44. Algerian Arabic Proficiency across Different Social Groups

Groups Means | Std. Dev. Groups Means | Std. Dev.
Young 3.81 0.608 Males 3.69 0.661
Mid. 3.48 0.952 Females 3.20 1.227
Old 2.78 1.304 uneducated | 1.72 1.037
Urban 3.83 0.555 Prim./mid. | 2.78 1.018
Semi. 3.36 1.028 Secondary | 3.98 | 0.144
Rural 2.05 1.203 Tertiary 4.00 0.00

The table above shows that the difference in the mean value of the two genders
is statistically insignificant which explains the low correlation coefficient value.
Moreover, the highest level of discrepancy can be observed in the mean values
obtained by groups from different educational level. The findings illustrated in the
table show that the discrepancy across the age groups means is relatively higher, but
the standard deviation values are also statistically significant. This means that even
within the same age group, there can be discrepancies in the mean values that are
attributable to other variables. Moreover, the observation of the mean values obtained
from participants with different geographical background shows that urban
participants— irrespective of their age, gender or education— are, by and large, more
proficient in Algerian Arabic. This is further substantiated by the relatively low
standard deviation value, indicating a high level of congruence across the urban
participants with reference to this metric. Semi-urban and rural areas show high
values of standard deviation, which means that there is a level of discrepancy that is

attributable to another variable.

The table shows that all of the participants with tertiary education and almost
all participants with secondary education have an excellent master of Algerian Arabic
regardless of their age, gender and residence. The extremely low standard deviation
values are indicative of high levels of congruence, which means that education is the

key factor in the signalling of values. These findings support the hypothesis
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enunciated above where the claim is that levels of correlation in other variables are

essentially consequential to correlation with the education level.

Modern Standard Arabic is taught mainly in formal environments as
individuals learn how to read and write in MSA at school. However, it should be
noted that Coranic schooling also plays a vital role in enabling individuals to learn
Standard Arabic. In fact, it can be argued that Coranic schools help individuals
develop proficiency levels in Arabic in a way that is not permissible by formal
schooling only (Addad & Zaghouda, 2020; Abda & Taibi, 2021). Moreover, the
media platforms also play a role in acquainting the individuals with Chaoui dialect as
exposure to language, even without explicit instruction, can enhance individuals’
proficiency. Accordingly, it was hypothesised that the participants’ proficiency

would extend beyond the immediate context of education.

The examination of the data shows that the mean value of proficiency is u =
2.82, which is close to the value indexed to “good”. This means that the participants’
proficiency is generally a little under good. However, two main observations are
made. First, there are instances of participants reporting having no proficiency in
MSA as the minimum value is zero. Second, the standard deviation value is
considerable. These two observations call for further descriptive and inferential
statistics. It should be noted that proficiency in MSA can be compared to that of
French inasmuch as the two are directly associated with education. In view of that, it
should be noted that mean value of proficiency in MSA is significantly higher than
that of French: 2.07<2.82, and the standard deviation is considerably lower:
1.618>1.284. This means that while the participants are generally more proficient in
MSA than in French, there seems to be a lesser degree of variance among participants
in their proficiency in MSA than that in French.

In light of these observations, the following table shows the frequency of

occurrence and the percentage of each proficiency level:
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Table 5.45. Proficiency in MSA
None | Weak | Average | Good | Excellent | Total
Frequency 21 35 38 77 119 290
Percentage | 7.2% | 12.1% | 13.1% | 26.6% 41% 100%

The table above shows that only 21 participants reported not having any level
of proficiency in MSA. This frequency is considerable than that reported in French
proficiency where 90 participants answered “none”. The participants with no level of
proficiency are almost equally distributed between the two genders as there are ten
males and eleven females all of which are old and uneducated, excepting one with
primary educational level. Interestingly, one of the male participants has a secondary
level of education and reported having “excellent” level in French proficiency. This
piece of trivia can be attributable to an answering typo knowing that Algerian Arabic
and Choaui are his mother tongues. Seven of these participants are urban, four semi-
urban and ten rural. This means that the geographical background and gender of
participants are of less relevance. Instead, age and education are arguably of more

central relevance.

With regard to the participants who reported having a “weak” level in MSA,
it is noticed that the number is significantly higher than that of French where only 19,
compared to 35, reported having a weak level in French. Moreover, the analysis of
frequency shows that the two genders are almost equally represented in this category
as there are twenty males and fifteen females. The three age groups can be found in
this category as there are eight young, thirteen middle-aged and fourteen old
participants. With regard to education, the cross-tabulation of frequency shows that
there are seventeen uneducated and eighteen primary/middle schooled participants,
with the other educational levels not being represented in this category. It is noted
that most of the participants are either rural or semi-urban as there are five urban,

thirteen semi-urban and seventeen rural participants.

In order to have a better understanding of the factors that shape the proficiency

in MSA, a correlational analysis is carried out as illustrated in the following table:
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Table 5.46. Social Correlates of MSA Proficiency

. Geographical French
Gender |~ Age Education Background | Proficiency
MSA proficiency | -0.019 | -0.468** | 0.840** -0.479** 0.730**

The table above shows that there is an almost ideal linear relationship between
the educational level and the proficiency in MSA. This is expected knowing that
formal schooling is directly linked to the linguistic proficiency in French and
Standard Arabic. Moreover, the gender variable is shown as being irrelevant in the
MSA proficiency metric whereas age and geographical backgrounds are inversely
correlated with it. It is shown in the table above that French and MSA proficiency are
positively correlated which, as argued above, means that education is the primary
factor whereas other factors just mirror the correlation by dint of being inherently

linked to education rather than proficiency due to the sampling paradigm.

The hypothesis indicated above that “the participants’ proficiency in MSA
would extend beyond the immediate context of education” is tested via the analysis of
mean value of proficiency among uneducated and primary/middle schooled

participants. The analysis is displayed in the following table:

Table 5.47. Uneducated Participants’ MSA and French Proficiency

N Minimum | Maximum | Mean |Std. Deviation
MSA 99 00 03 1.35 0.929
French 99 00 02 0.11 0.375

The table above shows that there are observable statistically significant
differences in the participants’ proficiency in French and MSA. The mean value
shows that the uneducated participants’ proficiency in French is almost equally non-
existent whereas it is above “weak” in MSA. Moreover, the highest value in MSA is
03, corresponding to “good” whereas it is “average” in French. This means that there
are participants who are good in MSA despite having low or no educational training.
To further explore the level of MSA proficiency across uneducated participants, a
frequency analysis is conducted on the questionnaires of the 99 uneducated

participants.
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Table 5.48. Uneducated Participants’ Proficiency in MSA

Level of proficiency None | Weak | Average | Good | Total

MSA Frequency 20 35 33 11 99
Percentage | 20.2% | 35.4% | 33.3% | 11.1% | 100%
Frequency 90 07 02 00 99

French
Percentage | 90.9% | 07.1% 02% 00% | 100%

The table above provides further support for the hypothesis that MSA, unlike
French, proficiency is less restricted to formal instruction. The table shows that eleven
participants have good levels of proficiency in MSA. However, all of these
participants received primary or middle education. The table also shows that most of
the participants reported no proficiency in French whereas only 20.2% reported
similar levels in MSA. These findings highlight the fact that MSA has a more central
position in the Chaoui community as it is a language of religious practices and media
outlets. Exposure to this language led many participants to have levels of proficiency

that are not typified with their respective educational level.
5.3 Language Use

The description of the participants’ self-reported linguistic proficiency can
serve as an explanatory aid that helps account of individuals’ choices of linguistic
varieties. However, the functional analysis requires an account of the participants’
actual linguistic behaviour. Therefore, the present study makes use of a second
analytical metric: language use. Here, the participants were asked to identify the
frequency with which they use Algerian Arabic, MSA, Chaoui and French. The
frequency rates are given numerical values: never = 0, rarely = 01, sometimes = 02,
often = 03 and always = 04. By so doing, the qualitative analysis of correlation,

means, frequencies and standard deviations are possible across the various groups.

The participants are given different communicative settings that require
specific communicative registers and possibly different code choices. It should be
noted that the participants were asked to leave the cell blank if the offered context is
not applicable to them. For example, old uneducated individuals are not expected to

carry out any communicative acts in school settings or on social media.
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5.3.1 The Use of MSA

It was initially hypothesised that the use of MSA would be the most restricted
of all varieties. Except in the formal context, it is observed that MSA is rarely, if ever,
used. The analysis of the use of MSA in different contexts shows some interesting
observations. First, it is reported unanimously that MSA is not used in the following
settings: family, friends and neighbours, with Berber speakers from non-Chaoui
communities and with Arab speakers. The mean values obtained are u = 0 and the
standard deviation is ¢ = 0. This means that none of the participants reported any

frequency of use in these contexts.

On the other end of the spectrum, the use of MSA was reported very high in
the context of social media. The participants reported that many of their online
activities are in Standard Arabic. Examples of these activities include commenting,
posting, reading and sharing. The quantitative analysis of the questionnaires shows
that the mean value obtained is p = 2.69 with a standard deviation of ¢ = 0.855. The
mean value is closer to the value corresponding to the value corresponding to the
frequency “often” which means that the participants almost often use MSA in their
social media interactions. However, it should be noted that a number of participants
did not answer this question as it is not applicable to them by virtue of not having
access to social media. Therefore, the descriptive analysis of each frequency level

was conducted as shown in the following table:

Table 5.49. Frequency of MSA Use

Never | Rarely | Sometimes | Often | Always | Missing
01 10 23 75 125 56
0.3% | 3.4% 7.9% 25.9% | 43.1% | 19.3%

The table above shows that almost one fifth of the participants have not
reported any frequency rate. Prior to the administration of the questionnaire, the
participants and the research assistants were instructed to leave questions that are not
applicable to them empty. This means that a total of 234 participants have reported

the use of MSA with one reporting never using it. The recalculation of the mean value
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now reads at p = 3.34 which means that the frequency of use is very high. The
examination of the missing values shows that the participants’ groups are distributed
as follows: 29 males and 26 females; 13 middle-aged and 43 old; 34 uneducated and

22 with primary/middle schooling; 17 urban, 14 semi-urban and 25 rural.

In order to further understand the use of MSA in social media platforms, a
correlational analysis is conducted. The results of Pearson Correlation Coefficient
show that the level of correlation between the use of MSA in social media setting and
gender/age is very low which means that the two genders and three age groups, all
other things being equal, use MSA at comparable frequencies. The educational level,
however, is shown to be positively correlated with the use of MSA, which means that
more educated individuals use it more often. This is expected given the proficiency
difference between the different educational levels as reported above. Moreover, it is
shown that the geographical background is inversely correlated with MSA use in
social media settings. This means that urban areas, which are indexed lower, use MSA

more often.

The highest mean value reported is in the mosque where all male participants
and 42 of the female participants (27.45%) reported “always” using MSA in the
mosque. Two very important observations are to be made with regard to these
findings. First, it is noted that not all females are frequent goers to the mosque which
meant that 72.5% of the females perceived this context inapplicable to them. Second,
having collected the data, it was made known to the researcher that most of the
participants perceived MSA used in the mosque with reference to the sermons,
teachings, etc., where the extent to which these participants actually used it as part of
their linguistic behaviour is not known. This is one of the limitations of the

measurement that could not be foreseen in the piloting phase.

The final communicative setting that is investigated is school or work. The
analysis shows that the mean value of using MSA in work or school environment is
w = 1.75 with a standard deviation value of ¢ = 1.292. However, it should be noted
that a number of participants perceived this inapplicable to them. In fact, 46

participants left the question unanswered. This means that the mean value of MSA
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use among the valid answers is u = 2.08. This value is very close to the frequency
“sometime” which means that MSA is used half of the time in the work/school
environments. It should be noted that such use in school and work environments
includes lectures, correspondences, reports, etc., and is not restricted to actual

production of verbal communicative acts, i.e., speaking.

The analysis of correlation shows that the use of MSA in school or work
environments in correlated positively with gender and education and inversely with

age and geographical background as shown in the following table:

Table 5.50. The Social Correlates of MSA Use at Work or School

Geographical

Gender | Age Education Background

Work or School |0.331** | -0.264** | 0.620** -0.388**

The findings displayed in the table allow for the conclusion that the
participants who are females, young, educated and/or urban demonstrate higher
frequencies of MSA use. Finally, it is noted that 46 participants did not report any
frequency of use. These participants are all middle-aged or old females, uneducated
or with primary/middle school levels. The distribution of the two age groups and
educational levels is almost equal, which means that most females with little, if any,
education, consider work/school environments irrelevant to them irrespective of their

geographical background.

Given the mean value of all the communicative settings provided in the present
study, it is concluded that MSA use is very restricted as it is used only in work/school,
mosque or on social media. The mean value of all settings is p = 1.34 which is close
to the value corresponding to the frequency “rarely”, a value that could have been

lower (= 0.903) if the mosque findings had been disregarded.

5.3.2 The Use of French

The French language is undeniably part of the linguistic profile of the Algerian
community. However, it has been shown in many studies that its use as a code is

strictly confined by a number of social variables such as age, gender, economic status
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and education. In the present study, the use of French is tested against two axes; the
first is the social variables that are accredited to factor in the use of French, and the
second is the situational configurations that licence its more frequent use. In view of
that, it was initially hypothesised that more educated young females would
demonstrate the highest mean values of frequency of use, and that the contexts of
“work or school” and “social media” would be higher even among less frequent users
of French. To test the hypotheses, the data collected from the questionnaire are
analysed using descriptive statistics of means, standard deviations and frequencies as

well as inferential statistics of correlation.

The analysis of mean values shows that French is reported as not being used
in the mosque at all. What is noteworthy is that these findings are not reported by all
participants as a number of females considered this communicative context as not
applicable to them by means of not being frequent mosque goers. In view of that, all
male and 42 female participants reported “never” using French in the mosque. These
findings are congruent with the findings obtained from the analysis of MSA use in
the same context. That is, it is more typical of religious practices to be carried out in
MSA as it is the language of Quran, and sermons are delivered mostly in MSA.

French, on the other hand, is strongly untypified with this context.

The use of French with members of the community that cannot communicate
in Chaoui can be expected as it can be the lingua franca of many communicative
events. Two instances can be perceived: with Arab speakers and with non-Chaoui
Berber speakers. The analysis of the frequency of using French with Arab speakers
gives a mean value of p = 0.61 with a standard deviation of 6 = 1.099. The low mean
value suggests that French is extremely rarely used as lingua franca with Arab
speakers. However, the relatively high standard deviation value shows that there are
significant variances among the participants with regard to this metric. Moreover, it
1s shown that a number of participants reported “always” using French with Arabic
speakers. In fact, it is found that eleven participants reported “always” and seventeen

“often” using French with Arab speakers. In view of that, the comparison of the mean
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values across the participant groups showed very high levels of variance; the highest

mean values are reported only among females with tertiary education as follows:

= Young Urban (17): u=1.94 and 0 = 1.391

* Young Semi-Urban (10): pu = 2.00 semi-urban and 6 = 1.563
= Middle-Aged Urban (12): p=2.25 and ¢ = 1.545

= Middle-Aged semi-urban (08): u=1.75 and 6 = 1.035

» Old Urban (03): pn=03 and 6 =0.00

These findings illustrate two important findings. First, it appears that females
with tertiary education use French are the social group that uses French with Arab
speakers the most. Second, the high standard deviation values show that there are
discrepancies even among these females. It is noted that the number of participants
within these groups is not enough to warrant any generalisations. However, there is a
pressing need to understand what factors or underlying variable licence the use of
French with Arab speakers. To do that, a segmental analysis is carried out only on
participants who reported a frequency level that is equal or above “sometime”. This

means that only 51 participants are included in this analysis.

The analysis shows that there are only ten males who all reported “sometimes”
using French with Arab speakers. These males are all urban except one and have
secondary or tertiary education. What is noteworthy is that 28 out of the 41 females
reported using French “often” or “always” whereas only thirteen reported using it
“sometimes”. These female participants are most middle-aged urban with tertiary

education.

The second possibility of French as a lingua franca is with Berber speaker from
other Chaoui communities. The first observation of the questionnaire showed that
many participants rated their frequency of French use with Arabs and with Berber
speakers from other communities the same way. The analysis carried post hoc shows
that the use of French in this context is very comparable to that with Arabs. The
analysis of correlation between the use of French in these two contexts shows that
there is an almost ideally linear relationship between the two. The value of Pearson
Coefficientis p=0.968 =~ 01. This means that wherever the value of one of the context
is reported higher, the other is correlationally higher. However, the correlation
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coefficient does not suggest that the two answers are identical inasmuch as this
statistical test examines the covariance between the two variable regardless of the
values proper. To further test the level of match, the mean values, standard deviations

and frequencies of each rate are compared as shown in the following table:

Table 5.51. Descriptive Statistics of French as Lingua Franca

Arab Speakers Berber Speakers
Frequency | Percentage | Frequency | Percentage

Never 203 70% 201 69.3%

Rarely 36 12.4% 34 11.7%

Sometimes 23 7.9% 17 5.9%

Often 17 5.9% 21 7.2%

Always 11 3.8% 17 5.9%
Mean Value 0.61 0.69
Std. Deviation 1.099 1.215

The table above highlights the striking resemblance between the findings
obtained from the analysis of the use of French with Arab and Berber speakers. The
use of French with the latter group is insignificantly higher. On another frame of
reference, the analysis of the use of French in the family context, whether immediate
or extended, shows that the frequency of use is relatively very minimal. The mean
value of the frequency of use is very low u = 0.61. This value is even lower than the
frequency index of “rare”, which means that the use of French in the family context
is very low. However, two observations can be noted from the table above: first, the
standard deviation value is very high relative to the mean value which means that
there is a significant level of discrepancy among the participants’ reports; second, the
maximum value reported is 04 which means that a number of participants, at least
one, reported always using French in the family context:

Table 5.52. Frequency of French use in family

Never | Rarely | Sometimes | Often | Always
203 36 23 17 11
70% | 12.4% 7.9% 59% | 3.8%

The table above shows that most participants reported never using French in

the family context. This is concordant with the low mean value reported as it is lower
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than the value corresponding to “rarely”. However, it is noticed that a cumulative
percentage of 9.7% reported very high frequency of use, and a total of 17.6% of the
participants use it at considerable frequencies (sometimes, often or always). The
examination of the 51 participants shows that they are all from there are ten males,
all of which reported using it “sometimes”. Interestingly, only two of these males are
young and one is old; the remainder are all middle-aged. On the other hand, the
remaining 41 participants are all females; three of which are old; 19 are middle-aged,
and 19 are young. The educational level of the participants is all secondary or tertiary
(13 and 38 repsectively), and lower educational levels are not represented in this
category. Moreover, the all of the participants are from urban and semi-urban areas
(37 and 14 respectively). This means that the use of French is linked to gender,
education and residence more than it is with age. To further establish the correlational

patterns of French use, a Pearson’s correlation coefficient is calculated.

The findings show that there are statistically levels of inverse correlation
between the frequency at which French is used in the family context and the following
variables: age, geographical background and Chaoui proficiency (p =-0.141%; p = -
0.272** and p = -0.223 respectively). Given the indexation values for each variable,
these findings read as follows: young, urban, and less Chaoui-proficient participants
demonstrate higher frequency of French use in the family than their older, semi-
urban/rural, and more Chaoui-proficiency counterparts. However, it should be noted
that the correlation coefficient, although still statistically significant, are at the lower

end of inverse correlation significance.

The analysis also shows that there are statistically significant levels of positive
correlation between the use of French in the family context and the following
variables: gender; education; and Algerian Arabic, MSA, and French proficiency (p
= 0.294%* p = 0.455** p = 0. 299**, p = 0.406** and p = 0.581** respectively).
This means that the labels that are indexed higher in each variable represent social
groups that use French in family contexts more frequently. In view of that, it is
concluded that females, educated and/or linguistically proficient —excepting

proficiency in Chaoui— individuals use French more frequently. However, it should
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be noted that MSA proficiency has been linked to education, which implies that its

correlation is consequential to that of education.

The highest values of positive correlation are reported with education and
French proficiency. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the value of correlation is
not extremely high, and the relationship is not ideally linear. This means that not all
individuals that have high levels of proficiency use French very frequently. To
explore what social groups refrain from using French despite having good levels of
proficiency, a cross-tabulational analysis is carried out within the participants who
reported having “good” or “excellent” levels in French (59 and 80 respectively). The
mean value of French use in this group is p = 1.23 which is closer to the value
corresponding to “rarely” whereas the mean value for proficiency is p = 3.58 which
is closer to “excellent”. The comparison of means within this group of participants is

tabulated in the following table:

Table 5.52. Comparing Proficiency and Use among Proficiency Participants

Gender Education Age Residence

Mal. | Fem. | Sec. | Tert. | Young | Mid. | Old | Urban | Semi.

Profi- | p | 345 | 3.68 | 348 | 358 3.36 3.70 | 3.66 3.61 3.49
ciency | ¢ | 0502 | 0.471 | 0.504 | 0.480 | 0.486 | 0.463 | 0.496 | 0.490 | 0.506
Frequen | p | 055 | 1.78 | 0.84 | 1.55 1.43 144 | 0.45 1.30 1.05
cyofuse | o | 0.761 | 1.411 | 1.148 | 1.292 | 1.363 | 1.292 | 0.985 | 1.322 1.297

The findings illustrated in the table above help explain the discrepancy
between language proficiency and language use with regard to French in the context
of family. The table above shows that the proficiency difference between the
participants within each group is very minimal, and the standard deviation values are
not of considerable statistical significance. This means that the age groups,
educational levels, residence and genders are almost equally proficient within this
segment of participants, which may give the impression that frequency of use would
show parallel homogeneity— given the strong correlation between proficiency and
frequency of use. However, the table above shows that there is some residual data
from the correlational analysis. The findings in Table 5.52 show that there is a

statistically significant level of discrepancy between the following groups: a- males
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and females, b- secondary and tertiary, and c- young/middle-aged and old with regard
to how frequently they use French in the family context. However, the difference is
marginal between participants from urban and semi-urban areas. These findings read
as follows: participants who are have similar levels of proficiency in French use it at
considerably different frequencies where middle-aged or young females with tertiary

education demonstrate the highest frequency of use regardless of their residence.

The context of social media was shown as having the highest frequency of
MSA use. The analysis of language use in media platforms is very important in
today’s research as it constitutes a significant portion of modern life interaction. It
can be argued that in many cases, individuals spend more time on social media
platforms than on their face-to-face interactions. The analysis of the data calculated
shows that the frequency of use is p = 1.94, which is very close to the value
corresponding to the frequency “sometime”. However, it should be noted that only
234 participants considered this communicate event applicable to them inasmuch as
56 participants are reportedly not familiar with social media use. This means that the
actual valid mean value is to be calculate among the 234 participants. By so doing,
the mean value reads at p = 2.41 with a standard deviation value of ¢ = 1.627. This
means that the use of French among these participants is relatively high, but the
variance among their answers is also significant given the high value of standard
deviation. The descriptive statistics allow for a more elaborate description of the use

of French in this context as shown in the following table:

Table 5.53. Frequency of French use on Social Media

Never | Rarely | Sometimes | Often | Always | Missing
52 27 24 34 97 56
19.7% | 9.3% 8.3% 11.7% | 33.4% | 19.3%

The findings reported in the table above show some very interesting findings.
First, whereas only one participant, among those who use social media, reported not
using MSA, almost one fifth of the participants reported similar frequency with
French. Moreover, MSA was used at a “rare” frequency only by ten participants while

French is reported by 27 at this frequency. The two languages are almost equally
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reported by the participants at the medial frequency level “sometime”. In addition,
the higher ends of frequency spectrum (often and always) are more occupied by MSA
than French where a total of 62.4% use MSA frequently while 45.1% use French at
similar frequencies. It should be noted, however, that the frequency of use is relatively

high, meaning that French is a significant part of Chaoui speakers’ online activities.

The examination of the social groups that are in use of French requires an
account of the correlational patterns. To do that, a Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient

is calculated as shown in the following table:

Table 5.54. Correlates of French Use on Social Media

Geographical | French
Background | proficiency
Social Media | 0.147* |0.348**| 0.628** -0.437** 0.902**

Gender| Age |Education

The findings in table above show that there is a strong level of positive
correlation between French use on social media and French proficiency. The value is
very close to p = 01, which means that the correlation is almost ideally linear.
Moreover, the correlation with the level of education is also statistically very
significant, which means that educated individuals are generally more frequency
users of French in this context. Interestingly age is positively correlated with the use
of French which means that older individuals use French more. These findings may
appear contradictory given that French proficiency is inversely correlated with age.
However, it should be noted that most of the individuals that reported inapplicability
are old. In fact, of all 56 participants not answering this question, 13 are middle-aged
and 43 are old. This means that only thirty old participants (41%) are included in the
list, most of which are highly proficiency in French. However, the age variable is still
relevant between the young and middle-aged participants as 88% of the middle-aged

participants reported using social media.

In view of that, it was initially hypothesised that young participants would
report higher frequencies of French use, which makes the findings reported above
surprising. To account for these differences, the comparative mean analysis is carried

out between the age groups:
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Table 5.55. French Use on Social Media across Different Social Groups

Education Primary/Middle Secondary Tertiary

Age Young Mid. Young | Mid-aged | YOUng | Mid-aged

Gender Ma | Fe |Ma| Fe | Ma | Fe | Ma | Fe Ma Fe | Ma | Fe

Number | 08 | 12 | 06 | 11 | 17 | 22 | 14 | 17 26 27 | 18 | 20

Means 00 0.08 | 0.00 | 0.00 1.29 245 | 271 | 353 1.35 3.70 | 3.83 | 4.00

Std. Dev. 0.00 | 0.289 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.985 | 1.057 | 1.383 | 0.717 | 1.018 | 0.465 | 0.383 | 0.00

The table above shows an exhaustive contrastive display of means. It should
be noted that the table does not display the values of old and uneducated individuals
as they constitute a small portion of the participants, and the representational
economy called for the avoidance of unnecessary tabulation and superfluity of data.
The findings shown above highlight a number of considerable pieces of trivia. First,
gender differences are observed to be more operative in some social groups than
others. Notably, the subgroups at both ends of the age and education spectra
demonstrated the least amount of differences as middle-aged participants with tertiary
education and young participants with primary/middle education showed almost no
difference with regard to gender. Gender is, however, maximally operative among
young participants with tertiary education where males use French almost “rarely”

whereas females use it almost “always”.

The age difference also shows some interesting observation as it appears more
at play among young males with tertiary education and their middle-aged
counterparts, but it is non-existent among uneducated participants. The difference
among males with secondary education is relatively significant where the mean value
difference is d = 1.42 in favour of the middle-aged. This means that the middle-aged
partcipants with secondary education use French in social media contexts almost one
and a half frequency rate higher than their young participants. Interestingly, the age
difference between the females is considerably lower regardless of the educational
level. These observations read as follows: the age difference among males with
regard to the use of French in social media increases in favour of middle-aged in

tandem with education whereas age is irrelevant among females.

236




CHAPTER FIVE: Lanquage Proficiency, Language Use, Attitude and Language Change

Another important observation relates to the values of standard deviation. The
table above shows that the value reported among females are considerably lower than
those among males. This means that there is a much higher level of variance across
the male participants’ norms of language use and that the females are more unified

with regard to the norms of language use than males.

The final context of analysis is the work or school setting. It is believed that
many government sectors and formal instruction facilities use French in many of their
activities. The use of French in this setting is, therefore, expected to have high values
of frequency. However, it is noted that not all of the participants work in government
sectors, nor are they all educated. The descriptive statistics shows that the mean value
for French use is p = 2.34, which is a relatively high frequency of use. This means
that, generally, individuals in the Chaoui community use French at work/school more
than half of the time. However, it is noticed that the standard deviation value is very
high, indicating a level of variance. Comparatively, the use of MSA was reported at
a not very significantly lower rate with lower levels of variance (n = 2.08 and ¢ =
1.292). To understand what social groups report the highest frequencies, a cross-

tabulation is carried out. The highest values are reported by the following groups:

Table 5.56. The Use of French at Work/School across the Social Groups

Gender | Age Education | Residence | Number | Means q S.td'.
eviation

Secondar 18 3.44 0.92

Young Tertiaryy Urban 5 2.5 1.09

© Middle- |_Tertiary Urban 11 3.55 0.52

< aged Tertiary | Semi-urban 7 3.29 0.48

= Secondary Urban 14 2.93 0.73

Old | Secondary | Semi-urban 2 3 0.00

Tertiary Urban 3 3 0.00

Tertiary Urban 17 3.65 1.39

@ Young Tertiary | Semi-Urban 10 3.30 0.48

% Middle- | _Tertiary Urban 12 3.75 0.45

L aged Tertiary | Semi-Urban 8 4.00 0.00

Old Tertiary Urban 2 4.00 0.00
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The table above shows that none of the participants groups from the rural areas
reported high frequency of French use in the work/school environment. This does not
exclude the fact that some individual member did, yet the totality of the subgroups’
scores are low. It is noted above that all of the participant groups are with secondary
and tertiary educational levels. This is expected given the correlational patterns
established between French use and proficiency and education. What is also
noteworthy is that gender does not seem to have a significant impact on the frequency
of French use in the work/school environment as the two genders are almost equally
represented in the table above. These findings reflect the fact that French is used very

frequently in education, more particularly higher education, and work activities.

To conclude, the analysis of French use shows that it is very common among
educated middle-aged individuals, predominantly at work/school and social media.
The use of French can be observed in the linguistic behaviour of many participants
regardless of their age, gender, education and residence. However, the present study
investigated the use of French, in this part of the research, not in terms of loanwords
but rather as a code where only proficient learners are able to demonstrate such

behaviour.
5.3.3 The Use of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui

The analysis above shows that French and MSA are restricted to specific
contexts and social groups. That is, these varieties are not generally used in daily
communicative events. Algerian Arabic and Chaoui, however, are observed to be part
of the Chaoui speakers’ day-to-day linguistic behaviour. It is, therefore, of more
expedience to present the data obtained with regard to these two varieties in a
contrastive fashion. In view of that, it was initially hypothesised that Algerian Arabic
would be strongly linked to social groups that are generally perceived as leaders of
language change, that is, young females in urban centres with higher levels of
education. Chaoui, on the other hand, was hypothesised to be linked to what
traditional dialectologists refer to as NORMSs: non-mobile old rural male participants
(Chambers & Trudgill, 2004, p. 29). To test these hypotheses, the present study offers
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a quantitative analysis of frequency of use where descriptive and inferential statistics

are carried out.

The use of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui in the family setting shows some

interesting findings. The mean values are contrastively represented in the following

table:
Table 5.57. The Use of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui in Family
N Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation
Algerian Arabic| 290 0 4 2.88 1.278
Chaoui 290 0 4 3.10 0.998

The table above shows that the minimum value is 0, which means that a
number of a participants reported “never” using Algerian Arabic/Chaoui in the family
context. The mean values for the frequency of use in the varieties is comparable with
Chaoui being reportedly used at relatively higher frequencies. The values can be
rounded to the frequency rate “often” which means that both varieties are very
frequently used in the family context. However, it is observed that the Algerian
Arabic standard deviation value is relatively higher, which means that there is more
variance in the participants’ answers of Algerian Arabic than of Chaoui. To
investigate the nature and source of this variance, a descriptive analysis of each

frequency rate is carried out as shown in the following table:

Table 5.58. Frequency of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui Use in Family

Never | Rarely | Sometimes | Often | Always
Chaoui NUmber 01 22 59 73 135
Algerian Arabic 23 17 66 49 135
Chaoui 0.3% | 7.6% 20.3% 25.2% | 46.6%
- — Percentage
Algerian Arabic 7.9% | 5.9% 22.8% 16.9% | 46.6%

The table above shows that the number of participants reporting “never” using
a variety in the family context is higher in Algerian Arabic than Chaoui. In the latter,
only one participants reported such frequency. The participant is a young urban
female with tertiary education who reported having a weak proficiency in Chaoui and

an excellent proficiency in French and MSA and whose mother is a native speaker of
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only Algerian Arabic and father of both Algerian Arabic and Chaoui. On the other
end of the spectrum, the table above shows that the number of participants who
reported “always” using the two varieties is the same. It should be noted that “always”
using one variety does not necessarily entail “never” using the other. In fact, a number
of participants reported using both varieties “always”, which means that these
frequencies are understood with regard to the question “how often do you use x
variety?” rather than “what percentage of your linguistic behaviour is x variety?”. It
is observed that the remainder of the frequency rates are reported almost equally

between the two dialects.

These findings explain the mean and standard deviation value reported above.
The majority of the frequency rates are almost equally reported across the two
varieties, which explains the comparable mean values. On the other hand, the fact
that Chaoui has fewer extremities explains the higher standard deviation value
reported in Algerian Arabic use. To understand the interplay between the social
variables and the use of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui in the family context, a

correlational analysis is performed as illustrated in the following table:

Table 5.59. Social and Linguistic Correlated of Chaoui and Algerian Arabic Use

Chaoui Algerian

Gender Age Education | Residence L Arabic
proficiency proficiency

Chaoui | _0.141* | 0.500%* | -0.589** | 0.458** 0.573** -0.484**
POEAN | 0065 | 0507 | 0773 | 0574 | 03097 | 0848

The findings in the table above show that the use of Algerian Arabic is
positively correlated with education and Algerian Arabic proficiency. The level of
correlation is very high, indicating that more educated individuals, who have been
proven to be more proficient in Algerian Arabic, use Algerian Arabic in the family
more often. Moreover, the table shows that this metric is inversely correlated with
age, geographical background and Chaoui proficiency. The level of correlation is
statistically significant which means that older and/or rural participants use Algerian

Arabic less often. Interesting, gender seems to have no bearing on this metric, which
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amounts to the conclusion that young educated urban participants, regardless of their

gender, are the leading group with the use of Algerian Arabic in the family context.

On the other hand, the use of Chaoui in the family has strong positive
correlation with age, geographical background and Chaoui proficiency. This means
that older participants from rural areas, who have been proven to have higher levels
of Chaoui proficiency, demonstrate higher frequencies of Chaoui use in the family
context. Similarly, Chaoui use is inversely correlated with education and Algerian
Arabic proficiency. This means that less educated participants, who have been proven
to be less proficient in Chaoui, use Chaoui less often. Gender, notably, is shown as
having an inversely correlation with this metric. Although the level of inverse
correlation is comparatively less significant, it entails that males, being indexed

lower, use Chaoui less often.

The findings reported so far show that the variables that have a positive
correlation with one variety have an inverse correlation with the other. It follows that
there may be an inverse correlation between the use of Chaoui and Algerian Arabic
in the family context. The Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient analysis gives a value of
p = -0.612**, which reflects a statistically significant level of inverse correlation
between the two metrics. This means that one participant who reported high levels of
Chaoui use in the family context is likely to have reported low levels of Algerian
Arabic use and vice versa. To examine what social groups reported what values, a
mean comparison analysis is performed, and the significant values are reported. In
view of that, the highest and the lowest mean values are reported with reference to

the respective social groups.

The comparison of means among the Chaoui participants was carried out as
follows: p > 3.75 and p < 02.5. The examination shows that the following groups
reported maximal use with a mean value of p = 4.00 with no covariance among the
participants:

* Young semi-urban and rural with primary/middle education

» Middle-aged males with primary/middle education

= Middle-aged semi-urban and rural females uneducated or with
primary/middle education
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» Middle-aged semi-urban females with secondary education
= Old uneducated or with primary/middle education
= Old semi-urban females with secondary education

The lowest values obtained are by the following groups:

» Young urban participants with secondary or tertiary education
* Young male semi-urban participants with tertiary education
» Middle-aged and old urban females with tertiary education

It should be noted that the lowest value obtained pertains to the young urban
females with tertiary education who reported a mean value of p = 1.41. On the other
hand, the comparison of means among the participants with regard to the use of
Algerian Arabic shows that the participant groups that reported the highest mean

values of Algerian Arabic use in the family context are:

= All male participants with tertiary education
» Middle-aged urban with secondary education

Whereas the lowest values are scored by the following groups:

= Al uneducated or with primary education semi-urban or rural
participants
= Old urban females with tertiary

The lowest value among males is p = 0.88 among the old uneducated rural
while the highest is among their urban counterparts with tertiary education p = 4.00.
On the other hand, the highest value among females is p = 4.00 among young and
middle-aged urban females with tertiary education whereas the lowest value is p =

0.00 among old uneducated semi-urban and rural females.

The use of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui in the work or school environments is
relatively high as the mean value for Algerian Arabic use is p = 3.22 whereas it is p
= 2.51 for Chaoui. This means that both dialects can be rounded to the value
corresponding to the frequency “often”. However, it is noticed that the use of
Algerian Arabic is more frequent. This is expected knowing that the work and school
environments involve speakers from different geographical backgrounds where
Algerian Arabic is the main language of communication, especially in urban centres.

The examination of the standard deviation values shows that there is more variance
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in the use of Algerian Arabic than in Chaoui as the standard deviation values are ¢ =

1.211 and o = 0.912 respectively.

The examination of each frequency level shows some interesting findings as

shown in the following table:

Table 5.60. Frequency of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui Use at Work/School

Never | Rarely | Sometimes | Often | Always

Chaoui NUmber 02 24 142 68 54
Algerian Arabic 19 13 34 43 181
Chaoui 0.7% | 08.3% 49.0% | 23.4% | 18.6%

Percentage 6.6% | 04.5% 11.7% | 14.8% | 62.4%

Algerian Arabic

The data reported in the table above highlights that Algerian Arabic has more
cases of participants refraining completely from using it in the work environment
where as such cases as very limited in Chaoui use. These finding are conceivable
given the fact that none of the participants reported having a non-existent level of
proficiency in Chaoui, and only two reported having a weak level. Conversely, five
participants reported not knowing Algerian Arabic at all and 19 reported having weak
levels of proficiency. The table above also shows that the number of participants who
reported “always” using Algerian Arabic is significantly higher than that of Chaoui.
Most of the participants are clustered around the medial level of Chaoui proficiency

and around the right periphery of Algerian Arabic proficiency.

Given the relatively contrasting mean values, the following participant groups

the lowest values of Algerian Arabic with Arab speakers:

» Old uneducated semi-urban and rural males (nu = 1.25)

= Old urban and semi-urban males with primary education (u = 1.75 and
p = 1.00 respectively)

*  Young rural females with primary education (n = 1.50)

» Middle-aged rural uneducated females (u = 1.50 respectively)

» Old uneducated semi-urban and rural females (u = 0.33 and p = 0.00)

= Old urban and semi-urban females with primary education (n = 1.57
and p = 1.50 respectively)
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On the other hand, the following groups reported the highest values of Chaoui

use with Berber speakers from other Berber communities:

= Young rural females with primary education (n = 4.00)

» Middle-aged semi-urban participants and urban males with tertiary
education (u = 3.14 males and p = 3.13 females)

» Middle-aged male participants with primary education (n =3.83)

* OId urban participants with tertiary education (n = 3.00 females and p
= 3.67 males)

= Old uneducated participants

The use of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui in the mosque is also examined so as
to give insight into the nature of the Chaoui speakers’ linguistic behaviour in different
contexts. The analysis of the data obtained from the questionnaire shows that the

mean values of the two varieties are very comparable as shown in the following table:

Table 5.61. Means of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui Use at Work/School

N Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation
Algerian Arabic| 290 0 4 3.10 1.00
Chaoui 290 0 4 3.05 1.26

The table above shows that the two varieties are very comparable in terms of
both the mean values and levels of variance expressed by the standard deviation
value. It is also noticed that the values obtained are comparable to those obtained in
the context of neighbours. In fact, the analysis of correlation shows that there is a
strong level of positive correlation between the two settings. It is concluded from the
comparison of means that the young educated participants in the urban centres and
the middle-aged males in the urban and semi-urban areas are the main groups
reporting the highest values of Algerian Arabic use in the context of mosque. On the
other hand, rural males, regardless of their age, reported the highest mean values of

the Chaoui use.

While the communicative contexts of family, neighbours and friends generally
involve homogeneous parties that have comparable linguistic profiles, the
communicative events that involve Chaoui speakers with Arab or other Berber

speakers require the use of lingua franca that enable the parties, which generally have

244



CHAPTER FIVE: Lanquage Proficiency, Language Use, Attitude and Language Change

distinct linguistic profiles, to communicate felicitously. The analysis of French and
MSA use as lingua franca revealed that French is used minimally, and Arabic is not
used at all. This means that either Chaoui or Algerian Arabic are used as codes to
enable the communication. However, it was initially hypothesised that Algerian
Arabic would be the main language of use with Arab speakers and Chaoui with

Berber speakers from other communities.

Table 5.62. The Use of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui as Lingua Franca

Context Variety N Min. | Max. | Mean |Std. Deviation
With Arab | Algerian Arabic | 290 00 04 3.04 1.183
speakers Chaoui 290 | 00 04 | 037 0.793
With Berber | Algerian Arabic | 290 00 04 3.40 0.572
Speakers Chaoui 290 00 03 1.52 1.146

The table above shows evidence against the initially proposed hypothesis. The
findings show that Algerian Arabic is the main variety used when interlocutors have
different linguistic profiles. A number of observations can be highlighted from the
findings above. First, the use of Algerian Arabic with arab speakers has a relatively
lower mean value than that with Berber speakers; not only that, but the standard
deviation value is higher. This means that Algerian Arabic is used more often and
more consistently with Berber speaker and that its use with Arab speaker, while being
high in terms of sheer mean value, is marked with a considerable level of variance
among the participants. Conversely, the level of variance of Chaoui is more
noticeable with Berber speakers, which is indicated by the high standard deviation
value. These findings read as follows: almost all participants invariably use Algerian
Arabic with Berber speakers and never use Chaoui with Arab speakers. The use of
Chaoui with Berber speakers and Algerian Arabic with Arab speakers is determined

by other variables.

In order to account for the sources of variability, a correlational analysis is

carried out as shown in the following table:
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Table 5.63. Correlated of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui as Lingua Franca

Geographical
Background

-0.426** | -0.216** | 0.223** -0.169**

Gender Age |Education

Algerian Arabic With
Arab Speakers
Chaoui With Berber
Speakers

0.047 -0.045 | 0.195** -0.163**

The findings in the table above shows that the use of Algerian Arabic with
Arab speakers, which logically should not be a source of variability, is correlated
inversely with gender, age and education and positively with education. The use of
Chaoui with Berber speakers has the same correlation pattern, except that it is not
significantly correlated with gender and age. This means that the participants that do
not use Algerian Arabic with Arab speakers are generally older rural or semi-urban
females with lower educational levels. On the other hand, the participants that do not
use Chaoui with Berber speakers are less educated rural participants regardless of

their gender or age.

Table 5.64. Correlation between Chaoui and Algerian Arabic as Lingua Franca

French with French with
Berber Speakers | Arab Speakers
Algerian Arabic | Pearson Correlation -0.457** -0.474**
With Arab Speakers Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000
Chaoui With Berber | Pearson Correlation 0.150* 0.135*
Speakers Sig. (2-tailed) 0.011 0.022

The table above helps explain some of the variability in the participants’
answers. The table above shows that there are strongly levels of correlation between
the use of French and the cases that were reported with high standard deviations. It
appears that the participants who reported high frequency of using French with Berber
or Arab speaker reported using Algerian Arabic at lower frequencies. The use of

French is, however, positively correlated with the use of Chaoui.

The final context of use is social media. It has been reported that social media
offered contexts where both MSA and French are used very frequently. It was initially

hypothesised that both Chaoui and Algerian Arabic would have high mean values of
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use in the social media context. These hypotheses were motivated by two main
reasons. First, the use of Algerian Arabic is motivated by the fact that the social media
offers a wider platform of communication where individuals engage in interaction
with member from all over the country; this motivates individuals to use Algerian
Arabic very often. Second, the use of social media in groups or with friends with
Chaoui profile may enhance the individuals’ probability of using Chaoui more often.
The following table shows the descriptive statistics obtained from the analysis of this

metric:

Table 5.65. The Use of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui on Social Media

N Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation
Algerian Arabic| 234 1 4 3.02 1.294
Chaoui 234 1 4 2.48 1.041

The table above shows that the mean values of use are very comparable where
the two dialects are used at more than average frequencies. The use of Algerian
Arabic is remarkably more frequent whereas the standard deviation values are very
comparable which is indicative of similar levels of variance in the participants’
answers. It is observed that the minimum value reported corresponds to the frequency
“rarely”, which means that none of the 234 participants reported “never” using
Chaoui or Algerian Arabic as part of their social media activities. The following table

illustrates the number of participants reporting each frequency rate:

Table 5.66. Frequency of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui use on social media

Never | Rarely | Sometimes | Often | Always
Chaoui Number 00 42 92 45 55
Algerian Arabic 00 23 62 67 82
Chaoui Percentage 00% | 17.9% 39.3% 19.2% | 23.5%
Algerian Arabic g 00% | 9.8% 26.5% 28.6% | 35.0%

The table above helps account for the difference in means but relative
proximity of standard deviation. First, it is noticed that both varieties have most of
the participants clustered around the medial frequency, which explains the source of

standard deviation proximity. However, it is noticed that the items of the left
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periphery are more in Chaoui whereas they are fewer on the right periphery; this

explains why the mean value of Algerian Arabic is relatively higher.

The analysis of correlation shows that the use of Chaoui and Algerian Arabic
is inversely correlated with age, gender and education and positively correlated with
the geographical background. This means that older less educated male participants
from semi-urban or rural areas use Chaoui and Algerian Arabic more. These findings
are not surprising given that it has been established that younger more educated
female participants from urban areas use French and/or MSA more in their social
media. These findings amount to the conclusion that there is a positive correlation
between the use of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui on social media. In fact, the analysis
reveals that the correlation is very significant at a value of p = 0.806**, which

indicates an almost linear covariant relationship between the two metrics.
5.4 Attitudes towards Languages

The analysis of language variation and change involves not only the social and
linguistic aspect where individuals with different social backgrounds express their
linguistic proficiency and use of different languages but also a psychological aspect
where attitudes and orientation towards a given language or speech community can
underpin individuals’ linguistic behaviour. In the present study, the variable of
attitude is tested towards Chaoui, Algerian Arabic, Standard Arabic, Berber and
French. The aspects of attitude that are tested are as follows: prestige, patriotism,
beauty, ethnicity, usefulness and intrusiveness. These elements may reflect the
individuals’ perception of the status of different varieties and can help account for
their linguistic behaviour. On a five-point likert scale, the participants are required to
identify the extent to which the varieties represent the aspects of attitude represented

above.
5.4.1 French

The analysis of the data obtained from the questionnaire shows that none of
the participants reported French as a patriotic or ethnic language. These findings are

conceivable knowing that no ethnic groups in Algeria are French. The mean value is
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i = 0.00 with a standard deviation value of ¢ = 0.00. The value corresponds to the
label “strongly disagree” which means that all of the participants strongly disagree
with the statement that French is a patriotic and/or ethnic language. On the other end
of the spectrum, the highest value reported is u = 4.00 with a standard deviation value
of 6 = 0.00. This value is reported towards the statement “French is an intrusive
language”. These findings show that all of the participant— regardless of their gender,
education, residence or age— believe that French is not a language that is part of the
original linguistic identity of the Chaoui community in particular and Algeria in

general.

The analysis of the answers given to the statement “French is a prestigious
language” posed some research complications as the item was not very clear to all
participants, especially the uneducated ones. The research assistant were instructed
to explain the term to the participants by the equivalent “admired and has a status in
society”. The statistical analysis of the findings shows that the mean value is p = 2.45
whereas the standard deviation value is 6 = 1.19. The value can be rounded to the
indexation of the label “neutral”. This means that, overall, the participants do not
believe that French is a prestigious language. However, the data shows that there is a
statistically significant level of covariance in the participants’ answers. To examine
the nature of this covariance, a correlational analysis is carried out as shown in the

following table:

Table 5.67. Social Correlates of the Perception of French as Prestigious

Geographical French
Background | Proficiency

Prestigious | 0.492** 10.007| 0.383** -0.229** 0.542**

Gender | Age | Education

The table above shows that there are statistically significant levels of positive
correlation between considering French as a prestigious language and gender,
education and French proficiency. On the other hand, the data indicate a significant
level of inverse correlation with geographical background and no correlation
whatsoever with age. These findings mean that educated urban female with higher
levels of French proficiency, regardless of their age, reported the highest levels of

agreement with statement above. To further probe the depth of this correlation, the
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mean values of different groups are compared. It is noticed that the participants from
the uneducated groups reported values corresponding to the label “neutral” with no
standard deviation value. This further highlights the assumption that this was
ambiguous to the participants. It is reported that the lowest mean values (u < 1.75)

are reported by the following groups:

* Young male participants with primary, secondary or tertiary education
= Young semi-urban females with primary or middle education

On the other hand, the highest values reported (u > 3.5) are reported by the

following groups:

= All female participants with secondary or tertiary education regardless
of their age.

These observations highlight the fact that gender is the main factor
underpinning the attitude of participants towards French as a prestigious language. In
fact, the comparison of the mean values of males and females highlight the apparent
discrepancy as the males scored a mean value of p = 1.839 whereas the females’ mean
value is p= 3.013. The levels of covariance in the two gender groups are similar with
a standard deviation value of 6 = 1.03. These findings imply that females, irrespective
of their age and residence, perceive French as a language of prestige. These
conclusions are substantiated by the fact that females reported higher frequencies of
French use in the different communicative settings. Education, however seemingly
determinant, cannot be concluded as a main underlying factor due to the
inconsistency of the participants answers that was consequential to an inherent
ambiguity in the metric. Evidence for this conclusion come from the fact that the
comparison of means across the educational levels shows inconsistency as shown in

the following table:

Table 5.68. Attitude and Education

Education Mean N Std. Deviation
uneducated 1,7750 | 40 42290
primary/middle | 1,6441 | 59 ,48290
Secondary 2,8947 | 95 1,28389
tertiary 2,8125 | 96 1,25079
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The table above shows that the mean values are not incremental, and the
standard deviation values across the less educated participants are low with a mean
value of pu = 2.00. In fact, the closer examination of the participants’ answers shows
that almost 70% of the participants uneducated or with primary/middle education
reported the “neural” label. These findings highlight a major limitation in the present
study; the linguistic barrier between the researcher and the uneducated, generally old,
participants, along with the limited access and lack of opportunity to revisit the items
resulted in some inconsistency in the findings. However, this limitation does not
influence the generalisability of the findings nor does it discredit the research design.
The abundance of attitude items makes the tracking of the general attitude of the

participants permissible such that the limitation can be overlooked.

Another feature of positive attitude towards French is expressed by the
statement “French is a beautiful language”. The participants were asked to express
the extent to which they agree with this statement. The analysis of the answers show
that the mean value is p =2.63 with a standard deviation value of 6 = 1.27. The mean
value and the level of variance are very comparable to those expressed in the
statement of prestige. In view of that, it was initially hypothesised that participants
who perceive French as a prestigious language would perceive it as a beautiful
language as well. To test this hypothesis, a correlational analysis is carried out, which
resulted in a coefficient of p = 0.850**. This value indicates that there is a highly
significant level of positive correlation between the two metric, which provides
support for the hypothesis. To further test the hypothesis, a frequency analysis is

provided as shown in the following table:

Table 5.69. Attitude towards French as Prestigious and Beautiful

SD D N A SA
Beautiful Number 09 78 18 91 9
Prestigious 13 51 96 50 80
Beautiful 3.1% | 26.9% 6.2% 31.4% | 32.4%
— Percentage
Prestigious 45% | 17.6% 33.1% 17.2% | 27.6%

The table above shows that there is significant level of proximity in the number

of participants reporting the level of agreement in each metric. The distinction is,
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however, observed more saliently with the number of participants reporting neutral
attitudes. It has been stated above that the source of many of the “neutral” answers is
ambiguity, more particularly among the uneducated participants. As this ambiguity
is cleared out with the concept of beauty, such instances would be resolved. This is
more evident in the fact that of all 99 uneducated participants and those with
primary/middle education, only nine expressed “neutral” attitude with the “beauty”
metric while 69 expressed similar attitudes with the “prestige” metric. In view that, it
the hypothesis provided above is supported, and individuals expressed similar

viewpoint towards the beauty and prestige metric.

The final aspect of attitude relates to the usefulness of the French in the Chaoui
community. It is noted that the prestige of one variety does not necessarily entail the
usefulness thereof and vice versa. Therefore, the metric of usefulness is included in
the data collection tool. The descriptive statistical analysis of the answers indicates
that the mean value is p = 3.288 with a standard deviation of ¢ = 0.858. The mean
value is very high such that it is higher that the indexation of the label “agree”. This
means that the majority of the participants agree that French is a useful language in
the Chaoui and Algerian community despite them not all agreeing that it is a
prestigious language. The standard deviation value is lower than one which means
that there is a lower than one level variance between the participants. The frequency
analysis further highlights the level of variance, or rather the lack thereof, among the

participants:

Table 5.70. Attitude towards French as a useful language
SD D N A SA

Number 00 20 14 119 137
Percentage | 00% | 6.9% 4.8% 41.0% | 47.2%

Useful

The table above shows that none of the participants reported a strong
disagreement with the statement whereas less than 7% of them expressed mild
disagreement. In point of fact, more than 88% of the participants expressed agreement
with the statement. These findings are conceivable knowing that French is used in

many government sectors, media outlets and even some social groups in many
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communicative contexts. This metric received the highest scoring among all metrics

that encompass positive attitudes.
5.4.2 Modern Standard Arabic

The analysis of linguistic proficiency and language use above showed a
considerable level of discrepancy among the participants. Some participants groups
were reportedly more proficient than others and used MSA more frequently. It has
also been shown that some communicative contexts licenced the use of MSA more
readily than others. The analysis of participants’ attitude towards MSA was believed
to offer more insight into the underlying factors that govern the linguistic behaviour

of individuals.

The first aspect of attitude was expressed by the statement “MSA is a
prestigious language” to which the participants were asked to express their level of
agreement. The analysis of the quantitative data gives a mean value of p = 2.40 with
a standard deviation of ¢ = 1.054. The value is relatively higher than the value
corresponding to “neutral” which means that the participants overall do not agree nor
disagree that MSA hold a status of prestige in society. However, the standard
deviation value indicates that the level of covariance is worthy of investigation. The
comparison of means allows for a more in-depth analysis of covariance as shown in

the following table:

Table 5.71. Social Groups’ Attitudes towards MSA as Prestigious

Mean | Std. De Mean | Std. De
Males 3.058 0.829 Urban 2.215 1.124
Female 1.810 0.871 Semi-urban 2.494 1.015
Uneducated 3.025 0.422 Rural 2.902 0.583
Primary/Middle | 2.796 | 0.550 Young 2.267 1.114
Secondary 2.178 1.202 Middle-aged | 2.447 1.134
Tertiary 2.114 1.141 Old 2.534 0.800

The table above shows that the mean value decreases with educational levels.
However, the level of decrement is not statistically significant. Moreover, it is

observed from the table that rural areas scored more than their semi-urban and, in
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turn, urban counterparts. Similarly, the young participants reported the lowest values
compared to their middle-aged and older counterparts. However, it is noticed that the
highest level of discrepancy is reported between males and females where females
reported less positive attitudes towards MSA as a prestigious language. The data
reported has a seeming inverse correlation with those reported with French as
prestigious language. The correlation coefficient gives a value of p =-0.720**, which
is indicative of a high level of statistically inverse correlation between attitudes
towards French and MSA as prestigious languages. This means that the participants
who reported positive attitudes towards French with reference to this metric are more
often than not the same participants who reported negative attitudes towards MSA as

a prestigious language.

The metrics of beauty and prestige showed very approximate mean values in
the case of French. However, in the case of Arabic, the difference is very considerable
as the participants reported a mean value of pu = 3.44i14 with a very low level of
standard deviation at 6 = 0.563. This means that almost all participants perceive MSA
as a language that can be described as “beautiful”. Interestingly, although a significant
lower mean value was reported with the metric of prestige, the participants’
perception of MSA as a beautiful language is very high with almost no levels of
covariance among the participants. These findings can be explained by the fact that
Standard Arabic is supported by its religious status and is thought of as a language
with unique morpho-lexical and syntactic features. The divinity of Standard Arabic
and its liaison with the religious practices led the individuals to perceive it as a
language of beauty. The lower values of prestige are also conceivable knowing that
prestige is encoded in the sociolinguistic practices of individuals, and Arabic is not
commonly used to demonstrate status. The following table shows the frequency of

each level of agreement:

Table 5.72. Attitude towards MSA as Prestigious and Beautiful

SD D N A SA

Beautiful Number 00 00 10 141 139

Prestigious 00 84 48 116 42
Beautiful Percentage 00% | 00% | 3.4% | 48.6% | 47.9%
Prestigious 00% | 29.0% | 16.6% | 40.0% | 14.5%
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A number of observations result from the data displayed in the table above.
First, in the two metrics, none of the participants reported strong levels of
disagreement with the statements. Interestingly, none of the participants report any
level of disagreement with the conceptualisation of MSA as a “beautiful” language.
In fact, a percentage of 96.5% report a strong level of agreement with the beauty

metric whereas 54.5% reported similar attitudes with the prestige metric.

With regard to the statement “MSA is an intrusive language”, the findings
show that none of the participants reported any level of agreement. The mean value
reported is very low (n = 0.127) and the standard deviation value is almost non-
existent (6 = 0.334), indicating a high level of coherence among the participant
answer. However, the value of the standard deviation is significant relative to the
mean value proper. The examination of the questionnaires shows that 253 (87.2%) of

the participants answered “strongly disagree”, and 37 (12.8%) answered “disagree”.

The final two aspects of attitude relate to the extent to which MSA has patriotic
and ethnic bearings. Patriotism, here, refers to the extent to which MSA reflects the
national identity whereas ethnicity reflect whether or not it symbolises the ethnic
affiliation of Chaoui speakers. The analysis shows that the two metrics are very
comparable in terms of means and standard deviations (u =~ 1.200 and ¢ = 0.900).
These values are closer to the value corresponding to “disagree”. This means that the
participants overall disagree with the statement that MSA has patriotic or ethnic
bearings. The standard deviation values, however, amount to some variance in the
participants answers. Interestingly, the table above shows that none of the participants
expressed strong agreement with the statement. The following table illustrates the

frequency of each level of agreement:

Table 5.73. Attitude towards MSA as Ethnic and Patriotic

SD D N A SA
Ethnic Number 81 119 67 23 00
Patriotic 65 112 89 24 00
Ethnic Percentage 27.9% | 41.0% | 23.1% | 7.9% 00%
Patriotic 22.4% | 38.6% | 30.7% | 8.3% 00%
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The table above shows that the distribution of the different level of agreement
is comparable between the two metrics, with the exception of the value “neutral”
being relatively more prevalent in the “patriotic” metric. In order to understand the
underlying social factors that underpin the distribution of the value, a comparison of

means analysis is conducted, and the findings are tabulated as follows:

Table 5.74. Comparison of Means across the Social Groups

Ethnic | Patriotic Ethnic | Patriotic
Males 1.248 1.350 Urban 0.867 1.00
Female 0.986 1.156 Semi-urban | 1.131 1.274
Uneducated 2.00 2.00 Rural 2.00 2.146
Primary/Middle | 1.678 1.932 Young 1.250 1.419
Secondary 1.031 1.263 Middle-aged | 0.904 1.00
Tertiary 0.468 0.500 Old 1.191 1.342

The data displayed in the table above show that the males reported higher mean
values than females with regard to both metrics. Moreover, it is shown that the rural
participants reported higher than the semi-urban who, in turn, reported higher means
than the urban. Finally, tut is shown that the middle-aged participants reported the
highest level of disagreement, numerically reflected in the low mean value. However,
it is noticed that these differences are subtle and represent little, if any, statistical
significance. However, it is noticed that the mean values between the two ends of the
education spectrum are very different where educated participants reported lower
mean values, indicating more disagreement with the statements. These findings are
explainable knowing that educated participants are more aware of the linguistic
conflict in the Algerian socio-political scene which leads them to be more/exclusively
attached to the variety that has a direct bearing on their linguistic identity. In view of
that, it was hypothesised that the two metrics would score the highest in the case of

Chaoui and Berber.
5.4.3 Berber

The discussion of language variation and change has attitude as a central

concept that can determine the outcome of contact. Attitudinal analysis involves the
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speakers’ perception of not only the languages of contact but also the languages that
are part of the communities’ native linguistic repertoire. Berber, a reportedly
protolanguage of many current dialects, has been receiving the attention of scholars
and politicians alike. The discussion was reflected in the speakers’ awareness of the
linguistic situation in Algeria and resulted in Berber being even more embraced as a
central element in the Berber identity. In the present study, the analysis of attitudes is
not restricted to the currently spoken languages but also to a protolanguage that the
speakers may well not be linguistically familiar with. The rationale for the inclusion
of this variety, although not being a language in use, is that it has a semiotic
connotation as it represents a cultural and ethnic affiliation. In view of that, it was

hypothesised that speakers would have very positive attitudes towards Berber.

The analysis of the data obtained from the questionnaire shows that none of
the participants reported any level of agreement with the statement that Berber is an
intrusive language. On the contrary, the mean value reported with this metric is p =
0.00 with a standard deviation value of ¢ = 0.00, indicating that all participants
“strongly disagree” with the statement. These findings are in support of the
hypothesis enunciated above as Chaoui speakers have a strong sense of liaison with

the Berber descent.

On the other end of the spectrum, the analysis of the metrics: “patriotic” and
“ethnic” showed very high levels of mean values as most of the participants believe
that Berber is an unsegmental part of the national identity, and it is representative of
an ethnic group in Algeria. The descriptive statistics that are obtained from the
analysis of the questionnaires with regard to these metrics shows that the lowest value
is 3.00 which corresponds to “agree”. This means that none of the participants
reported “neutral”, “disagree” or “strongly disagree” with reference to the two
metrics. Moreover, the table shows that the mean values are very comparable p = 3.6,
which is closer to the value corresponding to “strongly agree”. The distribution of the

two values “strongly agree” and “agree” is shown in the following table:
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Table 5.75. Attitude towards Berber as Patriotic and Ethnic

SD D N A SA

Patriotic Number 00 00 00 113 177

Ethnic 00 00 00 102 188
Patriotic Percentage 00% | 00% 00% | 39.0% | 61.0%
Ethnic g 00% | 00% 00% | 35.2% | 64.8%

The table above shows that most of the participants strongly perceive Berber
as a patriotic language as almost two thirds of them reported such attitudes. It should
be noted that none of the participants reported a strong level of agreement with Arabic
as a patriotic language, and an average of 8% of them reported mild agreement. On
the other hand, all of the participants reported a strong level of disagreement with
French any ethnic or patriotic implications. These findings show that there is a general
accord among the participants with regard to Berber not being an intrusive language

and, conversely, being highly of ethnic and patriotic implications.

The final aspects of attitude relate to the extent to which participants agree that
Berber can be described as “prestigious”, “beautiful” and “useful”. Although these
features are not commonly used in scientific inquiry to described linguistic systems
as no language is inherently more prestigious, beautiful or useful than another, and
these are mere subjective evaluations of socially acquired features that are by no
means language-intrinsic. However, the analysis of attitudes does not seek to offer an
accurate scientifically reliable description of the features of language. Rather, it seeks
to assess individuals’ perception of certain languages against a set of features that can
be used in non-scientific encounters to describe languages. In view of that, the
following table shows the mean values of the participants’ agreement with the

statements describing Berber as a prestigious, beautiful or a useful language.

Table 5.76. Berber as Prestigious, Beautiful and Useful

N | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation
Prestigious | 290 0.00 3.00 1.4483 1.1402
Beautiful |290 0.00 4.00 1.8276 1.1182
Useful 290 0.00 3.00 1.2379 1.2541
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The data displayed in the tale above shows that the lowest mean value is
reported with the metric “useful” at u = 1.2379. The value is closer to the indexation
of the label “disagree”, which means that the participants do not view Berber as a
useful language. These findings are not surprising knowing that Berber is not a
language that is in current use. The standardised version of Berber is perceived by
many Chaoui speakers, according to interviews with a number of Chaoui academics,
to be a derivative of Kabyle that does not represent proto-Berber. It is, therefore,
conceivable that participants do not perceive Berber as a useful language as it is not
commonly used in any communicative events. The table above also shows that the
metric “prestigious” has a low mean value of p = 1.4483. Similarly, this value means
that the participants do not associate Berber with prestige. The fact that Berber is not

known to all Chaoui speakers may be an underpinning reason for such findings.

On the other hand, the data shows that the participants’ reported higher mean
values with the statement describing Berber as a beautiful language. The mean value
of p = 1.8276 can be rounded to the value of 02, which means that the general
tendency of the participants is to have neutral views of Berber as a beautiful language.
This means that they do not totally agree with the statement, nor do they reject it.
Nonetheless, the data shows that the standard deviation values are relatively high (o
~ 1.15), indicating a level of covariance that is worthy of investigation. To account
for this covariance, a frequency analysis is conducted where each level of agreement

is counted as shown in the following table:

Table 5.77. Attitudes towards Berber as Prestigious, Beautiful and Useful

SD D N A SA

Prestigious 87 51 87 65 00

Beautiful Number 26 112 58 74 20

Useful 119 65 24 82 00
Prestigious 30.0% | 17.6% | 30.0% |22.4% | 00%
Beautiful Percentage | 9.0% | 38.6% | 20.0% |255% | 6.8%
Useful 41.0% | 22.4% | 83% |28.3% | 00%

The table above provide an explanation for the mean values reported above.

First, it is shown that the metric “useful”, being the lowest in mean value, has the
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highest number of participants reporting strong disagreement with statement whereas
the metric “beautiful”, being the highest in mean value, is the only metric where there
are cases of strong agreement. The table also shows that the number of participants
expressing mild agreement is comparable across the three metric. However, these
data does not warrant the understanding of the social implications of such attitudes.
To achieve that, an inferential correlational analysis is conducted and supplemented

with a descriptive comparative analysis of means.

Table 5.78. Social Correlates of Attitudes towards Berber

Gender Age Education %Z%?(;%ngl
Prestigious | -0.264™ | 0.660™ | -0.375™ 0.165™
Beautiful | -0.165™ | 0.684™ | -0.244™ 0.119°
Useful -0.273™ | 0.711™ | -0.304™ 0.102

The table above allows for two main conclusions. First, the three metrics show
similar patterns of correlation irrespective of the value proper. That is, the items are
equally positively/inversely correlated with the social variables. This is strongly
suggestive of a positive correlation between the metrics. In fact, the analysis of
Pearson Correlation Coefficient gives very high statistically significant values
between the metrics: prestigious-beautiful (p = 0. 693*%*), prestigious-useful (p =
0.796**), and useful-beautiful (p = 0.777**). The second conclusion is that the
strongest levels of correlation are achieved with respect to the variable of age. This
means that older participants reported higher levels of agreement with the statements
than their younger counterparts. Moreover, the data shows that there is a relatively
significant level of inverse correlation between education and attitude with reference
to the three metrics as less educated participants reported higher mean values.
However, it has been shown the variable of education can cause some
misunderstanding as the value neutral is predominant in the answers, and it is higher
in index than the mean value of the sample. In fact, the cross-tabulation of these
metrics with the education variable shows that the cases of “neutral” are most
reported by uneducated participants or those with primary/middle educated as

follows: 82 out of 87 in the metric of “prestigious” (0.94:01), 39 out of 58 in the
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metric of “beautiful” (0.67:01), and 24 out of 24 in the case of “useful” (01:01). These

findings may indicate that the variable of education is of less relevance than that of

age.
Table 5.79. Comparison of Attitudes across the social groups

P_restl Beauti- Useful P_restl Beauti- Useful

gious ful gious ful
Males 1.766 | 2.021 1.598 Urban 1329 | 1.727 1.183
Female 1.163 | 1.653 0.915 Semi. 1.428 | 1.868 1.131
Uneducated | 1.975 | 2.325 1.975 Rural 1951 | 2.212 1.682
Prim./Mid. | 2.067 | 2.118 1.525 Young 0.562 | 1.017 0.312
Secondary | 1.357 | 1.694 1.147 Mid-aged | 1.704 | 1.895 1.276
Tertiary 0.937 | 1.572 0.843 Old 2438 | 2.972 2.602

The table above further substantiates the claim that education is not of close
relevance to these metric to the same extent as age. The data displayed shows that the
different between males and females is not considerable, with males slightly having
more positive attitudes towards Berber. The residence variable also seems of less
relevance as the discrepancy between the three residence groups does not have strong
statistical implications. It should be noted, however, that the rural areas scored
relatively higher than the two groups in all metrics. With regard to education, it is
shown that the less educated groups scored higher mean values than the more
educated counterparts. Participants with tertiary education reported low mean values,
especially with regard to the metrics of prestige and usefulness. On the other hand,
the difference between the age groups is very apparent as the old participants reported
mean values that are more than the quadruple of their young counterparts. These
findings read as follows: gender, residence and education are variables that help
explain the attitude of participants where males have more positive attitudes towards
Berber than females, rural more than semi-urban, semi-urban more than urban, and
less educated more than educated. However, the main underlying factors is age where
older participants have more positive attitudes than the middle-aged who, in turn, do

more than the young.

261



CHAPTER FIVE: Lanquage Proficiency, Language Use, Attitude and Language Change

5.4.4 Algerian Arabic and Chaoui

Chaoui and Algerian Arabic are the languages that has been shown in the
discussion above to be mostly used in daily communicative events. The analysis of
language use showed some contrasting patterns of use where each variety is used by
specific social groups more often than others. It was hypothesised that the attitudes
towards these two varieties would essentially be underpinned by the frequency of use.
Therefore, the presentation of these two varieties in a contrastive fashion can be the

most expedient way to illustrate the findings.

The first aspect of attitude relate the perception of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui
as ethnic or patriotic varieties. One of the major limitations of the present study is
that such concepts can be intricate, and getting accurate output from less educated
participants can be challenging. In this view, the researchers acknowledges that the
accuracy of the findings can be compromised among the uneducated participants, all
the more so given that the research assistants and language barriers may prevent
adjustment of protocol amidst the administration of the tools. Be that as it may, the
data collected involves a certain degree of consistency that can be indicative of actual
reliability of data. The following table highlights the main findings obtained from the
descriptive analysis of the data obtained with regard to the “patriotic” and “ethnic”

metrics:

Table 5.80. Attitudes towards Algerian Arabic and Chaoui as Patriotic and Ethnic

Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation
_ Algerian Arabic 0.00 3.00 2.0448 0.9565
Patriotic ,
Chaoui 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00
Ethnic Algerian Arabic 0.00 2.00 0.6931 0.7479
Chaoui 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00

The table above highlights the significant level of contrast between Algerian
Arabic and Chaoui as languages that can be perceived as having patriotic and ethnic
connotations. The data shows that all of the participants perceive Chaoui as a patriotic
and ethnic variety. The mean value of p = 4.00 and the standard deviation of 6 = 0.00

indicates that all of the participants— regardless of their age, gender, education or
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residence— strongly agree that Chaoui is a language that represents the ethnic and
patriotic values of Chaoui speakers. These findings are concomitant with the data
obtained from the analysis of the participants’ attitudes towards Berber where none

of the participants reported any form of neutrality or disagreement with the statement.

On the other hand, the table shows that Algerian Arabic is not perceived as an
ethnic language as the mean value is p = 0.6931 whereas a number of participants
reported a level of agreement with the statement describing Algerian Arabic as a
language that has patriotic symbolism. These findings are not surprising knowing that
patriotism involves a sense of nationalism and affiliation to the nation rather than the
ethnicity. Given that Algerian Arabic, albeit regionally discrepant, is a dialect of the
Algerian society. It is, therefore, expected that some participant perceive it as a
variety of nationalism despite not being perceived as a variety of ethnicity. The
minimum and maximum values reported in the table also show that none of the
participants reported a strong level of agreement with the representation of Algerian
Arabic as patriotic whereas none even report any form of agreement with its
representation as ethnic. In view of that, the following table shows the frequency of
each level of agreement with regard to Algerian Arabic being described as “patriotic”

or “ethnic”:

Table 5.81. Attitude towards Algerian Arabic as Patriotic and Ethnic

SD D N A SA
Patriotic Number 05 111 40 134 00
Ethnic 139 101 50 00 00
Patriotic Percentage 1.7% | 38.3% | 13.8% | 46.2% | 00%
Ethnic 47.9% | 34.8% | 17.2% | 00% 00%

The table above further illustrates the attitudinal discrepancy between Chaoui
and Algerian Arabic. The frequency analysis shows that most of the participants
(82.7%) expressed mild or strong disagreement with the statement relating algerian
Arabic to Chaoui ethnicity. Comparatively, the patriotic connotation of Algerian
Arabic was accepted by 46.2% and rejected by 40%. A total of forty participants
expressed neutrality. Interestingly, the number of “neutral” responses is comparable

in the two metrics, but the distribution of these responses across the social groups is
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different. The cross-tabulation of the two metrics with the variable of education
shows that six out of the forty responses in the metric “patriotic” are by uneducated
or with primary/middle education participants. This means that most neutral
responses are by highly educated participants. Conversely, all of the “neutral”
responses in the metric “ethnic” are by less educated participants, meaning that all of
the educated participants demonstrated mild or strong disagreement with the
depiction of Algerian Arabic as an ethnic language. These findings are interesting as
they imply that the educated Chaoui speakers accept Algerian Arabic as part of the

national linguistic identity but do not consider it as representative of the Chaoui ethnic
group.

The subjective judgement of languages as beautiful or prestigious has direct
insight into the overt status of the varieties in societies and can help explain much of
the linguistic behaviour of individuals. In the present study, Algerian Arabic and
Chaoui are contrastively tested against the metrics “prestigious” and “beautiful”. The
descriptive analysis shows that the two varieties are generally not perceived by the
participants as “prestigious” or “beautiful”. The following table illustrates the

outcomes of the analysis:

Table 5.82. Means of Algerian Arabic and Chaoui as Prestigious and Beautiful

Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation
- Algerian Arabic 0.00 3.00 1.5793 1.0301
Prestigious -
Chaoui 0.00 3.00 1.5034 1.1199
. Algerian Arabic 0.00 4.00 1.7931 1.0966
Beautiful i
Chaoui 0.00 4.00 2.0552 1.2042

It can be observed from the table above that the values “strongly disagree” can
be found in the two metrics and the two varieties. However, only mild levels of
agreement are reported in the metric “prestigious” whereas strong levels of agreement
can be observed with the metric “beautiful”. The mean values show that the
participants do not generally agree that the two dialects are prestigious or beautiful;
the differences in the means are of little statistical significance. However, it is noticed
that the standard deviation values are relatively high, indicating a level of covariance

in the participants’ answered such that further exploratory analyses are called for.
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Interestingly, the maximum and minimum values, means and standard deviations
reported in the table above are concordant with those reported with reference to
Berber. The following table shows the frequency analysis of the two metrics:

Table 5.83. Frequency of Algerian Arabic as Beautiful and Prestigious

SD D N A SA

Algerian Arabic Beautiful 23 121 59 67 20
Chaoui 23 94 56 78 39
Algerian Arabic Prestidious 51 87 85 67 00
Chaoui g 76 61 84 69 00

The table above shows that the mean values of the two metrics are equally
distributed across the two varieties. This resemblance, along with the approximate
mean values, may indicate a level of correlation between the two metrics. In fact the
analysis of correlation gives the following values: p = 0.952** between the two
verities’ means of “prestigious”, p = 0.787** between the two varieties’ means 0f
“beautiful”, p = 0.646** between the metrics “prestigious” and “beautiful” in the case
of Chaoui and p = 0.575** in the case of Algerian Arabic. These findings mean that
there is a level of correlation not only between the two metrics but also between the
two varieties, which indicates that the two varieties are perceived equally with regard

to these metrics.

The comparison of means across the social variables shows that the attitudes
reported via these metrics are not different with regard to gender as the mean values
of males and females are relatively similar: closer to the mean values reported above.
However, age is shown to have some implications on these metrics are the younger
participants scored lower mean values, implying less positive attitudes, than their
older counterparts. The impact of the geographical background is not as apparent, but
the urban participants reported slightly lower mean values than then their rural
counterparts. The most apparent impact is pertinent to the variable of education where
the more educated participants reported less positive attitudes. These findings can be
contrasted to those of language use where the social groups that reported the highest
frequencies of Algerian Arabic use generally have less positive attitudes towards the

two varieties. One possible explanation for these counter-intuitive findings is that
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young educated urban participants generally associate aspects of beauty and prestige
with standard languages. This is substantiated by the fact that they reported higher

values in Berber, French and MSA with reference to these metrics.

The examination of the participants’ attitudes towards the two varieties with
reference to the metric “useful” shows that none of the participants reported any
neutrality or disagreement with the statements describing Algerian Arabic and
Chaoui as useful. This resulted in very high mean values where the participants
reported a mean value of u = 3.8379 for Algerian Arabic and p = 3.7276 for Chaoui.
These findings that almost all of the participants strongly agree that these varieties
are useful in the Chaoui community. What is interesting is that not all of the
participants reported high frequency of use or high levels of proficiency in these
dialects. The frequency analysis shows that only 47 participants (16.2%) reported
mild agreement with the statement describing Algerian Arabic as useful whereas 79
(27.2%) reported similar attitudes in the case of Chaoui. This means that 83.8% of
the participants strongly agree that Algerian Arabic is useful while 72.8% strongly

agree that Chaoui is.

Given the high mean and low standard deviation values, these findings cannot
be interpreted in terms of social variables as there is little, if any, covariance among
the social groups. However, it is observed that all of the participants who reported
having weak, average levels in Chaoui (43 participants) reported mild agreement the
statement describing Chaoui as useful. On the other hand, not all of the participants
with similar levels of proficiency reported similar attitudes towards Algerian Arabic.
In fact, a total of 35 out of 82 participants with less than excellent levels of Algerian
Arabic proficiency reported strong agreement with the statement describing Algerian

Arabic as useful.

Given that more participants have weak levels in Algerian Arabic than in
Chaoui, and knowing that some participants do not even have any level of proficiency
in Algerian Arabic, these findings show that participants with weak levels in Chaoui
do not have a sense of strong agreement regarding its usefulness whereas some

participants with no level of proficiency in Algerian Arabic still acknowledge its
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usefulness in the Chaoui community. These pieces of trivia may account for the

slightly higher mean value of this metric in Algerian Arabic.

The final aspect of attitudinal analysis relates to the extent to which the
participants agree with the statement describing Algerian Arabic and Chaoui as
“intrusive”. The analysis shows that all of the participants reported strong
disagreement with the statement. This is not surprising knowing that similar results
were obtained were obtained from the analysis of Berber. On the other hand, the mean
value for Algerian Arabic is p = 1.4483 with a standard deviation of c = 1.0648. The
mean value is closer to the value of “disagree”, which means that the participants
generally do not perceive Algerian Arabic as an intrusive variety. However, it is
observed that the lowest value is min. = 0.00 and the highest is max. = 3.00. This
means that some participants answered with “agree” to this statement. The standard
deviation value is also suggestive of significant covariance in the participant answers.

The following table highlights the frequency analysis of the participants’ answers:

Table 5.84. Attitude towards Algerian Arabic as Intrusive

SD D N A SA
Number 45 153 09 83 00

Percentage | 15.5% | 52.8% | 3.1% | 28.6% | 00%

Intrusive

The table above shows that more than two thirds of the participants (68.3%)
reported disagreement with the depiction of Algerian Arabic as an intrusive language
whereas the remaining 31.7% reported neutrality or, substantially, agreement. In
order to understand the implications of these findings, an analysis is conducted where
these 92 participants’ answers are segmented. The examination of the questionnaires
shows that the two genders are almost equally represented as there are 42 males
(30.6% of the total males) and 50 females (32% of the total females). Similarly, the
three residence groups do not show a significant disparity in the distribution as there
are 22 urban, 34 semi-urban and 36 rural participants, which do not indicate any

considerable statistical difference.
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On a different frame of reference, age and education seem to have more
apparent prevalence in this subgroup of participants. It is noticed that 81.5% of the
92 participants are in the lower educational levels (uneducated or primary/middle).
Moreover, it is noticed that this subgroup is predominantly in the older group as there
are 48 old, 33 middle-aged and 11 young participants, which represent 65.7%, 31.4%
and 9.8% of the total of the respective age groups. This means that almost two thirds
of the old participants reported mild agreement to the statement describing Algerian
Arabic as an intrusive variety. Interestingly, the closer examination of this subgroup

reveals a more determining factors: mother tongue and language proficiency.

Itis noticed that all of the participants in this subgroup and their parents do not
speak Algerian Arabic as a mother tongue. The mean Algerian Arabic proficiency of
this subgroup is p=2.42 which is significantly lower than the mean value of the entire
sample, p = 3.43. These findings are more conceivable than any social factor as
having Chaoui as the only mother tongue may well be a strong factor in shaping the
individuals’ attitudes against any variety that can represent a social or linguistic

competition to their mother tongue.
5.5 Attitudes towards Loanwords

The discussion so far shows that the Chaoui speakers have different attitudes
towards the linguistic varieties around them. These attitudes can be influenced by
register variations as standard languages are associated with prestige and beauty and
non-standard with usefulness. They can also be influenced by typology where the
non-indigenous, French, is typified as intrusive and the indigenous as ethnic and

patriotic. The following figure shows the attitudes of the different varieties:
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Figure 5.2. Attitudes towards Languages

The examination of attitudinal patterns requires an exhaustive description of
the speakers’ perception of not only the varieties but also the use of these varieties as
part of the Chaoui discourse. In the present study, a particular emphasis is placed
upon the participants’ attitudes towards the use of loanwords from Standard Arabic,
Algerian Arabic and French in Chaoui. The participants are required to express the
extent to which they agree to the statement asserting that the use of loanwords from
these varieties distorts their identity or language. The means for each of the three
varieties can have the following value: 0 < p < 4, where p = 0 expresses strong
disagreement with the statement and indicates positive attitudes towards the
loanwords from that donor variety and vice versa. The descriptive statistics for each
variety highlights a noteworthy level of contrast. First, it is noticed that the mean
value for MSA loanwords is p = 0.32, which is close to the value of “strongly
disagree”. These findings highlight the fact that the participants almost all “strongly
disagree” that using MSA loanwords distorts their language or identity. The mean
value is significant relative to the mean value. However, the table shows that the
maximal value is n = 1.00, which corresponds to “disagree”. This means that none of
the participants reported any neutrality or agreement to the statement depicting the

use of Standard Arabic loanwords as distortive.
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On the other hand, it is found that the mean values for Algerian Arabic and
French are relatively high, and both extremities are reported as the value are min.=
0.00 and max.= 4.00. This means that some of the participants reported strong
rejection to the use of loanword whereas others reported quite the opposite. The mean
values for French and Algerian Arabic are very comparable, but there is a relatively
higher level of covariance in the attitudes towards French. To understand the nature
of the covariance, the following table provides an illustration of the frequency of each

level of agreement:

Table 5.85. Attitude towards Loanwords

SD D N A SA
MSA 196 94 00 00 00
Algerian Arabic Number 20 119 06 95 50
French 55 73 00 83 78
MSA 67.6% | 32.4% | 00% 00% 00%
Algerian Arabic | Percentage | 6.9% | 41% | 2.1% | 32.8% | 17.2%
French 19% |252% | 00% | 28.6% | 26.9%

The table above provides more insight into the mean values reported earlier.
First, it is noticed that the number of participants on both ends of the agreement
spectrum is more manifest. This means that the attitudes towards French involve more
polarity as 45.9% of the participants (133) reported answers with strong
agreement/disagreement. In the case of Algerian Arabic, however, only 25.1% of the
participants (70) have schismatic beliefs. Moreover, more participants reported
disagreement with the depiction of Algerian Arabic as being distortive of Chaoui than
did with French. In the case of MSA, it is noticed that more than two thirds of the
participants reported strong disagreement with the statement. What is interesting is

that the neutral answers represent a very small portion of the total answers.

The examination of these findings in relation to the social groups revealed that
none of the female groups unanimously reported mild agreement with the statement
depicting the use of MSA loanwords as distortive of Chaoui language and identity

whereas the following male groups unanimously reported “agree” to the statement:

= Old semi-urban with secondary education
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= Old urban with tertiary education
» Middle-aged semi-urban with tertiary education
» Young with primary/middle education

On the other hand, the following groups unanimously reported “strongly

disagree” to that statement:

= Old uneducated females

= Old semi-urban females with primary/middle or secondary education

» Middle-aged urban females with tertiary education

= Middle-aged rural females uneducated or with primary/middle
educated

= Young semi-urban or rural females with primary/middle education

» Young semi-urban males with secondary or tertiary education

= Old or middle-aged males with primary/middle education

= Middle-aged rural uneducated males

These findings show that there is no clear patterns with which the values
“strongly disagree” and ‘“disagree” are distributed. In fact, the pattern can be
haphazard or consequential to the participants having different ways of expressing
their disagreement. Given the subtle distinction of the two values in relation to the
overall pattern of disagreement, these differences are overlooked. However, the level
of covariance in the attitudes towards Algerian Arabic and French is considerable and
calls for of correlational analyses. The examination of the findings shows that there
Is a significant level of correlation between attitudes towards French/Algerian Arabic

words and all the other variables as shown in the following table:

Table 5.86. Correlational of Attitudes towards Loanwords

Loanwords Gender Age | Education Geographical
Background
Algerian Arabic | -0.122" | 0.407" | -0.452™" 0.405™
French -0.477 | 0.090 -0.308™ 0.288™

The table above shows that the mean values of attitudes towards Algerian
Arabic loanwords are inversely correlated with gender and education and positively
correlated with age and geographical background. Knowing that higher mean values
are indicative of less positive attitudes, it can be concluded that the male and less

educated participants have negative attitudes towards Algerian Arabic loanwords
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whereas the females and the generally more educated participants scored lower,
indicating that they do not perceive loanwords as distorting the Chaoui language and
identity. Moreover, it can be concluded that the mean values of the older and less
urban participants are higher, indicating less positive attitudes. In other words, the
younger urban participants perceive Algerian Arabic loanwords not as having a

negative impact on their linguistic and cultural identity.

The attitudes towards French words can be seen as having similar patterns with
two main exceptions. First, it is noticed that gender has a more significant inverse
correlation with attitude in the case of French than in the case of Algerian Arabic.
This means that females are more comfortable with the use of French words than
Algerian Arabic loanwords, and they are generally more comfortable with using them
compared to their male counterparts. The second exception is that age does not seem
to have strong bearing on the attitude towards French words as age-related differences
are generally insignificant. The cross-tabulation of the findings further substantiate

these conclusions:

Table 5.87. Attitudes towards Loanwords across the Social Groups

Gender Education Age Residence
Males F_ei;r;a Uned. P'\r/llirgl ?g;ﬁ; -Zerl;fl Yc;]un mid Old U:]ba ng;' n Rural
Erench | M| 2963 | 1500 | 2.900 | 3.120 | 1.652 | 1.875 | 2.026 | 2.250 | 2.369 | 1848 | 2.384 | 3.125
6 | 1.245 | 1.437 | 1.256 | 1.077 | 1.427 | 1.623 | 1.562 | 1.531 | 1.48 | 1.535 | 1.481 | 1.158
Algerian | Q| 2.292 | 1.973 | 3.400 | 2.593 | 1.778 | 1.645 | 1.633 | 2.019 | 3.027 | 1.784 | 2.087 | 3.512
Arabic | ¢ | 1.237 | 1.342 | 0.928 | 1.261 | 1.159 | 1.151 | 1.200 | 1.232 | 1.079 | 1.147 | 1.338 | 0.778

The table above shows that the difference in the mean values between the two
genders is more significant in French. This explains the higher p value above.
Moreover, it is shown that age difference is almost non-existent in the attitudes
towards French as the three age groups reported very comparable mean values. The
differences in attitudes towards Algerian Arabic, however, are significant more
apparent, further corroborating the difference in Pearson Coefficient reported earlier.
Finally, the geographical background and education demonstrate similar patterns of

discrepancy, albeit slightly more apparent in the case of Algerian Arabic.

272



CHAPTER FIVE: Lanquage Proficiency, Language Use, Attitude and Language Change

5.6 The Sociolinguistic Interview

Research in the field of language variation and change requires a description
of the linguistic, social and psychological features of the language and speech
community under investigation. The present study provided a linguistic account for
the Chaoui variety and how prospective languages of influence fed into the lexical
inventory of the various semantic fields. Moreover, a social overview was provided
as the questionnaire analysis offered a discussion of the social variables such as
gender, age, education and residence and how they are reflected in the linguistic
profile of individuals. However, it has been reported that there are certain limitations
that can be linked to such analysis. First, the formal analysis of lexical inventories in
isolation can be misrepresentative of the actual state of affairs as it is the outcome of
ten Chaoui speakers’ translation where considerable mental and metalinguistic
conscious efforts were exerted. This is defective in many ways as it lacks quantitative
representativeness of the population, and it is not an instance of naturally occurring
linguistic behaviours but rather monitored contemplation upon language. Therefore,
a need for the observation of actual language use is legitimised. Second, although the
questionnaire gives insight into numerous aspects of language use, the account is
constructed after the participants’ self-report and does not allow for conclusive
findings with regard to how loanwords are operative in the speech of Chaoui speakers

from different social backgrounds.

In view of these limitations, the present study developed a sociolinguistic
interview where specific lexical variables are targeted and, hence, induced. It should
be noted that the selection of the lexical variables is motivated by two parameters.
First, the variable must have at least two variants where one of them is a non-
loanword and the other is a loanword. By so doing, participants’ choice of
changed/unchanged variants can help sketch a context for the path of language change
and the social groups that lead/resist change. Second, the lexical variables must
desirably represent different morpho-lexical categories such that an understanding of
the internal and inherent features of language that licence change more readily is

possible. However, it is noted that the selection of the words on the basis of the two
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parameters made the task more challenging, and, in case of inconvenience, the second

was compromised.

The quantification of linguistic behaviour in the present study was based on

the outcome of the formal analysis of the previous chapter where unchanged variants

of the lexical items are indexed 01 and the changed ones are indexed 02. By so doing,

a mean analysis can be performed where the linguistic behaviour of individuals with

reference to each word has a value of 01 < p < 02. The values on the higher end of

the spectrum refer to a state of change that is adopted by the vast majority of the

participants and vice versa. The statistical analysis of the means is illustrated in the

following table:

Table 5.88. Change Index tor the Different Lexical Items

Freeze | Cry Regret | Love | Forgive | Sun | Cave | Thunder | Animal
Means | 1.800 | 1.655 1.782 1.541 1.706 | 1.224 | 1.810 1.824 1.158
Std. De | 0.400 | 0.476 | 0.413 0.499 | 0.455 |0.417 | 0.392 0.381 0.365

Eagle | Tailor | Morning | People frolnnt of Long | Quiet | Astonished | Now
Means | 1.234 | 1.917 1.513 1.944 1.666 | 1.610 | 1.444 1.744 1.6966
Std. De | 0.424 | 0.275 | 0.500 0.228 | 0.473 |0.488 | 0.497 0.436 0.460

The table above shows the means and standard deviation values for each

lexical item. The examination of the numbers shows that the lexical items can be

categorised into three groups based on the mean value of the change index:

» Group A: This group includes lexical items with mean values of p >

1.6. Such values result from the fact that most participants have

demonstrated a use of the changed variant. The closer the value is to

02, the more indicative it is of a unanimous pattern of use. The items in

this group include the following items in descending order: people,

Tailor, thunder, cave, Freeze, regret, astonished, forgive, now, cry, in

front of and long.

Group B: This group includes lexical items with mean values of p <

1.44. Such values result from the fact that most participants
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demonstrated a use of the unchanged variant. The closer the value is to

01, the more indicative it is of a unanimous pattern of use. The items in

this group include the following items in ascending order: animal, sun,

eagle and quiet.

» Group C: This group include lexical items with the mean value of u =

1.5. This value is indicative of the fact that both variants, changed and

unchanged, are almost equally used by the participants. The closer the

value is to 1.5, the more balanced the distribution across participants is.

Two items are included in this group: love and morning.

The examination of the standard deviation values shows that it peaks around

the mean value of u = 1.5 and decreases on both extremities of the spectrum. These

patterns further substantiate the categorisation above as the items in the third category

have the highest standard deviation values, and the items in the first two groups are

ordered in descending order of covariance. The data collected from the sociolinguistic

interview is indexed, and the frequency of each variant is illustrated in the following

table:
Table 5.89. Frequency Analysis for the Changed/Unchanged Items

Freeze | Cry Regret | Love | Forgive | Sun | Cave | Thunder | Animal

Unchanaed 58 100 63 133 85 225 55 51 244
g 20% | 345% | 21.7% |459% | 29.3% | 77.6% | 19% 17.6% 84.1%

Chanaed 232 190 227 157 205 65 235 239 46
g 80% |655% | 78.3% |54.1% | 70.7% |224% | 81% 82.4% 15.9%

Eagle | Tailor | Morning | People | Infrontof | Long | Quiet | Astonished | Now

Unchanaed 222 24 141 16 98 113 161 74 88
g 76.6% | 8.3% | 48.6% | 55% | 33.8% 39% | 55.5% 25.5% 30.3%

Chanaed 68 266 149 274 192 177 129 216 202
g 23.4% | 91.7% | 51.4% |94.5% | 66.2% 61% | 44.5% 74.5% 69.7%

One of the possible interpretations for the data in the table above is that the

lexical items with different frequency values represent stages in language change.

The items with extremely high “unchanged” frequency rates represent an instance of

change that is just being initiated by society. The low frequency of “changed” in these

items may be consequential to the fact that these loanword variants are embraced by

a small portion of the society, which can be the leaders of changed. On the other end
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of the spectrum, the lexical items with extremely high “changed” frequency represent
language change that has taken motion in previous phases and has been embraced by
the vast majority of the population. The cross-tabulation of the findings may help
sketch an overview of the path of change and the underlying social factors that
motivate it. The following sections illustrate the findings obtained from the analysis

of the lexical items in each of the groups with reference to the social variables.
5.6.1 Lexical Items with Unchanged-Dominant Variants

It is reported above that four items in the selected list of variables has been
found to be used mostly in terms of their non-loanword variants. The examination of
these words in isolation shows that a small portion of participants elect to use the
loanword variants while the majority of them use the unchanged forms. Therefore,
the analysis in this section is going to be predominantly focused on the portion of
participants that demonstrate a use of the changed items as they represent the social
group with linguistic non-conformity. First, the word “sun” has been shown in the
previous chapter as having two equivalents: /lgeil’a/, which is an Arabic loanword
and /e’afu:ke/ which showed no evidence of borrowing and is, hence, considered as
a non-loanword. The findings show that only 65 of the participants (22.4%) reported

using /lgeil’a/.

Table 5.90. Variation of the Word “Sun” across the Social Groups

Groups | Changed | Unchanged Groups Changed | Unchanged
Young 23 89 Males 30 107
Mid. 30 75 Females 35 118
Old 12 61 uneducated 00 40
Urban 45 113 Primary/middle 12 47
Semi. 20 71 Secondary 26 69
Rural 00 41 Tertiary 27 69

The table above shows some very interesting findings. First, it is shown that
20.5% of the young participants use the changed variant. This percentage is close to
the mean of the sample (22.4%), which suggests that the young participants are not
exceptionally different from the mean value of the entire group. The old participants,

however, are significantly lower than the mean value of the group as 16.4% of the
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old participants demonstrate a use of the changed variant. Interestingly, the highest
percentage was observed among the middle-aged participants where more than 28.5%
of the participants within this age group used the changed variant. This percentage is
relatively disproportionate to the findings obtained by the entire sample. However, it
Is noted that none of the age groups reported use percentages that are significantly
different from those reported by the group as a whole. This implies that age is not
necessarily a prime determinant of the use of the variant /Igeil’a/. On equal footing,
gender does not seem to have a strong bearing on the distribution of the two variants
as 21.9% of the males and 22.8% of the females demonstrated a use of /lgeil’a/.
Although the female participants are higher in terms of the number of participants
using the loanword variant, these differences are not statistically significant and do
not warrant any conclusion for the reason that the two percentages are very

comparable to the mean value of the group (22.4%).

On the other end of the spectrum, the variables of residence and education
show a strong correlation with the use of the changed variant. It is reported that none
of the rural participants demonstrated a use of the word /lge1l’a/ while the semi-urban
participants’ use is proportionate to the norm of group as 22% of them use the
loanword variant. Contrastively, the urban participants reported the highest
percentage of use as 28.5% of them use the changed variant. However, it should be
noted that the difference between the semi-urban and urban participants is not very
apparent and can be consequential to the sampling paradigm and the distribution of
other social variables across the two residence groups. This means that the rural

participants show the most recognisable form of linguistic conformity.

It is also shown in the table above that all of the uneducated participants use
the variant /e’afu:ke/. On the other hand, the participants with parimary/middle
education reported a 20.3% use of the changed variant, which is very comparable to
the average of the entire group. In comparison, the participants with secondary or
tertiary education reported percentages that are relatively higher than the group

average (27.3% and 28.1% respectively). This means that the three education groups
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are comparable, and the only group showing extreme levels of conformity are the

uneducated participants.

The findings so far amount to the conclusion that the “sun” variant is mostly
unchanged; rural and uneducated social groups show the highest level of conformity
with the group. However, given that the variable is predominantly “unchanged” the
disconformity analysis requires finding what social groups show the highest rates of
changed variant use. The examination of gender, age, education and residence does
not show any significantly high levels of /lgeil’a/ in correspondence to these
variables. However, this does not exclude the prospect of one social group being the
leaders of change. To investigate that, a cross-tabulational analysis of means is carried
out. Here, the highest mean values across the social groups reflect the leaders of

change.

The analysis of the means shows that a number of social groups demonstrate
a relatively high frequency of changed variant use. That is, the middle-aged urban
and semi-urban males with secondary or tertiary education demonstrated the highest
rates of use with mean values that are equal or higher than p = 1.50. These findings
can seem counter-intuitive at first encounter. However, they are reasonably
explainable given the attitudinal and linguistic proficiency analysis reported middle-
aged urban and semi-urban males with relatively higher levels of education as the
most proficient subgroup in Algerian Arabic. These groups has also been shown as
having the highest mean values of viewing Algerian Arabic as a useful language. The
middle-aged participants has also been shown as being predominantly native speakers
of both Chaoui and Algerian Arabic. That is, they represent most bilingual individuals
in the Chaoui community. As shown in the theoretical discussion of the present study,
multilingual speakers are shown by many studies to be the locus of language variation

and change.

Having established the word “sun” as a point of reference for the analysis, the
remaining lexical items are, thus, compared to the findings reported above. The

analysis of correlation between the items “sun”, “eagle”, “animal” and “quiet”. The

correlational analysis shows that there is a very high level of correlation in the use of
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the changed variants of the word “sun” with those of “animal” “eagle” and “sun”
showing the highest levels of correlation (p=0. 0.808**, p=0.659** and p = 0.434**
respectively). With regard to the word “animal”, the analysis above shows that less
than 16% of the participants use the Arabic loanword variant /Ih’aj’aws:n/ whereas
more than 82% of them use the variant /’ayarsi:w/, which is shown in the formal
analysis as a non-loanword. Moreover, it is shown that 23.4% of the participants use
the word /f’a:licu:/, which has been argued for as being a French loanword for
“eagle”, while 76.6% of them use the variant /gi:dor/, for which, no evidence of
borrowing was found. The examination of the distribution of these variants across the

social groups shows some interesting findings as shown in the following table:

Table 5.91. Frequency Comparison of the Words “Animal” and “Eagle”

Groups Changed | Unchanged Groups Changed | Unchanged
Ani. | Eag. | Ani. | Eag. Ani. | Eag. | Ani. | Eag.

Young | 15 25 97 87 S x Males 19 31 | 118 | 106

S| Mid | 23|27 | 8 [ 78| |®°| Females | 27 | 37 | 126 | 116
old 08 16 65 57 = Uneducated | 00 00 40 40

3 Urban | 28 | 45 | 130 | 113 = Pri/mid 09 | 10 50 49
? ¢ Semi. | 18 | 23 | 73 | 68 S | Secondary | 15 | 32 | 80 | 63
@ | Rural | 00 | 00 | 41 | 41 L Tertiary 22 | 26 | 74 | 70

The findings in the table above are very comparable to those displayed in Table
5.89. The main similarity is that the rural and uneducated participant reported no use
of the changed variant. The cross-tabulation of these findings show that the middle-
aged urban and semi-urban participant with secondary and tertiary education are the
main social groups that demonstrate a frequent use of the loanword variant in a similar
fashion that the word “sun” is used with. The final items in this group is the word
“quiet” which has two variants: /80l¢’aqoal/ which is an Arabic loanword and
/jassu:sam/ which is evaluated as a non-loanword. It is reported above that the mean
value of use is p = 1.44 which puts this word on the very upper end of this group as
it can be argued as belonging to Group C. Moreover, the findings above show that
the Arabic loanword is used by 44.5% by the participants. The following table

provides a comparison of frequency of use across the social groups:

279



CHAPTER FIVE: Lanquage Proficiency, Language Use, Attitude and Language Change

Table 5.92. Frequency Comparison of the Words “Quiet”

V | Groups | Changed | Unchanged V Groups Changed | Unchanged
o l_Young 63 49 S 5 Males 68 69
2 | Mid. 38 67 e Females 61 92
Old 28 45 = uneducated 06 34
5 o Urban 96 62 S | Primary/middle 23 36
2 2 Semi. 29 62 5 9 Secondary 58 37
X % Rural 04 37 w Tertiary 42 54

The table above highlights a number of considerable observations. First, it is
noticed that the uneducated and rural social groups, still, use the changed variants
although at very low frequencies. This suggests that the first three variables are
completely resisted by the rural and uneducated social groups, and they are initiated
by the middle-aged urban and semi-urban educated males, but are not spread to the
majority to the population. Moreover, it can be concluded that the changed variant of
this variable is more embraced by the community, is more in use— as implied by the
mean value— and has been propagated to the uneducated and rural participants. It
should be noted that none of the NORM’s have reported any instances of use, which
means that the loanword variant /0915 aqal/ is still on the periphery of the typically

change-resisting social groups.

The second observation is the gender-related differences. The table above
shows that while the previous lexical items showed little, if any, differences that can
be explained in terms of gender, the use of /30l¢’agol/ can have some gender
implications. It is reported that 49.6% of the males and 39.8% of the females use the
loanword variant. Surprisingly, the gender difference in the previous three variable,
although very marginal, is in favour of females as the percentage of their use of
changed variants is slightly higher than that of males. In the case of the “quiet”, it is
shown that the males are significantly higher than females in terms of changed variant
use. These findings can be explained by the fact that “quiet” represents a case of more
equitable language variation that is embraced by a significant portion of the
population (44.5%) whereas the remaining variables represent a case of linguistic
innovation that is yet to be spread to the community as an average of one fifth of the
sample use the changed variant. It has been shown in the theoretical discussion that

empirical evidence suggest that females generally lead in the cases of linguistic
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innovation. In other words, linguistic variants that are innovated are more readily
adopted by female participants, although they are not necessarily the leading group
of this innovation. As this innovation spreads to the community, the use of this variant
is reconfigured depending on a number of other variables such as mobility, attitude

and proficiency.
5.6.2 Lexical Items with Equitable Distribution of Variants

The analysis of the word “quiet” showed that it does not represent a case of
linguistic innovation. Rather, it is a closer to a case of equitable variation where both
variants are in use by a significant portion of the population. It was, therefore,
hypothesised that the items in Group C —love and morning— would be closer in
distribution to “quiet”. The findings reported above show that the respective mean
values for the two items are p = 1.541 and p = 1.513 with standard deviation values
of 6 =0.500. This suggests that the two variants are almost equally distributed across
the participants, which is further substantiated by the frequency analysis where the
changed variants are found to be used by 54.1% and 51.4% of the population

respectively.

The verb “love” has two variants: /jothi:bb’a/ which is an Arabic loanword and
/)’axs/ which is evaluated as a non-loanword. On the other hand, the word “morning”
has two variants; one of them is judged as a non-loanword /ti:f’a:wot/, and the other
is an Arabic loanword /e’agobhi:e/. The use of these variants by the different social

groups is illustrated in the following table:

Table 5.93. Frequency Comparison of the Words “Love” and “Morning”

Groups Changed | Unchanged Groups Changed | Unchanged

Love | Mor. | Love | Mor. Love | Mor. | Love | Mor.
Young 68 64 44 48 Males 73 69 64 68
Mid. 66 64 39 41 Females 84 80 69 73
Old 23 21 50 52 Uneducated | 02 02 38 38
Urban 99 91 59 67 Pri/mid 19 19 40 40
Semi. 54 54 37 37 Secondary | 63 59 32 36
Rural 04 04 37 37 Tertiary 73 69 23 27

The findings displayed in the table above provide support to the hypothesis

enunciated above. First, it is shown that some of the uneducated and rural participants
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still use the changed variant in the same way that is reported with the word “quiet”.
These findings can be contrasted with the words in the first group where none of the
uneducated or rural participants used the loanword variants. However, one main area
of contrast between these words and “quiet” is the gender difference. The table above
shows that 53.3% of the males and 54.9% of the females use the changed variant of
the word “love”, and 50.36% of the males and 52.2% of the females use the changed
variant of “morning”. These percentages highlight the fact that there are no significant

differences in the use of the two words with reference to gender.

Another observation that can be raised from the comparison of “quiet” to
“love” and “morning” is the fact that the numbers are very comparable across all of
the social groups except the following: females, middle-aged, semi urban and tertiary.
The use of the changed variant of the word “quiet” is considerably less common
among these groups than the use of the changed variants of “love” or “morning” as

illustrated in the following table:

Table 5.94. Comparison of “Quiet” to “Love” and “Morning”

Changed Unchanged
Love | Morning | Quiet Love | Morning | Quiet
Females 549% | 52.3% | 39.8% 45.0% | 47.7% | 60.1%

Middle-aged | 62.8% | 60.9% | 36.1% 37.1% | 39.0% | 63.8%
Semi-Urban | 59.3% | 59.3% | 31.8% 40.6% | 40.6% | 68.1%
Tertiary 76.0% | 71.8% | 43.75% 23.9% | 28.1% | 56.2%

The mean values for the three words are not very different (u = 1.541 “love”,
n=1.513 “morning” p = 1.44 “quiet”). This means that there is less a 6.5% increment
in changed variant use between “quiet” and “love” while there is a 4.6% increment
between “quiet” and “morning”. However, it is noticed that these small differences
are not reflected in the differences illustrated in the table above where the percentage
difference can exceed 32%. To explain these differences, the use of the changed
variant of “quiet” is contrasted to the words “animal” and “eagle”. Interestingly, the
highest levels of contrast include none of the social groups reported in the table above.
In fact, the young, urban, male and secondary groups show the highest level of

differences.
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These findings mean that the word “quiet” is contrasted with the words
representing innovation (animal and eagle) in terms of young, male, urban and
secondary education groups and contrasted with the words representing equitable
variation in terms of the social groups immediately above: middle-aged, semi-urban,
females, and tertiary. The number of participants using a changed/unchanged variant
is an accurate metric for the stage of language change where the more participants
use the changed variant, the more advanced the stage of change is. Therefore, we can
consider the words “animal” and “eagle” as words that are on the initial stages of
language change, the words “love” and “morning” as words on the later stages of that

change and the word “quiet” as a word that is in an intermediary stage.

By so positing, the result of the contrast can be explained. The difference
between the use of the variant in the stage of innovation and spread is more
observable among young, urban males with secondary education, which means that
these groups are the fastest to embrace change. Change at this phase spreads at the
slowest rate among middle-aged, old, rural, or less educated groups. In the second
phase of language change, the groups of middle-aged, semi-urban females or
educated participants show the highest rate of embracing the changed variants. These

conclusions can be translated to the figure below:
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Young Mid. Urban Semi. Males  Females Secondary Tertiary

Phase 01 Phase 02 Phase 03

Figure 5.3. The Use of Changed Variants across the First Three Phases of Change
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These findings are indicative of the social groups with the most unstable
linguistic behaviour; the more extreme the contrast between the cluster columns is,
the more unstable the social group is in terms of their linguistic behaviour. The figure
above shows that the most drastic changes in frequency of change variant use can be
observed across the young, urban, male, and secondary education groups in the
transition from the first to the second phases of change. Moreover, the groups of
middle-aged, semi-urban, female and tertiary education groups represent the most
observable contrast between the second and third phases of change. In other words,
these findings show the different stages where the different social groups embrace

change at the highest rates.

The level of correlation between the use of the changed variants /jothi:bba/
le’agabhi:e/ is very high p = 0.946**, which indicate an almost ideally linear fashion
of language use. That is, the participants who reported using the changed variant of
the word “love” also reported using the changed variant of the word “morning”. The
level of correlation between “quiet” and these words is, however, very low, which
indicates that there is a significant level of difference in the participants answers
regarding these words. The comparison of means shows that the use of the
changed/unchanged variants is predominantly underlain by the factors of age and
residence and secondarily by education whereas gender does not have a strong
bearing on the interpretation of the findings. Knowing that education is consequential
to the factors of age and residence, it can be, thus, concluded that the distribution of
the changed/unchanged variants is determined by the age, education and residence of
the speakers whereas there is a significant level of conformity among male and female
participants regarding their linguistic behaviour with reference to the variables “love”

and “morning”.

The contention that the mean value of use is representative of the stage of
language change means that the words with the mean values of p ~ 02 constitute
examples of change that is embraced by the vast majority of the population and is at

its final stages from a constructive non-conformity to a final conformity of linguistic
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behaviour. The following section provides and analysis of the words in the first group

where the mean values are very high.
5.6.3 Lexical Items with Changed-Dominant Variants

The final group of words include lexical items that are expressed in terms of
changed variables in most cases. That is, the mean value of the change index is p >
1.6. In this regard, the word “people” has the highest index where only sixteen
participants (5.5%) use the non-loanword variants /?i:wd’a:n/ and /?’a:g0u:d/
whereas the remaining participants use the Arabic loanword /y’a:fi/. For economic
representation, the analysis is reserved to the sixteen participant as they represent

cases where change is resisted at its peak.

Table 5.95. Change-Resisting Participants

Middle-Aged Old
Male Female | Male | Female
Semi-Urban 02 01
Uneducated 01 03 04 02
Rural 01
Urban Primary/Middle 02

The table above shows that none of the educated or young participants are part
of the change-resisting group and that the group is mainly rural (68.7%), uneducated
(81.2%) and old (68.7%). The two genders are almost equally represented as this
subgroup is 43.8% females and 56.2% males. This means that the change-resisting
group are not necessarily NORMSs but rather NOURs (non-mobile old uneducated

rural participants).

On equal footing, the word “tailor” represents a case of change at its latest
stages as the variant /?’axijja:t/, which is an Arabic loanword, is used by 91.7% of
the participant whereas the phrasal non-loanword variant /wer ?i:gonni:n/ “he who
sews” is used by 8.3% of them. Interestingly, although the translation process offered
another lexical rather than phrasal alternative /?agonnei/, none of the participants
demonstrated a use of this variant. In this view, the cross-tabulation of the social

variables in this particular group of 24 participants results in the following table:
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Table 5.96. Participants Using the Unchanged Variant of “tailor”

Uneducated |primary/middle school

Middle- old | Young Middle old
aged -aged
Urban Male 01 02
Semi-Urban | Female 02

Male 01 04 03 01
Female 03 04 01 02

Rural

Compared to the use of the word “people”, the use of the unchanged variant
of the word “tailor” includes four participants from the rural area, both of which
received primary education. This means that while the word /?i:wd’a:n/ or /?’a:gdu:0/
have died out and are no longer in use among younger participants, the word /wer
?i:gonni:n/ is known among the young participants. These findings can be attributed
to the fact that the lexical form of the word “tailor” 1s completely out of use, and the
phrasal alternative is used. If we exclude the phrasal variant, it can be said that the
Arabic loanword completely replaced the Chaoui variant. These findings highlight a
very important observation. It is shown that change is being resisted by the NOURSs
(non-mobile old uneducated rural participants). On the other hand, the participants on
the other end of these spectra represent the leaders of change (mobile younger urban

educated participants).

The primary examination of the interview shows that the words “cave”,
“thunder” and “freeze” have similar patterns of use. To confirm, a correlation analysis
is conducted where the Pearson coefficient gives a value of 0.956 < p < 0.770. This
means that there is a strong level of positive correlation between the uses of the three
word such that they can be analysed together. First, the word “cave” has two variants:
/Ik’a:f/ which is an Arabic loanword and /?i:fri/ which is a non-loanword. Second, the
word “thunder” has two variants: /r$ad/ which is an Arabic loanword and /?’adzemn/
which is evaluated as a non-loanword given the lack of evidence for borrowing.
Finally, the word “freeze” has the Arabic loanword /?’a:8izommad/ and the non-

loanword /?’a:0jaqraf/.
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The interview results show that the Arabic loanwords are used by 80% or more
of the participants. To understand what social groups are resisting change the most, a
mean comparison is conducted where the lowest values represent social groups that

use the non-loanword variants more prevalently.

Table 5.97. Comparison of the Words “Cave”, “Thunder” and “Freeze”

Cave | Thunder | Freeze Cave | Thunder | Freeze

Young | 1.919 | 1.916 1.866 Males 1.773 | 1.802 1.795
Mid. | 1.866 | 1.867 1.861 Females |1.843| 1.841 1.803
Old | 1561 | 1.616 1.602 Uneducated | 1.050 | 1.125 1.175
Urban | 1.943 1.962 1.974 Pri/mid 1.711 1.728 1.678
Semi. | 1.912 | 1.923 1.824 Secondary | 2.00 2.00 1.989
Rural | 1.073 | 1.073 1.073 Tertiary 2.00 2.00 1.947

The table above shows that the differences in terms of gender are very
minimal, but the females generally have higher mean values indicating that they use
the changed variant more. The differences in terms of age are also not observable
among the young and the middle-aged participants; the old, however, have relatively
lower mean values. With regard to residence and education, the discrepancy is more
prominent as the uneducated and rural participants reportedly showed very low mean
values. These findings amount to the conclusion that the use of the changed variant
Is categorical rather than continuous across the social spectra. That is, we do not see
that the use of the changed variant forms a continuum, increasing with the increase
of urbaness, age or education. Rather, the linguistic behaviour is categorical as the
young and the middle-aged; the urban and the semi-urban; and the primary, secondary
and tertiary are in conformity, and the remaining categories in each spectrum are in
disconformity with the other categories altogether. These findings suggest that
residence and education are the prime determinant of linguistic behaviour where rural
and uneducated participants resist change, all the more so when coupled with the

variable of age.

The word “regret” is found in the formal analysis to have two variants: the
Arabic loanword /?i:ndom/ and the non-loanword /hgarza:s/. The interview results
show that more than 78% of the participants use the Arabic loanword. That is, only

63 of the participants use the non-loanword. It is worthwhile noting that the two
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genders are almost equally represented in this subgroup as there are 32 male and 31
female participants who used the unchanged variant. This may, at first encounter,
give the impression that gender is completely irrelevant to the use of /hg’arza:s/.
However, in comparison to the entire group, this means that 23.3% of the males and
20.2% of the females actually use the unchanged variable, which means that the male
participants are relatively more reserved to the unchanged variant. Furthermore, it is
found that 21 young, 22 middle-aged and 21 old participants use the non-loanword.
Put otherwise, a total of 18.7% of the young, 20.9% of the middle-aged and 27.4% of

the old participants constitute this subgroup.

With regard to education, the analysis shows that the 69 participant group
consists of 12 uneducated, 21 primary/middle, 16 secondary and 14 tertiary education
participants, which correspond to the proportion of 30%, 35.6%, 16.8% and 14.5%
of the respective education groups of the entire sample. Finally, it is found that 28
urban, 19 semi-urban and 16 rural participants reported using the unchanged variant.
This translates to 17.7% of the urban, 20.9% of the semi-urban and 39% of the rural.
These observations highlight the fact that although the numbers of the urban,
educated and young/middle-aged participants is higher, which can cause misinformed
conclusion, the percentages of these social groups in proportion to their respective
percentages in the sample show that it is mostly rural, uneducated and old participants
that demonstrate a use of the unchanged variant, and gender is of a less observable

marking.

The correlational analysis of the use of the two variants in relation to the social
variables shows that there are very low and insignificant levels of correlation between
the use of the two variants of “regret” and age/gender. The level of correlation with
education and residence, although of a relative significance, is on the lower end (p =
0.50**). This means that the use of the variants cannot be explained in terms of the
social factors, which can lead to the question of whether all instances of linguistic

variation can be explained in terms of sociolinguistic paradigms.

The word “astonished”, on another line of reference, is expressed by three

quarters of the participants (74.5%) in terms of its Arabic loanword variant /jh3:r/
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whereas the non-loanword variant /jorrebz’a/ is used by one quarter. What is noticed
is that all of the social variables are represented in the group using the unchanged

variant as shown in the following table:

Table 5.98. Participants Using the Unchanged Variant of “Astonished”

Number | Percentage Number Percentage
Young 18 16% Males 28 20.4%
Mid. 23 21.9% Females 45 30%
Oold 33 45.2% Uneducated 35 87.5%
Urban 11 6.9% Pri/mid 23 39%
Semi. 25 27.4% Secondary 07 7.3%
Rural 38 92.7% Tertiary 09 9.3%

The data in the table shows that there are some statistically significant
differences with reference to all of the social variables. First, it is shown that there is
the gender differences are the least observable as there are relatively more females
using the unchanged variant. Moreover, it is noticed that there is a level of conformity
between the middle-aged and the young as opposed to the old who use the non-
loanword variant significantly more often. Residence and education represent the
most distinctive features as the rural and uneducated participants use the unchanged
variant significantly more often. This means that gender and age have less impact on
the linguistic behaviour of the participants than residence and education. Such a
conclusion is further substantiated with the correlation analysis which gives values
of p=-0.110, p=-0.251**, p =0.560** and p = -0.622** for gender, age, education
and residence respectively. The cross-tabulation of the means shows that all of the
uneducated rural participants, irrespective of their gender and age, and the old semi-

urban uneducated participants use the unchanged variant.

29 ¢¢ 99 ¢¢

The words “forgive”, “now”, “cry” and “long” are shown to have a have level
of correlation p > 0.805**, which means that the patterns of use are almost identical.
In view of that, the formal analysis of the list showed that these words have Arabic
loanword variants (/joss’amh’a:s/, /lu:qq’a/, /jatS’aja:0%/ and /jattowa:l/ or /jiawwal/
respectively) and non-loanword variants (/jessu:rfie/, /?i:mi:r’a/, /ji2l/ and
/0’azagr’a:r/ respectively). These words are expressed mostly by the loanword

variants with an average of 67% of the participants.
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Table 5.99. Correlates of “Long”, “Forgive”, “Cry” And “Now”

Geographical

Gender Age Education Background
Long 0.051 -0.110 0.194™ -0.162"
Forgive 0.058 -0.216™ | 0.341™ -0.286™
Cry -0.062 -0.152 | 0.240™ -0.314™
Now 0.051 -0.218™ | 0.305™ -0.223™

The table above shows that gender is not closely relevant to the use of the
changed variants of the four words. The remaining of the variables show statistically
significant levels of correlation. However, compared to the levels of correlation
reported above, these correlations are not as significant. It can be concluded that there
IS an inverse correlation between age/residence and the use of the changed variants
which is positively correlated with education where old, rural and uneducated

participants use the changed variant less.

One of the reasons that the correlation coefficient values are low can be
attributed to the conformity that is observed among some categories in the social

groups. For instance,

Table 5.100. Comparison of “Long”, “Forgive”, “Now” and “Cry” across Social Groups

Long | Forgive | Now | Cry Long | Forgive | Now | Cry
Young | 33% | 18.7% | 19.6% | 26.7% Uned. 62.5% | 62.5% | 57.5% | 62.5%
Mid. | 40% | 30.4% |31.4% | 35.2% | Pri/Mid. |45.7% | 44% | 47.4% | 45.7%
Old |46.5% | 43.8% | 45.2% | 45.2% | Secondary | 30.5% | 17.9% | 18.9% | 21%
Urban | 34.8% | 20.8% |23.4% | 24% | Tertiary [33.3% | 17.7% |19.8% | 29.2%
Semi. | 35.1% | 28.5% | 30.7% | 36.2% Males |41.6% | 32.1% | 32.8% | 31.3%
Rural | 63.4% | 63.4% | 56% | 70.7% | Females |36.6% | 26.8% | 28.1% | 37.2%

As shown in the table, the difference between males and females is not very
apparent. Likewise, although the older participants have relatively higher percentage
of unchanged variants use, the difference is overlooked across the four words. These
differences, or the lack thereof, result in low correlation coefficient. With regard to
residence and education, it is shown that there correlation is more apparent, which
explains the significance of the correlation above. However, it is noticed that there is
a level of conformity across the groups within the same social spectrum. For example,

the participants with tertiary, secondary or middle education report comparable
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percentages that are deviating from those reported by the older participants. Similarly,
the urban and semi-urban are in conformity although being altogether very distinct
from the findings of the rural participants. Such pattern of linguistic behaviour means
that the variables of residence and education form categories rather than continua.
That is, the labelling of these variable as literate/educated vs. illiterate/uneducated

and rural vs. non-rural may yield more consistent findings.

The final item in the analysis is prepositional. The word “in front of” is
expressed by an Arabic loanword /jga:bal/ and a non-loanword /zza:e/. The
quantification of linguistic behaviour showed that the Arabic loanword is used by two
thirds of the participants (66.2%). The analysis of correlation shows that the use of
these variants is closely related to that of “love” and “morning” given that the
correlation coefficients is p = 0.750%* _ It is shown that these two latter words belong
to the group where both variants are used almost equally. This means that the social
factors that underpin the use of these two words are closely related to those
underpinning the use of “in front of”. To examine that, a frequency analysis is

performed across the social variables.

Table 5.101. Frequency Comparison of The Word “In front of”

Groups | Changed | Unchanged Groups Changed | Unchanged
Young 75% 25% Males 72.3% 27.7%
Mid. 70.5% 29.5% Females 60.8% 39.2%
Old 46.5% 53.5% uneducated 17.5% 82.5%
Urban | 79.1% 21.9% Primary/middle | 45.7% 54.3%
Semi. 67% 33% Secondary 82.1% 17.9%
Rural 14.6% 85.4% Tertiary 83.3% 16.6%

The table above shows that the males generally use the changed variant
/jq’a:bal/ more prevalently. However, the difference is not very apparent and can be
consequential to other factors that intertwine with gender. With regard to the
remaining social variables, it transpires that there is a fusion across two categories in
each variable spectrum. To be precise, the participants groups with secondary and
tertiary education, the semi-urban and the urban, in addition to the young and the

middle-aged show very high levels of coherence and are not contrastable. Rather,
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they can be grouped into overlapping groups that can be contrasted to the uneducated,

the rural and the old participant groups respectively.

With that in mind, it should be noted that the data displayed in the table above
amount to the conclusion that education and residence are the most prominent
determining factors that underpin the use of the changed variant of the preposition
“in front of”’; age has a less observable impact while gender is almost insignificant.
These conclusions are further substantiated by the analysis of correlation coefficient
which gives the values of p =-0.121* with gender, p =-0.224** with age, p = 0.477**

with education and p = -0.419** with residence.
5.7 Conclusion

The study of language change in the present study was divided into a formal
analysis that has the goal of analysing lexical items in isolation to see the traces of
borrowing from prospective languages of influence. The items that were found to
have more than one representation that are cross-linguistic rather than synonymous
are used as materials for the analysis of linguistic behaviour. To establish a ground
for the interpretation of the sociolinguistic interview findings, a questionnaire was
developed so as to have an understanding of individuals’ social and linguistic
background in addition to their attitude towards the different languages that make up

the Chaoui linguistic profile.

It was revealed in the discussion of the present study that there are significant
differences in the linguistic proficiency of the participants where proficiency in
French and MSA were linked principally to education and secondarily to age, with
gender and residence being of insignificant impact. The mastery of Algerian Arabic
was shown to be higher among middle-aged males regardless of their age and
education. Such findings were attributed to the high level of mobility that males of
this age group are marked with. With regard to language use, the study showed that
MSA and French are contextually very restricted; Algerian Arabic and Chaoui are
the main codes of interaction in most natural contexts. It is shown that residence and
age are the prime determinants of language use as young urban groups use Algerian
Arabic more often in contrast to old rural groups who predominantly use Chaoui.
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With regard to attitudes, the findings of the present study showed considerable
contrasts between the varieties as Berber and Chaoui were linked more to ethnicity
and patriotism; MSA and French to prestige and importance; and Algerian Arabic to

usefulness.

The interview findings showed that the lexical items can be categorised into
three groups, each representing a stage in language change. Variables that are
expressed chiefly through the unchanged variants are judged as representing an
instance of innovation or change at early stage; the fewer the instances of unchanged
variant use, the more advanced the phrase of change is. With regard to the interplay
of the social factors with linguistic behaviour, it was found that gender is almost
irrelevant, except in cases where there is a linguistic innovation. Age was found as a
significant variable that has a strong intertwine with education. Older and less
educated members are found to use the unchanged variants considerably more
observably. In cases where there is a balanced variation between the loanword and
non-loanword variants, middle-aged males were found to use the loanword variants
more. Finally, the impact of residence was shown as being key in explaining linguistic
behaviour. The differences in the use of changed/unchanged variants was found as
mainly attributable to region where rural participants use the unchanged variants

more.
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The goal of the present study is to shed light on a very important area of inquiry
in sociolinguistics research, language change. The motivation of the research stems
from the fact that despite the increasing number of researcher papers addressing the
sociolinguistic profile in Algeria, still, there is a noticeable paucity with regard to
many Algerian Arabic and non-Arabic varieties. The Berber dialects are noticeably
under-researched, and the scholarly context calls for more investigations at the level
of formal and functional features of these dialect with reference to the socio-cultural
features of their speech communities. The present study, thus, sought to address a
number of research concerns. First, it has the goal of developing a linguistic glossary
that, beyond the immediate context of the present study, can serve as a ready-to-use
secondary data for other researchers to meta-analyse. This goal was relatively attained
as the list of the present study consists of 1500 meaning items translated to Chaoui.
Meta-analytical procedures are warranted given the fact that the translated items are
provided with a morpho-syntactic and etymological gloss that helps re-evaluate the
outcomes of analysis. Second, the study as a primary concern to cross-reference
borrowability and borrowing status across words with different semantic content and
morpho-syntactic configurations. This goal is achieved as the list includes items that
are grouped on the basis of the semantic field, within which different word classes

are recognised.

The present study made use of an already tested data collection tool that proved
psychometric validity and measurement reliability. The findings obtained from the
study show that the items in the list include a number of non-loanwords. The
judgement of a word as a non-loanword arrives with a number of limitations. First, it
was noted that the evaluation of non-loanword status does not excluded prehistoric
borrowing processes. These processes are not available to the researcher at this
juncture of study. This piece of trivia does not pose a significant problem as the study
has a focused scope on language change that is induced by language contact in
modern frame of reference. That is, only French and Arabic-induced language change
Is addressed. Another limitation of the analysis is reported as the translated list does
not consider to the prospect of inter-dialectal borrowing. It is conceivable to assume

that the Chaoui dialect has undergone change that is induced by other adjacent, or
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even remote, dialects of Berber such as Kabyle. The investigation of such instances
is not possible for a number of reasons including: the researcher is not a speaker of
any of these dialects which means that introspection is possible as a comparative
study to Arabic and French. Moreover, there is, to the best of the researcher’s
knowledge, available lexical materials in different Berber varieties in such a way as

to allow the comparison of these dialect before and after the upsurge of mobility.

The second limitation revolves around the fact that the list provided for the
present study calls for a more exhaustive refinement so as to fit into the social
specificities of the target variety of analysis, aligning with the culture of the speech
community. A number of items in the list are irrelevant to the speakers, and many
other closely relevant items are missing from the list. However, the researcher
undertook the procedural decision not to restructure the list. This decision is
motivated by the fact that the researcher herself is not a native speaker of the dialect,
nor is she a member of the community, which means that an account of all cultural
and social niceties of the Chaoui community. The task of building an exhaustive
customised list would, otherwise, have been possible with the collaboration of
researchers whose native tongue is Chaoui and are well invested into the Berber
culture. In addition, developing the list on after the specificities of the Algerian
culture would similarly pose similar concerns. All in all, the epistemological, human
and temporal resources available at the researcher’s disposal made the task of
developing a more culture-fitting list beyond the capabilities of the present study.
Still, the researcher calls for a joint effort whose objective is to design a glossary that
can give a more refined insight into how the Chaoui dialect is impacted by other

prospective languages of influence.

The translation of the list in the present study is carried out by asking the native
speakers “how do you say x?”. This task, however seemingly unequivocal, can be
problematic. The correspond of lexical items is not always one-to-one, and different
speakers can provide different corresponding forms depending on their understanding
of the Arabic form provided to them. In many cases, the researcher undertook the task

of explaining the items to the informants so as to provide the closest approximation
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to its meaning. In addition, geographical and social variables cannot be all accounted
for with the available resources. This is due to the fact that the list is relatively
lengthy, and the informants, particularly those unacquainted with the researcher,
often lose interest and show signs of discomfort less than half an hour through the
interview. To overcome the complication of the researcher’s small network within
the Chaoui community, the researcher opted for providing incentive for the
informants. This measure improved the quality of the translation, but, unless the
translation is double-checked by educated native speakers of the dialect who are
interested in language researcher, any measurement of this kind is not completely

faithfully representative of the actual state of affairs.

The translation of the meaning items in the present study showed that
corresponding items fall within one of the following categories: (a) items that retained
their Berber origins, (b) items that show clear Arabic influence, (c) items that are
borrowed from French, (d) items that are shared between Chaoui and Algerian
Arabic, (e) items that have two variations from two donor languages, (f) items that
have phrasal rather than lexical representations and (g) items that have no equivalents.
Determining the category of each word is achieved by an examination of the
phonological structure of the translated word to track any possible phonological
resemblance to a word in French or Arabic. The resulting resemblance is then tested
for semantic relevance. This is motivated by the fact that not all phonologically close
words are consequential to borrowing; haphazard phonological resemblance cannot
be ruled out. The other step in the analysis is examining whether a word is represented

in one-word form or in phrasal form.

In the first category, we can find words that are considered as non-loanwords.
The labelling of a word as a non-loanword means that it shows no traces of Arabic of
French influence and, by no means, suggests that it is a trace of the proto-Berber
language. It is found that the distribution of these items across the semantic fields in
not equal. The semantic fields of the physical world, kinship and body have relatively
higher percentage of non-loanwords. Moreover, it is noticed that function words and

verbs constitute the greater portion of items in this list.
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The second category includes items that are of clear Arabic origins.
Throughout the analysis, the distinction between standard and non-standard Arabic
forms is uncalled for, more particularly when the distinction is phonological or subtly
semantic rather than lexical. That is, a word that is found in Algerian Arabic and has
a corresponding form, notwithstanding the semantic content, is considered as an
Arabic loanword provided that it conforms to the phonotactics of Arabic. The analysis
of the translated list showed that some semantic fields are densely packed with regard
to Arabic loanwords than others. For example, religion and belief, clothing and

grooming and the house have relatively higher percentages of Arabic loanwords.

The third category includes items that are represented in French loanword but
have no other Arabic or non-loanword coexisting alternative. Most of these words are
found to be used in both Algerian Arabic and Chaoui. This actually implies that there
IS a possibility that these items are borrowed from Algerian Arabic which,
transitively, borrowed them from French. This observation highlights one of the
limitations of borrowing research. Borrowing is a process of transfer linguistic items
from one language into another regardless of the source of the transferred items.
Etymology research, on the other hand, seeks to establish the source of the word with
reference to linguistic genealogy. The two areas of research are closely related by
essentially separable. The context of the present study investigates the process of
language change that is most consequential to language contact. It can, thus, be of
less relevance to discuss lexical etymology. However, given the lack of evidence,
etymological questions are placed within the centre of the discussion and processes
of transitive borrowing from French into Algerian Arabic and then, possibly, to
Chaoui are dismissed. It is shown that the semantic field of modern world has the
higher percentage of French borrowed words with nouns being inherently more

susceptible to change.

The forth category includes items includes items that are can be found in both
Algerian Arabic and Chaoui but have no seeming phonological resemblance in
French or Arabic words. Items within this category were the most problematic ones

as they do not allows the research to clearly identify the borrowed status of a word.
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Moreover, there is a very conceivable argument that Algerian Arabic has borrowed
these items from Berber varieties. Given the fact that there are little if any verbal
records of the Berber verities, all that the researchers can do in such cases is make a
learned speculation with respect to the etymology of these words based on the
phonotactics of the language. In many cases, these words were judged as non-
loanwords. However, such instances constitute a small, albeit noteworthy, portion of
the total items, which, despite the lack of empirical reliability, does not reduce the

quality of the findings but rather call for further research endeavour.

In many cases, it was revealed that the translation of one item did not
necessarily yield in one item. One item in English can translate to two or more items
in Chaoui. If the two resulting items are both judged as non-loanwords, here, the case
Is of a linguistic synonym or hyponymy which is not closely relevant to the scope of
the present study. However, when the resulting items pertain to two or more linguistic
systems (French, Arabic or Berber), it is more likely that the case corresponds to an
instance of variation. Cases of variation between two languages represent the basis
of the analysis of language change as these datasets constitute both an explanatory
aid for the role of linguistic and social variables in the materialisation of change and
a predictive tool that can identify possible routes of change. The present study showed
that non-loanwords exist along with Arabic and French loan-words in a number of

semantic field, but the instances are few and far between.

The sixth category that was shown in the present study is items that have
phrasal rather than lexical representations. The data analysed in the previous chapter
showed that a lexical items in English that is represented in one-word form can have
a two-word form in Chaoui. It is established in the literature that items that are of a
very close relevance to the speech community are more likely to be lexicalised. This
also meant that two-word form words in English can have a one-word form in Chaoui.
This was mostly noticeable in the kinship semantic field where the contrasting social
structures are reflected in the contrasting kinship lexicon. The present study

recommends a more exhaustive account of the kinship terms in Chaoui and other
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Berber varieties with the goal of further investigating how social peculiarities are

encoded in the lexicon.

The final category includes words that have no equivalence. What is noted in
the present study is that a number of items are irrelevant to the speakers of Chaoui by
means of containing meanings that are not part of the speakers’ environment. Words
in the semantic fields of religion, food, animal or even house can have no
corresponding form in Chaoui. This category is not to be confused with the previous
one inasmuch as the latter, despite not being lexicalised, are of relevance to the
speakers whereas the former includes meanings that are not recognisable in the
dialect. In addition to that, a number of items were not translated by dint of being
socially sensitive and entailing meanings that are social taboos. These items have a
place in the sociolinguistic analysis, but excluding them did not pose any practical
disadvantages, for their number is small and has been compensated for by other

meaning items.

The main conclusion of the translation list is that borrowability is partly
dependent on the word class of the item and the semantic content thereof. It is
concluded that nouns are inherently more susceptible to change than verbs and
function words. This was evident in the fact that there is a pattern across all semantic
fields that nominal loanwords are more ubiquitous than the verbal or the functional.
Moreover, it is concluded that semantic fields such as modern world, religion and

belief and clothing contain elements that are more prone to change.

The qualitative analysis of the translated list is supplemented with a
quantitative analysis at two levels: the questionnaire and the sociolinguistic interview.
The analysis of the participants’ mother tongues revealed that the greatest portion of
the participants are bilinguals by virtue of being native speakers of both Algerian
Arabic and Chaoui. One of the outcomes of the present study was the revelation that
not all of the speakers of Chaoui have native status. One third of the young
participants are not native speakers of Chaoui, and middle-aged individuals are
predominantly native speakers of both. It was concluded that age, residence and

education are the main social parameters that help account for the distribution of
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linguistic competence. Gender was concluded as not being of a close relevance to the

issue of the mother tongue.

The analysis of the mother tongue helped extend the sketching of the linguistic
profile of the Chaoui community by one generation as older participants reported the
mother tongues of their parents. Such analysis revealed that none of the older
generations are not native speakers of Chaoui. These findings amount to the
conclusion that there is a tendency among the younger generation not to be so vested
into the learning of Chaoui as a native tongue. This concern was shared by a number
of Chaoui speakers who voiced concerns about the Chaoui linguistic identity not

being preserved by the upcoming generations.

Although not all participants reported being native speakers of Chaoui, none
of them reported not having any level of proficiency in it. The majority of the speakers
were shown to have good levels of proficiency in Chaoui. Older and rural participants
are the highest in proficiency. The proficiency in MSA and French are strongly linked
to education as formal education is the main source of linguistic instruction in MSA
and French. However, it was found that MSA proficiency extended beyond the
context of formal instruction as a number of uneducated Chaoui speakers were found
to have some levels of proficiency in MSA. It was concluded that mobility was the
main source of proficiency in Algerian Arabic where middle-aged males are the most

proficient group.

The use of MSA was found to be very restricted in terms of the communicative
events. Social media platforms, school and mosques were the main settings that
licensed the use of MSA. However, it was concluded that the use of MSA in the
mosque does not include actual production of linguistic tokens. Rather, it was a
setting were language use was more reception-dominant. French was found as being
used mostly in social media context, and its use was very limited elsewhere.
Education, which is the main factor governing proficiency, was found as the primary
correlate of French use. One of the main conclusions of the present study is that
Algerian Arabic and Chaoui are used almost equally in the daily life contexts. A

considerable level of covariance was found among the social groups that are
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attributable mainly to age and region where younger urban individuals use Algerian

Arabic more often.

The analysis of attitudes revealed that Chaoui and Berber were associated with
the patriotic and ethnic symbolism; standard languages —MSA and French- with
prestige and beauty; and Chaoui and Algerian Arabic with usefulness. The covariance
within the analysed sample was attributed primarily to proficiency and, hence,
education while gender was not found as having distinctive markings. The attitudes
towards the use of loanwords showed that the Chaoui speakers have very positive
attitudes towards MSA as none of the participants found the use of Standard Arabic
words distortive of the Chaoui identity and language while French and Algerian
Arabic were subject to a significant level of variance that is essentially motivated by
the education variable. Interestingly, the expressed attitude contradicted the actual
linguistic behaviour as the educated groups showed more negative attitudes towards
the use of Arabic or French words. It was concluded that the reported attitudes are
not necessarily reflective of actual language use. A second conclusion was that the
educated individuals use more loanwords which enabled them to have more sense of

awareness about the linguistic conflict and the identity concerns.

The analysis of the questionnaire was supplemented with an analysis of actual
linguistic behaviour. It was concluded that the use of the changed variants allowed to
sketch a context for the path and phases of language change. The words were
categorised into three groups on the basis of how frequently the loanwords are used.
It was concluded that the middle-aged urban males are the main group that
demonstrates a use of the changed variants and that gender differences are observable
only in the initial stages of language change where the loanword variants are judged
as representing instances of innovation. In the later stages of language change, gender
differences dwindle and the observable covariance in the linguistic behaviour is
explained mainly in terms of residence and education. It was concluded that there is
a significant level of conformity in the use of the variants between the urban and
semi-urban as well as the middle-aged and young groups which can be contrasted to

rural and old groups. The final conclusion that was found is that no apparent

302



GENERAL CONCLUSION

language-internal factors were found to stigmatise change or prompt it. In view of
that, the present study recommends more research to be conducted with the sole focus
of determining what morpho-lexical properties can factor in the initiation and

propagation of language change.
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APPENDICES



Loanword Typology Meaning List

Appendix A

Semantic Field 1: The physical World

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
List
1 | world /ddu:ni:e/ /ddunja:/Sa:lam/ (world)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ISa:lam/ /ddonja/ISa:lam/(world)Alg-Ar

2 |land leamu:re/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

3 | soil [fya:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

4 | dust [?ayabba:r/ /yuba:r/(dust)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[lyabba:r/(dust)/Alg-Ar

5 | mud ftsla:xe/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

6 |sand frmal/ /raml/(sand)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rmal/(sand)Alg-Ar

7 | Mountain/hill | /[?adra:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

8 | Cliff/precipice | /zadi:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

9 | plain [?abasli/ /baSlu/(plain)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/baSli/(plain)Alg-Ar

9 | plain [tdra:rt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

10 | valley [?iyzor/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

11 | island /3azi:ra/ /3azi:ra/(island)Arabic Clearly borrowed

12 | mainland lea:mu:re/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

13 | shore [?alla:y/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

14 | cave /Ika:f/ /kahf/ (cave)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ikahf/(cave)Alg-Ar

14 | cave [?i:fri/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

15 | water [?ama:n/ [?ama:n/(safety)Arabic Clearly borrowed

16 | sea /labhar/ /bahr/(sea)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lobhar/(sea)Alg-Ar

17 | calm [?issu:som/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

18 | rough (2) [?i:solla:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

19 | foam [rraywoe/ /raywa/(foam)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rraywa/(foam)Alg-Ar

20 | ocean /labhar/ /bahr/(sea)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lobhar/(sea)Alg-Ar

21 | lake Ita:la/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

22 | bay No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence

23 | lagoon No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence

24 | reef No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence

25 | cape [?afJou/?i:xf/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

26 | wave [Iza:10e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

27 | tide No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence

28 | Low tide No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence

29 | high tide No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence

30 | River/stream | /su:f/tayi:t/?i:yzor | Berber No evidence for borrowing

/




31 | whirlpool /taxorra:rt/ Ixarrara/(sound of water running) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
32 | Spring/well lea:fsu:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
33 | swamp /Igaltoe/ /goalta/ (swamp)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed
34 | waterfall [?aforfa:r/ ljufarfir/(to flow)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[ifarfar/(to flow)Alg-Ar
35 | woods or [?adra:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
forest
36 | savanna /tamu:rt /tamu:rt taSarja:nt/(land with no
taCarja:nt/ trees)Berber
[Sa:ri:/(naked)Arabic
[Sarja:n/(naked)Alg-Ar
37 | wood Mu:h/ /lawh/(wood)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/llu:h/(wood)Alg-Ar
38 | stoneorrock | /?2azro//?asagri:w/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
39 | earthquake /zalza:l/ Izilza:l/(earthquake)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/zalzla/(earthquake)Alg/Ar
40 | sky [?azonna/ /zanna/(heaven)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Izonnal/(heaven)Alg-Ar
41 |sun leafu:ke/ Berber
41 |sun llgajla/ /gajlu:la/(nap)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lgajla/(nap)Alg/Ar
42 | moon fju:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
43 | star [?iera:n/ /eurajja/(luster)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed
44 | lightning /Ibarg/ /barg/(lightning)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ibrag/g/(lightning)Alg-Ar
45 | thunder IrSad/ /ragd/(thunder)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/r€ad/(thunder)Alg-Ar
45 | thunder [?adzen/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
46 | bolt of /taraofief /ragd/(thunder)Arabic Clearly borrowed
lightning /rS ad/(thunder) Alg-Ar
47 | storm /0afa33a:3/ /Saza:3/(storm/cloud of dust) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/1aS3a:3/(storm/cloud of dust)Alg-
Ar
48 | rainbow /taslize no:nza:r Berber No evidence for borrowing
49 | light /0505 Aw/ /0°aw?/(light)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/050°Aw) (light)Alg-Ar
50 | darkness [sala:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
51 | shade or lei:li:/ /0%ill/(shadow)Arabic Clearly borrowed
shadow /d°05Al/(shadow)Alg-Ar
52 | dew /nnda/ /nada:/(dew)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/nnda/(dew)Alg-Ar
53 | air /lohwa/ /hawa:?/(air)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lohwa/(air)Alg-Ar
54 | wind /rrich/ /ri:h/(wind)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rri:h/(wind)Alg-Ar
55 | cloud /ssha:b/ /saha:b/(cloud)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssha:b/(cloud)Alg-Ar
56 | fog lea:gu:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
57 | rain /nnawwoe/ /nnaw?/(heavy rain)Arabic Clearly borrowed

/nnoww/(rain)Alg-Ar




57 | rain [?anza:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
58 | snow [?a:0fal/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
59 |ice [?a:3rizs/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
60 | arctic lights No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence
61 | To freeze [?adizommad/ ltasammada/(freeze)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[3mad/(freeze)Alg-Ar
61 | To freeze [?adjoqrof/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
62 | The weather Izaw/ /3aw/(weather)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Izaw/(weather)Alg-Ar
63 | The fire /1S afi:fe/ [Sa:fija/(health/welfare)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ISa:fja/( health/welfare) Alg-Ar
64 | The flame [2afti:woz/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
65 | The smoke /ddoxxa:n/ /duxxa:n/(smoke)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/dduxxa:n/(smoke)Alg-Ar
66 | The steam /Iofa:r/ /lofwa:r/(steam)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed
Ivapcer/(vapeur) (steam)French
67 | The ash [?1:ya0/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
68 | the embers lei:rzi:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
69 | toburn (1) /johraq/ /haraqa/(burn)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/hrag/(burn)Alg-Ar
70 | toburn (2) /jory’a:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
71 | to light /jfassal/ /juf¥il/(to light)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[?a:0falloy/ /jfaSSal/(to light)Alg-Ar
72 | toextinguish | /jossoxsi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
73 | match [zzAlAmi:t/ [zzAlami:t/(match)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed
[?alyms:t/(allumette)(match)
French
74 | firewood [?1:kafJo:ton/ Not identified Not identified
75 | charcoal lei:rzi:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
76 | ravine [su:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
77 | pool [?a:nu/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
78 | Shooting star | /2a:sfod%/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




Semantic Field 2: Kinship

N | Meaning List Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
1 person [?amatfu:¢/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
2 man [?arga:z/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
3 woman /t/hamatto:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
4 male (1) [?a:wam/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
5 female (1) /ta:weome/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
6 boy [?a:hju:j/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
7 young man [?aqijja:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
8 girl /tahju:ge / Berber No evidence for borrowing
9 young woman ltaqgijja:re/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
10 | child (1) [?a:hju:j/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
11 | baby [?a:h0%1:0¢/ Not identified Not identified
11 | baby /Idofa:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
12 | husband [?arga:z/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
13 | wife /tamoatto:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
14 | to marry /jorfal/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
15 | wedding/ /ea:mayra/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
marriage [arrfi:l/
16 | divorce [Ru:lli:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
17 | father /ba:ba/ False cognates False cognates
18 | mother /jomma/ False cognates False cognates
19 | parents /lwa:ldi:n/ /wa:lidajn/(parents) Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/lwa:ldi:n/(parents) Alg-Ar
20 | married man /jorfel/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
21 | married woman | /harfel/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
22 | son /mommi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
23 | daughter /jalli/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
24 | child (2) /ta:hju:ge / Berber No evidence for borrowing
25 | brother [?u:ma/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
26 | older brother [?a:monzu/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
27 | younger brother | /ma:zo:z/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
28 | sister /wotma/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
29 | older sister /tamonzu:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
30 | younger sister /tamazo:ze/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
31 | sibling /ti:wolli:/ta:wma:t/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
32 | older sibling /tamoanzu:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
33 | younger sibling | /tamazo:ze/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
34 | twins [?acni:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
35 | grandfather /dodda/ /3add/(grandfather) Arabic | Not clearly identified
/da:da/(grandmother)Alg- | Perhaps borrowed
Ar
36 | old man [Ra:mya:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
[?a:wassa:r/
37 | grandmother /naonna/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
38 | old woman ltaxmya:re/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
/ta:wassa:re/
39 | grandparents [?i:dodda:won/ /zudu:d/(grandparents)Ara | Not clearly identified
bic Perhaps borrowed
/33du:d/(grandparents)Alg-
Ar
40 | grandson [ajja:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




41

granddaughter

ltajja:wt/

Berber

No evidence for borrowing

42

grandchild

[?ajja:w/

Berber

No evidence for borrowing

43

uncle

No equivalence

No equivalence

No equivalence

44

mother’s brother

[ xa:li:/

/xa:l/(mother’s brother)
Arabic

/xa:li/(my mother’s
brother) Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

45

father’s brother

1zi:zi:/

Berber

46

aunt

No equivalence

No equivalence

No equivalence

47

mother’s sister

/xa:lel/

/xa:la/(mother’s
sister)Arabic
/xa:la/(mother’s
sister)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

48

father’s sister

[/€ammei/

/Samma/(father’s sister)
Arabic
/Samma/(father’s
sister)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

49

nephew

/mammi:s nu:ma/

Berber

No evidence for borrowing

50

niece

/mammi:s nu:tma/

Berber

No evidence for borrowing

51

sibling’s child

/mommi:s an
ti:walli/
/jallizs on ti:walli/

/mommi:s an/(son of)
Berber
/ti:walli/(siblings) Berber
/jalli:s oan/(daughter of)
Berber

/ti:walli/(siblings) Berber

No evidence for borrowing

52

cousin

/mammi:s an zi:zi:/

Berber

No evidence for borrowing

52

cousin

/mommi:s an xa:li:/

/mammi:s an/(son of)
Berber

/xa:l/(mother’s brother)
Arabic

/xa:l/(mother’s brother)
Alg-Ar

Phrasal equivalence

52

cousin

/mammi:s an
xa:lei:/

/mommi:s an/(son of)
Berber
/xa:la/(mother’s
sister)Arabic
/xa:la/(mother’s sister)
Alg-Ar

Phrasal equivalence

52

cousin

/mommi:s an
Camei:/

/mommi:s an/(son of)
Berber
/Samma/(father’s sister)
Arabic
/Samma/(father’s sister)
Alg-Ar

Phrasal equivalence

53

ancestors

[?i:dadda:wan/

/zudu:d/(grandparents)Ara
bic
/33du:d/(grandparents)Alg-
Ar

Not clearly identified
Perhaps borrowed

54

descendants

/ea:rwa/

Berber

No evidence for borrowing

55

father-in-law (of
a man)

[?a:nsi:b/

/nasi:b/(kin/relative)Arabic
Insi:b/(relatives in law)
Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed




56 | father-in-law (of | /?amya:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
a woman)
57 | mother-in-law [tansi:bt/ /nasi:b/(kin/relative)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
(of a man) Insi:b/(relatives in law)
Alg-Ar
58 | mother-in-law /hamya:rt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
(of a woman)
59 | parents-in-law [?a:nsi:b/ /nasi:b/(kin/relative)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
Insi:b/(relatives in law)
Alg-Ar
60 | son-in-law (of a | /?a:nsi:b/ /nasi:b/(kin/relative)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
man) Insi:b/(relatives in law)
Alg-Ar
61 | son-in-law (of a | /?ansi:b/ /nasi:b/(kin/relative)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
woman) Insi:b/(relatives in law)
Alg-Ar
62 | daughter-in-law | /ta:cnna/ /kanna/(daughter in Clearly borrowed
(of @ man) law)Arabic
/konna/(daughter in
law)Alg-Ar
63 | daughter-in-law | /ta:cnna/ /kanna/(daughter in Clearly borrowed
(of a woman) law)Arabic
/konna/(daughter in
law)Alg-Ar
64 | brother-in-law [a:lu:s/ /lu:si/(brother-in-law) Alg- | Very little evidence for
(of a woman) Ar borrowing
65 | sister-in-law (of | /ta:lu:st/ [lu:sti/(sister-in-law) Alg- | Very little evidence for
a woman) Ar borrowing
66 | stepfather [?arga:z jomma:s/ | /?arga:z/(man/husband) Phrasal equivalence
Berber
/jomma:s/(mom) false
cognate
67 | stepmother Na:lla:s/ [?a:la/(to Clearly borrowed
govern/lead/guide) Arabic
68 | stepson [?a:rbi:b/ [rabi:b/(stepson)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[rbi:b/(stepson)Alg-Ar
69 | stepdaughter /ta:rbi:be/ [rabi:b/(stepson)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[rbi:b/(stepson)Alg-Ar
70 | orphan [?aguszi:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
71 | widow /ta:dza:le/ /hazala/(to throw) Arabic | Perhaps borrowed
[/?ahzala/(to ignore/neglect/
lose) Arabic
/hazu:l/hawsal/(prostitute)
Arabic
/hazza:la/(not married/
divorced/widow) Alg-Ar
72 | widower [?a:dza:l/ /hazala/(to throw) Arabic | Perhaps borrowed

[?ahzala/(to ignore/neglect/
lose) Arabic
/hazu:l/hawszal/(prostitute)
Arabic

/hazza:l/(not married/
divorced/widower) Alg-Ar




73 | relatives /ei:walli:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
74 | family /taxxa:me Berber No evidence for borrowing
75 | | /natf/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
76 | you (singular) [fokk/lfamm/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
mas/fem
77 | helshelit No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence
78 | he /notta/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
79 | she /notta:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
80 | it /notta/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
81 |we /nafni/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
82 | we (inclusive) No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence
83 | we (exclusive) No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence
84 | you (plural) /¢inwi/¢i:nnomei:/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
mas-fem
85 | they /nahni/na:hanti/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
86 | child-in-law /tagonna/ /kanna/(daughter-in-law) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/konna/(daughter in law)
Alg-Ar
86 | Child-in-law [?ansi:b/ /nasi:b/(kin/relative)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
Insi:b/(relatives in law)
Alg-Ar
87 | sibling-in-law [?a:lu:s/ /lu:s/(brother-in-law) Alg- | Very little evidence for
Ar borrowed
89 | Fellow wife /tagonna/ /kanna/(daughter-in-law) | Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/konna/(daughter in law)
Alg-Ar
90 | Brother in law [?ansi:b/ /nasi:b/(kin/relative)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
(man’s side) Insi:b/(relatives in law)
Alg-Ar
91 | Sisterin law /tansi:bt/ /nasi:ba/(kin/relative)Arabi | Clearly borrowed

(man’s side)

C
Insi:ba/(relatives in law)
Alg-Ar




Semantic Field 3: Animals

N Meaning List | Chaouia Sourse Word Borrowing Status

1 Animal /Ihajawa:n/ /hajawa:n/(animal)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Thajawa:n/(animal)Alg-Ar

1 Animal [?ayarsi:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

2 Male (2) [?a:weam/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

3 Female (2) /ta:weame/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

4 Livestock [?ikaSa:z/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

5 Pasture [?i:gor/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

6 Herdsman [?asarra:h/ /jasrah/(to lead herd)Alg-Ar | Clearly borrowed

7 Stable/stall Ita:zri:bt/ [zari:ba/(stable)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/zri:ba/(stable)Alg-Ar

8 cattle [ulli/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

9 bull [?afuna:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

10 |ox [?afuna:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

11 | cow /tafuna:st/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

12 | calf /I;a%gmi/taqsgmi: [Sazmi/(calf)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed

[§)

13 | sheep [2ulli/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

14 | ram [ufric/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

15 |ewe /hufri:ce/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

16 | lamb [?i:zmoar/ti:zmoar | Berber No evidence for borrowing

of

17 | boar [?axontu:f/ Ixantu:f/(snab nose/small pig) | Very little evidence for
Alg-Ar borrowing

17 | boar [?1:1af/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

18 | sow /haxantu: fe/ Ixantu:f/(snab nose/small Very little evidence for
pig)Alg-Ar borrowing

19 | pig [?axontu:f/ Ixantu:f/(snab nose)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for

borrowing

19 | pig [?i:1af/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

20 | goat [?akoSS0:7/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

21 | he-goat [?aSseru:s/ [Satru:s/(he-goat)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed

21 | she-goat ltya:t/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

22 | kid [?iyi:0%tiyi:0%t/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing

23 | horse [?i:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

24 | stallion [?i:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

25 | mare /ISu:8’al /ISawda/(mare)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed

26 | Foallcolt [?azhi:h/ [3ahf/(foal)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/33ahf/(foal)Alg-Ar

27 | donkey [?ayju:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

28 | mule [?asordu:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

29 | fowl Ar

30 | cock/rooster Iga:zi:0¢/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

31 | hen ltga:zi:t/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

32 | chicken [?igoza:o/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

33 | goose [?asardu:k/ /sardu:k/(rooster)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for

borrowing

34 | duck /Ibatt/ /batt/(duck)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ibatt/(duck)Alg-Ar

35 | nest [?a:ceof/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

36 | bird [?a:fro:x/ [farx/(little bird)Arabic Clearly borrowed




37 | seagull No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
38 | heron No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
39 | Eagle [faligu/ /falkon/(eagle)French Clearly borrowed
39 | eagle /gi:dar/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
40 | hawk [faligu/ /falkon/(eagle)French Clearly borrowed
41 | vulture /birbi:§/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
42 | Bat /tajla:lt n ji:0%/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
43 | parrot No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
44 | Crow [3a:rof/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
45 | Dove ftmi:1li/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
46 | Owl /hbu:gae/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
47 | cormorant No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
48 | toucan No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
49 | Dog [?ayorzo:l/?ajoi/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
50 | rabbit [?agarzi:z/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
51 | Cat /mo:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
52 | opossum /gu:ndi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
53 | Mouse/rat [?ayord‘a/?adya: | Berber No evidence for borrowing
y/
54 | Fish [?a:slom/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
55 | Fin /ta:fort/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
56 | Scale [?faqfir/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
57 | Gill No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
58 | Shell I3ayla:1 labhar/ | /yila:la/(underclothing) Clearly borrowed
[tayallala/(to get into
something)
[/3aylollu/(snail)Alg-Ar
59 | shark lqirfl [qirf/(shark)Arabic Clearly borrowed
60 | Porpoise/dolphi | /dulfi:n/ /dulfi:n/(dolphin)Arabic Clearly borrowed
n
61 | whale [?a:slom Berber No evidence for borrowing
amogra:n/
62 | stingray No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
63 | freshwater eel No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
64 | Wolf /?a:¢Sab/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
65 | Lion [a:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
66 | Bear /dubb/ /dub/(bear)Arabic
67 | Fox [?a:¢Sab/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
68 | Deer fta:dmu:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
69 | monkey /1qard/ /qird/(monkey)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Igard/(monkey)Alg-Ar
69 | monkey 12ASt0:t/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
70 | elephant Ifi:l/ [fi:l/(elephant)(Arabic) Clearly borrowed
71 | camel [?a:lyom/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
72 | insect [?aboxu/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
73 | head louse /ti:llogt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
74 body louse /ti:1lagt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
75 | Nit [?1:maqdan/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
76 | Flea /co:rdi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




77 | centipede /nna:qsa/ /na:qisa/(incomplete/imperfec | Clearly borrowed
t)Arabic
/na:qsa/(incomplete/imperfect
) Alg-Ar
78 | scorpion [tyi:rd‘omt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
79 | cockroach [?i:boxxa:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
80 | Ant /ti:god ot/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
81 | spider /rrei:la/ [rutajla:?/(big spider)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
[rti:la/(spider)Alg-Ar
81 | Spider [?i:wlalli:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
82 | spider web /rrei:la/ [rutajla:?/(big spider)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
[rti:la/(spider web) Alg-Ar
83 | Bee ltzi:zwi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
84 | beeswax /ffmas n [fam¢/(wax)Arabic Clearly borrowed
tzi:zwa/ [fyma¢/(wax)Alg-Ar
85 | beehive ltazja:t/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
86 | wasp [?abarzi:zu/ rzazzil(wasp)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
[?i:rzozzil borrowing
87 | Fly [?izi:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
88 Standfly/midge/gn /tbaSo:t/ /bafo:0%a/(midge/gnat) Arabic | Clearly borrowed
a
89 | mosquito /tnamu:st/ /na:mu:sa/(mosquito)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/namu:sa/(mosquito)Alg-Ar
/mu:sti:k/(moustique)French
90 | Prawns/shrimp | /kreva:t/ /kreva:t/(shrimp)French Clearly borrowed
(crevette)
91 | termites /ti:¢adfin Berber No evidence for borrowing
ti:moallali:n/
92 | Tick /tasallu:ft/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
93 | worm /takotfa/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
94 | snake /ta:lofsa/fi:yor/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
/$a:0%/?1:zrom/
[?alofsi:w/
95 | coyote No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
96 Hare [?agorzi:z/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
97 | quail No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
98 | raccoon No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
99 | squirrel No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
100 | reindeer/caribou | No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
101 | elk/moose [?a:0mu/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
102 | beaver /qundus/ /qundus/(beaver)Arabic Clearly borrowed
103 | kangaroo Iskippi/ /skipi:/(skippy)(characterized | Not identified
by skipping
movements)English
104 | anteater No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
105 | jaguar [?aj¢sal/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
106 | firefly No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
107 | chameleon Itbu:jja/ /Ibu:ja/(chameleon)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed
/buwja/(colouring
paint) Turkish
108 | buffalo [?afuna:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




109 | butterfly [?afartotto/ /fartatto/(butterfly) Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
110 | grasshopper /bu:rei/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
Itmu:ryi/
111 | snail /dzayla:l/ lyila:la/(underclothing) Clearly borrowed
[tayallala/(to get into
something)
[3aylallu/(snail)Alg-Ar
112 | frog [?a:3ro/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
113 | lizard /bu:rju:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
114 | Crocodile/alligato | /timsa:h/ /timsa:h/(crocodile)Arabic Clearly borrowed
r
115 | turtle [fakro:n/ /kafro:n/(hard cover for Clearly borrowed
protection) classical Arabic
/kofr/(to cover something)
[fakro:n/(turtle)Alg-Ar
116 | tapir No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
117 | Peregrine Igida:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
Falcon
118 | crab Itizko:rzma/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




Semantic Field 4: Body

N Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
List
1 body /labden/ /badan/(body)Arabic Clearly borrowed
2 skin or hide | /?a:gli:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
3 flesh [?a:¢su:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
4 hair [?i:za:won/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
5 beard /tma:re/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
6 body hair [za:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
7 pubic hair Not translated Not translated Not translated
8 dandruff /ti:sonsant/ /ti:nasnast/(dandruff)Alg-Ar | Very little evidence for
borrowing
9 blood /?10a:mmon/ /damm/(blood)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ddom/(blood)Alg-Ar
10 | Vein/artery [?izo:ra:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
11 | bone [?1:yos/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
12 |rib [?iya:llon/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
13 | horn [?affau / Berber No evidence for borrowing
14 | tail [?abaSs0:s/ /bufso:s/(tailbone)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/IbaSso:s/(tailbone)Alg-Ar
15 | back [tizyordfi:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
16 | spine [?i:masla:n/ /masla:n/(lower back)Alg.Ar | Very little evidence for
borrowing
17 | head [?1:xf/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
18 | temples [?i:xsa:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
19 | skull /tamalyi:yt/ /malyi:ya/(skull)Alg.Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
20 | brain [?a:1lon/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
21 | face [?u:00m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
22 | forehead /timmi:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
23 | jaw /hma:gri:we/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
24 | cheek [?ima:ggon/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
25 | chin /tmagri:wt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
26 | eye /tizttawi:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
27 | eyebrow /lohwa:3ab/ /hawazib/(eyebrows)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lohwa:30b/(eyebrows)Alg-Ar
28 | eyelid [?abli:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
29 | eyelash [?abli:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
30 | to blink [?issa:bla:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
31 |ear [?a:maz3i:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
32 | earlobe [tagalgu:lt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
33 | earwax [?asalyay Berber No evidence for borrowing
nu:mo33i/
34 | nose [?a:xonfu:f/ /xanafa/(to boast/brag/)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
35 | nostril ftiznza:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
36 | nasal mucus |/ ?i:xonfa:r/ Not identified No identified
37 | mouth [?21:mi:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
38 | beak [?aqonsu:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
39 lip [[wa:rab/ [fawa:rib/(lip)Arabic Clearly borrowed

[fwa:rob/(lip)Alg-Ar




39 |lip [fna:far/ [fna:for/(lips)Alg-Ar Very little evidence of
borrowing
40 | tongue [?i:los/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
41 | tooth [ti:yma:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
42 | gums [?a:ksu:m an Berber No evidence for borrowing
ti:yma:s/
43 | molar tooth [ti:ymast/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
44 | neck [?iri/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
45 | nape of neck | /ta:gru:me/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
46 | throat [?agarzu:m/ /go:r3/(throat)French Very little evidence for
/gar3zu:ma/(throat)Alg-Ar borrowing
47 | shoulder [tayro:t/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
48 | Shoulder lta:yro:t/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
blade
49 | collarbone [tigorza:m/ /go:r3/(throat)French Very little evidence for
/gorzu:ma/(throat)Alg-Ar borrowing
50 |arm [?ayi:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
51 | armpit /ta:ddoxt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
52 | elbow [20:xf uyicl/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
53 | wrist /lagbat/ /gabda/(fist)Arabic Clearly borrowed
54 | hand Ifu:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
55 | palm of hand | /ti:mod3olt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
56 | finger [?1:0%0:0°a:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
57 | thumb [?1:gmoz/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
58 | fingernail [?’a:fJ3:rn/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
59 | claw [?i:xabba;fon/ /jaxdifu/(scratch)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jxabbaf/jagbaf/(scratch)Alg-
Ar
60 | leg /ssa:g/ /sa:g/(leg)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssa:g/(leg)Alg-r
61 | thigh [?amosi:0f/ /massa:ta/(butt)Alg-Ar Very little evidence of
/eamasa:t/ borrowing
thigh [?amafJa:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
62 | calf of leg /?:ksu:m nssa:g/ | Berber and Arabic Phrasal equivalence
63 | knee /fu:d/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
64 | foot /oa:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
65 | ankle /nnafgal/ /mifsal/(foot joint)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Imafsal/(foot joint)Alg-Ar
66 | heel [?inizrz/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
67 | footprint /lma:rae/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
68 | toe /ti:fodni:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
69 | wing [?afri:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
70 | feather [?abotfi:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
71 | chest [?a:0mor/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
72 | breast /?aSabbu:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
[?a:bbu:f/
73 | nipple/teat [?1:xf na:bbu:f/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
74 | udder [?aSabbu:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
75 | navel lta:S3u:st/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
/tmi:t/
76 | belly [?a:Saddi:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

[?a:¢obbu:f/




77 | heart [u:ll Berber No evidence for borrowing
78 | lung lturawi:n/ /ri?a/(lung)Arabic Clearly borrowed
rijja/(lung)Alg-Ar
79 | liver Itsal Berber No evidence for borrowing
80 kidney Iti:gozzalt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
81 | spleen [?i:narfad/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
82 | stomach /Imi:Sda/ /maSida/(stomach)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ImaSda/(stomach)Alg-Ar
83 | intestines MNiz:wi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
[?1:¢si/
83 | intestines [?a:masra:n/ /musra:n/(intestine)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Imusra:n/(intestine) Alg-Ar
84 | waist /lagra:bi/ /Ikarba/(buttocks)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
85 | hip /ti:maffu;fa/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
86 | buttocks Not translated Not translated Not translated
87 | sinew or [?i:fula:n Berber No evidence for borrowing
tendon nu:ksu:m/
88 | womb [?akatfi:tf/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
89 | testicles Not translated Not translated Not translated
90 | penis Not translated Not translated Not translated
91 | vagina Not translated Not translated Not translated
92 | wvulva Not translated Not translated Not translated
93 | to breathe [u:nfi/ [?anf/(nose)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/naffa/(blow nose)Arabic
[tanaffasa/(breathe)Arabic
94 | toyawn [?i:tmaSa:o/ [?imtaSad‘a/(resent)Arabic Very little evidence for
borrowing
95 | to hiccough /ti:xsot/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
96 | to cough [?i:ttussi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
97 | tosneeze 21 attos/ /jaStis/(sneeze)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jaStos/(sneeze)Alg-Ar
98 | to perspire [?i:toddoa0/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
99 | to spit [?i:su:si:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
100 | to vomit [?i:rrad/ /jaroddu/(return)Arabic No evidence for borrowing
/jrodd(return/vomit)Alg-Ar
100 | to vomit [?1:Suqqad/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
101 | to bite [?ij0orrom/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
102 | to lick [?i:ttallay/ /jaliyu/(lick)Arabic Clearly borrowed
103 | to dribble [?i:slu:ddei/ Not identified No identified
104 | to sleep [?1:ttos/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
105 | to snore [?1:jtfaxa:r/ /jaJxor/(snore)Arabic clearly
/jafxor/(snore)Alg-Ar
106 | to dream [Ritta:tzi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
107 | to wake up [?i:kradd/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
108 | to fart /ifaf]l [faffa/(to blow)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/yfoffl(deflate)Alg-Ar
109 | to piss ljbazzat/ [jbazzat/(squirt)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
110 | to shit /jbarrat/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
111 | to have sex Not translated Not translated Not translated
112 | to shiver [?i:ttarzi:zi/ [jartazzu/(shiver)Arabic Clearly borrowed




[jarzufu/(shiver)Arabic
/jarzof/(shiver)Alg-Ar

113 | to bathe [?i:ssa:ra:o/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
114 | to beget /?adja:ru/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
115 | to be born ljuro:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
116 | pregnant /su:Saddi:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
117 | to conceive [?atta:ru/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
118 | be alive /jaddoar/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
119 | life /tamaddu:rt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
120 | todie /josra:g_rro:h/ /jassra:g/(to take) Berber Clearly borrowed
/rro:h/(soul)Arabic
121 | dead /jommu:e/ /jamu:tu/(die)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jmu:t/(die)Alg-Ar
122 | to drown /joymag/ /jayraqu/(drown)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/joyrag/(drown)Alg-Ar
/ya:mig/(deep)Arabic
/ya:moaq/(deep)Alg-Ar
123 | to kill /janyA/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
124 | corpse /Imajjot/ /majjit/(dead body)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Imgjjat/(dead body) Alg-Ar
125 | carcass /labden/ /badan/(body)Arabic Clearly borrowed
126 | to bury /jaybar/ /yabara/(raise dust)Arabic Clearly borrowed
127 | grave [?ani:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
128 | strong [?axorfo:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
129 | weak [ta:xna/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
130 | healthy /ssahhoe/ /sihha/(health)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/shi:h/(healthy)Alg-Ar
131 | sick/ill [?amado:n/ /0°ana:/(very sick)Arabic Not identified
132 | fever /ti:most/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
133 | goitre/goiter | /ti:gorza:m /go:r3/(throat)French Not identified
njizri/ /gar3u:ma/(throat)Alg-Ar
[?i:ri/(neck)Berber
134 | cold [?agommi: 0%/ /samm/(poison)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/somm/(poison/coldness)
135 | disease /?a:mdfa:n/ /o°ana:/(very sick)Arabic Clearly borrowed
136 | wound/sore | /lazr’ah/ /3urh/(wound)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[Izurh)(wound)Alg-Ar
136 | wound/sore | /?adoddi:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
137 | bruise ltizgei:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
138 | swelling [?i:mmad‘ra:n/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
lju:f/
139 | itch /?a¢ma:z/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
140 | to scratch [?i:commoz/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
141 | blister /tizfi:dlawi:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
/tfi:ghi/
boil /tizsayloagt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
143 | pus [?a:rsal/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
144 | scar [fJi:nae/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
145 | to cure [?i:tda:wa/ /juda:wi:/(to cure)Arabic Clearly borrowed

/jodda:wa/( to be cured)Alg-
Ar
/jda:wi/(to cure)Alg-Ar




146 | physician [?a:tbi:b/ /tabi:b/(doctor)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/tbi:b/(doctor)Alg-Ar

147 | medicine [?addwa/ /dawa:?/(medicine)Arabic
/ddwa/(medicine)Alg-Ar

148 | poison /rrhad3z/ [rahz/(poisonous dust)Arabic
[rrahz/(poison)Alg-Ar

149 | tired [?adrag/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

150 | to rest [?adisra:h/ /jarta:h/jastari:h/(to Clearly borrowed
rest)Arabic
/yarta:h/jrijah/(to rest)Alg-Ar

151 | lazy [?afonja:n/ [fe:njan/(lazy)French Cleary borrowed
/fonja:n/(lazy)Alg-Ar

152 | bald [?aforta:s/ /farta:s/(bold)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for

borrowing

152 | bald [?agarSi:t/ [?aqraS/(bold)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/graS/(bold)Alg-Ar

153 | lame [?azoha:f/ /zaha:f/(creeper/crawler)Arab | Clearly borrowed
ic
/zaha:f/(creeper/crawler)Alg-
Ar

154 | deaf [?a:Sagu:n/ /Sajju:n/(who speaks with Clearly borrowed
difficulty)Arabic
/Saggu:n/(deaf/mute/who
stutters) Alg-Ar

155 | mute [?a:Sagu:n/ /Sajju:n/(who speaks with Clearly borrowed
difficulty)Arabic
/Saggu:n/(deaf/mute/who
stutters) Alg-Ar

156 | blind [?adarya:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

157 | drunk [?asokra:n/ [sakra:n/(drunk)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sokra:n/(drunk)Alg-Ar

158 | naked [?aSarja:n/ /Surja:n/(naked)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[Sarja:n/(naked) Alg-Ar

159 | people [?1:wdfa:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

160 | Human being | /buna:dom/ [?ibnu ?a:dam/(son of Clearly borrowed
Adam)Arabic
/bna:dom/(human)Alg-Ar

161 | Tip of the [?a:nay/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

tongue
162 | Paranasal /Ixra:fom/ Ixaja:fi:m/(paranasal Clearly borrowed
sinusis sinusis)Arabic

163 | saliva Itisusa:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

164 | phlegm [?anaxxi:m/ /nuxa:ma/(phlegm)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/tonxi:ma/(phlegm)Alg-Ar

165 | throat [?:gorzu:m/ /go:r3/(throat)French Clearly borrowed
/gorzu:ma/(throat)Alg-Ar

166 | tonsils /lagra:zom/ /go:r3/(throat)French Clearly Borrowed
/gorzu:ma/(throat)Alg-Ar

167 | throat [?iriz/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

168 | hump [taGarSu:re/ /Surura/(top of a Very little evidence for
thing)Arabic borrowing

169 | pancreas [?i:norfod’/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




170 | gallbladder Ri:zi:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
171 | muscle /ta:lohi:me/ /lahm/(flesh/meat)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/llham/(fles/meat)Alg-Ar
172 | rib cage [?a:0ma:rn/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
173 | fat belly [Pa:Saffu:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
174 | sprain /?Amoatmoaz /mmoalmoz/(sprained)Alg-Ar | Very little evidence for
borrowing
174 | sprain /?a:Snu:nni/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
175 | joint Inafsal/ /mifsal/(foot joint)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Imafsal/(foot joint)Alg-Ar
176 | fracture /ha:rzi:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
177 | fist /bu:nja/ Ipwane:/(fist) Clearly borrowed
(poignée)French
/pu:nja/(fist)Spanish
/bu:nja/(fist)Alg-Ar
178 | ahit /hi:gei:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
179 | kick [Rarki:l/ [rakla/(kick)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rokla/(kick)Alg-Ar
179 | kick /ku:tbi:/ /ku de pje:/(kick) (coup de Clearly borrowed
pied) French
180 | to fall down | /hagatto:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




Semantic Field 5: Clothing and Grooming

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
List
1 to put on [?1:tra:0%/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
2 clothes [?A10:0¢/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
3 | tailor [Paxijja:t/ Ixajja:t/( tailor) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ixajja:t/(tailor) Alg-Ar
3 | tailor [?agonnei/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
/waj?i:gonni:n/
4 cloth /tabboe/ /tabba/(piece of clothes)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/tabba/(cloth) Alg-Ar
5 | wool /tad%o:ft/ /so:f/(wool) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sso:f/(wool) Alg-Ar
6 linen [?afalli:qgf [falli:ga/(cloth) Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
6 linen /Ikatta:n/ /katta:n/(linen) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lkatta:n/(linen) Alg-Ar
7 cotton /laqton/ /gotn/(cotton) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lagten/(cotton) Alg-Ar
8 silk /lohri:r/ /hari:r/(silk) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lohri:r/(silk) Alg-Ar
8 |silk llagwal/ llagwa/(silK) French Clearly borrowed
llagwal(silK) Alg-Ar
9 felt /Ikatta:n /katta:n/(linen) Arabic Clearly borrowed
ntad‘o:ft/ /Ikatta:n/(linen) Alg-Ar Phrasal equivalence
/so:f/(wool) Arabic
/sso:t/(wool) Alg-Ar
(meaning: cloth made of wool)
10 | fur [?a:zdi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
11 | leather [?agli:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
12 | tospin ljzat/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
13 | spindle [?azatta/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
14 | to weave [?i:tgarda:f/ /garda:f/(to fluff wool)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
15 | loom [?amfa0°/ /mifadd/(tool to make tight the | Not clearly identified
woolen thread) Arabic Perhaps borrowed
15 | loom [?aqorda:[/ /garda:f/(tool to fluff wool)Alg- | Very little evidence for
Ar borrowing
16 | tosew [?i:gonni/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
17 | needle (1) /ti:ssogni:e/ Isere:ng/(injection/syringe)Frenc | Not clearly identified
h Perhaps borrowed
(seringue)
18 | awl Jtissu:bla/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
19 | thread [fu:li:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
20 |todye [?i:sabbay/ /jagbiyu/(to dye) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jasbay(to dye) Alg-Ar
21 | cloak taSba:jt/ /Saba:?a/(cloak) Arabic Clearly borrowed
[tazolla:bi:t/ /1ofba:ja/(cloak) Alg-Ar
21 | cloak [tazolla:bi:t/ /3alla:bijja/(loose cloak)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
I30lla:ba/(type of clothing) Alg-
Ar
22 | poncho /tagabo:t/ /kapot/(coat) French Clearly borrowed




23 | (woman’s) | /tazbi:be/ /zubba/(loose outer garment) Clearly borrowed
dress Arabic
/I3obba/( woman’s dress) Alg-
Ar
24 | coat [Ifi:st’al Ive:st/(jacket/coat) French Clearly borrowed
(veste)
/lvi:sta/(coat/jacket) Alg-Ar
25 | shirt ftrizku/ /tri:ko/(shirt) French(tricot) Clearly borrowed
Itri:ku/ (shirt) Alg-Ar
26 | collar [fiko:1/ /ko:1/(collar) French Clearly borrowed
27 | skirt [3ippd/ /3ippd/ (skirt) French(jupon) Clearly borrowed
I3ippa/ (skirt) Alg-Ar
28 | grass-skirt | No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
29 | trousers [?asarwa:l/ [sirwa:l/(trousers) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssarwa:l/ (trousers) Alg-Ar
30 | sock/stockin | /titaqfiri:n/ /qifr/( all what can be worn/the | Clearly borrowed
g outer cover) Arabic
/tqa:far/ (socks) Alg-Ar
31 | shoe [?a:rcas/ /hurka:s/( shoe) Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
32 | boot /botijo/ /butijo/(boot) French(bottillon) | Clearly borrowed
/butiju/( boot) Alg-Ar
33 | shoemaker | /?asSanzi/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified
34 | Hat/cap /hfa:ffi:e/ [fa:fijja/ (hat) Arabic Clearly borrowed
[fJa:fijja/ (hat) Alg-Ar
34 | Hat/cap /tagalmu:nt/ /juqillu Ima?u:na/ (to hold/put Clearly borrowed
supplies) Arabic
(meaning: place of putting stuff)
/galmu:na/(jacket bonnet) Alg-
Ar
35 | belt /tahazza:mt/ /hiza:m/(belt) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Iohza:m/(belt) Alg-Ar
36 | glove Nliga:t/ lle: gd/(gloves) French(les Clearly borrowed
gants)
/li:go/li:ga:t/(gloves) Alg-Ar
37 | veil Ixima:r/ Ixima:r/(veil) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ixima:r/(veil) Alg-Ar
37 | veil /ti:mohromt/ /mahruma/(napkin/serviette) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/mohhaorma/(head band) Alg-Ar
38 | pocket /I3i:b/ /3ajb/ (pocket) Arabic Clearly borrowed
I3i:b/(pocket) Alg-Ar
39 | button [zaki:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
40 | pin /lappi:na:z/ /pyne:z/(pin) French (punaise)
41 | ornament or | /makija:3/ /makija:3/(makeup) French Clearly borrowed
adornment (maquillage)
/Imakija:3/(makeup) Alg-Ar
42 | jewel [?2:ryAawan/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
43 | ring [txa:eme/ Ixa:tam/(ring) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ixa:tom/(ring) Alg-Ar
44 | bracelet /taggu:rma:t/ /gu:rme:t/(bracelet) French Clearly borrowed

/gu:rma:t/(bracelet) Alg-Ar




45 | necklace /tamsajost/ /msa:jos/(bracelets) Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
46 | bead /samsam/ [?assammu/(bead) Arabic Clearly borrowed
47 | earring /tafla:jke/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
48 | headband or |/ taSagsa:bt / /Susa:ba/(headcloth)Arabic Clearly borrowed
headdress /Sagsa:ba/(headband)Alg-Ar
49 | tattoo /lu:fa:m/ /wafm/(tattoo) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lawfam/(tattoo) Alg-Ar
50 | Handkerchief | /?anoffa:f/ Inaffa:f/(rag) Arabic Clearly borrowed
Irag /naffa:fl (rag) Alg-Ar
50 | Handkerchief | /?asoffa:0¢/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
Irag
51 | towel /ti:moan/oft/ /naffa:f/(rag) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/naffa:f/ (rag) Alg-Ar
52 | comb /ta:maft/ /mif{/(comb) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Imafta/(comb) Alg-Ar
53 | brush [ffi:ta/ /fi:tatun/(tooth brush) Arabic Clearly borrowed
[fJi:ta/(brush) Alg-Ar
54 | plait/braid /ti:nalli/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
55 | razor [Ru:zza:ll Berber No evidence for borrowing
55 | razor [?axo0mi/ /jaxdimu/(to make)Arabic Not clearly identified
/joxdom/(to make)Alg-Ar Perhaps borrowed
/yadi:mi:/(type of knife in
Yemen)Arabic
(meaning: something to work
with)
55 | razor lrrazwacr/ Irazwa:r/(razor) French (rasoir) | Clearly borrowed
Irrazwar/(razor) Alg-Ar
56 | ointment /Iappoma:d/ /poma:d/(ointment) French Clearly borrowed
(pomade)
/pppma.:d/(ointment) Alg-Ar
57 | soap [ssabo:n/ /sa:bu:n/(soap) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssabu:n/(soap) Alg-Ar
58 | mirror [?alomma:S/ /lazmiS/lamma:S/(bright) Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/lomma:$/( bright/shiny) Alg-Ar
59 | snowshoe [?arga:s Berber No evidence for borrowing

nu:0fal/




Semantic Field 6: Food and Drink

N Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
List
1 to eat [?i:tot/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
2 food [?i:jfa/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
3 cooked /ju:mma/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
4 raw [?u:éjummi:f | Berber No evidence for borrowing
/
5 ripe /ju:mma/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
6 unripe [?u:éjummi:f | Berber No evidence for borrowing
/
7 rotten [?udi:hlif/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
8 to drink [?ijsass/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
9 to be /jallo:z/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
hungry
10 | famine /maza:Sa/ /maza:Sa/(famine) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Imaza:Sa/(famine) Alg-Ar
11 | to be thirsty | /joffu:0/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
12 | tosuck [?i:tmmo:ssa | /jamussp/(to suck) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ /jmoss/(to suck) Alg-Ar
13 | to chew /jtaffoz/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
14 to swallow | /?i:sbal€i:6/ | /jablaSu/( to swallow) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/joblag/(to swallow) Alg-Ar
15 | to choke /jaflag/ /jufriqu/(to choke with water) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/jafrag/( to choke with water Alg-
Ar
15 | To choke /jaxnagq/ /jaxtanig/(to choke) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jattoxnag/(to choke) Alg-Ar
16 | to cook /jassu:ma:j/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
17 | to boil /jottazjza:g/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
18 |toroastor |/jessu:ma:j/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
fry
18 | toroast/to | /?ijgella/ /jaqgli:/(to fry) Arabic Clearly borrowed
fry /joqli/(to fry) Alg-Ar
18 |toroast/to | /?ijfowwa/ /jafwi:/(to roast) Arabic Clearly borrowed
fry /jafwi(o roast) Alg-Ar
19 | to bake /jattu:g/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
20 | oven [?1:lmes/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
20 | oven /tabu:na/ /ta:bu:na/(oven/bakery) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ttabu:nal/(oven/stove)Alg-Ar
20 | oven Irizfu:/ Ire:fol(stove/cooker) French Clearly borrowed
(réchaud)
/rri:ful/(stove) Alg-Ar
20 | oven /Ifu:r/ [fu:r/(oven) French (le four) Clearly borrowed
/Ifu:r/(oven) Alg-Ar
21 | pot /hasi:le/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
21 | pot /hagonnu; [t/ | /ginni:na/(flask) Arabic Not clearly identified

Perhaps borrowed




22 | kettle /hgami:le/ /game:1/(mess tin/canteen/ Clearly borrowed
billycan/pan)French (gamelle)
/gami:la/(pan) Alg-Ar
23 | pan /tawa/ lta:va/( pan) Turkish Perhaps borrowed
/ta:wa/(pan) Alg-Ar
24 | dish /ha:shi:n6/ /sahn/(dish/plate/saucer) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sshan/(dish/plate/bowl) Alg-Ar
25 | plate [?atobsi:/ /tapsi/(plate/dish/saucer) Turkish Perhaps borrowed
/topsi/(dish/plate) Alg-Ar
26 | bowl /ta:shi:nt/ /sahn/(dish/plate/saucer) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sshan/(dish/plate/bowl) Alg-Ar
27 | jug/pitcher | /ta:s/ /ta:s/(glass/cup/jug)French (tasse) | Clearly borrowed
/tta:s/(glass/cup/jug)Alg-Ar
28 | cup /Ika:s/ /ka?s/(cup)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ka:s/(cup) Alg-Ar
28 | cup [?afonza:l/ [finza:l/(cup)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/fonza:l/ (cup) Alg-Ar
29 | saucer /ha:shi:n6/ /sahn/(dish/plate/saucer) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sshan/(dish/plate/bowl) Alg-Ar
30 | spoon /hayunza:j0/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
31 | knife (1) [?a:xudmi/ /jaxdimu/(to make)Arabic Not clearly identified
/joxdom/(to make)Alg-Ar Perhaps borrowed
/yadi:mi:/(type of knife in Yemen)
Arabic
(meaning: something to work with)
Knife (1) /hu:zza:le/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
Knife (1) [?a:30mmi:/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
32 | fork /ha:forfi:t/ [furfe:t/(fork) French (fourchette) | Clearly borrowed
Ifarfiztal (fork) Alg-Ar
33 | tongs /ha:mongqa:fe | /minga:[/(tongs/tweezers)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/
34 | meal No No equivalence No equivalence
equivalence
35 | breakfast /lofdo:r/ /fato:r/(breakfast) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ifto:r/ (breakfast) Alg-Ar
36 | lunch [?amacli:/ /ma?ku:l/( eaten) Arabic Perhaps borrowed
/mokli/(eaten) Alg-Ar
37 | dinner [?amonsi:/ /mansi:/(forgotten) Arabic Perhaps borrowed
/mansi/( forgotten) Alg-Ar
38 | supper No No equivalence No equivalence
equivalence
39 | to peel /jetta:zi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
40 | to sieve/ [?ijruzzi:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
strain
41 | toscrape [?ijcommoz/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
42 | tostir/to /jossma:O‘ra: | Berber No evidence for borrowing
mix n/
43 | bread [?ayru:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
44 | dough [?a:ragei:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
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45 | to knead [ji:ttu:g/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
46 | flour [?a:ren/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
47 |to [?ijbarri:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
crush/grind
48 | mill Ita:si:re/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
49 | mortar (1) | /ha:mohha:t/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
50 | pestle [?a:zdu:o/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
51 | meat [?a:ksu:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
52 | sausage /morga:z/ /morga:z/ (sausage) Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
53 | soup [fo:rbab/ /fu:raba/(soup) Arabic Clearly borrowed
[[Jorba/(soup) Alg-Ar
54 | vegetables | /Ixpd‘roe/ Ixpdfar/(vegies) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ixpd‘ra/(vegies) Alg-Ar
55 | bean [?iba:wan/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
56 | potato /batata/ /bata:ta:/(potato) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/batata/(potato) Alg-Ar
57 | fruit [fa:kja/ [fa:kiha/(fruit) Arabic Clearly borrowed
[fa:kja/ (fruit) Alg-Ar
58 | bunch /ta:zdome/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
59 | fig [?i:matfa:n/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
Itazza:re/
60 | grape /hizori:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
[tizori:n/
61 | nut [?iflu:sijjon/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
62 | olive [?a:zommu:r/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
63 | ail Izziel /zajt/(oil) Arabic Clearly borrowed
[zzi:t/( oil) Alg-Ar
64 | grease or /ddu:noae/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
fat
65 | salt /ti:sont/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
66 | pepper [?i:falfal/ [fulful/(pepper) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/falfal/(pepper) Alg-Ar
67 | chili pepper | /?i:folfal /fulful ha:rr/ (hot pepper) Arabic Clearly borrowed
?iha:rron/ /folfal ha:r/(hot pepper) Alg-Ar
68 | honey /tazmmome/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
69 | sugar /sukkar/ /sukkar/(sugar) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssukkor/ (sugar) Alg-Ar
70 | milk [?a:yi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
71 | to milk [?ijtazzi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
72 | cheese /forma:3/ [froma:3/(cheese) French Learly borrowed
(fromage)
/forma:3/( cheese) Alg-Ar
73 | butter /dha:n/ /diha:n/(oily substance) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ddha:n/ (butter) Alg-Ar
74 | drink /hi:sossi:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
75 | mead [?a:01:¢fol/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
76 | wine No No equivalence No equivalence

equivalence




77 | beer /tabiri:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
78 | fermented | /fra:b/ [fara:b/(fermented drink) Arabic Clearly borrowed
drink [fra:b/(alcoholic drink) Alg-Ar
79 | egg /hi:malla:li:n | Berber No evidence for borrowing
/
80 | yolk [?awrazy n Berber No evidence for borrowing
tmolla:It/
81 | manioc No No equivalence No equivalence
bread equivalence
82 | eggwhite [?amolla:ln | Berber No evidence for borrowing
tmolla:1t/
83 | beans /lu:bja/ [?allu:bija:/ (beans) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/llu:bja/ (beans) Alg-Ar
84 | sweet /hi:zzi:0%/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
85 | salty I3i:r3icr/ /3ir3i:r/ (arugula) Arabic Perhaps borrowed
(meaning because arugula is salty)
85 | Salty /hmu:leh/ /ma:lih/(salty) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ma:lah/ (salty) Alg-Ar
86 | Basin for |/ga:za:n/ /kaza:n/(pig pot) Turkish Perhaps borrowed
washing /qaza:n/ (pig pot) Alg-Ar
87 | Basin for lta:rbu:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
flour and /ha:rbu:e/
kneading
88 | Chunk /hu:hla:s/ /wahila/(get stuck in Not clearly identified
/lump in mud/trouble)Arabic Perhaps borrowed
the throat /wahlatlu/ (it got stuck in his
throat/he got into trouble) Alg-Ar
89 | grenade [?a:rmu:n/ /romma:n/(grenade) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rromma:n/ (grenade) Alg-Ar
90 | apple [?a:0offu:/ /tuffa:h/ (apple) Arabic Not clearly identified
/ttoffa:h/ (apple) Alg-Ar Perhaps borrowed
91 | pear [fizra:s/taficr: | Berber No evidence for borrowing
st/
92 | carrots /senna:rija/ | /zanaho:rjas/(carrot) Spanish Perhaps borrowed
/ssonna:rija/) (carrot) Alg-Ar
93 | onion /bsall /basal/ (onion) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/bsal/ (onion) Alg-Ar
94 | celery Ikra:fas/ /karfas/ (celery) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/kra:fas/ (celery) Alg-Ar
95 | cauliflower | /fi:flo:r/ [fu:flcer/(cauliflower) French Clearly borrowed
(chou-fleur)
[fi:flo:r/(cauliflower) Alg-Ar
96 | cabbage /molfu:f/ /malfu:f/ (cabbage) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/molfu:f/ (cabbage) Alg-Ar
97 | Garlic ftizfJort/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
98 | Eggplant /ba:dinza:n/ | /ba:dinza:n/(eggplant) Arabic Clearly borrowed
99 | Beetroot /bitra:t/ /be:tra:v/(beetroot) French Clearly borrowed

(betterave)
/bitra:f/ (beetroot) Alg-Ar




101 | Apricot /tabarqu:qe/ | /burqu:g/(plum) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ibarqu:q/ (plum) Alg-Ar
102 | dates [?i:habba/ /habb/(small seeds of food plant) Not clearly identified
/balah/(dates) Arabic Perhaps borrowed
103 | dried /forma:s/ /harma:s/(dried apricot) Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
apricots borrowing
104 | spices [?1:2qQa:rn/ | /Saga:qi:r/(substances for medical | Clearly borrowed
purposes/medicaments) Arabic
/j€aqgar/(adding spices to food)
Alg-Ar
104 | spices /dwawa:e/ /dawa:?/(medicament) substances | Clearly borrowed
for medical purposes) Arabic
/ddwawa:t/(medicaments/substanc
es for medical purposes/spices)
/jda:wi/ (adding spices to food)
Alg-Ar
105 | Red hot [?i:falfal dwa | [fulful/(pepper) Arabic Phrasal equivalence
pepper ?2Azoga:y/ /falfal/(pepper) Alg-Ar
/dawa:?/(medicaments/substances
for medical purposes) Arabic
/ddwa/ddwawa:t/(medicaments/spi
ces) Alg-Ar
I?azoga:y/(red) Berber
106 | Grind black | /?i:falfal [fulful/(pepper) Arabic Phrasal equivalence
pepper ?Paborga:n/ /falfal/(pepper) Alg-Ar
[?abarga:n/(black) Berber
107 | hot [?i:twozwoz/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
[?itta:qqos/
[?ittobbi/
107 | hot [?iharr/ /ha:rr/ (hot) Arabic Clearly borrowed

/ha:r/(hot) Alg-Ar




Semantic Field 7: House

N | Meaning List | Chaouia Source word Borrowed status

1 |tolive fiti:li/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

2 | house [?axxa:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

3 | hut /gu:rbi/ /gurbi/(hut)Alg-Ar Very little evidence of
/kulubi)(hut) Turkish borrowing

4 | garden-house No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence

5 | tent [?aqqidfo:n/ /qajto:n/(type of tent) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/gito:n/(big tent)Alg-Ar

6 | yard or court /hufl /haw(l(yard)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lhaw|l(yard)Alg-Ar

6 | Yard/court [?a:fra:g/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

8 | Men’s house No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence

9 | Cookhouse/kitch | /takuzi:nt/ /kwizi:n/(kitchen)French Clearly borrowed

en

10 | meeting house [?anna:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

11 | room /tadda:re/ /da:r/(room/house)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/dda:r/(room/house)Alg-Ar

11 | room /hfa:mbare/ [f@mbr/(room)French Clearly borrowed
[fambra/(room)Alg-Ar

12 | Door/gate /Iba:b/ /ba:b/(door)Arabic Clearly borowed
/Iba:b/(door)Alg-Ar

13 | doorstep /ISatboe/ /Sataba/(doorstep)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ISatba/(doorstep) Alg-Ar

14 | lock [zpkrom/ Very little evidence for
/zzokrom/(lock)Alg-Ar borrowing

15 | Latch/door-bolt | /?asoqqa:0¢/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

16 | padlock Itfarlalla/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

17 | key /nnafea:h/ /mufta:h/(key)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/mafta:h/(key)Alg-Ar

18 | window /hi:mba:bat/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

19 | floor /tamu:re/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

20 | wall [?afsi:l/ [fa:sil/(separation Clearly borrowed
wall)Arabic

21 | fireplace [?i:Imas/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

22 | stove [?i:Imas/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

23 | chimney [fymi:ni/ [feminge:/(chimney)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[fymi:ni/(chimney)Alg-Ar

23 | chimney /tanno:zart/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

24 | ladder /sla:lom/ /sala:lim/(ladders)Arabic Clearly borrowed

25 | bed /la:geu:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

26 | pillow /hsu:mei:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

27 | blanket Izza:wra/ Ar Very little evidence for

borrowing

28 | chair /Ibank/ /bank/(bench)French Clearly borrowed
/Ibagk/(bench)Alg-Ar

29 | table /tabla/ /tabl/(table)French Clearly borrowed

/tabla/(table)Alg-Ar




30 | Lamp/torch /ka:nki:/ /kande:la:br/(lamp)French | Very little evidence for
borrowing

30 | Lampl/torch lya:nzu/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

31 | candle ltafomma:Se/ | /[famSa/(candle)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[fomSa/(Candle)Alg-Ar

32 | shelf [ta:sfi:ft/ [sattafa/(arrange/sort)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/sottof/(arrange/sort) Alg-Ar

33 | trough [?a:nu://ta:la/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

34 | roof [ssaqf/ [saqf/(roof)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssqaf/(roof)Alg-Ar

35 | thatch [?agormu:0/ /garmu:d/(roof-tile)Arabic | Clearly borrowed

[Rasfu:fl [Suff/(nest)Arabic

36 | ridgepole [tagidi:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

37 | rafter /tahomma:re/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing

38 | beam No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence

39 | Post/pole [Ragya:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

40 | board /talwi:ht/ /lawha/(wooden Clearly borrowed
board)Arabic
/lu:ha/(wooden board)Alg-
Ar

41 | arch llqu:s/ /gaws/(arch)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lgaws/(arch)Alg-Ar

42 | mason /massan/ /massdn/(Mason) French Clearly borrowed

43 | brick /brizk/ /bri:k/(brick)French Clearly borrowed
/lbri:k/(brick)Alg-Ar

44 | mortar (2) /ssi:ma/ /si:m3n/(mortar)French Clearly borrowed
/ssima/(mortar)Alg-Ar

45 | adobe /l0:6¢/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

46 | camp No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence

47 | hammock /taSlu:la/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

47 | totan /ti:bbarkont/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




Semantic Field 9: Basic Actions and Technology

N | Meaning List | Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
1 |todo /jotsa:wa/ /sawwa:/(to fix/to regulate)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
2 | to make [?ijxaddom/ | /xadama/(to make)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/xdam/(to make)Alg-Ar
3 | work [?ijxaddom/ | /jaxdimu/(to make)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/joxdom/(to make)Alg-Ar
4 | to bend [?i:tta:dor/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
5 |tofold [?1jt0%abba:q/ | /tabbaga/(to fold)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jtabbag/(to fold) Alg-Ar
6 | totie [?ijgorfi:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
7 | to untie [?i:jrozzom/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
8 | chain [?agorra:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
9 |rope [?asyo:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
9 | knot [tagru:st/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
10 |to /jotja:el Berber No evidence for borrowing
strike/hit/beat
11 | to pound [?isgargu:S/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
12 | to cut [?ijtobbi:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
13 | to cut down [?agla:s/ /gallaSa/(cut down/take off) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/jagla¥/(take off/cut down) Alg-
Ar
14 | to chop [?i:ssoftu:tti:c | Berber Clearly borrowed
/
14 | to stab lju:ei:el Berber No evidence for borrowing
15 | knife (2) [?axo0mi/ /jaxdimu/(to make)Arabic Not clearly identified
/joxdom/(to make)Alg-Ar Perhaps borrowed
/yadi:mi:/(type of knife in
Yemen)Arabic
knife ltu:zza:lt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
[?az0mmi/
16 | Scissors/shears | /lamqassas/ | /Imigas/(scissors)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/maqas/(scissors) Alg-Ar
17 | axelax /hfa:qo:re/ [faqu:r/(ax)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
18 | Adze /tgadu:mt/ /ga:du:m/(tool for carving) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/lgadu:m/(tool for plowing
[cultivating)Alg-Ar
19 | to break Ri:rzal Berber No evidence for borrowing
20 | broken /jorraz/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
21 | to split [Rijbatta/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
22 | to tear [?i:tmozz’a:q/ | /Imazzaqa/(to tear)Arabic Clearly borrowed
23 | to skin /jotta:zi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
24 | torub [?ijlottof/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




25 | to wipe [?ijmass’ah/ | /jamsahu/(wipe)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jomsah/(wipe) Alg-Ar

26 | to stretch [?ijtmala:0/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing

27 | to pull [?ij30bdi:e/ /jazdibu/(to pull)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jozbad/(to pull) Alg-Ar

28 | tospread out | /?isgargo:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

29 | to hang up [?ijSalqi:e/ /juSalliqu/(to hang up)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/j€allag/g/(to hang up)Alg-Ar

30 | to press [?ijtekka:z/ /taSakkaza/(lean on)Arabic Clearly borrowed

31 | to squeeze [?iSasri:e/ /jalsir/(squeeze)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/joSsor/(squeeze)Alg-Ar

32 | to pour /jotforra:y/ /jufriy/(to pour) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jfarray/(to pour)Alg-Ar

33 | to wash [?i:ssara:d/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

34 | to sweep [?ijforrad®/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

35 | Broom /ti:maslaht/ /musliha/(to adjust/ amend/ Clearly borrowed
repair/to make something
better)Arabic
/magalha/(broom)Alg-Ar

36 | Tool [tizyawsiwi:n/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing

37 | Carpenter [?anadza:r/ /naza:r/(carpenter)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/nnaza:r/(carpenter)Alg-Ar

38 | to build [?ijbanna/ /jabni:/(build)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jobni/(build)Alg-Ar

39 | to bore [?ijnaqqaf/ /nagafa/(to bore)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/janquf/(to bore) Alg-Ar

40 | to hollow out | /?itwazza:S/ | /juwazzi?u/(distribute)Arabic Not clearly identified
/jwozzaS/(distribute)Alg-Ar

41 | saw /moanfa:r/ /minfa:r/(saw)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Imanfa:r/(saw)Alg-Ar

41 | hammer [tafdsizst/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

42 | nail [?omogma:r/ | /misma:r/(nail)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/mosma:r/(nail)Alg-Ar

43 | glue /lasqoel/ /lasig/(glue)Arabic Clearly borrowed
Masqa/(glue)Alg-Ar

44 | blacksmith [?asuda:r/ /sudcer/(welder)French Clearly borrowed

45 | to forge [?i:massel/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

45 | anvil [?uzza:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

46 | to cast [?i:ssofsu:j/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

47 | gold [?0:roy/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

48 | silver Ra:zrof/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

49 | copper [?onnha:s/ /nuha:s/(copper)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/nnha:s/(copper)Arabic

50 | iron [Ru:zza:ll Berber No evidence for borrowing

51 | lead [Parrsa:s/ /rasa:s/(lead)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rrsa:s/(lead)Alg-Ar

52 | Tin/tinplate [?aqoazdi:r/ /qisdi:r/(tin)Arabic Clearly borrowed




53 | potter [?ifa:ggon/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
54 | to mold [Ritfagsa:l/ /jufassilu/(to mold/form)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jfassal/(to mold/form)Alg-Ar
55 | clay [tla:xt/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
56 | glass t3a:3/laqza:z | /zuza:s/(glass)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ zza:3/(glass)Alg-Ar
57 | to weave/ [?1:gonni/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
plait/ braid
57 | basket ltagfi:ft/ /quffa/(basket)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lquffa/(basket)Alg-Ar
58 | mat [?alomsi:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
59 | rug [?azorei:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
rug /tazarbi:e/ /zarbijja/(rug)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/zzarbijja/(rug)Alg-Ar
60 | netbag lta:xri:t/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
61 | fan /taforfa:rt/ Irafrafa/(to flap)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/forfa:ra/(fan)Alg-Ar
61 | to fan [?isfaffa:j/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified
62 | to carve /?ijmassal/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
63 | sculptor [?amsa:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
64 | statue /time’a:l/ [timea:l/(statue)(Arabic Clearly borrowed
65 | chisel [?amonqa:r/ | /minga:r/(drilling tool)Arabic Clearly borrowed
66 | boomerang [?a8qa0/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
67 | paint /sbi:yae/ /sabyal/(paint)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sbi:ya/(paint)Alg-Ar
67 | Paint /bantu:ra/ Ipe:ntyr/(paint)French Clearly borowed
/bontu:ra/(paint)Alg-Ar
68 | To paint /jbantar/ Ipe:ntyr/(to paint)French Clearly borrowed
/jbontar/(to paint)Alg-Ar
To paint /josbay/ /jasbiy/(to paint)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jasbay/(to paint)Alg-Ar
69 | to draw water | [?ijtagmod/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
70 | peg [?amassa:k/ | /Imassa:k/(peg)Arabic Clearly borrowing
/massa:k/(peg/pin)Alg-Ar
71 | tumpline /ta:glu:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
72 | whetstone /mabra:m/ /mibram/(tool for Not clearly identified

spinning)Arabic




Semantic Field 10: Motion

N | Meaning list | Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
1 | tomove [?i:ttongu:ga/ | Berber No evidence for
borrowing
2 |toturn [?i:zallag/ [zalaga/(to slip/slide)Arabic No clearly identified
zlag/(to slip)Alg-Ar Perhaps borrowed
/jatzallag/(to slide/to move)Alg-Ar
2 | Toturn [?i:tmadfra:n | Berber No evidence for
/ borrowing
3 |toturnaround | /?ijzolgad/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
4 | towrap [?ijyallof/ [juyallifu/(to wrap)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[jyallof/(to wrap)Alg-Ar
5 |toroll [?ijzalgad/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
6 | todrop [?issa:jo'n/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
7 | totwist [?ijzalga:s/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
8 |torise [?ijbaddad/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
9 | to raise or /jorfad/ [/rafada/(to give/take/catch)Arabic Clearly borrowed
lift /jorfad/(to take/raise/lift)Alg-Ar
10 | to fall [?1:j0%o/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
11 | todrip [?ittu:ddi:m/ | Berber No evidence for
borrowing
12 | to throw [?i:jtajjofl [?ata:[a/(to throw and not hit the Clearly borrowed
target) Arabic. /jtajjaf/(to throw)Alg-Ar
13 | to catch /jattaf/ /jaqtifu/to catch/to pick) Arabic Not clearly identified
Perhaps borrowed
14 | to shake [?issru:gi:l/ | Berber No evidence for
borrowing
15 | to flow [?jatfarfar/ | fjufarfiru/(to flow)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[jfarfar/(to flow)Alg-Ar
16 | tosink /joymag/ /jayraqu/(drown)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/joyraq/(drown)Alg-Ar
/ya:mig/(deep)Arabic
/ya:maq/(deep)Alg-Ar
To sink /jo0SyAS/ /jaytiso/(to dive)Arabic Not clearly identified
/joytas/(to dive/Alg-Ar Perhaps borrowed
17 | to float fju:li:d/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
18 | to swim /jatSu:mma/ | /jaSu:mu/(to swim)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jSu:m/(to swim)Alg-Ar
19 |todive /jo0%yAs/ /jaytiso/(to dive)Arabic Not clearly identified
/joytas/(to dive/Alg-Ar Perhaps borrowed
20 | to splash [?itroffa/ [jaroffu/(to splash) Arabic Clearly borrowed

[jrofJI(to splash) Alg-Ar




21 | to sail /jobbi:d /jabbi:d/(to travel/to cut)Berber Not clearly identified
lebhar/ /lebhar/(sea)Arabic
22 | tofly [itforfor/ [rafrafa/(to flap wings)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jforfor/(to fly)Alg-Ar
23 | to blow [?issu:fei/ /nasf/(burst of strong wind)Arabic Not clearly identified
/jonsaf/(to blow)Alg-Ar Perhaps borrowed
24 | to crawl [?i:hobbu:/ /jahbu:/(to crawl)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/johbu/(to crawl)Alg-Ar
25 | to kneel [?i:rkas/ /jarkaSu/(to kneel)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jarkaS/(to kneel)Alg-Ar
26 | to crouch [?itta:dor/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
27 | toslide or [?i:nnaslax/ | /jansalixu/(to strip/shed/peel/ Not clearly identified
slip slough)Arabic Perhaps borrowed
Inslaxt/(stripped skin after falling) Alg-
Ar
28 | to jump [?i:naggoz/ /nagaza/( to jump)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/naggaz/( to jump)Alg-Ar
29 | to kick [?ju:ei:e/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
30 | to dance [?i:raqqas/ /jargosu/(to dance) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jarqos/(to dance) Alg-Ar
31 | towalk [?iggu:r/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
32 | tolimp [Rizzu:hi:f/ /zaha:f/(creeper/crawler)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/zaha:f/(creeper/crawler)Alg-Ar
33 |torun [?ittazza:l/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
34 |togo [?ijro:h/ /jaro:hu/(to go)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jro:h/(to go)Alg-Ar
35 | togoup [itta:li:/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
36 | to climb [?ittalmu:ma/ | /jalummu/(take and collect things) Ar | Not clearly identified
/jlamm/(to take/to gather)Alg-Ar Perhaps borrowed
37 | togodown | /?ihu:gga/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
38 | to go out [?i:rga/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
39 | to come /ju:sad/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
40 | to come back | /?i:walla:d/ | /walla:/(to go back/to escape)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/walla/(to come back)Alg-Ar
41 | to leave [?i:kkor/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
42 | to disappear | /?i:ro:h/ /jaro:hu/(to go)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jro:h/(to go)Alg-Ar
43 | to flee [?i:rwal/ /juharwilu/(to flee/to run) Arabic Not clearly identified




44 | to follow [?i:lohqi:e/ /jalhaqu/(to follow)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jolhag/(to follow)Alg-Ar
45 | to pursue [2immi:r/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
46 | to arrive [?1:x100¢/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
47 | to approach | /?i:wa:la/ /wala:/(to approach)Arabic Clearly borrowed
48 | to enter /ju:daf/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
49 | to go/return | /?iwalla/ /walla:/(to go back/to escape)Ar Clearly borrowed
home /walla/(to come back)Alg-Ar
50 | to carry [?1:r£20/ [/rafada/(to give)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jorfad/(to take/raise/lift)
Alg-Ar
51 |tocarryin [?1:rfa0 0og | /rafada/(to give/to take/to catch)Arabic | Phrasal equivalence
hand fu:s nnoas/ /fu:s/(hand)Berber
/dag/(in)Berber
/nnas/(his)Berber
52 | to carry on [?1:rfa0 fa [/rafada/(to give/to take/catch)Arabic Phrasal equivalence
shoulder ttabaq nnas/ | /tta:bag/(half sheep)Arabic
/fa/(on)Berber. /nnas/(his)Berber
53 | to carry on [?1:rf20 [rafada/(to give/take/catch)Arabic Phrasal equivalence
head zonnag an /zannag/(on/over)Berber
?1:xf nnos/ [?i:xf/(head)Berber. /nnas/(his)Berber
54 | to carry [?1:rf20 [/rafada/(to give/take/catch)Arabic Phrasal equivalence
under arm soddu: n [?ayi:l/(arm)Berber.
Payi:l nnas/ | /saddu:/(under)Berber
/nnas/(his)Berber
55 | to bring [?iwwi:d/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
56 | to send [?isrof/?i:nka | Berber No evidence for
/ borrowing
57 | to lead [?issonfa:e/ | Berber No evidence for
[?issugara:j/ borrowing
58 | todrive [?i:ttozzA/ Berber No evidence for
[?i:ttorra/ borrowing
59 | toride fju:li/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
60 | to push [?idu:z/ /dazara/(to push)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jdozz/(to push)Alg-Ar
61 | road [?abri:d/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
62 | path [?abri:d/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
63 | bridge /qandore/ /qantara/(bridge)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/gantra/(bridge)Alg-Ar
63 | bridge /ti:spya:re/ Berber No evidence for

borrowing

64

Cart/wagon

/takorju:lt/

/karwi:la/(cart)Alg-Ar

Not clearly identified




65

wheel

/rro:0%3e/

/ru/(wheel)French
/rrawd‘a/(wheel)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

66 | axle [?amma:s oan | /2amma:s/(centre)Berber Phrasal equivalence
rro:0°0e/ /ru/(wheel)French
[rrawdfa/(wheel)Alg-Ar
67 | yoke [?afaSbi/ [faSabu/(the distance or space between | Clearly borrowed
the animal horns) Arabic
68 | sledge/sled lgaza:n/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
69 | ship /babo:r/ /babu:r/(ship)ltalian Clearly borrowed
Ivapu:r/(steam ship)Turkish
/ babo:r/(ship)Alg-Ar
70 | boat [taflu:kt/ [falu:ka/fulk/(boat/ship)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[flu:ka/(boat)Alg-Ar
71 | canoe [taflu:kt/ [falu:ka/fulk/(boat/ship)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[flu:ka/(boat)Alg-Ar
72 | outrigger [taflu:kt/ [falu:ka/fulk/(boat/ship)Arabic clearly borrowed
[flu:ka/(boat)Alg-Ar
73 | raft No No equivalence No equivalence
equivalence
74 | oar No No equivalence No equivalence
equivalence
75 | paddle No No equivalence No equivalence
equivalence
76 | to row No No equivalence No equivalence
equivalence
77 | rudder No No equivalence No equivalence
equivalence
78 | mast [Rasya:r/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
79 | sail Itaflu:kt/ [falu:ka/fulk/(boat/ship)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[flu:ka/(boat)Alg-Ar
80 | anchor [?’amoxd'a:f/ | Berber No evidence for
borrowing
81 | port /lappo:r/ Ipo:r/(port)French Clearly borrowed
/Ipo:r/(port)Alg-Ar
82 | toland leahwa:d/ /hawwada/ha:wada/(to low down/walk | Clearly borrowed
slowly)Arabic
/jhowwad/(to land)Alg-Ar
82 | To land /harsedd/ Berber No evidence for

borrowing




Semantic Field 11: Possession

N | Meaning list | Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status

1 | tohave Iya:ri/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

2 to own Iya:ras/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

3 | totake ljawwi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

4 to grasp /jattaf/ /jaqtifu/to catch/to pick) Arabic Not clearly identified

Perhaps borrowed

5 | tohold /jolmu:m/ /jalummul/(take and collect things)Ar | Not clearly identified
/jlomm/(to take/to gather)Alg-Ar Perhaps borrowed

6 to get /jowwi:d/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

7 to keep [?i:thafa:0/ /juha:fid*n/(to keep)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jha:fa0%/(to keep)Alg-Ar

7 to keep [?i:ttof/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

8 thing /ya:wsa/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

9 to give lju:ja/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

10 | to give back | /juSa:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

11 | to preserve /jottoffor/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

12 | to rescue [?i:fu:kkad/ /jafukku/(to rescue)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jfokk/(to rescue)Alg-Ar

13 | to destroy [?itxanta:f/ /jxantafl(to ruin)Alg-ar Very little evidence for borrowing

14 | toinjure [?i:30rhize/ /Jagrahu/(to injure)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jozrah/(to injure)Alg-Ar

15 | to damage [?ifasdi:e/ /jufsid/(to damage)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jfassad/(to damage)Alg-Ar

16 | to look for [?ijruzzi:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

17 | to find fju:fa/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

18 | to lose [?ijroha:s/ /ra:hat/(to go/to lose)Ar Clearly borrowed
Ira:hat/(lost)Alg-Ar

19 |toletgo /jodza/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

20 | money [so:rdi/ /so:rdu/(money/coin)Italian Not clearly identified
/soli:d/(hard)French Perhaps borrowed
/so:rdi/(money)Alg-Ar

21 | coin /swa:rad/ /so:rdu/(money/coin)Italian Clearly borrowed
/soli:d/(hard)French
/swa:rad/(money)Alg-Ar

22 | rich [?imoeraffah/ /mutraf/(rich)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/motroffah/(rich)Alg-Ar

23 | poor [?afjuma:r/ [fome:r/(unemployed)French Clearly borrowed

23 | poor [?aziwali/ /zawa:l/(demise of blessing)Arabic | Not clearly identified
/zavali/(poor) Turkish Perhaps borrowed
/zawali/(poor)Alg-Ar

24 | beggar [?adorwi: [/ /darwi:f/(ascetic/beggar) Arabic Clearly borrowed

[?atolla:b/ /tallazb/(beggar)Arabic

25 | stingy [?afhih/ /[ihhi:h/(stingy)Arabic Clearly borrowed

26 | tolend [?irad’la:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

27 | to borrow [?irad¢lod/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

28 | toowe [?i:tsala:s/ /jas?alu/(to ask for something) Clearly borrowed
Arabic. /jsa:l/(to owe)Alg-Ar

29 | debt [?amorwa:s/?ard‘a:1 | Berber No evidence for borrowing




30 | to pay ljufa:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
31 | bill /hfa:to:re/ [fatu:ra/(bill)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[faktyr/(bill)French
32 | tax /layra:mae/ /yara:ma/(tax)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lyara:ma/(tax)Alg-Ar
33 | to hire /Jjaxras/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
34 | wages Isla:¢/ /sla:k/(survival/salary)AlgAr Clearly borrowed
/sa:lik/(with no obstacles)Ar
/sollokni)(paid me/saved me)AlgAr
35 |toearn /jowwi:d/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
36 | to buy [?issa:y/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
37 |tosell [?iznu:za/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
38 | totrade/ [?itbarra:z/ /baraza/(to overtop/be superior Not clearly identified
barter to)Arabic Perhaps borrowed
/jbarraz/(to barter)Alg-Ar
39 | merchant [?ahwa:nti/ /hanu:tijj/(owner of worker in shop) | Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/hwa:nti/(owner of/ worker in shop)
Alg-Ar
39 | merchant /gawa:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
40 | market [su:q/ /su:g/(market)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssu:g/(market)Alg-Ar
41 | shop/store /hanu:t/ /ha:nu:t/(shop)Arabic Clearly borrowed
42 | price /ssu:moe/ /ssu:matu/(value/price)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssu:ma/(price)Alg-Ar
43 | expensive [?iyla/ Iya:li:/(expensive)Arabic Clearly borrowed
44 | cheap /jarxas/ /raxi:s/(cheap)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed
45 | to share [?ijbatta/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
46 | to weigh /jotta:zon/ /jazinu/(to weigh)Arabic Clearly borrowed

/jawzan/(to weigh)Alg-Ar




Semantic Field 12: Spatial Relations

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
list

1 | after /mbagd/ /baSda/(after)Arabic. /baSd/(after)Alg- | clearly borrowed
Ar

2 | behind /?u:rna:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

3 |in 10i:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

4 |at 18i:/ Iyalll Berber No evidence for borrowing

Iyar/

5 | beside Izza:el Berber No evidence for borrowing

6 | down lyarwa:dda/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

7 | before Izza:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

8 | in front of zza:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

8 | infront of /jqa:bal/ /muga:bil/(in front of)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jqa:bal/(in front of)Alg-Ar

9 |inside /0da:xal/ /da:xila/(inside)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ida:xal/(inside)Alg-Ar

10 | outside /barra/ /barr/(outside)Arabic. /Ibarr/(outside) Clearly borrowed

[0i:barra/ Alg-Ar

11 | under /swa:dda/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

12 | up /zong/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

13 | above /zang/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

14 | place /?amka:n/ /maka:n/(place)Arabic Clearly borrowed

15 | to put /jossars/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

16 | tosit /jaqqi:m/ /jugi:m/(stay)Arabic Clearly borrowed

17 | to lie down | /jottokka/ [?ittaka?/(to lie down)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jattakka/(to lie down)Alg-Ar

18 | to stand /jbadd/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

19 | to remain /jaqi:m/ /jugi:m/(stay)Arabic clearly borrowed

20 | remains /baju:e/ /ba:?it/(stale)Arabic. Clearly borrowed
/ba:jot/(stale)Arabic

21 | to gather /jotlu:mma/ /jalummu/(take and collect things) Not clearly identified
Arabic Perhaps borrowed
/jloamm/(to take/to gather)Alg-Ar

22 | to pick up /jorfad/ [rafada/(to give/take/catch)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jorfad/(to take/raise/lift)Alg-Ar

23 | to pile up /jatfo:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

24 | to join [?a:0johfar/ [fafaral/(to gather/cram)Arabic Clearly borrowed

25 | toseparate | /jofrag/ [fa:raga/(to separate)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jofrag/(to separate)Alg-Ar

26 | to divide /jbattal Berber No evidence for borrowing

27 | to open /jarzom/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

28 | to shut /jaqqan/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

29 | to cover [jyattal [juyatti:/(to cover)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[jyatti/(to cover) Alg-Ar

30 | to hide /jofter/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

31 | high ?1jSa:la/ /Sa:li:/(high)Arabic. Sa:li/(high)Alg-Ar | Clearly borrowed

32 | low /johwa/ /ha:wi:/(low)Arabic. /ha:wi/(low)Alg- | Clearly borrowed

Ar




33 | top /jSa:la/ [/Sa:li:/(high)Arabic. /Sa:li/(high)Alg-Ar | Clearly borrowed
34 | bottom lyslwa:dda/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
35 |end (1) /eanagga:ru:e | Berber No evidence for borrowing
/
36 | pointed /jomda:/ /ma:d%i/(sharp)Arabic Clearly borrowed
37 | edge /Thafjoe/ /ha:fijja/(edge)Arabic. Clearly borrowed
/Iha:[ja/(edge)AlgAr
38 | side /I31:hoe/ [3iha/(side)Arabic. /I3i:ha)(side)Alg-Ar | Clearly borrowed
39 | middle [lwast/ Iwasat/(middle)Arabic Clearly borrowed
Isa:s/ /Iwast/(middle)Alg-Ar
/nnos/(half) Alg-Ar
/muntagaf/(middle)Arabic
40 | right (1) /0alji:mna/ /jami:n/(right)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/li:mna/(right)Alg-Ar
41 | left /dafla:gu:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
42 | near /joqrab/ /gari:b/(close/near)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/gri:b/(close/near)Alg-Ar
43 | far /jobSad/ /ba?i:d/(far)Arabic. /b?i.d/(far)Alg-Ar | Clearly borrowed
44 | east [[yarq/ [farg/(east)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[[farg/(east)Alg-Ar
44 | east /sa:mmar/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
45 | west [lyarb/?a:yarb | /yarb/(west)Arabic Clearly borrowed
i/ [lyarb/(west)Alg-Ar
46 | north [fyama:l/ /fama:l/(north)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[ffama:l/(north) Alg-Ar
46 | north /ma:lu/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
47 | south /Izanu:b/ /3anu:b/(south)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Izanu:b/(south)Alg-Ar
47 | south [Pagohra:wi/ | /sahra:wi:/(desert/desert Clearly borrowed
dweller)Arabic
/sahrfa:wi/(desert/desert dweller)Alg-
Ar
48 | to grow /jotgaSmi:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
49 | to measure | /jotqijja:s/ /jaqi:su/(to measure)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jqajjos/(to measure)Alg-Ar
50 | fathom /tto:l/ /tto:1/(size/height) Arabic Clearly borrowed
51 | big /dawaqra:n/ | /mugra:n/(with horns)(big)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
52 | small /0’amozza:n/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
53 | long /dazagra:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
53 | long /jattowa:1/jta | /tawi:l/(long/tall)Arabic Clearly borrowed
wwol
54 | tall /dazagra:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
55 | short /dagozla:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
56 | wide /jorra:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




57 | narrow /jti:q/ /0%1:q/(narrow)Arabic. Clearly borrowed
[?anshfa:ro/ | /ddig/(narrow)Alg-Ar
/hafJara/(collect/gather in a tight place)
Arabic.
/johfar/(to be cornered)Alg-Ar
58 | thick fju:zizr/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
59 | thin /daza:o/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
60 | deep /jafmaq/ /Sami:q/(deep)Arabic Clearly borrowed
61 | shallow /6aS00l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
62 | flat /ja8dal/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
63 | straight /jsarrah/ /musarrah/(straight)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/msorrah/(straight) Alg-Ar
64 | crooked [?anofra:yo/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
65 | hook /tasonna:nt/ /musannan/(pointed/sharp)Arabic Clearly borrowed
66 | corner [[Jukise/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
67 | cross /jofraq/ [fa:raga/(to separate)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jofraq/(to separate/divide)Alg-Ar
68 | square /0alkarija:e/ | /kare:/(square)French Clearly borrowed
69 | round /jonnat/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
70 | circle leadowwi:re/ | /da:?ira/(circle)Arabic. Clearly borrowed
/dawwi:ra/(circle)Alg-Ar
71 | ball /0alba:lu/ /balén/(ball)French Clearly borrowed
72 | line /starl [satr/(line)Arabic. /star/(line)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed
73 | hole Nya:r/ Iya:r/(hole/pothole)Arabic Clearly borrowed
74 | similar /jotfaba:h/ /jufbih/(similar to)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/]fobbah/(similar to)Alg-Ar
75 | to change /jbaddal/ /badala/(change)Arabic Clearly borrowed

/baddal/(change)Alg-Ar




Semantic Field 13: Quantity

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
list

1 | zero Izi:rolsifr/ /ze:rol(zero)French./sifr/(zero)Arabic | Clearly borrowed

2 | one [?1:fe/jad3/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

3 |two /sann/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

4 | three Itlazea/ leala:ea/(three)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/tla:ea/(three)Alg-Ar

5 | four IrabSa/ [?arbaSa/(four)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rabSa/(four)Alg-Ar

6 | five /xamsa/ /xamsa/(five)Arabic Clearly borrowed
Ixamsa/(five)Alg-Ar

7 |six /satta/ [sitta/(six)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sotta/(six)Alg-Ar

8 | seven /sabSa/ /sabSa/(seven)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sabSal/(seven)Alg-Ar

9 | eight /emanja/ /eamanijja/(eight)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/emonja/(eight)Alg-Ar

10 | nine /tasSa/ /tisSa/(nine)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/tasSa/(nine)Alg-Ar

11 | ten 1SAftal /Safara/(ten)Arabic Clearly borrowed
1Safral(ten)Alg-Ar

12 | eleven /hda:f/ [?ihda:?afar/(eleven)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/hdaSaf/(eleven)Alg-Ar

13 | twelve /tna:f/ [?iena:Safar/(twelve)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/tna:Sof/(twelve)Alg-Ar

14 | fifteen /xmasta:S [/ IxamsataSa/ar/(fifteen)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/xmasta:Sf/(fifteen)Alg-Ar

15 | twenty Safri:n/ [Sifru:n/(twenty)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[Safri:n/(twenty)Alg-Ar

16 | a hundred /mja/ /mi?a/(hundred)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/mja/(hundred)Alg-Ar

17 | athousand [?alf/ [?alf/(thousand)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[?a:1af/(thousand)Alg-Ar

18 | to count /jhassab/ /jahsibu)(to count)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/johsab/(to count)Alg-Ar

19 | all [?u:kkal/ /kullu/(all)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/kull//?ukkul/(all)Alg-Ar

20 | many /xi:ralla/ Ixajru lla:h/(the good of Allah) Clearly borrowed
/xi:rallah/(many)

21 | more Ikear/ [?akear/(more)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/kear/(more)Alg-Ar

22 | few /qi:tfah/ [fahha/(shorten/decrease)Arabic Perhaps borrowed

23 | enough /0a:jon/ Berber

24 | some /qi:tfah/ [fahha/(shorten/decrease)Arabic Clearly borrowed

25 | crowd llya:fi/ Iya:fijja/(people/visitors)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[lya:fi/(people)Arabic

26 | full /jatfo:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

27 | empty /ti:lome/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




28 | part gi:tfah/ [fahha/(shorten/decrease)Arabic Not clearly identified
28 | part /rrizhel/ /ra:?iha/(smell)Arabic Clearly borrowed
Irizha/(smell)Alg-Ar
/ri:htu/(finished)Alg-Ar
28 | part qli:/ /qali:l/(a few/some)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/qli:l/(a few/some)Alg-Ar
29 | piece /qi:tf*ah/ [fahha/(shorten/decrease)Arabic Clearly borrowed
qli:/ /qali:l/(a few/some)Arabic
/qli:l/(a few/some)Alg-Ar
29 | piece /rri:he/ /ra:?iha/(smell)Arabic Clearly borrowed
Iri:ha/(smell)Alg-Ar
/rizhtu/(finished)Alg-Ar
30 | half /?a:zgan/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
31 | only Iyl Iyajr/(only/but)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ yi:r/(only)Alg-Ar
32 | alone /wahdas/ /wahi:d/(alone)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/wahdu/(alone)Alg-Ar
33 | first [?amozwa:ru:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
34 | last [?anagga:ru:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
35 | second leea:ni/ [?aeea:ni/(second)Arabic Clearly borrowed
36 | pair /san/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
37 | twice/two /mareijjon/ /marratajn/(twice)Arabic Clearly borrowed
times /sonn Imoara:e/ /marrti:n/(twice)Alg-Ar
38 | third lea:loe/ lea:lie/(third)Arabic Clearly borrowed
leea:loe/(third)Alg-Ar
39 | three times | /tlaiea nlmarra:e/ | /eala:e marra:t/(three times)Arabic | Clearly borrowed

/tla:ea dolmarra:t/(three times)Alg-
Ar




Semantic Field 14: Time

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
list

1 time /lwaqe/ /waqt/(time)Arabic. Clearly borrowed
/waqt/(time)Alg-Ar

2 age /1oSmar/ /Sumr/(age)Arabic./1aSmor/(age)Alg | Clearly borrowed
-Ar

3 new /6a301:0/ /3adi:d/(new)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/3di:d/(new)Alg-Ar

4 | young /0°Amaza:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

5 old /0 Amuqgra:n/ /mugra:n/(with horns)(big)Alg-Ar Not clearly identified

6 early [zi:k/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

7 late /warzi:¢/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

8 now [?i:mi:ra/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

8 now /lu:qga/ [?adraka [Jaj?/(it is time for Not clearly identified
something)Arabic Perhaps borrowed
/durka/(now)Alg-Ar
/dugqa/(now)Alg-Ar

9 immediatel | /di:ndi:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

y

10 | fast [?ijzorreb/ [zariba/jazrabu/(to run)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jozrab/(to hurry)Alg-Ar

11 | slow [?i:za:j/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

12 | to hurry /jozreb/ [zariba/jazrabu/(to run)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jazrab/(to hurry)Alg-Ar

13 | to be late /jsawwel/ /ta:la/jato:1u/(take time)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jtawwal/(to take/time/late)Alg-Ar

14 | to begin /jabou:/ /jabda?/(to begin)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jabda/(to begin)Alg-Ar

15 | beginning | /eazwore/ Beber No evidence for borrowing

16 | to last [?itdu:m/ /jadu:mu/(to last)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jdu:m/(to last) Alg-Ar

17 | end (2) No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence

18 | to finish [?ijxallog/ /xalasa/(to finish/to end)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jxallag/(to finish/to end)Alg-Ar

19 | to cease [?i:shabsi:e/ /jahbisu/(to cease)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/johbas/jhabbas/(to cease)Alg-Ar

20 | ready ju:3a0/ [?awzada/(to make something Clearly borrowed
present)Arabic
/jwazzad/(to get ready)Alg-Ar
/wa:zod/(ready)(Alg-Ar)

21 | always /to:1/ [?attawa:lu/(eternity) Clearly borrowed

/di:ma/ /to:1/(always)Alg-Ar

/da?iman/(always)Arabic
/da:yman/(always)Alg-Ar
/di:ma/(always)Alg-Ar

22 | often [saSa:e/ [sa:Sa:t/ (sometimes/often) Arabic Clearly borrowed

/saSa:t/ (often/somtimes) Alg-Ar




23 | sometimes | /safa:e/ [sa:Sa:t/ (sometimes/often) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/safa:t/ (often/somtimes) Alg-Ar
23 | sometimes | /Ixatrae/ /xatra/(sometimes)Arabic Clearly borrowed
Ixatra:t/(sometimes)Alg-Ar
24 | soon /jaqrab/ /gari:b/(soon)Arabic./gri:b/(soon/Al | Clearly borrowed
g-Ar
25 | foralong [fwa:hom/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
time
26 | never [Somri/ /ISamru/(lifelong)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[Somri/(never) Alg-Ar
26 | never /si llizy/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
27 | again /Imarrae ei:fe/ | /Imarra/(one time/once)Arabic Phrasal equivalence
lei:Je/(one)Alg-Ar (meaning another
one/another time)
28 | day (1) /tanzdaje/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
29 | days /?ussa:n/?a:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
30 | night [?i:0%ealla:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
31 | dawn [?a:sabba:h/ /saba:h/sspbh/(morning/dawn)Arabi | Clearly borrowed
Ifazr/ C
/ssba:h/sspbh/(morning/dawn)Alg-
Ar
32 | morning fti:Pa:wot/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
32 | morning /eagabhi:e/ /saba:h/sspbh/(morning/dawn)Arabi | Clearly borrowed
C
/ssba:h/sspbh/(morning/dawn)Alg-
Ar
33 | midday [?a:zgon nwa:s/ | /?a:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
midday /nsa:s nwa:s/ /nigf/(half/mid)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/npgs/(hald/mid)Alg-Ar
34 | afternoon leaSafwi:e/ /Safijja/(evening)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/1€ fijja/(evening) Alg-Ar
/tSajwijja/(evening)Alg-Ar
35 | evening /eamaddi:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
36 | today [?assa/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
37 | tomorrow | [?a:lotfa/?adatfa/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
38 | day after [?asiji:0%n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
tomorrow [?asijjizton/
39 | yesterday [?1:0%lli/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
[?agsona:t/
40 | day before | /?0:r nji:ton/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
yesterday
41 | hour /ssa:Soe/ /sa:Sa/(hour)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssa:Sa/(hour/time/clock)Alg-Ar
42 | clock /ssa:Soe/ /sa:Sa/(hour)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssa:Sa/(hour/clock/time)Alg-Ar
43 | week [?i:somma:dan/ | /seme:n/(week)French Clearly borrowed
/easma:ne/ /sima:na/(weak)Alg-Ar
44 | Sunday /Ihadd/ [?ahad/(Sunday)Arabic Clearly borrowed

/lhadd/(Sunday)Alg-Ar




45 | Monday /laeni:n/ [?ienajn/(Monday)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/laeni:n/(Monday)Alg-Ar

46 | Tuesday Ittlazea/ leula:ea:?/(Tuesday)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[ttla:ea/(Tuesday)Alg-Ar

47 | Wednesday | /larobSa/ [?arbifa:?/(Wednesday)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/larabSa/(Wednesday)Alg-Ar

48 | Thursday /Ixmi:s/ /xami:s/(Tursday)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ixmi:s/(Thursday)Alg-Ar

49 | Friday /lIzomSa/ /sumuSa/(Friday)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lzomSa/(Friday)Alg-Ar

50 | Saturday /ssabt/ /sabt/(Saturday)Arabicssobt/(Saturda | Clearly borrowed
y)AlgAr

51 | month [?aja:rn/ fju:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

52 | years [?i:sugga:son/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

53 | winter [ta:zrost/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

53 | winter /Imafea/ [fita:?/(winter)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/majta:/(place to spend
winter)Arabic
/Imafta/(winter)Alg-Ar

54 | spring (2) lea:fsu:e/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

55 | summer /?a:nobou/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

56 | autumn/fall | /hca:rzaleamonzo: | Berber No evidence for borrowing

o/

57 | season [?amu:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

58 | January /jonna:r/ /jon/(one)Berber./jar/ju:r/(month)Be | No evidence for borrowing
rber
(meaning first month)

59 | February [fora:r/ [fibru:s(God of purity)Roman Not clearly identified
[fivrije:/(February)French Perhaps borrowed
[fibra:jor/(February Arabic

60 | March /ma:ras/ /ma:ris/(march) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ma:rs/(March)French
/maritjus/(war God)Roman

60 | March /moyras/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified

61 | April [?abri:r/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified

62 | May /ma:jju/ /ma:ja/(Godess of fertility)Roman Not clearly identified
/ma:j/(May)French
/ma:j/(May)Arabic

63 | June fju:nju:/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified

64 | July /ju:ljoz/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified

65 | August Iyuft/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified

66 | September | /[ftambar/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified

67 | October [/cu:bar/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified

68 | November | /wu:mbar/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified

69 | December | /zombor/ Not clearly identified Not clearly identified

70 | Prayer time | /hzalli:t/ /ssala:t/(praying)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssla:t/(praying) Alg-Ar

71 | noon prayer | /dho:r/ /0°d*ohr/(noon prayer)Arabic Clearly borrowed

/dho:r/dhor/(noon prayer)Alg-Ar




72 | After /I€a:sar/ [Sasr/(after miday)Arabic Clearly borrowed
miday /ISa:sor/(after miday)Alg-Ar
73 | After /Imayrab/ /mayrib/(after sunset)Arabic Clearly borrowed
sunset /Imayrab/(after sunset)Alg-Ar
74 | night-time | /1aSfa/ [Sifa:?/(night-time)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/1aSfa/(night-time) Alg-Ar
78 | Earlier/shortl | /?ottura:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
y before
79 | minute /dqi:qoe/ /dagi:ga/(minute)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/dgi:qa/(minute)Alg-Ar
80 | century /lagran/ /garn/(century)Arabic Clearly borrowed

/lgarn/(centrury)Alg-Ar




Semantic Field 15: Sense Perception

N | Meaning Chaouia Word Source Borrowing Status
List

1 |tosmell (2) | /jatfumma/ /jafjummu/(to smell/sniff) Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/1fomm/(to smell/sniff) Alg-Ar

2 | tosniff /jatfumma:/ /jafummu/(to smell/sniff) Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/Ifomm/(to smell/sniff) Alg-Ar

3 |tosmell (1) | /rri:he nnas/ /rri:ha/(smell)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ri:hat/(smell of)Alg-Ar
/mnas/(of/his/her) Berber

4 | fragrant /rri:he nnos ehla/ | /rrizha/(smell) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ri:hat/(smell of)Alg-Ar
/mnas/(of/his/her) Berber
/halla:/(to make beautiful) Arabic
(meaning nice smell)

5 | stinking /rriche nnos /rrizha/(smell) Arabic Clearly borrowed

efu:h// /ri:hat/(smell of)Alg-Ar

/nnas/ (of) Berber
/jafu:hu/(it smells like)Arabic
/jfu:h/(smells bad)Alg-Ar

6 | totaste /jomti/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

7 | sweet ljzi:t/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

8 | salty /jmollah/ /ma:lih/(salty)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ma:loh/(salty)Alg-Ar

8 | salty /jhantal/ /handéal/(bitter) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jhantal/(bitter) Alg-Ar

9 | bitter leiirza:g/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

10 | sour /johmad*/ /ha:mid*/(sour)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ha:mod®/(sour)Alg-Ar

11 | brackish /damassa:st/ /masu:s/(not very salty)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/massu:s/(brackish)Alg-Ar

12 | to hear /jossa:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

13 | to listen /jossya:da/ /jusyi:/(to listen) Arabic Clearly borrowed

14 | sound or /Thass/ /hiss/(low noise/sound)Arabic Clearly borrowed

noise /Thass/(noise)Alg-Ar

15 | loud liSa:la/ /Sa:li:/(loud)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Sa:li:/(loud) Alg-Ar

15 | loud /joqwa/ /gawijj/(strong/lound)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ga:wi/(strong/loud)Alg-Ar

16 | quiet /jotfax[/jassu:som/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing

16 | quiet /0a1Sa:qal/ /Sa:qil/(sane)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[Sa:qal/(quiet)Alg-Ar

17 | to see /jozza:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

18 | to look /jozza:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

19 | to show /jossonea:§/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

20 | to shine leabrirri:g/ /jabruqu/(to shine)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jobrag/(to shine/bright) Alg-Ar

21 | bright /tbarraq/ /jabruqu/(to shine)Arabic Clearly borrowed

/tabrag/(bright/to shine) Alg-Ar




22 | color MMu:n/ /lawn/ (colour) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/llu:n/ (colour) Alg-Ar
23 | light (2) /0SAw/ /0°aw?/(light)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/05awl/ (light) Alg-Ar
24 | dark /talla:s/ /ddals/(darkness)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jtallas/(lose sight in the dark)Alg-
Ar
25 | white [?amollal/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
26 | black [?abarka:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
27 | red [?azuga:y/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
28 | blue [?azizal Berber No evidence for borrowing
29 | green [Rah(ifi:/ /hafi:fl(green grass)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/hfifi:/(green)Alg-Ar
30 | yellow [?Awra:y/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
31 | to touch /tharra:k/ /harraka/(to move Clearly borrowed
something)Arabic
/harrok/(to move/touch)Alg-Ar
32 | to pinch I?askottof/?igsa:s/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
33 | to feel /jathu:ssa/ /jahussu/(to feel)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jhass/(to feel) Alg-Ar
34 | hard /jaqqo:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
35 | soft /jartob/ [/rotb/(soft/smooth)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rtob/(soft/smooth)Alg-Ar
36 | rough (1) lju:zi:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
37 | smooth /jortob/ [/rotb/(soft/smooth)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rtob/(soft/smooth)Alg-Ar
38 | sharp /jomdSa/ /ma:d%i/(sharp)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ ma:di/(sharp)Alg-Ar
39 | blunt [?ulirobbi:fa/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
40 | heavy ljza:j/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
41 | light (1) /dugga:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
42 | wet leabzag/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
43 | dry /jaqqo:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
44 | hot /johm’a/ /ha:mi:/(hot)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ha:mi/(hot)Alg-Ar
45 | warm /jodfa/ /da:fi?/(warm)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/da:fi/(warm)Alg-Ar
46 | cold /josmat/ /samm/(poison)Arabic Not clearly identified
/ssamm/(cold/poison)Alg-Ar very little evidence for
borrowing
47 | clean [?1:n0%i:f/ /nad‘i:f/(clean)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ndi:f/(clean)Alg-Ar
48 | dirty /joxmadsz/ /xamas/(rot)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/xa:maz/(dirty/rotten) Alg-Ar
49 | wrinkled /jokmu:mmaf/ /jankamif(to be wrinkled)Arabic | Clearly borrowed

/mkommaf/(wrinkled)Alg-Ar




Semantic Field 16: Emotions and Values

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
List
1 soul or [?ima:n/ [?i:ma:n/(faith/belief)Arabic Clearly borrowed
spirit /I?ima:n/(faith/belief) Alg-Ar
2 surprised /joxla$/ Ixala?al(to take off) (figurative: | Clearly borrowed
his heart was taken off) Arabic
/joxla?/(to surprise)Alg-Ar
3 | astonished | /jorrebza/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
3 astonished | /jha:r/ /jaha:ru/(astonished/confused/ | Clearly borrowed
Worried)Arabic
/jhi:r)/(astonished/confused/
Worried)Alg-Ar
4 good luck | /robba [i:Sawan/ [rabbi: ju?a:winu/(May God Clearly borrowed
help you) Arabic
Irabbi: j?a:won/(May God help
you) Arabic
5 bad luck [?u:la;f an zhar/ [?u:la:f/(there isn’t)Berber Phrasal equivalence
[zahr/(dice)Arabic./on/(the)Ber
ber
[zhar/(luck)(Alg-Ar
6 Happy /jozha/ [za:hi:/(living/vivid/glowing)Ar | Clearly borrowed
abic
[za:hi/(happy)Alg-Ar
7 to laugh [?1j0%as/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
8 to smile [?i:09basa:m/ /jatabassamu/(to smile)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/jotbassom/(to smile)Alg-Ar
9 to play /jattira:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
10 | tolove ljaxs/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
10 | Tolove /jathi:bba/ /juhibbu/(to love)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jhobb/(to love)Alg-Ar
/jothabb/(to be loved)Alg-Ar
11 | tokiss [?i:tsolla:m/ /sallama/( to greet)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jsallom/(to greet/to kiss)Alg-Ar
12 | toembrace | /jufa:e ya:ras/ /ju:Sae/(to bring back)Berber No evidence for borrowing
lya:ras/(to him) Berber
13 | Pain [?assam/ /summ/(poison)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssamm/(poison/pain/cold)Alg-
Ar
14 | Grief /johzan/ /jahzanu/(to grief)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/johzan/(to grief)Alg-Ar
15 | anxiety /jaqlag/ /jaglaqu/(to worry)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jaqlug/(to worry)Alg-Ar
16 | toregret/be | /?i:ndom/ /jandamul/(to regret)Arabic Clearly borrowed
sorry /jondom/(to regret)Alg-Ar
16 | toregret/be | /hgorza:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

sorry




17 | Pity [?i:yanni/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
18 |tocry izl Berber No evidence for borrowing
18 | Tocry /jotSaja:0¢/ [Sajjata/(to cry and Clearly borrowed
scream)Arabic
/jSajjat/(to cry/scream)Alg-Ar
19 | Tear [?1:moattawon/ Berber
20 |togroan jotna:zaS/ /juna:ziSu/(to groan/struggle/to | Clearly borrowed
be moribund) Arabic
/jna:za%/(to groan/to be
moribund) Alg-Ar
20 | Togroan /jotnahnah// [?anaha/(to moan/groan)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/jnahnah/(hemming/the sound
of a slight cough) Alg-Ar
21 | to hate /jorwa:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
22 | Anger /joaglag/ /jaglaqu/(to worry)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jaqlug/(to worry)Alg-Ar
23 | envyor [?i:hmoz/lahmaz/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
jealousy
24 | shame NSa:r/ /Sa:r/(shame)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ia:r/(shame)Alg-Ar
24 | shame [?ijssatha/ /jastahi:/(to be ashamed)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/jastha/(to be ashamed)Alg-Ar
25 | Proud [faxr/ /jaftaxir/(to be proud)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jottafta:xor/ /jofta:xar/(to be proud)Alg-Ar
[faxr/(pride)Arabic
26 | to dare /jaqdar/ /jaqdiru/(to be able)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jaqdar/(to be able)Alg-Ar
27 | Brave [?a:xarfu:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
28 | Fear /hjowdi:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
29 | danger /do:n3i:/ /danze:/(danger)French Clearly borrowed
30 | to want ljaxs/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
31 | tochoose [?i:txajja:r/ /jaxta:ro/(to choose)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jaxta:r/(to choose)Alg-Ar
32 | to hope /jossa:ra:m/ssa:ram | Berber No evidence for borrowing
ay/
33 | faithful /na:s mla:h/ /na:s/(people/individuals)Arabi | Clearly borrowed
C
/nna:s/(individuals)Alg-Ar
/mali:h/(good looking)Arabic
/mli:h/(good)Alg-Ar
33 | faithful /darga:z johla:n/ /halla:/(to make beautiful) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/johla/(to be pretty/sweet)Alg-
Ar
34 | True [?u:0i:sarcu:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
35 |tolie (2) /jassargu:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




36

Deceit

[?i:jkolhi:e/

/kalaha/(to grim on face)Arabic
/jkollah/(to deceive)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

37

to forgive

/jossu:rfie/

Berber

No evidence for borrowing

37

To forgive

/jossa:mha:s/

/jusa:mihu/(to forgive)Arabic
/jsa:mah/(to forgive)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

38

Good

/jahla/

/halla:/(to make beautiful)
Arabic

/johla/(to be pretty/sweet)Alg-
Ar

Clearly borrowed

39

Bad

J2u:3i:jhlicf]

/halla:/(to make beautiful)
Arabic

/johla/(to be pretty/sweet)Alg-
Ar

[fl(for negation)Berber
/?u:0/(negation)Berber

Clearly borrowed

40

right (2)

/dassAh/

/sahi:h/(right)Arabic
/sah/(right)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

41

Wrong

/lyaltoe/

Iyalata/(to make a
mistake)Arabic
lya:lat/(wrong)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

42

Fault

/ddifo/

/de:fo/(fault)French

Clearly borrowed

43

mistake

[lyaltoe/

Iyalta/(mistake)Arabic
[yalta/(mistake)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

44

Blame

/jotlawami:e/
[?ala:wom/

/jalu:mu/(to blame)Arabic
/jlu:m/(to blame)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

45

Praise

[?ijtmazza:d/

/jumazzidu/(to praise)Arabic
/jmaz3ad/(to praise)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

46

beautiful

/jobha/

/ba:hi:/(glamorous)Arabic
/ba:hi/(beautiful)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

47

Ugly

jobfas/

/bafis/ (ugly)Arabic
/bfSa/(ugly)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

48

greedy

/tomma:S/

/tamma:S/(greedy)Arabic
/tomma:S/(greedy)Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

49

Clever

Iyaras 0i: ggoxf/

lyaras/(he has something)
Berber

/da:g/(in)Berber
[?i:xf/(his head)Berber

No evidence for borrowing

49

Clever

/mi:zra:j/

Berber

No evidence for borrowing

50

talkative

[?aloyla:y/

/laylayatun/(ineloquent speech)
Arabic

Clearly borrowed

51

whiney

[?aloyla:y/

/laylayatun/(inelogquent speech)
Arabic

Clearly borrowed

52

To be full

/jorwal

/jarwa:/(quench thirst/to be full)
Arabic
/jarwal/(quench thirst/to be full)
Alg-Ar

Clearly borrowed

53

sad

/jatfo:r wu:l nnos/

/jatfo:r/(full) Berber
/?u:l nnos/(his heart) Berber

No evidence for borrowing




| 54 | Hope | [?a:si:rom/ | Berber | No evidence for borrowing |




Semantic Field 17: Cognition

/jba:n/to appear/clear)Alg-Ar

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
List
1 | mind [?a:llon/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
2 | tothink (1) /jotxamma | /xammana/(to think/guess)Arabic Clearly borrowed
m/ /xammoam/(to think/guess) Alg-Ar
3 | tothink (2) /jotbana:s/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
4 | to believe /jottazman/ | /ju?minu/(to believe)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/j2ammaon/(to believe)Alg-Ar
5 | to understand | /jotham/ /jafhamu/(understand)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jofham/(understand)Alg-Ar
6 |toknow /jsann/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
7 | toguess [?i:tgoza:n/ | /jgozzon/(to predict/guess)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
8 | to imitate /jossomza.r/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
9 |toseem [?i:tba:nad/ | /ba:nal/(to appear)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jba:n/to appear/clear)Alg-Ar
10 | idea /lofkare/ [fikra/(idea)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ifokra/(idea)Alg-Ar
11 | wise /lhi:kmoe/ | /hikma/(wisdom)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/haki:m/(wise)Arabic
12 | stupid [?abuza:di/ | /pu:zadi:zm/(French political party | Not clearly identified
in 1950 after Pierre Poujade)French | Perhaps borrowed
/buza:di/(naive/stupid)Alg-Ar
13 | mad /jaqlaq/ /jaglaqu/(to worry)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jaqlug/(to worry)Alg-Ar
14 | to learn /jofallazm/ | /juSallimu/(to teach)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jataSallamu/(to learn)Arabic
/jotQallom/(to learn)Alg-Ar
14 | to learn /jalmad/ /jatatalmadu/(to learn)Arabic Clearly borrowed
15 | to study [?i:qarraa/ | /jaqra?u/(to read)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jagra(to study)Alg-Ar
16 | to teach [?i:sqarra/ | /jugri?u/(to make someone Clearly borrowed
read)Arabic
/jgarri/(to teach)Alg-Ar
17 | pupil [?aqadda:[/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
18 | teacher [?i:muSallo | /mu€allim/(teacher)Arabic Clearly borrowed
m/ /mu€alli:m/(teacher)Alg-Ar
19 | school lIku:liz/ Ikole:3/(college/schoold)French Clearly borrowed
/Ikuli:z/(school)Alg-Ar
19 | school /hi:mad‘rast | /madrasa/(school)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ /Imadra:sa/(schoold)Alg-Ar
20 | to remember | /jotfa:qod/ | /tafaggada/(to look for)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/tfaqqad/(to check/look for)Alg-Ar
21 | to forget [?ijtattu/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
22 | clear /jatba:n/ /ba:na/(to appear)Arabic Clearly borrowed




23 | obscure /joyu:bbafl | /yabaf/(darkness/ambiguousness)Ar | Clearly borrowed
abic
/myu:baf/(obscure)Alg-Ar
24 | secret [?assarr/ /sirr/(secret)Arabic./ssarr/(secret)Alg | Clearly borrowed
-Ar
25 | certain Iyi:r/sna:y/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
26 | to explain [?i:sfazham/ | /jufhimu/(to help understand)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/jfahham/(to explain)Alg-Ar
27 | intention /nni:jjoe/ /nijja/(intention)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/nnijja/(intention)Alg-Ar
28 | cause [?assabboe/ | /sabab/(reason)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssobba/(reason)Alg-Ar
29 | doubt [?afukki:/ /fakk/(doubt)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[[fakk/(doubt)Alg-Ar
30 | to suspect [?i:tfu:kka/ | /jafukku/(to suspect/to doubt)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/1fakk/(to suspect/to doubt)Alg-Ar
31 | to betray [?itxa:n/ /jaxu:nu/(to betray)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ixu:n/(to betray)Alg-Ar
32 | Need/necessi | /tya:wsa/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
ty
33 | easy /jashal/ /sahl/(easy)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sa:hal/(eay)Alg-Ar
34 | difficult /jowSor/ Ar Clearly borrowed
35 | totry [?i:Sja /?aSja:/(to make someone tired) Phrasal equivalence
da:gos/ Arabic
/0a:g/(with) Berber
(meaning: tired of trying with
it/him)
36 | manner [?abri: o/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
37 | and 220/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
38 | because Sla xa:tor/ | /Sala:/(for/according to)Arabic Clearly borrowed
Ixa:tor/(wish/desire/interest/goal)Ar
abic
/Sla xa:tor/(for this reason)Alg-Ar
39 |if /ma:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
40 | or nnizy/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
41 | yes [?i:h/ [?i:hi/(order to be quiet/keep talking) | Clearly borrowed
Arabic
[?i:h/(yes/sign that one is following
and listening) Alg-Ar
42 | no [?aha/?ara:h | Berber No evidence for borrowing
/
43 | How? /mammog/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
[?a:mmog/

/mu:kfa/




44 | How many? | /gom/gadda: | /lkam/(how much/many)Arabic Clearly borrowed

h/ /gadd/(amount)Arabic

/gadda:h/(how much/many)Alg-Ar

45 | How much? | /gom/gadda: | /kam/(how much/many)Arabic Clearly borrowed

h/ /gadd/(amount)Arabic

/gadda:h/(how much/many)Alg-Ar

46 | What? /matta/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
47 | When? /malmi/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
48 | Where? /ma:ni/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
49 | Which? /wadi:n/hdi:n | Berber No evidence for borrowing

/
50 | Who? /ma:gmos/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
51 | why /ma:yof/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
52 | from [si:/s yar/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
53 | to Iyar/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
54 | Are/doyou ? | /ma:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
55 | numbers /niz:mru/ /nyme:ro/(number) French Clearly borrowed

Inwa:moar/ | /nimi:ro/(number) Alg-Ar
56 | letters/alphab | /lohro:f/ /horo:f/(alphabet)Arabic Clearly borrowed

et /Iohro:f/(alphabet)Alg-Ar
56 | letters/alphab | /?iski:lon/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
et

57 | quantity /kontiti/ /kantite:/(quantity)French Clearly borrowed




Semantic Field 18: Speech and Language

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
List
1 | voice [?asi:wal/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
2 | tosing [?i:tyanna/ /juyanni:/(sing)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jyanni/(sing)Alg-Ar
3 | to shout [?1:tajja:of/ [Sajjata/(to cry/scream)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/)Sajjat/(to cry/scream)Alg-Ar
4 | to whisper /jqara:s dag /jgara:s/(to say)Berber No evidence for borrowing
mo33i/ /00g/(in) Berber
/ma33i/(ear)Berber
5 | to mumble [?i:twotwa:t/ /wata:wit/(whispers)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jwotwat/(to whisper)Alg-Ar
6 | to whistle [?i:tgoffa:r/ /jusaffiru/(to whistle)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jsaffar/(to whistle)Alg-Ar
7 | toshriek /jotSjja:0%/ /Sajjata/(to cry and Clearly borrowed
scream)Arabic
/jSajjat/(to cry/scream)Alg-Ar
8 | to howl [?issbi:Swi:q/ /jaSwi:/(to howl)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/joSwil/(to howl)Alg-Arabic
8 | To howl [?i:ttodza/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
9 | tospeak/talk | /?i:ttu:ela/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
10 | to stutter/ [?1:s€u:ggi:n/ /Sajju:n/(who speaks with Clearly borrowed
to stammer difficulty) Arabic
/Saggu:n/(deaf/mute/who stutters)
Alg-Ar
11 | to say [?ijgqa:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
12 | to tell [?inna:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
13 | speech /hu:ela:je/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
14 | to be silent [?i:ssusom/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
15 | language /hu:elere/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
16 | word [?awa:l/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
17 | name [?ism/ [?ism/(name)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/I?ism/(name)Alg-Ar
18 | to ask (1) /jossaqgsa:j/ /gasgasa/(asking about Clearly borrowed
people)Arabic
/jastaqgsi:/(look into/inspect/ask
about)Arabic
/jsaqgsi/(to ask)Alg-Ar
19 | to answer [?i:ttuga:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
20 | to admit [?ijqi:rrad/ /jugirro/(admit)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jqorr/(admit)Alg-Ar
21 | to deny [?ingar/ /junkiru/(to deny)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jonkor/(to deny)Alg-Ar
22 | toask (2) [?i:x0s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing




23 | to promise /lu:Sat/ /wagd/(promise) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jowSad/(to promise)Alg-Ar
24 | to refuse [?udixasf/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
25 | to forbid [?uhidszi:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
26 | to scold [?ikra:s solha:s/ | /?ikra:s/(to raise)Berber No evidence for borrowing
/hiss/(lower sounds)Arabic Phrasal equivalence
/Ihass/(noise/problems)Alg-Ar
(meaning: to scold/rebuke)
27 | tocall (1) [?i:layas/ /laya:/(to speak)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[?it?ijja:of/ /jalyal(to call/invite)Alg-Ar
28 | tocall (2) [?i:somma/ /jusammi:/(to call/to name)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
/jsammi/(to call)Alg-Ar
29 | to announce | /?inna:d/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
30 | to threaten [?ithadda:d/ /juhaddidu/(to threaten)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jhaddo/(to threaten)Alg-Ar
31 | to boast [?i:tfu:x/ /jatafa:xar/(to boast)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[jfu:x/(to boast)Alg-Ar
32 | to write [?igttob/ /jaktubu/(to write)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/joktab/(to write)Alg-Ar
33 | toread [?iqarra/ /jagra?u/(to read)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jagra(to study/to read)Alg-Ar
34 | paper /tawarqi:e/ /waraga/(paper)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lwarqa/(paper)Alg-Ar
35 | pen /lakriju/ [krejd/(pencil)French Clearly borrowed
/sstilu/ /kriyu:n/(pencil)Alg-Ar
[stilp)(pen)French
[sti:lu/(pen)Alg-Ar
36 | book lzzma:m/ /jzommam/(to write a book)Alg- | Very little evidence for
Ar borrowing
(used in sorcery)
36 | book /lagea:b/ /kita:b/(book)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lokta:b/(book)Alg-Ar
37 | poet [?amadja:z/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
38 | flute [tazuwwa:qt/ /3awq/(group of Clearly borrowed
musicians/musical
instruments)Arabic
39 | drum [?abandi:r/ /bindi:r/(drum)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ibondi:r/(drum)Alg-Ar
40 | horn or /ta:qsobt/ /gasaba/(metal pipe or cane that | Clearly borrowed
trumpet vibrates to produce musical
sounds/flute)Arabic
/Igasba/(cane used to produce
musical sounds/flute)Alg-Ar
41 | rattle [?asqafqaf/ /gajgafa/(sound of meat being Clearly borrowed

grilled)(onomatopoeic)Arabic
Ixafxafa/(rattle) Arabic




Semantic Field 19: Social and Political Relations

order

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
List
1 country /dduwale/ /dawla/(country)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ddawla/(country)Alg-Ar
2 native /dduwale/ /dawla/(country)Arabic Clearly borrowed
country /ddawla/(country)Alg-Ar
3 |town [?afila:z/ Ivila:3/(town)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[fila:3/(town)Alg-Ar
4 village [?aduwacr/ /dawwa:r/(big house in the Clearly borrowed
countryside) Arabic
/dduwwaa:r/(small village)Alg-
Ar
5 boundary [?1:gmi:ron/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
6 people [?i:wda:n/?a:gou: | Berber No evidence for borrowing
o/
6 people Iya:fil Iya:fijja/(visitors/people)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
Iya:[il(people)
7 |clan 1Saxfl [Sarfl(clan)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/IS arf/(clan)Alg-Ar
8 | chieftain [?amoaya:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
8 chieftain [?amugra:n/ /mugra:n/(with horns)(big)Alg- | Very little evidence for
Ar borrowing
(figurative:chief)
9 walking /taSukka:zt/ /Sukka:z/(walking stick)Arabic Clearly borrowed
stick /ISukka:z/(walking stick)Alg-Ar
10 |to [?i:ttof/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
rule/govern
11 | king [?agolli:o/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
12 | queen [tagalli:ot/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
13 | noble [?i:mra:bdan/ Irabi:t/(ascetic/wise)Arabic Perhaps borrowed
/mra:bat/(ascetic)Alg-Ar
14 | citizen [?a:fashi/ [faSbi:/(citizen/common Clearly borrowed
people)Ar
15 | master [?amatfu:c/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
16 | slave [?asokki:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
17 | servant [?axadi:m/ Ixa:dim/(servant)Arabic Clearly borrowed
Ixdi:m/(servant)Alg-Ar
18 | freeman [?ahro:r/ /horr/(free) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/horr/(free) Alg-Ar
19 | to liberate [?issorhad/ /saraha/(to liberate)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jsorrah/(to let go)Alg-Ar
20 | To [sa:wa/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
command/




21 | to obey [Rittacy rra:j/ [?itta;y/(to take)Berber Phrasal equivalence
Irra:j/(opinion)
(meaning to listen/to obey)
22 | to permit [?idza:s/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
23 | friend [?amdu:kal/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
24 | enemy [Payri:m/ Iyari:m/(enemy/opponent)Arabic | Clearly borrowed
25 | neighbour | /lza:r/ /3a:r/(neighbor)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/I3a:r/(neighbor)Alg-Ar
26 | stranger [?abarra:ni/ /barra:ni:/(outsider)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/barra:ni/(outsider)Alg-Ar
27 | guest [?anizzi:w/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
28 | toinvite [Rilaya:d/ /laya:/(to speak)Arabic Perhaps borrowed
/jalyal(to call/invite)Alg-Ar Not clearly identified
29 | host /ba:b n 0%i:fe/ /ba:b/(door)Arabic. Clearly borrowed
In/(the)Berber
/05ajf/(guest)Arabic
/8%1:1/(guest)Alg-Ar
(meaning:open door for guests)
30 |tohelp [?itSawa:n/ / ju?a:winu/(to help) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/j?a:wan/(to help)Alg-Ar
31 | toprevent | /?uhidszi:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
32 | custom /sba:jor/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
33 | quarrel [?inuya:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
34 | plot [?irairnna:s [?irazrnna:s/(they play) No evidence for borrowing
fijoxe/ /] (on). /?ixf/(head)Berber
(meaning: they conspire)
35 | to meet [?imla:qga/ /jula:qi:/(to meet)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jotla:qa/(to meet)Alg-Ar
36 | prostitute Not translated Not translated Not translated




Semantic Field 20: Warfare and Hunting

/jahzam/(to attack)Alg-Ar

N | Meaning List | Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
1 | tofight [?itnu:y/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
2 | war or battle | /lIgirra/ /ge:r/(war)French Clearly borrowed
/girra/(war)Alg-Ar
3 | peace Irrahme/ /rahma/(mercy)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rrahma/(mercy)Alg-Ar
4 | army /IS askar/ /Saskar/(army)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/IS askar/(army)Alg-Ar
5 | soldier /?amna:jon/ [?amn/(peace/safety)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/I2amn/(peace/safety)Alg-Ar
6 | weapons /ti:Samdaei:n/ | /Sumda/(what we depend Clearly borrowed
on)Arabic
/?amad/(sticks)Arabic
7 | club Miki:p/ [?¢:Ki:p/(team/club)French Clearly borrowed
/liki:p/(team/club)Alg-Ar
8 | battle-axe [?agolzi:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
9 |sling Aa3we/ /3we/(sling)French (joint) Clearly borrowed
Aa3we/(sling)Alg-Ar
10 | bow [?i:1di/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
11 | arrow Iaftefl [ftefl(arrow)French Clearly borrowed
Itaftefl(arrow)Alg-Ar
12 | spear /yani:m/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
13 | sword [?agostu:r/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
14 | gun fta:¢mu:t/ /ta:¢mu:t/(of death)Alg-Ar Clearly borrowed
/mawt/(death)Arabic
fta:¢/(of)Alg-Ar
/mu:t)(death)Alg-Ar
15 | armour /Ikomba/ /kdmba/(battle/military uniform) | Clearly borrowed
French
/Ikomba/(armour/military
uniform) French
16 | helmet /Ikask/ /kask/(helmet)French Clearly borrowed
17 | shield No equivalence | No equivalence No equivalence
18 | fortress /taqli:ht//taqli:S | /qalSa/(castle)Arabic Clearly borrowed
t/
19 | tower Iltga:ri:t/ /gare:t/(military sentry bow on Clearly borrowed
top of a tower or fortress) French
[lgari:ta/
20 | victory [Payla:b/ /jaylibu/(to defeat/win)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/joylob/(to defeat/win)Alg-Ar
21 | defeat /laxsa:rae/ /xasa:ra/(defeat)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Ixsa:ra/(defeat)Alg-Ar
22 | attack [?a:hzom/ /jahzimu/(to attack)Arabic Clearly borrowed




23 | to defend [?itda:fas/ /juda:fiSu/(to defend)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jda:faS/(to defend)Alg-Ar
24 | to retreat [?1:walla:d/ /walla:/(to go back/to Clearly borrowed
escape)Arabic
/walla/(to come back)Alg-Ar
25 | tosurrender | /?i:rfad /rafada/(to Phrasal equivalence
?Pifa:sson non/ | give/take/catch)Arabic
/jorfad/(to take/raise/lift)Alg-Ar
[?ifa:sson nan/(his hands)Berber
26 | captive or [?amohbu:s/ /mahbu:s/(prisoner)Arabic Clearly borrowed
prisoner /mahbu:s/(prisoner)Alg-Ar
27 | guard /?aSassa:s/ /Sassa:s/(guard)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Sassa:s/(guard)Alg-Ar
28 | booty /ssa:bbae/ Issa:ba/(plentiful harvest)Alg-Ar | Very little evidence for borrowing
29 | ambush [?amonda:f/ /manda:f/(ambush)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for borrowing
30 | fisherman /bu:jsolmon/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
31 | fishhook [tagonna:rt/ /sinna:ra/(fishhook)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ssonna:ra/(fishhook)Alg-Ar
32 | fishing line /sbi:b/ /sabi:b/(strand of hair)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sbi:b/(fishing line)Alg-Ar
33 | fishnet Itizfbace/ /fabaka/(net)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[[Jabka/(net)Alg-Ar
34 | fish trap [?afdu:l/ Berber Clearly borrowed
35 | bait /tagalla:bt/ /jangalib/(turn over/capsize) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
/tanglab/(turn over/capsize)Alg-
Ar
/lgulla:jba/(trap)Alg-Ar
36 | to hunt [?itsija:o%/ /jasta:d/(to hunt)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/1sajjod/(to hunt)Alg-Ar
37 | to shoot Ni:tfa:e [?:tfa:e/(to shoot)Berber Phrasal equivalence
solfu:fi/ /s/(through/using)Berber
[fyzi de fas/(hunting
rifle)French
38 | to miss [?uhadjuwi:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
39 | trap /?’amond’a:f/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
40 |totrap [?itsa:wa /sawwa:/(to fix/to Phrasal equivalence
?amonda:f/ regulate)Arabic

/manda:f/(ambush)Alg-Ar
(meaning: plan an ambush)




Semantic Field 21: Law

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
List
1 |law /lga:nu:n/ /ga:nu:n/(law)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lga:nu:n/(law)Alg-Ar
2 | court /ti:mohkomt/ /mahkama/(court)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lmahkama/(court)Alg-Ar
3 |toadjudicate | /?i:fra/ [?afra:/(to fix something)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jofri/(to resolve)Alg-Ar
[?afe:r/(case)French (affaire)
4 | judgment /Thukm/ /hukm/(judgment)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Thukm/(judgment)Alg-Ar
5 |judge I3u:3/ I3y3/(judge)French Clearly borrowed
I33y3/(judge)Alg-Ar
6 | plaintiff [?1:rf20 folla:s/ rafada/(to give/take/catch)Arabic Phrasal equivalence
/jorfad/(to take/raise/lift)Alg-Ar
/folla:s/(against/on you) Berber
(meaning: to raise a case against)
7 | defendant /hatwa:rfad folla:s/ | rafada/(to give/take/catch)Arabic Phrasal equivalence
/jorfad/(to take/raise/lift)Alg-Ar
/hotwa:rfod/(was raised)
/faolla:s/(against/on you) Berber
/meaning: a case raised against him)
8 | witness [?1:fhad/ /jafhadu/(to witness) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jafhad/(to witness)Alg-Ar
9 | toswear [?i:dzu:l/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
10 | oath Itza:lli:t/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
11 | to accuse /jottu:Qa: da:gas/ /jattu:Sa:/(get back to)Berber No evidence for
/da:gas/(to/in you)Berber borrowing
(meaning: to charge with a crime)
12 | to condemn [?i:tfa:s/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
13 | to convict [?i:ttof folla:s/ [?i:ttof/(to hold/take/catch)Berber No evidence for
/falla:s/(against/on you)Berber borrowing
(meaning: to render a judgment)
14 | to acquit No equivalence No equivalence No equivalence
15 | guilty Inta ti:sawa:n/ [?anta/ (you) Arabic Clearly borrowed
Inta/(you)Alg-Ar Phrasal equivalence
/sawwa:/(to fix/to regulate)Arabic
(meaning: you did it)
16 | innocent /fa:la ?i:sawa:e/ [fa:la/(negation/there isn’t)Berber Phrasal equivalence
/sawwa:/(to fix/to regulate)Arabic
(meaning: you did not do it)
17 | penalty /ISuqu:be/ /Suqu:ba/(penalty)Arabic Clearly borrowed

/ISuqu:ba/(penalty)Alg-Ar




19 | fine /layra:moe/ /yara:ma/(fine)Arabic Clearly borrowed
20 | prison [tasi:lu:nt/ Ise:lyl de prizd/ (prison cell) French Clearly borrowed
21 | murder /Izarimoe/ /3ari:ma/ (murder) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Izari:ma/ (murder) Alg-Ar
22 | adultery /jatfu:tfl Berber No evidence for
borrowing
23 | rape [?ata:f/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
24 | arson /hatwa.:sary /hatwa:sary/(to cause fire)Berber Phrasal equivalence
balSa:ni/ /bi/(with)Arabic
/Sanjan/Sina:ja/(doing something with
care and interest)
/balSa:ni/(carefully/on purpose)Alg-Ar
25 | perjury /fha:t na zo:r/ [faha:datu zo:r/(perjury)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[fhatt zzo:r/(perjury)Alg-Ar
26 | To steal [?itta:gor/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
27 | thief [?amoaga:r/ /ma:Kkir/(deceitful)Arabic Clearly borrowed

Imakka:r/(deceitful) Alg-Ar




Semantic Field 22: Religion and Belief

N | Meaning List | Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
1 | religion /ddi:n/ /di:n/(religion) Arabic. Clearly borrowed
/ddi:n/(religion)Alg-Ar
2 |god [?alla:h/ [?alla:h/(God)Arabic Clearly borrowed
Irabbi/ /rabbi/(God)Alg-Ar
3 |temple No No equivalence No equivalence
equivalence
4 | church No No equivalence No equivalence
equivalence
5 | mosque /I3a:maf/ /za:miS/(mosque)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/I3a:ma%/(mosque)Alg-Ar
6 |altar No No equivalence No equivalence
equivalence
7 | sacrifice ljyarras/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
8 | to worship /j€abbad/ /jaSbudu/(to worship)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ja¥bad/(to worship)Alg-Ar
9 |topray /jotzatta:/ /jusalli:/(to pray)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jsalli/(to pray) Alg-Ar
10 | priest [fi:x/ [?ima:m/(prayer leader)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/I?i:ma:m/ /I?i:ma:m/(prayer leader)Alg-Ar
[fajx/(religious scholar)Arabic
[fJi:x/(religious scholar)Alg-Ar
11 | holy [?amba:rak/ | /muba:rak/(holy/blessed)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/mabro:k/(blessed/holy)Alg-Ar
12 | to preach /jga 1xo:tbae/ | /jga/(to do/make)Berber Phrasal equivalence
Ixotba/(sermon/speech)Arabic
/Ixotba/(sermon/speech)Alg-Ar
13 | to bless /jba:rak/ /yuba:riku/(to bless) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jba:rak/(to bless/congratulate) Alg-Ar
14 | to curse /jlagSan/ /jal§nu/(to curse)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jalSan/(to curse)Alg-Ar
15 | to fast /jatzo:m/ /jaso:mu/(to fast)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/jso:m/(to fast)Alg-Ar
16 | heaven /I3onnoe/ /zanna/(heaven)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/I3onnal/(heaven)Alg-Ar
17 | hell /ISafi:fe/ [Sa:fija/(health/welfare) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ISa:fja/(fire)Alg-Ar
18 | demon [[ita:n/ [fajta:n/(devil)Arabic Clearly borrowed
[fJfita:n/(devil)Alg-Ar
19 | idol [?a:zro/ Berber No evidence for
borrowing
20 | magic /sshu:r/ /sihr/(magic/sorcery) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/sshu:r/(magic/sorcery)Alg-Ar
21 | Sorcerer/witch | /dasohha:r/ /sa:hir/(sorcerer)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/damra:bat/ /sahha:r/(sorcerer) Alg-Ar
22 | fairy or elf /fihuzel/ Berber No evidence for

borrowing




23 | ghost [Pazyu:y/ /zqu:g/ (bogeyman)Alg-Ar Very little evidence for
borrowing
24 | omen [Ifa:l/ /fa?l/(omen)Arabic./fa:l/(omen)Alg- | Clearly borrowed
Ar
25 | circumcision | /tha:ra/ /tahhara/(circumcise) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/tha:aa/(circumcision)Alg-Ar
26 | initiation /050%ifae/ /0%jja:fa/(accommodation/hospitality) | Clearly borrowed

ceremony

Arabic




Semantic Field 23: The Modern World

N | Meaning List | Chaouia | Source Word Borrowing Status
1 | radio Irra:djo/ Iradjo/(radio) French Clearly borrowed
Irra:djo/(radio) Alg-Ar
2 | television It3:livizjo/ | /t3:le:vizjo/(television) French Clearly borrowed
Itilivizjd/(television) Alg-Ar
3 | telephone ftilifu:n/ Ite:le:fa:n/(phone) French Clearly borrowed
ftilifu:n/(phone) Alg-Ar
4 | bicycle Ivizlu/ Ive:lol(bike) French Clearly borrowed
/Ivi:lu/(bike) French
5 | motorcycle /Imoto/ /moto/(motorcycle) French Clearly borrowed
/Imoto/(motorcycle) French
6 |car /taksi/ /taksi/(taxi) French Clearly borrowed
/takarro:st/ | /taksi/(cab) Alg-Ar
/takarju:lt/ | /karos/(car) French
/karro:za/(car) Italian
/karwi:la/(horse-drawn vehicle)
Alg-Ar
7 | bus /Ibys/ /bys/(bus)French Clearly borrowed
lka:r/ /lbys/(bus)Alg-Ar
[?otoka:r/(bus)French
/Ika:r/(bus)Alg-Ar
8 | train /lmafina/ | /mafi:n/(machine/vehicle)French Clearly borrowed
/Imafina/(machine/train/Alg-Ar
9 | airplane /0atojaire/ | /tajja:ra/(plane)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ttajjacra/(plane)Alg-Ar
10 | electricity [tisi:ti/ [?¢:lektrisite:/(electricity)French Clearly borrowed
ftrisi:ti/(electricity) Alg-Ar
11 | battery /Ibatri/ /batri/(battery)French Clearly borrowed
/Ibatri/(battery)Alg-Ar
12 | to brake /jofri:na/ | Mrene:/(to brake)French Clearly borrowed
/jofrini/(to brake)Alg-Ar
13 | motor /Imutu:r/ | /moteer/(motor)French Clearly borrowed
/Imutu:r/(motor)Alg-Ar
14 | machine /Imafi:na/ | /mafi:n/(machine/vehicle) French Clearly borrowed
/Imafina/(machine/train/Alg-Ar
15 | petroleum [pitro:l/ Ipe:tro:l/(petroleum)French Clearly borrowed
llga:z/ /Ipitro:l/(petroleum)French
Igazoli:n/(petrol/gas)French
/lga:z/(gas)Alg-Ar
16 | hospital /sbita:r/ [?opita:l/(hospital)French Clearly borrowed
/sbita:r/(hospital)Alg-Ar
17 | nurse leaformli: | /?efifirmje:/(nurse) French Clearly borrowed
ol /formlijja/(nurse)Alg-Ar
18 | Pill/tablet /eahobbu: | /hubu:b/(pills)Arabic Clearly borrowed
of /Ihabb/(pills)Alg-Ar




18 | Pill/tablet leabla:ke/ | /plake:t/(tablet)French Clearly borrowed
/plaka/(tablet)Alg-Ar

19 | injection leisagni:e/ | /sere:ng/(injection/syringe)French Not clearly identified

Perhaps borrowed
20 | spectacles/glass | /nwa:0%r/ | /nad*d‘a:ra:t/(glasses) Arabic Clearly borrowed
es Inwa:0%ar/(glasses)Alg-Ar

21 | government /lhuku:me/ | /huku:ma/(government) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lThuku:ma/(government) Alg-Ar

22 | president Irea?izs/ Ira?i:s/(president)Arabic Clearly borrowed
Irra?i:s/(president)Alg-Ar

23 | minister llwazi:r/ /wazi:r/(minister)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lwazi:r/(minister)Alg-Ar

24 | police /Ibu:lisijja/ | /poli:s/(police)French Clearly borrowed
/Iapoli:s/(police)Alg-Ar

25 | driver’s license | /Ibarmi/ /pe:rmi/(driving license) French Clearly borrowed
/Iparmi/(driving license) Alg-Ar

26 | license plate llmatrikyl/ | /matrikyl/(license plate)French Clearly borrowed
/Imatrikyl/(license plate)Alg-Ar

27 | birth certificate | /nnagqmoe/ | /lagga:m/ (birth certificate) Alg-Ar | Very little evidence for

borrowing

28 | crime ljga rro:h/ | /jga/ (to take) Berber Phrasal equivalence
/ro:h/(soul) Arabic
/rro:h/(soul) Alg-Ar
(meaning: take life/kill)

29 | election /I?intixaba | /?intixa:ba:t/ (elections) Arabic Clearly borrowed

o/ /I?intixaba:t/(elections) Alg-Ar

30 | address Mlazdri:sa/ | /?adre:s/ (address) French Clearly borrowed
Nla:dri:sa/ladre:s/ (address) Alg-Ar

31 | number Innimi:ro/ | /nyme:ro/ (number) French Clearly borrowed
/nnimi:ro/ (number) Alg-Ar

31 | number /rragm/ /ragm/(number) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/rragm/(number) Alg-Ar

32 | street [?abri:o/ Berber No evidence for borrowing

33 | post/mail /Ibo:sta/ /post/(post) French Clearly borrowed
Ipa:sta/(post) Italian
/Ibo:sta/lbo:fta/(post) Alg-Ar

34 | postage stamp | /ttezmbar/ | /te:mbr/(postage stamp) French Clearly borrowed
[tte:mbar/(postage stamp)Alg-Ar

34 | Postage stamp | /tta:ba¥/ /ta:bi¢/(stamp)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/tta:bal/(stamp)Alg-Ar

35 | letter leabra:t/ /barqijja/(letter)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/brajja/(letter)Alg-Ar

36 | postcard [tabra:t/ /barqijja/(letter)Arabic Clearly borrowed

/brajja/(letter)Alg-Ar




37 | bank /Ibaka/ /bék/(bank)French Clearly borrowed
/Ibaka/(bank)Alg-Ar
38 | tap/faucet leaSwi:ne/ | /Sajn/(spring of water)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ISajn/(tap/faucet)Alg-Ar
39 | sink /Iavabo/ /Iavabo/(sink)French Clearly borrowed
/Iavabo/(sink)Alg-Ar
40 | toilet /Ikabi:ni/ | /kabine:/(small private room)French | Clearly borrowed
/Ikabi:ni/(toilet)Alg-Ar
41 | mattress /lmatrah/ | /matrah/(place/position) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/matla/((matress) French
42 | tin/can /ea:bbat /nu:zza:l/(made of iron)Berber Phrasal equivalence
nu:zza:l/ /bwat/(box/can) French
/bbata/(can/box)Alg-Ar
43 | screw [?amosma: | /misma:r/(nail)Arabic Clearly borrowed
r/ /Imasma:r/(nail/screw) Alg-Ar
44 | screwdriver ftuzrnivi:s/ | /tu:rnevi:s/(screwdriver)French Clearly borrowed
/tu:rnivi:s/(screwdriver)Alg-Ar
45 | bottle lei:qarSat/ | /garSatun/(bottle) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/lgarSa/(bottle) Alg-Ar
46 | candy/sweets /lohlawa:e | /halwa:/(sweets/candy)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/ /lhalwa/(sweets/candy)Alg-Ar
47 | plastic Iplastizk/ | /plasti:k/(plastic) French Clearly borrowed
Iplasti:k/(plastic) Alg-Ar
48 | bomb /Ibu:mba/ | /bomb/(bomb) French Clearly borrowed
/Ibuzmba/(bomb)Alg-Ar
49 | workshop [?atelje:/ | [?atelje:/(workshop) French Clearly borrowed
49 | workshop /lowzi:n/ | [?yzi:n/(factory) French Clearly borrowed
/lawzi:n/(factory) Alg-Ar
50 | cigarette /lga:ro/ /ga:rro/(cigarette) Spanish Clearly borrowed
/lga:rro/(cigarette) Alg-Ar
51 | newspaper /Isorna:n/ | /zu:rna:l/(newspaper) French Clearly borrowed
/I3orna:n/(newspaper) Alg-Ar
52 | calendar [[fahrija/ | /fahrijja/(monthly/calendar) Arabic | Clearly borrowed
[[Jahrija/(calendar/monthly) Alg- Ar
53 | film/movie ffizlm/ /fi:lm/(movie) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/fizlm/(movie) Alg-Ar
54 | music /lmusi:qa/ | /mu:si:qa:/(music) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/Imusi:qa/(music) Alg-Ar
55 | song /IRuynijoe/ | /?uynijja/(song) Arabic Clearly borrowed
/I?yunja/(song) Alg-Ar
56 | tea Ittazj/ Ite:/(tea) French Clearly borrowed
/lata:j/ (tea) Alg-Ar
57 | Coffee /lgahwa/ /gahwa/ (coffee) Arabic Clearly borrowed

/lgahwa/ (coffee) Alg-Ar




Semantic Field 24: Miscellaneous Function Words

N | Meaning Chaouia Source Word Borrowing Status
List
1 |tobe /jolla/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
2 | to become [?adi:wolla/ /walla:/(to go back)Arabic Clearly borrowed
/walla/(to come back)Alg-Ar
3 | without /bla/ /bi/ (with) Arabic. /la:/(no) Clearly borrowed
Arabic
(meaning: without)
4 | with [?i:0/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
5 | through [ss/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
6 | not /mu:h/ /muha:l/(impossible) Arabic Not clearly identified
/muha:l/(impossible/no) Alg-Ar | Perhaps borrowed
7 | this Iwa:j/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
8 | that Iwi:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
9 | here [0a:/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
10 | there /du:ran/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
11 | other Iwi:n/ Berber No evidence for borrowing
12 | next Izza:el Berber No evidence for borrowing
13 | same IKi:fki:f/ /kajfama:/(how/however)( Clearly borrowed
figuratively: however/whatever
you do I do: I do the same thing)
Arabic
/ki:fki:f/ (same/similar) Alg-Ar
13 | same [?i:socra:s/ha:tf/ | Berber No evidence for borrowing
14 | nothing Iwa:lu/ /wala faj?/ (nothing) Arabic Clearly borrowed

/wa:lu/ (nothing) Alg-Ar




Appendix B

The Questionnaire

Dear Informant,

This questionnaire is designed as a tool to understand the factors that govern language
change and stability in the Berber Chaoui community in Algeria. The answers you provide
will be taken with the utmost secrecy and will be used only for research purposes. Your

identity will remain anonymous.

You are kindly requested to fill in the following questionnaire according to your personal

opinion. Your help is highly appreciated.

l. Section One: Personal Background
Age: oo,
Gender: Male O Female ()
Region: .............oooeil.

Educational level

None (O FI\)/II‘:Eindai;y/ (O secondary (O  Tertiery O

I1.  Section Two: Linguistic Proficiency

1. Mother Tongue:

Algerian Arabic () Chaouia () French () Other () (specify..........cccvuvvi.... )
2. What is the mother tongue of your mother?

Algerian Arabic () Chaouia () French () Other ( )(specify.............cc...... )
3. What is the mother tongue of your father?

Algerian Arabic () Chaouia(C) French ()  Other (Xspecify.........cccceernnnn. )



4. Identify your level of proficiency in the following languages

Level
Language

Excellent Good

Average Weak None

Chaouia

Berber

Other varieties of

Algerian Arabic

MSA

French

l. Section Three: Language Use

Please use the scale below to rate the frequency you use the languages with the groups of

people listed in the left column.

Always = 4

Sometimes = 2

Never =0

Most of the time = 3

Rarely =1

Not Applicable = NA

Algerian

Arabic Chaouia

Standard

Arabic French

Immediate
Family

Extended
Family

Friends

Neighbors

Officials

At work

At mosque

At school

Arab speakers

Berber speakers
from other
communities




I11. Section Four: Attitudes Towards Languages

e Please use the same scale to rate how much you think each attribute in the list

applies to each language in the table.

0 = Strongly Disagree

1 = Disagree

2 = Neutral

3 = Agree

4 = Strongly Agree

Algerian
Arabic

Berber

Chaouia

Standard
Arabic

French

Important to
be used in all
situations

Prestigious

Patriotic

Beautiful

Ethnic

Useful

Intrusive

¢ Do you think that using Standard Arabic words distorts your identity or your

language?

Yes (O

¢ Do you think that using Algerian Arabic words distorts your identity or your

language?

Yes (O

e Do you think that using French words distorts your identity or your language?

Yes O

No

No

No

O

O
O




Appendix C

Target Interview Variants
Enalish Chaoui Variants
g Changed Unchanged
.. [?1:wd’a:n/
peplle yaflf 12°2:0u:0/
Tailor [?’axijja:t/ Iwer ?I:ganr'n:n/
/?agannei/
Thunder IrSad/ [?>adzen/
Cave /Ik>a:f/ [?1:fri/
to freeze /?’a:0izommoad/ [?’a:0jaqraf/
Group A: Words to regret [?i:ndom/ /hg’arza:s/
SHILY G e astonished /jhs:r/ /jorrebz’al
Dominant - — ; .
Variants to forgive /joss’amh’a:s/ /jossu:rfie/
Now /lu:qq’a/ [?1:mi:r’a/
to cry /jot8’aja: 0/ il
in front of /]9’ a:bal/ 1zz’ael
/jottowa:l/ , ..
Long Jitawwal/ /0’azagr’a:r/
Group B: Words Animal /Ih’aj’aws:n/ ayarsi:w/
with Sun /lgeil’a/ le’afu:ke/
Unchanged- Eagle [P a:ligu:/ /gi:0ar/
Dominant _ /jotf*ax(l :
Variants Quiet 3018 aqol/ /jassu:sam/
Equitable to love /jothi:bb’a/ /) axs/
Variation morning /o’ asobhi:e/ Jti:F>a:wot/
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Resumé

La présente étude a pour objectif d'étudier le changement de langue au niveau lexicale dans
la variété Chaoui du Berbére. L'étude vise a répondre aux questions liées aux caractéristiques
linguistiques qui limitent le changement de langue et aux implications sociales de ce
changement. Afin de répondre a cet objectif, une approche méthodologique mixte est
développée ou une liste de mots est traduite en chaoui pour examiner les traces d'influence
arabe et francaise. La liste traduite comprend 1500 éléments de sens qui sont adoptés a partir
de la liste de sens de la typologie des mots d'emprunt ou chaque élément est présenté a dix
locuteurs natifs du dialecte chaoui. Les traductions obtenues sont comparées. Les résultats
de la présente étude montrent que I'arabe est la principale langue donatrice pour I'emprunt.
De plus, I'étude montre que la catégorie grammaticale du mot et le champ sémantique auquel
il appartient sont les principaux facteurs linguistiques qui declanchent le changement.

Mots-clés: variation de la langue, changement de langue, Chaoui, emprunt lexical
Summary

The present study has the goal of investigating lexical language change in the Chaoui, a
Berber variety. The study seeks to address questions related to the linguistic features that
constraint language change and the social implications of that change. In order to attend to
this objective, a mixed-methods approach is developed where a list of words is translated to
Chaoui to examine traces of Arabic and French influence. The translated list includes 1500
meaning items that are adopted from the Loanword Typology meaning list where each item
is presented to ten native speakers of the Chaoui dialect. The obtained translations are
compared and non-fitting ones are ruled out. The findings of the present study show that
Arabic is the main donor language for borrowing. Moreover, the study shows that the
grammatical category of the word and the semantic field to which it pertains are the main
linguistic factors that trigger change.

Keywords: language variation, language change, Chaoui, lexical borrowing




