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Phonetic Symbols

The list includes phonetic realisations used in Classical Arabic /Modern Standard

Arabic, Tlemcen Arabic and rural Arabic.

1. Vowels : Each of the six vowel phonemes in Arabic (three short and three

long) may have different realisations according to the linguistic environment.

Gloss

Short | Example | Gloss Long | Example
x kamol all ®: kte:b book
a duda a worm a: ha:wol Try!
i lila a night i: fi:l elephant
¢ fatema Fatima e: mre:d ill (sing.masc.)
u yuja my brother | u: Juzf Look!
a mreda ill (sing.fem.) | a: ta:r It flew
2 7bal before o: ftoer lunch
2. Consonants
Symbol | Example Gloss Symbol | Example Gloss
? ?2lli (TA) |Hetwldme |a dalom (AA) | unjust
b ba‘u He soldit. |t tar 1t flew
t ta®i mine o} Oa:lim (CA) | unjust
0 Oz :nijan secondly ¢ fa:m one year
& &i‘en hungry ¥ yali expensive
h hamma:m | bath f faejon where?
X Yomsa five q qari educated
d dunja world k kajon there is
0 Ox:lika that 1 lila one night
r ramla sand m manna this way
z zZin nice n nmor tiger
S sahha all right h huwa (It’s) him
J Jbe:b beautiful w wold boy
$ saim He fasted | j Jebos dry
3 Zommal | a5t down . | g gelli (RA) | He told me

Vi
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Abstract

The main purpose in the present research work is to consider, in the light of recent
studies in sociolinguistics, the complexities of sociolinguistic variation and attitudes
towards language behaviour in an Algerian speech community characterized at the same
time by various interesting linguistic phenomena, namely: a) dialectal variation, which
is a ‘natural’ reality that can be observed virtually in all speech communities,
particularly in big towns and urban centres; b) in parallel with this, bilingualism is a
practice of considerable frequency in Algeria for historical reasons (in Morocco and
Tunisia, too, though to a much lesser extent); c) diglossia, that linguistic phenomenon
characterizing the Arab world, is becoming increasingly interesting as a result of the
process of arabisation launched in Algeria, after independence, as part of the language
policy decided upon by the new government.

In addition to the fact that the Algerians consciously or unconsciously switch — or at
least are constantly exposed to switching — from Algerian Arabic to French, often
mixing the two languages in their conversations, there is clear evidence that in Tlemcen
— the case in point in this study — people, mostly among younger native male speakers,
continually switch from the local variety to a rural form of speech in certain situations.
One interesting province in this work concerns the reasons and motives for such
fluctuating behaviour on the part of the native speakers of Tlemcen.

On the other hand, the use of a form of Classical Arabic — or more precisely what
has been called Modern Standard Arabic — is attested mostly in formal contexts such as
education, some sectors of the administration, religious sermons as well as in the written
and spoken mass-media. However, the use of French, as a functional language, persists
in many domains such as the written media and in those areas related to sciences,
industry and economy, though a relative increase in the use of Standard Arabic may be

attested in these fields as a result of a long process of arabisation which started right
after independence.

Through the use of different methods for data collection and elicitation techniques
such as interviews, questionnaires and recordings, this study attempts to describe the
systematic co-variance of language behaviour and social structure, and to shed light on
the reasons why, consciously or unconsciously, the native speakers of Tlemcen behave
the way they do in different settings, particularly in relation to social variables such as
age, gender, social network and oducational level. An important issue that has to be
considered in relation to the native speakers’ behaviour is whether such variation carries
so strong an influence as to lead to linguistic changes in the Arabic variety of Tlemcen.

Apart from considering language variation from a sociolinguistic viewpoint, and
with a view to broaden the scope of enquiry for a better understanding of the linguistic
situation in Tlemcen, our research work attempts to look at the community from a
social-psychological standpoint. It is hoped that this perspective will allow for a more
comprehensive description of the sociolinguistic profile of the speech community.
Based on other techniques of data collection, this second part of our research focuses on
how social judgement is affected by a speaker’s pronunciation, that is, on the analysis of

the listener’s attitudes towards language use, and the influence that these attitudes may
have on the speakers themselves.

Vil



Chapter 1
Introduction



1. Introduction

Since the late 1960s, sociolinguistic work has developed rapidly out of the

necessity to explain language in relation to society, focusing on its use and

functioning in the socio-cultural context, a perspective that has been put aside by

formal linguistics. Working both on theoretical and empirical grounds, whatever

the approaches being used,; sociolinguists have thrown much light on the nature

" of language n general, but also on the characteristics of particular languages.

Indeed, scholars interested in language Uus¢€ ‘have emphasized the fact that

variation is part and ‘parcel of human communication, and their investigations
have revealed the existence of different types of speech communities, some being

cather homogeneous, in small isolated monolingual areas for example, others

extremely heterogeneous, in towns and large urban centres, and still others more

complex because of their multilingual and/or diglossic character.

Although formal linguists — be they from the traditional ‘structural’ school
(De Saussure 1915, Bloomfield 1933) or following the paradigm of Chomsky’s
Transformational-Generative Grammar — have always been aware that language
is by no means a homogeneous system of communication, their hypotheses are
formed on the grounds of ‘ideal’ data consideration and their theories are
constructed on the basis of the analysis of language as an autonomous self-
sufficient system with no appeal to the context in which it is used. The structural
approach, for instance, recognized variation in speech patterns as an integral part
of the dynamics of communication, but it assumed that a single informant, the
linguist himself being an ideal one, could provide data for a thorough description
of a language. The ultimate aim of linguistics is to reveal the universal principles
shared by all languages without considering the social nature of speech, and, as
Chomsky (1968a:24) puts it, “to establish certain general properties of human
intelligence.” Thus, in spite of the linguists’ recognition of inherent language
variability and the resulting processes of change, formal linguistics has only been

concerned with the basic core of language structure and language universals.
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The paradox was already admitted by De Saussure (1915) when, as Bell
(1976:22) points out,

[...] he made it clear that he did not conceive of langue as being complete in the
mind of any single individual but to exist perfectly only in the aggregated minds of

the entire speech community.

Indeed, De Saussure (1915:30) admits the fact that language is only complete in
the ‘mass’, in the whole community: “la langue n’est compléte dans aucun
[cerveau], elle n’existe parfaitement que dans la masse”. But although De
Saussure’s school was often referred to as the ‘social’ school of linguistics, he
himself considered that linguistic data could be drawn from any individual.
Despite a ‘hostile’ atmosphere towards language use by the end of the 19"
century and the beginning of the 20" some linguists attempted to show the
importance of social factors for a linguistic theory. Whitney (1901:404)"; for
example, insists on the social nature of language when he writes: “Speech is not a
personal possession, but a social; it belongs, not to the individual, but to the
member of society”. Also, though he was one of De Saussure’s students, Meillet
(1921) seemed to have given a good start to the study of language in its social
context when he observed that linguistics was a social science and did not omit to

relate language variation and change to social changes: (1921:16-17)%

From the fact that language is a social institution, it follows that linguistics is a
social science, and the only variable to which we can turn to account for linguistic

change is social change, of which linguistic variations are only consequences.

But the linguistic stream prevailing at that time strongly opposed the idea of
taking account of extra-linguistic elements, and, as Labov (1972a:268) says
“many eminent linguists [...] fiercely resist any such involvement, and insist that

we must confine ourselves to purely internal, linguistic explanations.”



But as language, any language, is a complex dynamic phenomenon tightly
linked with, and dependent on, the socio-cultural structure of society, it displays
systematic variation within any speech community and in the speech behaviour
of any individual. It can thus only be fully accounted for in relation to socially
relevant factors. Above and beyond its being a system of logical linguistic rules,
well-structured and meaningful relations, language has to be considered in terms
of human social behaviour with rule-governed functions and norms that allow
members of a speech community to interact appropriately in accordance with
contexts, purposes and interlocutors. Corder (1973:25), an outstanding figure in
applied linguistics, admits the value of the relationship between social factors

and language behaviour when he says:

We can communicate with people only because they share with us a set of ‘agreed’
ways of behaving. Language in this sense is the possession of a social group, an
indispensable set of rules which permits its members to relate to each other, to

interact with each other, to cooperate with each other: it is a social institution.

The degree of complexity in a language depends on the symbolic functions
that it fulfils and, of course, on such characteristics as the number of varieties
and/or languages used, the size of the speech community, but also crucially on its
correlation with large-scale social divisions such as class, ethnic groups, age and
gender, etc... The analysis of such a complex phenomenon must also consider
the individual speaker’s language behaviour in a community whose members
share the speech varieties and the norms for their appropriate use. Thus,
investigation into language use is not just studying some sort of abstract object, a
sealed-off closed system, for though language consists of regular linguistic items
to be listed and analysed, it is also something we use in day-to-day interaction
with systematic variation patterned on the one hand in accordance with social
features, and resulting from attitudes towards language behaviour among
interlocutors, on the other. Emphasizing the reality of structured variation in

language and its association with speech groups, Spolsky (1998: 5) states in this

vein;:



The existence of patterned variation in language makes it possible to identify
ourselves and others as belonging to certain groups. [...] Only by including both
linguistic and social factors in our analysis can this complex but rule-governed

behaviour be accounted for.

On the basis of empirical research, traditional sociolinguistics (Labov 1963,
1966b, 1970, 1972a and 1972b; Fishman 1971; Gumperz 1970; Hymes 1971;
Ferguson 1959) has brought to light the dynamic relationship between the
linguistic system and the social structure, the outcome of such correlation being
language variation and the linguistic changes that follow. Obviously, to
understand the interaction between the two structures, it is not sufficient to
consider a mechanical amalgamation (Hymes, 1974:76)° of concepts from

linguistics and sociology, but, as Wardhaugh (1992:12) points out,

Specific points of connection between language and society must be discovered, and

these must be related within theories that throw light on how linguistic and social

structures interact.

So, for an adequate and inclusive theory of language, sociolinguists have had not
only to embark on a wide-ranging analysis of both language and society, but also
to identify the dynamic relations sustaining them.

However, for purely theoretical purposes, the social aspects of language have
been disregarded in core linguistics whose advocates, particularly in Chomsky’s
paradigm, attempt to elaborate context-free formal linguistic rules that only
account for the native speaker’s capacity for language called ‘linguistic
competence’ in an ideally ‘homogeneous’ community (Chomsky, 1965:3). What
people do with language, i.e. the use of the system, is seen as the domain of

social scientists and thus set aside outside the province of these hypodeductive

theories.
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# 1.1 The Chomskyzan Perspective in Linguistic Theory

mal analysis of language structure

Considerable progress has been made in for

since the emergence of the Generative Grammar enterprise initiated by Noam

1965), the leading figure in theoretical linguistics, who

Chomsky (1957,
nts on well-formedness of senten

maintains that intuitive judgeme ces, usually

arefully chosen individual, could provide

those of the linguist himself or any ¢

s of a whole language. But Labov

sufficient data for the description and analysi

(1972b), a pione
that, in spite of the helpfu
a sole idiolect for a sharp and

«“is a fruitless and unrewardin

ering figure in the study of language in relation to society, argues

1 individual’s intuitions, the consider
detailed analysis of the grammar of a speech

g task” (1972b:124). The description of

ation of the data of

community,

diolect, whatever their mastery of the language, will by no means be
es (ibid:124):

a person’s 1
entative of an entire community. He writ

regular and repres

orist’s intuitions may give him in formulating his

No matter what help the the
n intuitions are the only kinds of data which are nof

hypotheses, it is clear that his ow

allowable as evidence, for no one can estimate the degree to which such judgments

are influenced by the universal and understandable desire to prove oneself right.

[...] we now know enough about language in its social context t0 realize that the

grammar of the “speech community is more regular and systematic than the

behaviour of any one individual.
Chomsky’s first generative grammar statements about any speaker’s intuitions

mmatical sentences imply that, for a
linguistic data must

on grammatical vs. ungra theoretical

formulation of the underlying rules of language processing,

be abstracted from social and non-linguistic parameters, hence separating the

analysis of the linguistic system from actual language use considerations. Indeed,

as Bernstein (1970:160)4 says,
Chomsky (1965) neatly severs the study of the rule system of language from the

study of the social rules which determine their contextual use.
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Certainly, a basic claim in Chomsky’s conception of linguistic theory is that only
linguistic “‘competence’ (1965:3), the speaker’s knowledge —mostly unconscious—
and acquisition of his or her naiive tongue, are worth analeing, and can only be
explained in terms of psychological properties specific to the human mind, with
no reference to social factors or anything outside the language faculty. Chomsky
(1986) calls knowledge of language I-language, or ‘internalised language’,
attained in the form of mature linguistic competence during the child's earlier
years of life. The actual use of language in different situations — what he first
called ‘performance’ (1965:3), and later on (1986) I-language or ‘externalised
language’, i.e., what may be considered as ‘surface’ language — is too unstable to
lend itself to serious analysis, and he goes on so far as to describe it as “fairly
degenerate in quality” (ibid. 1965:31).

Considering language as an essentially mental activity, many linguists have
adopted Chomsky’s approach arguing that their task is to write grammars that
will help us understand the nature of language and what it reveals about the
human mind. Thus, in the Chomskyan theoretical perspective, the object of study
is approached on the basis of an autonomous grammar as a pre-requisite.

Otherwise, with the incorporation of non-linguistic characteristics, ‘language is a

- chaos that is not worth studying’ (Chomsky, 1977:153)°. Disapproving of this

view that separates the instrument of communication from communication acts,
Linell (2000:118)° says:

Linguists isolate language, decontextualizing it from most or even all social,
psychological and environmental factors, while people encounter and live their

language as embedded or integrated in communicative practices.

What really matters in formal linguistics is to construct, on the ground of
hypotheses which explicitly reject social uses of language, a theory of [-language
that explains how this ‘internal’ linguistic system is acquired. In other words,
Chomskyan linguistics seeks to build a theory that explains not so much the

nature of language data, but the capacity which allows human beings to under-



stand and produce language data. And in doing so, it examines the native
speaker’s competence, the knowledge of a language which Chomsky (1986)
identifies with a mentally represented grammar. It also attempts to understand the
universal characteristics that natural languages share as well as the rules and
principles that small children innately acquire during the perception/production
processes. Though Chomsky (2000:77) regards the faculty of language as “a
component of the brain dedicated to language and its use”’, he maintains that the
ultimate objective in this perspective is universalistic, and the task of the linguist

is to specify that universal genetic endowment which has to be sought for in the

~ speech of an ‘ideal’ speaker-listener, without any consideration of socio-cultural

factors or contextual parameters.

But if language is undeniably a cognitive system making up an important part
of human beings” mental structure, and if language acquisition and development
can be explained in psychological, and uitimately in biological terms, there are
other manifestations of language — in particular patterns of actual language use,
‘linguistic performance’ in Chomsky’s terms (1965), that must be considered in
relation to their being influenced by social and cultural variables. If we are to
gain a better understanding of language as a phenomenon in which structure and
use firmly coalesce, then this tight association has to be examined as one system.
In other words, because utterances in a given speech interaction constitute a
central — perhaps the most important — part of the individual’s social behaviour as
a whole, they have to be explained socially and contextually, though they involve
mental abilities, too. A fundamental theoretical issue raises itself, as speech can
be explained both in mentalistic and social terms, that is, the ‘social’ meets the
‘cognitive’, as Downes (1998:12) remarks. Could there be a synthesis of the two
visions of language, E-language and I-language in Chomsky’s terminology
(1986), for an all-encompassing theory of language that accounts for language
structure and social structure on shared grounds? This makes Downes (1998:12)
wonder “whether it is possible for social explanation to penetrate the formal
language system”. In any case, linguistic theorizing will have to account for

language variability, a property that cannot be ignored, as we shall see below.



1.2 Linguistic Variation: a Crucial Element in Linguistic Theory

On the basis of a particular focus on an ‘ideal’ native speaker’s tacit
knowledge of a language in a ‘homogeneous’ speech community (Chomsky
1965), that is, observing imaginary linguistic competence, and taking into
account speakers’ intuitive judgements, scholars’ work in formal linguistics has
led to the development of core linguistic theorizing. In particular, T.G. Grammar

has allowed a better understanding of the relation between the surface structure

~ of sentences and the deep structure that underlies them, the system being viewed

in terms of invariant rules ultimately reflecting universal properties of human
language. Labov (1972a:199) himself, as a challenger to the traditional
mainstream linguistics, acknowledges the value of the Chomskyan approach

when he says:

The procedures of generative grammar, working with intuitions about language,
have enabled us to elaborate elegant and insightful models of linguistic structure.
We have unearthed a great fund of problems which had never been touched on or

discusséd before.

However, drawing an analogy with chemistry (his first research field
interest), Labov (ibid.: 259) claims that “linguistic theory can no more ignore the
social behaviour of speakers of a language than chemical theory can ignore the
observed properties of the elements.” Indeed, a speaker’s linguistic behaviour
clearly varies according to different contexts as a result of its correlation with
various social factors such as setting, addressee, topic, gender, and so on.

So, where should linguistic variation fit in within Chomsky’s ‘asocial’ view,
bearing in mind that variability is acknowledged as a universal property of
natural languages? Why are there differences in pronunciation or grammar
leading to various accents and dialects of the same language? And in what way
can we explain such diversity in a community’s everyday speech? What is to be

said about the speaker’s conscious or unconscious linguistic behaviour in
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different social settings or in response to the interlocutor’s attitudes towards a
code choice? And then, how can we account for the linguistic changes that may
result from language variation and the ensuing language divergence over time?
How can we explain, for example, the existence of a multitude of dialects within
a given language system such as that of English? How can we account for the
numerous varieties of Arabic attested in the vast Arabic-speaking world beside
the relatively stable Classical Arabic (hereafter CA) and its modern form, MSA?
Are the grammars of different English dialects, for instance, or those of the low
varieties of Arabic, not worthy of consideration?

Sociolinguists argue that a linguistic theory which is abstracted from the
analysis of contextual and social factors, one that favours an approach with no
reference to the relationship between speech and social context — i.e., with no
consideration of language use, linguistic variation and eventual language change
is essentially incomplete (Hudson, 1980:19). Obviously, language is much more
than a mere mental phenomenon, and the human mind is more complex than a
simple device constructed and pre-programmed to acquire the knowledge of
abstract rules of grammar and underlying linguistic competence. In this respect,
reminding us of the complexity of language systems and the difficulty in writing

their grammars, Wardhaugh (1992:2) acknowledges that:

Anyone who knows a language knows much more about that language than is

contained in any grammar book that attempts to describe the language.

In effect, while imitating the linguistic models they are exposed to — i.e. parents,
then peers, then adults —, and in parallel with the unconscious gradual acquisition
of the linguistic structures of their mother tongue, children learn norms of use,
role-relation interaction and various codes, as the need arises, in order to behave
appropriately in accordance with the speech community norms. In other words,
while acquiring linguistic competence, they learn at the same time how to
communicate in different types of interaction, that is, to be sociolinguistically

competent. In a description of a child’s ability to use, in appropriate ways, the



linguistic forms acquired during the socialisation process, Hymes (19715)® points

out that

[...] a normal child acquires knowledge of sentences, not only as grammatical, but
also as appropriate. He or she acquires competence as to when to speak, when not,
and as to what to talk about with whom, when, where, in what manner. In short, a
child becomes able to accomplish a repertoire of speech acts, to take part in speech
events, and to evaluate their accomplishment by others. This competence, moreover,

is integral with attitudes, values, and motivations concerning language, its features

and uses. ..

The processes in developing such abilities as competence in interacting
appropriately, using a certain style in a given situation, code-switching, and so
on, are virtually unconscious but by no means simple, for, in doing so, the child
is faced with various pressures that arise from different language situations in
which he learns how to conferit to the community norms. And therefore, in
describing such intricate phenomena with the aim of understanding how humans
are organized from the linguistic and social points of view, a global linguistic
theory will have to deal with concrete, realistic language situations rather than

Just abstract linguistic concepts and formal grammatical relations. Otherwise, as

Romaine (2000:1) puts it,

- The narrowing of modern linguistics to the study of grammar has ruled out

investigation of many interesting questions about how language functions in society.

Without rejecting the great achievements in linguistic theorizing by formal
grammarians whose work is based on an ‘idealized homogeneity’ of language,
sociolinguists have decided to face the fascinating phenomenon of linguistic
variability and consider it as their subject of study. A fundamental goal in
sociolinguistics has been to reassess the methods of linguistic investigation by
including socially relevant data, a sine qua non condition for the improvement of

a global linguistic theory. In fact, for Labov (1972a), the ‘socio’ part of the term
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‘sociolinguistics’ is pointless, as he argues that “it is a somewhat misleading use
of an oddly redundant term.” (1972a:183). The label ‘linguistics’ alone should
encompass a theory of language structure and language use, competence and
performance. After all, aren’t standard languages and their regional dialects or
accents social constructs? And isn’t language the most sophisticated form of
social behaviour? Moreover, in the process of acquiring his or her mother tongue,
a native speaker learns not only how to use it but also what to do with it in
different communication settings. Such capacity has been termed
‘communicative competence’ (Hymes (19715)°, a concept that has been opposed
to Chomsky’s ‘linguistic competence’ which only covers an ‘ideal’ speaker’s
knowledge of grammatically correct sentences, while, as Hymes (ibid.) writes,
“There are rules of use without which the rules of grammar would be useless”.
- The competence in communication attested in day-to-day speech interaction has

been described by Gumperz (1970)"° as

[...] the speaker’s capacity to select from the totality of grammatically correct
expressions available to him, forms which appropriately reflect the social norms

governing behavior in specific encounters.

Indeed, a speaker who knows perfectly well the grammatical rules of a language
but nothing about socially and culturally defined community norms would not be
able to interpret the social significance of speech, and therefore to function as a
member of that speech community. It may happen that a Frenchman, for
instance, with perfect knowledge of Modern Standard Arabic finds himself at a
loss in trying to communicate with non-educated Arabs who only know their
local dialect (though they would surely be aware that the language used is
Arabic). Similarly, an Algerian visitor in Tlemcen faced with the [?~g]
phonological variation (that we shall examine in some detail in this work) in
expressions like [7u:l ~gu:l], “Say!’, would not know the social meaning of such
variation. Therefore, it is neither linguistic competence nor actual performance

that can define a speech community, but the shared norms of language use
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including evaluation of linguistic variables. Unfortunately, formal linguistics
provides no place for taking account of language use, a phenomenon which
Chomsky (1965:9) equates with performance and leaves aside as irrelevant for
linguistic theorizing.

As a matter of fact, the goal in Chomskyan linguistics — and mainstream
linguistics as a whole — is to determine the properties of language as a natural
phenomenon, to specify the underlying rules of that cognitive capacity called
‘linguistic competence’, and to analyse language acquisition in terms of
psychological and ultimately genetic properties. Sociolinguists too examine these

very properties but from a social standpoint. That is, the explanation of language

. features requires reference to social factors. The aim is thus to expose the

inevitable correlations between linguistic structure and the social system in order
to explain the ensuing linguistic variation and its diachronic outcome, language
change over time. The point is that language is obviously the object of study in
both core linguistics and sociolinguistics, but while the object of attention in a
formal language analysis is a body of linguistic data abstracted from the setting
in which it occurs and from the variation resulting from its use, sociolinguistics
examines linguistic phenomena in a socially and culturally defined universe,
focusing on the reasons for language manipulation in various contexts. Arguing
for the urgent need to consider some fundamental speech features as basic

notions for a global linguistic theory, Hymes (1972b)"' says:

Concepts that are unquestionably postulated as basic to linguistics (speaker-listener,
speech community, speech act, acceptability, etc.) are, as we see, in fact
sociocultural variables, and only when one has moved from their postulation to their

analysis can we secure the foundations of linguistic theory itself.

Obviously, the sources from which linguistic data are drawn are different in
nature: for Chomsky (1965:3) the data are ‘idealised’, taken from ‘a completely
homogeneous speech community’, while for Labov ( 1966) they must be

collected in patterned and socially determined large-scale variation within a
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‘real’, heterogeneous speech community; heterogeneous but not lacking structure

as he agrees on stating explicitly in a joint paper that he published with

| Weinreich, his teacher and supervisor, and Herzog (Weinreich et al. 1968:101)'%:

[...] if a language has to be structured in order to function efficiently, how do
people continue to talk while the language changes [...]? One of the corollaries of
our approach is that in language serving a complex (i.e. real) community, it is

absence of structured heterogeneity that would be dysfunctional.

However, in spite of this divergence in the two approaches at the
methodological level, Labov does not disagree with the Chomskyan conception
on a formal level and has never denied the contribution of Transformational-
Generative Grammar for a far-reaching comprehension of the structure of
language. Chomsky (1981), on the other hand, has introduced a theory of
parameters in his approach to explain language diversity and language
acquisition at different stages of child development. Such convergence of the two
views of language, considering internal and external factors, will ultimately
prove to be an adequate way of offering a fuller explanation of the nature of
language: structure and use. Indeed, the fields of investigation into language are
various and so complex that, by omitting some of its most interesting aspects,
‘pure’ linguistics alone has not been able to explain everything that relates to it.
In fact, it has long been acknowledged that, by virtue of its socio-cultural nature,
language is to be approached by several disciplines, particularly in social
sciences like sociology, psychology and anthropology. However, many linguists
have given priority to one or another of these disciplines in their investigations
depending on their field of intere'st, though considerable overlapping often
occurs. Indeed, as language is a socially maintained and socially functioning
institution, only eclectic approaches involving the use of different theoretical
concepts and different techniques based on observation of people’s speech
practices and utterances in context can be really efficient in broadening the

explanatory scope of analysis.
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1.3 Different Approaches in Sociolinguistics

The advent of sociolinguistics in the late 1960s and early 1970s with Hymes,
Gumperz, Ferguson, and especially with Labov’s work (e.g. 1963, 1966, 1972)
on sociolinguistic variation, and that of Fishman (1968, 1971) on the sociology
of language have renewed, long after Whitney’s study and Gauchat’s'? work, the
interest in the study of language in its social context. ’

Sociolinguistics i1s a multifaceted field of investigation which encompasses
various areas ranging from conversation analysis, for instance, to multilingualism
and from language change to language planning. Several types of approaches to
language 1n its socio-cultural context have been put forward with distinct goals
and methodologies in treating the subject matter, though there may often be some
overlapping. For example, both the area known as ‘ethnography of speaking’,
pioneered by Gumperz and Hymes in the late sixties and early seventies, and
Labov’s ‘quantitative paradigm’ share a body of data consisting of a collection of
utterances; but while the aim of the former is to analyse the speech act as a
communicative event, the object of analysis of the latter is the correlation
between quantified linguistic variables with non-linguistic parameters. Other
areas, those involved in the analysis of discourse and conversation, are also based
on speakers’ utterances, but at an interpersonal level, and thus overlook the wider
social context. Prior to the emergence of sociolinguistic studies, dialectologists
too, collected data in order to study the geographical distribution of linguistic
items in what they have called ‘regional dialects’, focusing almost exclusively on
rural areas for their ‘conservative’ character. Assuming that regional dialects
were easier to sample, dialect geographers drew maps representing the
boundaries in the form of isoglosses or isophones representing, as it were, the
‘borders’ that separate the ‘different’ varieties. But the methods used and the
goals to be achieved in traditional dialectology are quite different from those
adopted by modern sociolinguists who either focus on linguistic variation and
language change in large urban areas, or are interested more particularly in how

speakers manage to interact in appropriate ways in their conversations; and still
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others are more concerned with how people influence, and/or are influenced by
speakers’ attitudes towards language behaviour. Overall, unlike traditional
dialectologists whose primary aim was to produce what they have called dialect
atlases, the mapping of dialects on a regional basis, and to study their findings
from a diachronic perspective, sociolinguists, sometimes called modern
dialectologists, have turned their attention to social dialects, language variation
and language change in the complexities of large urban areas, taking account of
various social dimensions and drawing their findings from large bodies of data.
On another level of comparison, while formal linguists content themselves
with mental assumptions about language structure, verifying their hypotheses
through the observation of a virtual ideal speaker’s language, who could be the
linguist himself, sociolinguists’ hypotheses about the regular correspondence
between language and social structure and their analyses of speech are based on
empirical work; their data do not rely on informants’ intuitions and cognitive
functions, but are collected in a systematic way involving both speakers’
utterances and hearers’ reactions in context, though, obviously, communication

acts do involve mental abilities too. Johnstone (2000:1) says in this respect:

Whatever its focus, sociolinguistic work is based on observations of people using
language and analyses of those observations. [...]sociolinguistic claims do not result

entirely from mental speculation or arise in discussions among sociolinguists. ..

Sociolinguistics has also been subdivided into two broad subfields: micro-
sociolinguistics which focuses on specific linguistic items and tries to show how

lexical choices, pronunciation and grammar correlate with certain social

. variables, and macro-sociolinguistics which tends to examine the use of a

language or the language varieties that occur in the same speech community, and
attempts to draw conclusions about the relationship between the social groups
who use them and other related phenomena such as language influences,

bilingualism, code-switching, language change, language shift, etc.
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One should bear in mind, however, that in spite of these distinct ways of
doing sociolinguistics and putting forth different social explanations for patterns
of linguistic variation, micro- and macro-sociolinguistics are “conceptually and

methodologically complementary”, as Fishman (1965)"* points out.

Interesting findings in social psychology too have enormously contributed to
understanding  sociolinguistic phenomena, as demonstrated, for example, by
Lambert (1967) and his associates with regard to attitudes towards language use.

Yet, while sociolinguistics per se deals with speech variation and language
change as a whole both on macro- and micro-levels, social psychologists have
focussed on the dynamics of cognitive representation of language as a social
phenomenon: the basic aim in this research area is to examine people’s
subjective reactions to language variation and their social judgements of a
speaker’s pronunciation or lexis, for example. What is crucially interesting about
people’s evaluations of their own language varieties is that, in spite of the
linguistic demonstrations that languages as such cannot be described in terms of
‘good’ or ‘bad’, ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’, they suggest intrinsic linguistic
inferiodtiés or superiorities, and thus view them as prestigious or low in status.
Research in language attitudes has clearly shown that speakers’ Judgements of
language varieties in terms of prestige and quality reflect the social connotations
associated with these varieties, and hence the necessary alliance between
sociolinguistics and social psychology of language. The social psychological

perspective and its principles have contributed, and still contribute, to a large

extent, to the development of a broad sociolinguistic theory. But in turn

sociolinguistic findings have also fruitfully enhanced the social psychological
theory of language attitudes.

So, in the light of these interdisciplinary considerations on language at work,
and given the complexity of the sociolinguistic situation in Algeria in general,
and m Tlemcen in particular, we consider that it will be more productive, it is

hoped, to adopt an eclectic approach for a broader analysis of the various

linguistic phenomena at play.

16



1.4 Tlemcen Speech Community, a Locus of Language Dynamics?

As it is evident from the title of this research work, our main purpose is to
examine sociolinguistic variation in the speech community of Tlemcen by trying
to combine various sociolinguistic approaches and looking at the language

practices from the two broad aforementioned perspectives, namely:

a) analysis of native speakers’ linguistic variation in different settings and in

relation to non-linguistic factors.

b) observation of listeners’ attitudes toward language behaviour to discover
the extent to which these are responsible for the speakers’ linguistic

variation.

In other words, our problematic could be put forward in the form of the following

two condensed sets of research questions:

. In what contexts does linguistic variation occur among native
speakers in the community of Tlemcen? What are the reasons that
make some speakers more inclined to vary their speech than
others? Will increasingly persistent use of non-native speech in
certain settings result in language shift and loss of identity? Or will
Tlemcen speech features be maintained in spite of the large-scale
variation attested? Also, what makes most Algerians code-switch to

French or at least constantly mix Arabic with French?

2. How do people react to some linguistic features that characterize
Tlemcen speech, and thus to users of these characteristics? To what
extent is sociolinguistic variation in the community mediated by

language attitudes? On another level, what attitudes do people

3

display as far as the use of French is concerned?
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After drawing a brief background picture of the linguistic situation in Algeria,
our research work is then intended, in the first place, to describe sociolinguistic
variation in the urban setting of Tlemcen. The study of this Algerian Arabic
speech community builds upon an earlier tentative work (Dendane 1993)" that
requires a more extensive set of data and a more substantiated analysis of
people’s language behaviour for a better understanding of today’s linguistic
situation in Algeria as a whole, but more particularly in Tlemcen for its language
idiosyncratic features and the resulting variation.

Within the framework of the quantitative paradigm and the Labovian
methodology, but also using other types of descriptive approaches and qualitative
explanations, we intend to consider the native speaker’s behaviour in everyday
interaction, laying emphasis upon the reasons for people’s regular switching from
Tlemcen vernacular forms to a type of rural Arabic, a variety that has
consistently spread in the community for the last decades.

But we shall also attempt to examine, on a macro-level, the alternation and
mixing of the codes used by the speakers and the motives for their choice of one
variety or another from the available speech repertoire which includes, in

.o £ ; 6
addition to the two varieties mentioned above'®,

a) Modern Standard Arabic, the vehicle used in education, in the media,

and for religious purposes;

b) French, the language left as a real legacy by the long-term French

linguistic presence in Algeria.

The data base comes from naturally-occurring linguistic events observed in
various social settings on the site, and speech samples are obtained by means of
different elicitation techniques such as interviews, questionnaires, and tape
recorded conversations. The data identified as worthy of study will be analysed,
treated quantitatively, and then interpreted in qualitative ways, i.e. how and why

people use given ‘ways of speaking’ in various settings.
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In this introductory chapter, we have tried to briefly bring up the importance
of studying language in its social context in opposition with the ‘structural’
school of linguistics and the generativists® analysis of language structure which
do not refer to social parameters. This asocial enterprise will by no means come
up with a glob”a,l linguistic theory, not only because the notion of language itself
is social in nature and speech is a social behaviour, but also for the reason that
“speech has a social function, both as a means of communication and also as a
way of identifying social groups”, as Hudson ( 1996:3) points out; and hence,

social explanations of linguistic behaviour are crucially fundamental for a better

understanding of language structure and language use.

In the second chapter, we shall review some basic notions used in

sociolinguistic investigation, particularly those key-concepts thought to be

relevant to our work: speech community, social networks, linguistic reperioire,

linguistic variable and language attitudes, trying to see in what way(s) they may

apply to our present study.

In the third chapter, we shall illustrate a representation of the Algerian

language background against which today's linguistic situation has emerged, with

particular reference to the speech community of Tlemcen and the most specific

linguistic features of native speech.

The fourth chapter, which consists of empirical work based on speech

observation, questionnaires and interviews, attempts

- to consider the density of French borrowings and loan expressions in
Algerian Arabic (hereafter AA) as a whole, and in Tlemcen Arabic (TA)
in particular, as well as the degree of their maintenance or replacement by

forms from Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) or Classical Arabic (CA);
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- to examine the degree of bilingualism and the extent to which
speakers code-switch between (and/or code-mix) AA and French as well

as the contexts and/or motivation for such behaviour;

- to observe the contexts in which, and the reasons why, an increasing
number of speakers switch, consciously or unconsciously, particularly on
the lexical level, from AA to MSA. ’

- to analyse speech variation among Tlemcen native speakers as a
result of the relationship between linguistic variables and social factors
(the setting in particular, gender and age), especially in mixed

conversation (urban / rural);

Chapter five will focus on listeners’ attitudes towards some linguistic features
that are typical of Tlemcen Arabic, and how these mediate linguistic variation as
a whole, and on their evaluative reaction to French as opposed to AA, on the one
hand, and to MSA, on the other. The data will be obtained by having recourse to
elicitation techniques used in the social psychology of language, the semantic
differential scales (Osgood, et al. 1957)", and particularly the ‘match-guised
technique’ (Lambert 1967). The purpose of studying listeners’ attitudes to speech
variation is to find out the extent to which these may influence the speaker’s
behaviour in language maintenance or language shift, and to check if “Attitudes
to language clearly play an important role in preserving or removing dialect
differences”, as Trudgill (1974:23) states. Indeed, one of the most exciting issues
related to the actual linguistic situation concerns the natives and non-natives
negative attitudes towards the characteristics of Tlemcen speech: whether the
linguistic variation resulting from the attitudes attested in the community will
lead to dialect shift, and eventually to the vanishing of TA linguistic features,
particularly the glottal stop, is a central question that comes to the mind of

anybody who sets out to observe today’s linguistic situation in Tlemcen.
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Notes to Chapter 1

' Cited in Labov 1972a:261.

? Cited in Labov 1972a:263.

? Mentioned in Wardhaugh, 1992:12.

* In Giglioli ed. 1972:160

> Quoted by Duranti in Newmeyer ed. 1988:212

% In Coupland e al. eds. 2000:118.

” My emphasis (italics not in original text).

® In Pride and Holmes eds. 1972: 277-78.

? In Pride and Holmes eds. 1972: 269-293.

' In Pride and Holmes eds. 1972: 205.

"In Newmeyer ed. 1988:213.

" In Labov 1972b: xv-xvi

PGauchat’s work (1905) on variation and change in the Swiss village of Charmey is
considered as one of the earliest linguistic studies in which language variation and
change are examined on the basis of social considerations (in Labov 1972a:23).

"* In Pride and Holmes eds. 1972:31.

"> Unpublished Magister dissertation, under the supervision of Prof F. Bouhadiba.
October 1993, Oran University.

' Berber is not considered in this research work as it is not used in the speech

community of Tlemcen, apart from the very few lexical items that bear no influence
on AA.

17 In Sawaie 1994:54.
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Chapter 2

Some Basic Sociolinguistic
Concepts
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2. Basic Sociolinguistic Concepts
2.1Introduction: Language, Dialect and Variety

If we are cautious enough and listen to the way(s) people speak in all types of
society, we will certainly find out that they use various speech forms to the extent
that one may be convinced of the originality of each and every speaker. The term
‘idiolect’ has been used to characterize the speech features and linguistic behaviour
specific to an individual. But when interacting with other members of the group, that
individual is subjected to numerous conflicting pressures which derive from social
relations such as power and solidarity, group identity, gender and age, and so on.
Therefore, when people interact linguistically, they consciously or unconsciously
take account of all these norms of social and linguistic behaviour to communicate
not only ideas, emotions and desires (Sapir 1933), but also the relation to the social

network, the group or community they belong to, their ‘sociolect’, as it is sometimes

referred to. Such intricacies intertwining with linguistic variability and constituting

the sophisticated phenomenon of language in context have led some linguists to
inquire into the nature and properties of language that can only be explained in
terms of social relations and linguistic behaviour. All these and other social factors

relating to language users and to language uses have been relevant in accounting for

- the different varieties of a language.

Before reviewing some definitions of essential sociolinguistic concepts, we
would like to make it clear that we shall avoid the use of the two terms ‘language’
and ‘dialect’ for the confusion they may engender. Indeed, these two terms are
usually perceived as non-technical notions by scholars because of their ambiguity;
but they are very common in popular usage, and thus carry no objective way to
make a clear-cut distinction between varieties of the same language. Hudson
(1996:31) argues that our views of such terms are culturally inherited when he says

“It 1s part of our culture to make a distinction between ‘languages’ and ‘dialects’”,
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and thus, their popular usage does not reflect any kind of objective reality. In fact,
lay speakers distinguish the two terms in an ambiguous way: a language like
English, for example, is more prestigious and larger in size than a ‘dialect’; but what
1s thought of today as Standard English is no more than the dialect used around
London by the,Court and higher class influential people in the 15" century, one
essential reason for which it became prestigious. Then, along with its codification,
the London dialect rapidly developed formal functions in administration and
government and, eventually, it was used as the medium for literary writings and
written communication, which, in turn, granted it more esteem. Therefore, from the
linguistic point of view, any dialect is inherently apt and potentially ‘equipped’ to
rise to the level of a “standard’ language, a prestige position that it may gain as a

result of cultural, socio-economic and political influences. Hudson (1996:32) says in

this respect:

Whether some variety is called a language or a dialect depends on how much prestige

one thinks it has, and for most people this is a clear-cut matter, which depends on

whether it is used in formal writing.

Typically, in fact, most people clearly refer to language varieties which have no
established written form as ‘dialects’, whereas the standard of their country 1s
usually held in high esteem and regarded as a ‘language’.

It would be interesting to contrast these views with our own cultural vision of
the Arabic terms al‘arabiyya I fusha, meaning “clear, pure Arabic’' , and considered
as the most prestigious variety for religious, literary and cultural reasons, and
al‘ammiya, meaning ‘general’ or ‘common’ and grouping all Arabic dialects,
usually non-prestigious varieties used by the ‘masses’. There are, however, some
Arabic regional varieties of today’s large urban centres such as Cairo in Egypt or
Baghdad in Iraq which could undergo a process of standardisation as a result of

prestige acquisition. In this respect, Ferguson (1970:116)> points out that “Arabic
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speakers, within the areas of influence of these prestige dialects, may in the course
of their lives adjust their own dialect in the direction of the prestige dialect”, a
linguistic behaviour that supports the idea that any dialect is a potential candidate for
developing into a standard language.

Neverthelesg, for the sake of avoiding the usual implications associated with the
terms ‘language’ and ‘dialect’, the ambiguity they carry and the subjective reasons
associated with such things as prestige and size of the language, we shall adopt in
our work the term “variety’ to refer to different manifestations of language or to any
identifiable kind of language. As a matter of fact, provided that a type of speech is
characterized by a set of linguistic forms which correlate with a number of social
factors, and displays similar social distribution among the members of a community,
it is safe to refer to it as a variety characterizing that community. This position
allows us to consider any particular way of speaking used by a tiny community as a
variety, and to agree with Hudson’s (1996:23) view of a variety as possibly being
“much larger than a lay ‘language’, including a number of different languages™ and
covering the most diverse situations together with “all the languages of some
multilingual speaker, or community” (ibid: 23). Thus, sociolinguists have opted for
the term variety to refer to language in context, that is, all the linguistic forms used
in relation to particular social circumstances. Holmes (2001 :6) defines it as “a broad
term which includes different accents, different linguistic styles, different dialects
and even different languages which contrast with each other for social reasons.”
Furthermore, this relatively neutral use of the term allows us to consider distinct
varieties in terms of prestige and/or size on equal foot, or even a mixture of two

dialects in the same community as one variety. And as Hudson (1bid: 23-4) states:

There are no restrictions on the relations among varieties — they may overlap and one
variety may include another. The defining characteristic of each variety is the relevant

relation to society — in other words, by whom, and when, the items concemed are used.
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Pointing out the importance of avoiding all bias and prejudice in a
sociolinguistic investigation, and stating the advantage of using a neutral term as
opposed to the subjective contrast ‘language/dialect’ and its association with
political decision or social stigma, Duranti (1997:70-71) tells us that

[...] sociolinguists prefer the term variety (also linguistic variety or variety of
language), to be thought of as a set of communicative forms and norms for their use
that are restricted to a particular group or community and sometimes even to particular
activities. Sociolinguists’ varieties might cover what other researchers call languages,
dialects, registers, or even styles. The advantage of using the term variety is that it does
not carry the usual implications associated with words like “language” and “dialect”

and can cover the most diverse situations. ..

Besides, what is attractive about the term ‘variety” is that it implies other useful
fundamental sociolinguistic notions such as speech community, social networks,
communicative competence and linguistic repertoire — that we consider in the next
sections. In addition to its prejudiced connotation, the concept of ‘language’
includes large wholes of people usually, but not exclusively, associated with nation
states or, perhaps in a more complex way in the case of Arabic, with wider
communities that go past nation boundaries. For that reason, a way out of this
problem of terminology is to view a language as a heterogeneous dynamic system,
and varieties of a language as its different manifestations in context. Bringing out its
value in sociolinguistics, Holmes (2001:6) says that the term ‘variety’ “is
linguistically neutral and covers all the different realisations of the abstract concept
‘language’ in different social contexts.”

Alternatively, we may use the term ‘code’, another (perhaps more) neutral word,
“to refer to any kind of system that two or more people employ for communication.”
(Wardhaugh, 1992:89). The term will allow us to consider, for instance, the contexts
in which people ‘choose’ to use one particular way of speaking rather than another,

or how they mix two or more codes in the same conversation.
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Another term that has been given importance in sociolinguistic research in
relation to those mentioned above is ‘vernacular’, first defined by Labov in his
famous article “The Study of Language in its Social Context” (1970:31)3 as a style
in which

[...] we find more systematic speech, where the fundamental relations which determine
the course of linguistic evolution can be seen most clearly. [...] the style in which the

minimum attention is given to the monitoring of speech.

If the vernacular style can be captured, particularly by overcoming what Labov calls
the ‘observer’s paradox” (ibid. p. 31), that is, by finding a way of “observing how
people speak when they are not being observed” (Labov 19725: 256), then it will
provide the sociolinguist with the most valuable and systematic data for analysis, for
it reveals the characteristics of the first language variety acquired by the individual
in the home and used in the most informal contexts under no social constraint, or
whatever type of normative pressure. A good éxample, among others, in Labov’s
(1972b) study of Black English Vernacular (BEV) is the deletion of the copula is, as
in ‘He wild’: the dropping of the auxiliary ‘to be’ is a common linguistic practice
among young Black peers in everyday interaction, but it is most likely to be avoided
in formal style, say, in class or in other constrained situations.

The term ‘vernacular’ — defined for example by Petyt (1980:25)" as “a form of
speech transmitted from parent to child as a primary medium of communication” —
has also been used by sociolinguists as an alternative to any non-standard variety:
e.g. Black English Vernacular or Cockney English as opposed to RP English.
Similarly, given that the speech under investigation in our study is a colloquial
variety of Arabic, we may then use the term vernacular, alternatively, to refer to the
most relaxed form of speech used in Tlemcen, the variety acquired by the child as a
mother tongue and used in unconstrained social situations, at home for example, or

in interaction with close friends, in particular with native TA speakers themselves.
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We shall indeed see throughout this work that many linguistic forms typical of
Tlemcen speech — mainly those which native speakers are most aware of — are felt to
be negatively commented on and thus consistently, if not systematically, avoided in
mixed speech encounters.

Such issues will be dealt with in Chapter 4 which is concerned with the
sociolinguistic situation in Tlemcen, as well as in the last chapter that deals with
language attitudes. But in the next sections, as mentioned earlier, we 80 over some
key concepts in sociolinguistic, which we shall draw on at different levels of our
exploration of the sociolinguistic variation in Tlemcen, a community that has grown
to be socially very diverse and become, by way of consequence, linguistically
heterogeneous, unstable, extremely variable and eventually exposed to far-reaching
linguistic changes. Before we attempt to examine the social functions of variation in
the community, and the effects of social heterogeneity on the native speakers’
linguistic behaviour, let us consider how a speech community has been defined by

different scholars, and see to what extent such definitions may apply to the context

of Tlemcen.
2.2 The Speech Community

It has been taken for granted, in general linguistics, that a speech community
consists of a group of people using a ‘common’ language; that is, all its individuals
possess that language, sharing notions of what is same and what is different in its
phonology, grammar and lexis. People do use, in fact, distinct linguistic forms to
exhibit membership in a given community, but they also unconsciously get involved
in using other features that certainly have more important implications for social
group organisation. In effect, sociolinguistic research has shown that linguistic
aspects of a variety are not sufficient to determine what a speech community is, and

that non-linguistic characteristics (social, cultural, religious...) have been considered
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as important, if not more instructive, in defining it. Wardhaugh (1992:118), for

instance, rightly admits that

Our search must be for criteria other than, or at least in addition to, linguistic critena if

we are to gain a useful understanding of ‘speech community’.

It is then important to be able to delimit the boundaries of speech communities
to a satisfactory extent, though the border lines are not clear-cut, but present a
fluidity that is similar to the permeability of language varieties. As a matter of fact,
just as ‘neighbour’ languages usually share a number of linguistic features, the
associated speech communities often overlap by sharing a set of social norms. In
any case, delineating speech communities will help to study them, to compare them
and to understand how speech patterns correlate with social characteristics.

Although the concept of speech community has proved to be very useful in
sociolinguistic investigation, regarded by Gumperz (1968)°, for instance, as a
“sociolinguistic entity and a fundamental unit of analysis”, defining its
characteristics has been an arduous matter. Indeed, there has been important
confusion and lack of agreement on what it really is. Apart from Chomsky’s
(1965:3) proposal of an ideal “completely homogeneous speech-community” that he
considered exclusively for theoretical linguistic purposes, or Martinet’s (1964a:173)
postulation of “a strictly unilingual and perfectly homogeneous community”® — both
views put forward for the sake of linguistic analysis per se and thus of no concern to
sociolinguists —, various alternative definition models have been proposed for
investigations of language in society according to the approach or perspective
followed. Arguing against ‘abstract’ linguists who only consider ‘single-style’ and
ideal speakers in a homogeneous speech community, and expressing doubt about the
existence of any non-heterogeneous speech community, Labov (1972a:203) states

that “the normal situation” (his emphasis) is that
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... heterogeneity is not only common, it is the natural result of basic linguistic factors.
We argue that it is the absence of style-shifting and multilayered communication

systems which would be dysfunctional.

In fact, one important characteristic that linguists agree on today is the
inherently variable nature of language, and thus on the heterogeneity of any speech
community. Even a structuralist like Bloomfield (1933:45) acknowledges the

complex nature of the community in relation to language variability when he says:

The complexity or impossibility of determining [.. -] exactly what people belong to the
same speech-community, is not accidental, but arises from the very nature of speech-

community. [...] no two persons — or rather, perhaps, no one person at different times —

spoke exactly alike.

Lyons’ (1970:326) definition of the speech community as comprising “all the
people who use a given language (or dialect)” is obviously one of the simplest ones
as it does not take account of any social or cultural unity, and thus may apply, for
instance, to the English, the Americans, and other isolated English-speaking
societies as forming one type of speech community. According to this definition,
Algeria would belong to the same Arabic-speaking community consisting today of
almost three hundred million people in about twenty-two Arab countries. Such a
configuration may be used to define the Arabic (or rather Islamic) concept of Umma
(‘nation’ or ‘community’) in its wider sense. But in sociolinguistic terms, we cannot
speak of a speech community when its members have virtually no ‘direct’ or
‘indirect’ contact, as they do not communicate with each other. In fact, the criterion

of communication should be central in defining the concept. Hocket (1958:8)* says

in this respect:

Each language defines a speech community: the whole set of people who communicate

with each other, either directly or indirectly, via the common language.

29



In the face of this view, sociolinguistic work has shown that a single community
may use two or more languages, as in Switzerland, Canada, and in so many other
countries. As a matter of fact, multilingualism is the norm in many parts of the
world and is found even in countries which are said to have one national/official
language. In Algeria, for instance, many Kabylian people, established in the capital
for a long time, use three genetically different languages in their day-to-day
interactions: a Berber variety (their mother tongue, called Amazigh) usually with co-
members, Algerian Arabic, and French, often switching from one language to
another according to the context, or more frequently mixing them in the same
conversation; and though their Berber origin makes them belong to a particular
social group, they have leamned the norms of language use within the wider

community of Algiers, for instance. In this respect, Romaine (2000:23) says:

A speech community is not necessarily coextensive with a language community. A
speech community is a group of people who do not necessarily share the same

language, but share a set of norms and rules for the use of language.

Bloomfield’s (1933:42)° earlier definition of a speech community is perhaps as
simple as Lyons’ view cited above, but it emphasizes the criterion of interaction
when it tells us that “a speech community is a group of people who interact by
means of speech”. This definition may be seen as concerning groups of people who
communicate by using one or two, or more languages or varieties of the same
language in everyday interaction, and may be distinguished from other groups by

lack of social cohesion. Such considerations have led Gumperz (1971)" to define

what he calls a ‘linguistic community” as

...a social group which may be either monolingual or multilingual, held together by
frequency of social interaction patterns and set off from the surrounding areas by

weaknesses in the lines of communication. Linguistic communities may consist of

30



R

small groups bound together by face-to-face contact or may cover large regions,

depending on the level of abstraction we wish to achieve.

According to this characterization, a speech community can be defined not only by
‘frequency of social interaction’, but also by the ‘set-off> criterion; that is, a large
community may itself consist of smaller ones related internally b.y specific features,
but whose members feel a sense of identification to the whole according to wider
characteristics.

Such definition may well apply to today’s community of Tlemcen which could
be seen as consisting of two large communities each possessing its own language
variety, as we shall see in Chapter 4 (the contrast has been described in terms of
urban vs. rural speech); but the two groups are held together not only on the basis of
nationwide institutions, traditions and beliefs, but also through regular day-to-day
social practices and language contacts resulting in unavoidable mutual linguistic
interference.

One of the most influential definitions of the concept of speech community has
been put forward by Labov (1972a) in Sociolinguistic Patterns, one of the most
outstanding books on linguistic variation in relation to social stratification and style
differentiation. His characterization of the speech community shifts the emphasis
from the use of linguistic criteria to shared norms of evaluation. In other words, it
insists on the fact that shared ways of evaluating language behaviour make people

Jeel they belong to the same speech community. His findings about New York

speech (Labov 1972a:158) support the idea that

-a speech community cannot be conceived as a group of speakers who all use the same

forms; it is best defined as a group who share the same norms in regard to language.

For Labov, the study of aspects of language behaviour is a reliable means through

which understanding the organization of society may be achieved, for linguistic
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forms used by members in a given speech community have proved to be good

indicators of shared social features. He says (ibid:120-21), in this regard:

The speech community is not defined by any marked agreement in the use of language
elements, so much as by participation in a set of shared norms; these norms may be
observed in overt types of evaluative behavior, and by the ur{iformity of abstract
patterns of variation which are invariant in respect to particular levels of usage.
Similarly, through observations of linguistic behavior it is possible to make detailed

studies of the structure of class stratification in a given community.

Insisting, in a similar way, on the frequency of people’s verbal communication in a

given social environment, Gumperz (1968)'"' defines the speech community as

...any human aggregate characterized by regular and frequent interaction by means of
a shared body of verbal signs and set off from similar aggregates by significant

differences in language usage.

Most groups of any permanence, be they small bands bounded by face-to-face

contact, modemn nations divisible into smaller subregions, or even occupational

associations or neighborhood gangs, may be treated as speech communities, provided

they show linguistic peculiarities that warrant special study.

This definition considers of course the sharing of common grammatical rules, but it
also emphasizes the regular relationships between social structure and language use
which varies according to different types of social groups and settings within the
wider community. This view is quite interesting as it allows to consider the
possibility of intersecting communities as well as what Saville-Troike (1982:82)"
has called overlapping speech communities in a given ‘human aggregate’; thus each
individual may be considered as belonging to several speech communities at the
same time and speakers behave accordingly, consciously or often unconsciously

accommodating their way of speaking to the different situations in which they find
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themselves. This, of course, is to be related to norms of speech behaviour. Fasold

(1990:42) says in this regard:

People alter their norms for speech behavior to conform to the appropriate speech

community, by adding, subtracting, and substituting rules of communicative behavior.

In an urban context such as that of Tlemcen, for instance, a speaker (let this be a
man for, as indicated many times throughout this work,‘male native speakers in
Tlemcen are far more subject to varying linguistic behaviour than native women)
may interact, in the course of the day, with his family members and relatives, then
with his workmates, with his neighbours, and so on. Some of these various types of
relations, interwoven in a communication network, might consist of native speakers
using TA, but others may be users of another form of AA, and thus the speaker
might alter his speech — if he wishes to do so — in order to make it resemble that of
the interlocutors he interacts with. In fact, he does most of the time, unlike female
speakers, as we shall see throughout this work.

In an isolated small rural village, language practices are in all probability much
less varied than in densely inhabited areas where people from diverse origins are in
regular contact through various types of relations which require speech interaction.
Language behaviour is therein constantly influenced by people’s attitudes and
various social and psychological factors. Contrasting the idealized model of ‘speech

community’, once useful for rural dialectologists, with today’s urban communities,

Halliday (1978:155) points out that

Labov very soon found that the inhabitants of a metropolis are united much more by
their linguistic attitudes and prejudices, which are remarkably consistent, than by their

own speech habits, which are extremely variable.
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In describing the urban speech community, Halliday (ibid.) goes so far as to say that
it “is a heterogeneous unit, showing diversity not only between one individual and
another but also within one individual.” Hymes (1972) and Halliday (1972)" too
have proposed definitions that are similar to Labov's characterization of a speech
community. Hudson (1996:25) writes that they both refer “to shared norms and
abstract patterns of variation rather than to shared speech behaviour”: it is evident
that the norms that they share make them feel they belong to one speech community,
for they are socially more powerful than just speech practices. But Le Page
(1968a)" has not used the term ‘speech community’, though his ‘groups in society’
are also distinguished in terms of speech features related to social characteristics. In
his approach, he focuses on the idea that it is the individual speaker who perceives

the groups which he or she may want to identify with. He states that:

Each individual creates the systems for his verbal behaviour so that they shall resemble
those of the group or groups with which from time to time he may wish to be
identified, to the extent that

a. he can identify the groups,

b. he has both opportunity and ability to observe and analyse their behavioural

systems,

¢. his motivation is sufficiently strong to impel him to choose, and to adopt his
behaviour accordingly,

d. heis still able to adapt his behaviour.

. So in this view, the individual constructs, at a rather unconscious level, his or her
own sociolinguistic profile from the multidimensional space that he or she is located
in — ie. from the complex configuration of interrelationships between linguistic
features and social factors. His or her own verbal repertoire will be acquired as a
particular combination of linguistic characteristics resulting from different source
contributions and social features. Although this view can help us look at the speech

community from the inside, we must bear in mind that each individual is unique in
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his/her experience of acquiring speech, and, as Hudson (1980:12) puts it, “no two
speakers have the same language, because no two speakers have the same
experience of language”.

Even a structural linguist like Martinet, who followed the Saussurean tradition in
considering langue, the system of language, as the object of linguistic inquiry,
acknowledges the fact that a community cannot be considered as composed of
individuals speaking alike in all respects, and that people may well belong to two or
more linguistic communities, according to the language, and/or the different
varieties of the same language they use. He goes on so far as to claim that even a
person who speaks only one .language may understand other languages provided, of

course, that he has had the opportunity to hear it frequently. Here’s his original text
(1964a:148-9):

1° aucune communauté linguistique ne peut étre considérée comme composée
d’individus parlant une langue en tous points semblable; 2° il y a des millions
d’étres humains qui appartiennent a deux ou plus de deux communautés
linguistiques, ¢’est-a-dire qui, selon leurs interlocuteurs, emploient une langue ou
une autre ; 3° il n’est pas rare qu’une personne qui ne parle qu’une seule langue en
comprenne plusieurs; 4° la plupart des hommes sont susceptibles d’employer,
selon les situations, des formes assez divergentes d’une méme langue ; 5° ceux qui
n’utilisent pas activement différentes formes de ce type comprennent en général

sans difficulté celles qu’ils ont I’occasion d’entendre assez fréquemment’”.

An interesting issue that is too important to evade at this point concerns a basic
standpoint taken by Labov who argues that linguistic variability cannot be explained
by looking only to the individual, which is the theoretical approach adopted in
Chomskyan linguistics for the study of linguistic competence. To represent his
sociolinguistic structures and the regular patterns observed in the speech of various
social groups, Labov argues for a community grammar as opposed to competence

grammar which relies heavily on the intuitive judgements of an individual ‘ideal’
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speaker. Emphasizing the issue that theories of language use cannot rest upon

intuitive judgments of individuals, he writes (19726:124):

[...] we now know enough about language in its social context to realize that the
grammar of the speech community is more regular and systematic than the behavior of
one individual. Unless the speech pattern is studied within the overall system of the

community, it will appear as a mosaic of unaccountable and sporadic variation.

So, as a clear position relaied to the question ‘Is language in the individual or in the
community?’, Labov regards a speech community as displaying a kind of collective
grammar which can only be observable in a social quantitative investigation of

speech. Indeed, in a later article (Labov 1989:52), he insists on the fact that

Individual behavior can be understood only as a reflection of the grammar of the
speech community. Language is not a property of the individual, but of the community.
Any description of a language must take the speech community as its object if it is to

do justice to the elegance and regularity of linguistic structure.

In the light of the various definitions of ‘speech community’ put forward by
different scholars, one conclusion that might be drawn is that whatever view of
‘speech community” we consider, there appears to be a general convergence on two

major defining characteristics: ‘density of communication’ and ‘shared norms’

which Guy (1988:49-50)"° describes as follows:

By density of communication is meant simply that members of a speech community
talk more to each other than ihey do to outsiders; [...]

The other, equally important, criterion — shared norms — refers to a common set of
evaluative judgements, a community-wide knowledge of what is considered good or

bad and what is appropriate for what kind of (socially defined) occasion.

|
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There are of course various types of norms in relation to different aspects of
social behaviour, but sociolinguists are concerned with linguistic norms and how
they are correlated with extralinguistic factors.

We could perhaps at this stage make a reflection about the types of speech
communities that can be observed in the Algerian society as a whole, and n
Tlemcen in particular, bearing in mind that there are various types of communities
ranging from very small rural, and thus rather linguistically uniform areas where the
same speech variety is used with little variation, to large urban centres with
considerable linguistic variation and frequent mixing of codes as a result of contacts
between users of different varieties.

In the light of what has been mentioned above, that is, the necessity to take into
account both social and linguistic factors to determine what a speech community is,
we may consider the Algerian people as constituting one ‘macro’ community
organized around social, cultural and political characteristics, a multi-dimensional
space in which the members locate themselves, feeling they make up a community
that is set off from neighbouring communities, particularly those of Morocco,
Tunisia and the other countries of the Maghreb in spite of the pan-Arabic belonging
felt on a much wider dimension. But within the Algerian macro-community, limited
by the Algerian national borders, smaller communities have to be distinguished on

the basis of geographical areas and according to the types of varieties used:

- mostly Colloquial Arabic (the mother tongue of most Algerians) with
different varieties distributed all over the country: urban forms in ancient
towns such as Algiers, Constantine and Tlemcen; rural forms in other areas. It

is worth mentioning at this level that, as a result of people’s mobility today,

mixtures of urban and rural varieties have emerged in many towns and cities;

- amodemn form of Classical Arabic, called MSA, used particularly in different

kinds of written mode but also in formal political speech, in written and
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spoken media and of course as the medium of education. As for genuine CA,
. .  w 17 s o . .
it seems to be restricted to religious sermons’’ in addition to its function as

“the vehicle of a large and respected body of written literature.”(Ferguson
1959a);

various Berber dialects in a few scattered areas of the country (in Kabylia in
the North, the M'zab North of the Sahara, the Touareg in the South, and the
Chaoui in the East...); these are said to be unrelated to Arabic, but it is worth
noting that, as a result of the influence of the first arabisation wave in North
Africa, they include a great number of Arabic lexical borrowings that have
long become part of the Berber lexical repertoire'®. It is worth noting that
many, if not most, of the Berber people speak AA as a result of their
acceptance of Islam and Arabic, and their contacts with its Arabic speakers in
urban areas. They are also familiar with MSA because of its use in education

or at least in their religious practices;

as a colonial heritage, the French language has long become part and parcel
of the Algerian linguistic configuration. Indeed, in addition to its status as the
previous language of education and administration, and as a second language
today, it is considered a window on the modern emancipated world. In this
respect, Ben Bella, the first president of independent Algeria, insisted, in a

th

speech he made on October 5" 1962, that the national language would be

taught in primary school in parity with the French language, and adds that
“French should not be neglected, for it is an essential vehicle for the
acquisition and comprehension of modern techniques”'”. The French cultural
influence and the strong linguistic presence of French today characterize
Algeria — and the two other countries in North Africa, though to a much
lesser extent — as having “a different personality from the other Arab states”,

as Gordon (1978:172)* says.
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In view of such complex language background characterizing the Algerian
society, and knowing that social factors inevitably impinge on language in various
ways and affect the speakers’ behaviour, one wonders in what terms we can describe
the structure of an Algerian speech community, particularly such as that of Tlemcen
which 1s characterized by persistent dialectal variation in addition to the linguistic
phenomena attested in the Algerian society as a whole.

The issue raised here is that, whereas languages and/or varieties of a language
exist because social groups consciously claim these languages or varieties as their
own, such claim appears to be so weak in the case of Tlemcen native speakers.
Where members of a given speech community share norms of linguistic behaviour
and a set of attitudes toward their variety (or varieties), and consequently distinguish
themselves from people using other varieties, TA native speakers’ overall attitude
towards their variety does not seem to be positive, in spite of the prestige associated
with their long-established town and its deeply-rooted traditions. A number of
interesting questions — which constitute the core of our research — raise themselves
as we consider today’s community of Tlemcen with its extremely heterogeneous
make-up both on the linguistic and social levels:

How do people consider their ‘living together’ and their interaction in the same
space? Do they feel they belong to the same community sharing the same norms of
speech behaviour and linguistic variation? In what sense do groups of people living
in the same geographical space, but having acquired distinct substrate language
varieties, feel they constitute one speech community? And if they do represent a
single community, why should native TA speakers have to accommodate to non-
native speech? And in what way do they negotiate code choice in a given setting?
What are the language attitudes of the members of such a community which, as a
native subject myself on the research site, I feel to be ostensibly mixed? Do we have
to deal with two distinct and conflicting speech communities on the spot for a better
understanding of the sociolinguistic situation in Tlemcen? What are the motives for

the negative attitudes displayed toward TA linguistic characteristics, not only by
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non-native individuals but also by native speakers themselves, particularly younger
males of the late generations? What are the reasons for such a negative behaviour?
Then, what makes female native speakers, of whatever age, behave differently
towards the vernacular variety, particularly by sticking to its characteristics?

In most part of this research work, we will attempt to put forward some answers
to these questions relating to a peculiar sociolinguistic situation in which native TA
speakers increasingly avoid using some vernacular linguistic features of the variety
they have acquired as a mother tongue, as the data will show in the next chapters.

We shall adopt the Labovian quantitative paradigm in our investigation of the
community as far as linguistic variation in relation to a number of social variables is
concemed, but it might perhaps be more fruitful or at least complementary to
analyse today’s sociolinguistic situation in Tlemcen in terms of relationship between

individuals and the networks they are involved in.
2.3 Language and Small-scale Social Groups

2.3.1 Social Networks

It has been suggested that it can be more productive to look at sociolinguistic
phenomena from several perspectives and that certain levels of analysis” may prove
more useful than others in some situations. We may wish to approach the ‘language
use/social structure” complex by applying the concept of speech community and by
examining patterns of variation in terms of orderly correlation of linguistic variables
with social characteristics within an overall social class strata dimension (cf. Labov,
e.g. 1966, 1972). But analyses on a smaller scale may reveal valuable aspects of
speech interaction which might be blurred by overlapping larger social groups. We
could then better explore some community norms and attitudes by considering how
a person ‘organises’ his/her social contacts with other individuals and the reasons

for his or her linguistic behaviour. Such a set of connections, or ‘network’, has been
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used by Labov with adolescents in Harlem (Labov ef al. 1968)%, though the term he
used was ‘peer group’. But the network concept, borrowed from anthropology into
sociolinguistics, has been principally emphasised by the Milroys (Milroy and Milroy
1978), particularly by Leslie Milroy (1980 and 1987a) in her studies conducted
about the working-class vernacular in Belfast, Northern Ireland.

A social network analysis 1s rather micro-sociological in focus and does not
require social class groupings of any kind, because one individual from a given
socio-economic level may well weave contacts, in the course of his/her life, with
people from various socio-economic levels; and thus, the network approach which
considers people’s socializing behaviour and the extent to which they are involved
in the community, has proved extremely efficient in revealing an individual’s speech
patterns in accordance with his/her day-to-day face-to-face interactions. Then, as

Holmes (2001:183) points out,

Social networks move the focus from social features of the speaker alone, such as

status, gender, age and ethnicity, to characteristics of the interaction between people.

What is interesting about the method is that it offers a way of observing how an
individual speaker behaves in a variety of ways according to the role relations and
the ties knitted with other individuals within the network. Indeed, deep insights into
social processes in language can be gained by means of carefully and properly
designed methods of approaching particular individual role-relations. Emphasizing

the importance of the study of the individual’s social network, Downes (1998: 196)

says that:

It provides us with a radically different perspective from that of an analysis based on
secondary group membership. [...] the methodology has universal application. As we
saw, stratification applies only to one type of society. But everyone lives within a

social network irrespective of the type of larger society.

41



e e

¢ ]

- N R SR R S = S .

[ F

[ i)

P e e

T E—q}

=

Within the context of today’s overall movements towards towns and large cities,
an individual might come from a rural origin and have social relations with native
urban individuals. This is precisely what often happens in the case of the speech
community of Tlemcen: rural Arabic speech users are in constant relationship with
TA speakers. Therefore, by using social network as a category to analyse linguistic
variation, there is no real need for considering how society is organised in terms of

class and status, and as J. Milroy (1992:84) says:

We need only accept the fact that individuals have social contacts with other
individuals, because social network is about individuals and the relationships that can

be contracted between them, and not primarily based on pre-defined group structures.

Seen this way, the concept of social network is universally applicable, for, all
individuals anywhere have contacts with other individuals on varying grounds,
whereas the class-based methodology may not (and indeed cannot) apply to all types
of societies. One may wonder how one could make use of Labov’s stratificational
social theory to confront, for instance, the problems of sociolinguistic variation in a
community such as that of Tlemcen where three linguistic phenomena make up what
is seen as common speech: namely, multidialectalism (the use of different Arabic
varieties), diglossia (the existence side by side of the High variety vs. Low varieties)
and bilingualism (Arabic/French). Furthermore, if the Labovian paradigm, which
relies heavily on social class rankings and style differentiation, is appropriate to a
large extent for investigating western societies characterised by similar capitalist
economies and class systems, it may not apply in an analogous way to the Algerian
context and to other non-industrial countries because of their different economies
based predominantly on agriculture along with a relatively small industrial sector. In
such societies, class profiles are to be determined on different grounds, mainly on
the fact that large populations lived in rural areas until quite recently, but also in

relation to the different religious and traditional beliefs and practices. The point is
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that, for historical and economic reasons on the one hand, and certainly for religious
and cultural ones on the other, class profiles in the Algerian society are rather
imprecise. Of course, there are wealthy families as well as poor people but, in any
case, such differences in terms of wealth and power are not reflected in people’s
linguistic behaviour; that is, linguistic variables, particularly insofar as the mother
tongue 1s concerned, are not distributed so as to match socio-economic status.
Speech forms of the Low variety are used in a rather homogeneous way whatever
the social status of the speaker: the use of TA glottal stop, for instance, is not
associated with rich or poor people in Tlemcen the way Cockney glottal stop and the
in’ form characterize lower working class people in London. Moreover, while RP
English, the most prestigious form associated with power and higher social status, is
the mother tongue of a number of British citizens, Standard Arabic is not normally
used in everyday speech in Algeria, and thus, does not represent a particular class of
people, except for highly educated individuals when discussing serious topics and
trying to express complex ideas in formal or semi-formal settings.

There is no doubt that the quantitative paradigm provided by Labov — the
consideration of social class stratification and style shifting as a major methodology
for the analysis of sociolinguistic variation — has yielded deep insights into the
relationship between language use and language structure and taught us more about
linguistic variability and the mechanisms of language change. But these natural
linguistic phenomena of variation and change have also been approached from other
perspectives, particularly the network methodology which allows the observation of
variation patterns within smaller groups. Furthermore, as already indicated above,
we feel that class-based approaches to linguistic variation in an Algerian Arabic
context such as that of Tlemcen will not provide satisfactory results as to the
correlation between language use and socio-economic status stratification. In a
network approach, we rather look at the individuals’ face-to-face associations and
examine the nature of whatever interpersonal relations they may have and the type

of speech behaviour they display, regardless of their status in the society. In this
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regard, Romaine (2000:84) says that networks “may cut across social class
boundaries and they may also reveal differences within social classes.” That is, as

she states (ibid. p. 85),

The notion of network is thus more useful than social class and it applies equally to

multilingual and monohngual settings.

The network approach developed by L. Milroy (1980), using the measuring
elements of network ‘strength’ (i.e. “density’ and ‘plexity’), attempts to reveal the
nature of the individual’s social transactions in the community and the significance
of such relations for linguistic variability. A strong network is characterized by two
features at the same time: it is dense if all members of an individual’s network also
relate to one another, and multiplex when interactions with others exist on several
dimensions. A uniplex network, on the other hand, 1s loose, 1.e., when a person is
related to others through only one link, work for instance, or neighbourhood. Hence,
each person is bound to live within a social network in the local community, and 1s
therefore involved, to varying extents, in various types of social matters and
practices in that network, including speech interaction, of course. A pattern that 1s
worth mentioning here is that the stronger a network is, the more vernacular speech
are used, whereas more standard forms can be heard in less constrained groups and

among peripheral members. Thus, as Downes (1998:118) states,

Social networks involve more than simply communication. They form the web of
transactions which make up the intimate texture of daily life, and as such involve

individuals in rights and obligations towards each other.

Indeed, the individual’s linguistic behaviour in a given social network is function of,

and thus dependent on, the type of social relations in which he or she participates.

‘What must be emphasized is that, once we belong to a network, we both influence
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and are influenced by the speech of the people we interact with on a more or less
regular basis, depending on the degree of adhesion to the group; that is our speech
patterns clearly reflect the types of networks we belong to. Showing the importance

of network linguistic influences on people, Chambers and Trudgill (1980:75) say:

It appears that people are influenced linguistically, as might be expected, much more
by members of the social networks to which they belong than by anybody else.
Moreover, people who are well integrated into a particular social group may have

linguistic charactenstics rather different from those who are more peripheral in the

group...

Such views of how people get organized in small-scale groups called social
networks may help us understand the frequency of speech variation in Tlemcen, in
particular, the contexts in which, and the reasons why, some TA native speakers
maintain their spontaneous way of speaking, the use of the vernacular, in whatever
situation, while a greater number of native people, mostly young male speakers as it
can be clearly attested today, accommodate their speech by switching to the non-TA
interlocutors’ variety. The study of different types of networks, in terms of density
of links and/or complexity of relations, has proved very productive in revealing
linguistic variability according to the strength of normative pressure exerted on the
individuals and the feeling of social identity and solidarity towards the speech norms
of the group. The notion of ‘solidarity’, as we see it, will be useful in characterizing
small-scale networks and the varying degrees of adherence to native speech features.
But the sociolinguistic concept of ‘power’, which relates to higher social status and
overt prestige forms, will not be emphasized in our study mainly because of the
diglossic character of Arabic in Algeria, as we shall see in the next chapter. Rather,
by using the network methods and by focussing on the individual’s face-to-face
interaction, we hope to gain explanatory insight into the varying linguistic patterns

in the speech community of Tlemcen.
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2.3.2 Communities of Practice

Another way of capturing the complexities of small-scale social groups 1is
proposed by Eckert (1992)* in her study of the relations between different groups of
students in an American high school, distinguished mostly in terms of those who
reject school values and those who accept them. Her ‘communities of practice’ have
allowed some sociolinguists to focus on social groups which make more sense than
higher-level abstract categories such as class and gender, with the aim of
emphasizing the way in which individuals behave linguistically to construct various
identities in various social interactions. Putting the emphasis on people’ involvement

in structured social groups, Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (2003:57-58) state that

It is through participation in a range of communities of practice that people participate
in society, and forge a sense of their place and their possibilities in society [...]
Communities of practice do not emerge randomly, but are structured by the kind of

situations that present themselves in different places in society.

In the context of our work, a native TA adolescent, for instance, with the
identities he has acquired with his family, then during his socialisation process and
at school with peers, will ‘learn’ to build another type of identity when interacting
with young boys of his age who use a variety that is different from the one he has
acquired at home. The strength of this micro-level method, just like that of social

networks, lies n its efficiency for describing, as Holmes (2001:190) points out,

the detail and complexity of what goes on in day-to-day interactions between
individuals [...] They allow us to examine the ways in which individuals use linguistic
resources in dynamic and constructive ways to express various social identities — [...]

Indeed, it is these moment-to-moment linguistic choices which ultimately create the

larger-scale pattemns.
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In fact, whatever the type of society, each individual may be seen as belonging
to a number of communities of practice whose configuration varies according to the
members’ particular objectives, their ways of interacting and the attitudes they share
(e.g. sports team, work group, and so on...). Interestingly, this type of investigation
allows for describing not only the linguistic patterns that correlate with long-term
communities of practice but also temporary groupings such as those organised for a
party, a conference or a visiting expedition. The methods of investigation used in
Milroy’s social networks or in Eckert’s ‘community of practice’ are different from
that of the classical Labovian approach — except for those used by Labov himself in
the late 1960s and early 1970s, particularly in the study of African American groups
who, getting organized in close-knit clusters, have developed a distinct variety of
Englishvthat he (1972b) calls Black English Vernacular (BEV)*

The researcher’s aim for the observation of genuinely informal speech is to try
to gain access to the network or to the community practice through a friend or an
acquaintance, and in fact, one advantage of the method is that, as a friend of a friend,
the field-researcher will become part of the group and takes the opportunity for
analysing the network individuals’ practices and social activities as social data to
which speech may be related. But while interacting with the members of a particular
network or a community of practice, however competent in the language he or she
might be, the participant-observer, who is usually an outsider, may not be competent
enough, that is sociolinguistically, to interpret the social significance of individuals’
speech patterns and to communicate appropriately, unless he or she has ‘learned’ to
share the group norms of language use, at least to a certain extent, for even

“speakers of the same language may have difficulties in communicating if they do
not share norms for the use of that language in interaction” (Eckert and McConnell-
Ginet 2003:56). As a matter of fact, communicative competence, which we consider
in the next section, can only be achieved, normally, along with the acquisition of the

native tongue during the child’s socialisation process.
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2.4 Communicative Competence

All languages exhibit a great deal of variation and sociolinguists aim at
describing how people vary their speech in different social contexts. The ability to
produce a number of varieties may vary from one individual to another; that 1s, not
all speakers control practices of various forms of speech in the corﬁmunity to the
same extent. Moreover, as Wardhaugh (1992:51) states, “our receptive linguistic
ability 1s much greater than our productive linguistic ability so far as varieties of a
language are concerned.” Multilingual communities too are concerned with this
competence-performance duality. In Algeria, for instance, many people often
interact in French, in addition to their mother tongue(s) — either regularly switching
from one code to the other or, more often, mixing them intra-sententially in single
utterances — though to different degrees according to the speaker’s motivation and
level of instruction. The fact is that a large number of Algerian speakers understand
French more than they actually use it.

To account for this ability to understand and produce utterances appropriately in
different situational contexts, Hymes (19715,1972) has used the term communicative
competence in opposition to Chomsky’s (1965) linguistic competence which refers
to the speaker’s knowledge of the grammatical rules of the language abstracted from
its use in context. So, what does it mean to become a competent speaker? In other
words, how is communicative competence acquired? The coining of the phrase itself
is self-explanatory and suggests a type of language ability that is more broadly based

than Chomskyan linguistic competence. Equating knowledge of language grammar

with effective language use, Hymes (1972:279) says:

The acquisition of competence for use, indeed, can be stated in the same terms as
acquisition of competence for grammar. Within the developmental matrix in which

knowledge of the sentences of a language is acquired, children also acquire knowledge

of a set of ways in which sentences are used.
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Then, emphasizing the importance of the relationship between language structure

and social factors in getting the children to achieve the goal of communicating

appropriately, he argues (ibid.):

From a finite experience of speech acts and their interdependence with sociocultural
features, they develop a general theory of the speaking appropriate in their community,

which they employ, like other forms of tacit cultural knowledge (competence), in

conducting and interpreting social time.

Sociolinguists have argued that linguistic competence should include much
more than just knowledge of well-formed sentences as opposed to ungrammatical
ones, because learning how to wuse a language is perhaps more important than just
knowing its structural rules. The concept of ‘communicative competence’ 1s more
inclusive as it has been proposed to refer not only to the speaker’s underlying
knowledge of grammar rules, but also, perhaps more crucially, to the psychological,
cultural and social rules that the speaker must control in relation to language use in
different social interactions. That IS, communicative competence is much more

complex than linguistic competence — which is but a part of it — as it encompasses a

much wider range of abilities. Hudson (1996:224) points out in this respect:

If communicative competence is to cover all these types of ability underlying

successful speech, it must include at least the whole of ‘linguistic competence’ plus the

whole of the amorphous range of facts included under ‘pragmatics’ (knowledge

applied i using linguistic items in context).

Speakers, however, are not necessarily consciously aware of such a capacity,
which Fishman (1972) describes as ‘sociolinguistic communicative competence’,
when involved in varied role-relations in their social networks or communities. So,
in addition to our knowledge of all well-formed utterances of the language, we

constantly draw upon our sociolinguistic competence to communicate efficiently
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with our interlocutors. Hymes (1964, 1972) has often insisted that the degree of
communicative competence is function of the knowledge of how to interact within a
speech community and how to do it appropriately. An outsider, in the sense of
stranger in a given speech community, though not necessarily speaking a different
language, may not only be misunderstood because of his/her ignorance of the speech
norms in that community, but may also feel offended by badly interpreted forms.
Such misinterpretations also occur in cases of mixture of varieties or languages. In
the Algerian context, a speaker with little or no fluency in the way most Algerian
people talk — that is, the very common way of mixing AA with a great number of
French words and expressions, and/or switching consistently between the two
languages — would refrain from participating in such a conversation for lack of
competency in holding it, or for fear of being mocked at.

Communicative competence can be observed certainly more concretely in
multilingual communities, for it involves choosing the variety that suits the situation
best from the languages at play along with appropriate styles in the selected one, or
switching between two languages. In the context of our investigation, for instance,
children acquire their mother tongue; then they learn other varieties for other
functions: ‘school” Arabic (MSA), and soon afterwards French, in formal education.
Mixing varieties, too, is obviously part of an individual’s communicative
competence, both in production and comprehension. Showing the importance of the

internal organisation of some particular networks or speech communities, Fishman

(1972)% says:

Native members of such networks or communities slowly and unconsciously acquire
sociolinguistic communicative competence with respect to appropriate language usage.
They are not necessarily aware of the norms that guide their sociolinguistic behavior.
Newcomers to such networks or comiunities — including sociolinguistic researchers —

must discover these norms more rapidly, more painfully and, therefore, more

consciously.
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Although there are difficulties in specifying the all-embracing character of
communicative competence and, in Wardhaugh’s words (1992:373), “in trying to
explain how it develops in individuals”, we cannot afford to ignore such a crucial
notion if we are to gain a full understanding of speakers’ underlying knowledge of
the necessary rules to communicate successfully in their environment, their attitudes
towards language variation, and, on the whole, the dynamic relation between the
language system and the social structure of the community. Indeed, only by
handling this ‘bundle’ of linguistic, social and cultural phenomena can a speaker be
considered effectively competent, and function as a member of a speech community.
In other words, in order to be communicatively competent, each member in a speech
community is required to be able to select, according to the communication context,
the appropriate variety, style or speech form among those available in his or her

‘linguistic repertoire’, an important concept that has been worthy of sociolinguistic

consideration, as we shall see in the next section.
2.5 The Linguistic Repertoire

The issue of variation in all types of speech communities, whether they are
monolingual or multilingual, has led to the coining of the concept linguistic
reperfoire, a notion that accounts for a number of more or less distinct varieties
within a speech community, and in the speech of individuals. In contrast to the
concept of linguistic code, and to the notion of homogeneity represented in De
Saussure’s langue, Gumperz (1964:137)? elaborated the term linguistic repertoire
to illustrate the existence of code varieties in a linguistic community. The term
refers, as he says, to “the totality of linguistic forms regularly employed in the
course of socially significant interaction.”” When interacting with their interlocutors,
about different topics in different contexts, speakers are constantly under the
constraint of making the proper choice of language variety, or style from the whole

range of varieties available in their repertoires to communicate appropriately,
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presumably without being fully aware of doing so. In this regard, Duranti (1997:71)
says that “speaking a language means to be involved in a continuous process of
decision-making, although not necessarily a conscious one.”

It should be interesting to attempt to find out whether an individual’s linguistic
repertoire might ever be close to that of the whole community, but this can only be
determined through arduous empirical work which accounts not only for people’s
various ways of interacting in diverse situations, but also of other issues such as size
and boundaries of the community under investigation. In this respect, emphasizing
the speakers’ actual use and the specific variants of speech of particular populations,
Gumperz (1 968)** uses the term verbal repertoire to refer to the “totality of dialectal
and superposed variants regularly employed within a community”. This concept,
which can be applied both to groups and individuals, 1s then regarded as comprising
the whole range of dialects, registers and styles. The choice of one or another code
among the varieties in a monolingual speech community may have the same social
significance as the choice of one language over another in a multilingual setting.

A few questions arise as to the benefit of studying the linguistic repertoire in a
community: How can this concept help us in understanding the processes of
linguistic variation? On what grounds do individual speakers choose one code or
another in a given communication interaction? Are linguistic repertoires treated the
same way in different types of social groups, or are certain social systems more
vulnerable than others as far as maintenance of functional differentiation within their
repertoires is concerned?

To account for a bilingual / diglossic situation such as the one characterizing the
Algerian society, we are faced with an extremely complex background consisting of
a multitude of intertwined linguistic repertoires: the continuum made up by a whole
range of varieties from Colloquial Arabic up to its most prestigious forms, MSA and
CA; the varieties of Berber origin (though only a few areas are concerned with
these); the French language used in its different forms ranging from the standard to

what we may well call ‘Algerian French’, for its heavy admixture of AA words and

U
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expressions. All these repertoires, however, will not be found in the speech of any
one individual, and thus we expect that the repertoires controlled by individual
members will differ to different extents. Bell (1976:105) describes the individual
speaker as “possessing a set of codes— each appropriate to a set of role relationships,
within the context of a set of domains — which constitute his repertoire.”

As a matter of fact, an individual may possess a whole rarige of strategies that
allow him to interact as effectively as possible with the members of his or her
community. That is, individual speakers draw upon the set of codes available to
them and choose what suits the interaction best; they learn to modify and
accommodate their speech behaviour according to the audience and the
communication exchange. An individual’s repertoire is thus function of his/her
communicative competence. The more varieties of speech he/she controls, the more
easily and the more successfully he/she behaves linguistically in the society. The
bilingual speaker, for instance, as Hamers and Blanc (2000:255) point out,
“possesses a far wider repertoire of adaptive devices and modification devices than
the monolingual speaker.”

Fishrﬁan (1972)29 draws our attention to the hypothesis that the varieties in a
linguistic repertoire of a speech community are associated with different functions
and the sociolinguistic pattern of that community is sustained “as long as the
functional differentiation of the varieties in its linguistic repertoire is systematically
and widely maintained”. But if two varieties become allocated to the same societal
function, “one must either displace the other or a new functional differentiation must
be arrived at between them.”(ibid.).

On the ground of such a view about the possible change in the linguistic
repertoire, we may consider today’s situation in the speech community of Tlemcen
where two varieties co-exist side by side, but not necessarily for different functions;
that is, Tlemcen Arabic and a rural form of Arabic are not in complementary
distribution, as is the case for the diglossic relationship CA/AA. But because the

overwhelming number of rural speech users and the native speakers have been
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brought into increasing interaction in a number of day-to-day domains such as
school, work, trade, sports, etc., we wonder again whether rural speech will not
displace the native speakers’ ‘mother tongue’, at least in a set of situations. There is
much evidence that, as we shall see throughout our research work, a growing
number of natives, particularly male speakers, have definitely. introduced a rural
variety in their repertoire which they use in certain contexts. Moreover, a great
number of younger males, who experience frequent contacts with non-TA speakers,
seem to have adopted non-TA linguistic forms definitely in all situations, even in the
most unconstrained domains such as home and friendship. Such behaviour makes
one wonder, as we have done repeatedly above: Will native speakers give up their
mother tongue altogether in the long run by progressively removing TA features
from their linguistic repertoire and replacing them by rural forms? Or will native
womankind, with their strong conservative nature, prevent the loss of Tlemcen
speech by ‘putting a brake” on the seemingly inexorable recession of its specific
linguistic forms (e.g. the glottal stop)? Or will the linguistic situation in Tlemcen
end up being characterized by stable bi-dialectalism that includes a sort of mixed
variety combining the two varieties of Arabic, above all in the speech of younger
people?

It is crystal clear that the linguistic repertoires of younger generation speakers
are utterly distinct from those of previous ones. This can easily be attested, in
apparent time, in the speech of older people from Tlemcen who tend to maintain the
integral form of TA with all its characteristics in spite of their exposition to rural
speech; and in real time, a great deal of data can be collected effortlessly to assess
the large extent to which young native adolescents’ ways of speaking seem to
undergo a fast alteration of TA, as we argue in our work. A far-reaching issue raises
itself: Are we about to witness dialect shift in the speech community of Tlemcen?
Different social and psychological factors may contribute to the prevalence of a set

of linguistic repertoires over others and eventually to the speed of language shift in a

community.
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A very attractive instance illustrating language shift, which has been largely
documented in sociolinguistic literature (e.g. Fishman 1972), concerns most
immigrants to the United States who definitely lost their mother tongues over a
couple of generations as a result of continuous interactive communication with
English-speaking Americans. The overwhelming influence they experienced from
the dominant majority language, mainly in the domains of education and work, but
also in many other everyday relations, made their community’s verbal repertoire
shrink in an inexorable way till the shift process was complete, while the native
laﬁguage may continue to be used elsewhere. The same process of language shift or
language loss has occurred in many parts of the world, particularly in countries with
the so-called dominant world languages (e.g. many North African immigrants of
Arab or Berber origins in France, speakers of South Asian languages in Britain, etc.)

As for today’s situation in Tlemcen, it seems too early to speak of dialect shift,
for, notwithstanding the increasing number of native speakers whose linguistic
repertoire includes the rural Arabic variant, TA is still allocated to many functions,
particularly those encounters which involve intimate people, family members and
friends. Yet, some linguistic items specific to TA speech, which will be considered
in terms of linguistic variability in Chapter 4, have long turned out to be so strongly
stigmatised, and therefore often avoided — again particularly by younger male
speakers —, that they may be displaced by rural characteristics. Indeed, these stereo-
types might have disappeared altogether had not there been a kind of strong
hindrance from the part of womenfolk, in particular. But, before moving to the
exploration of native TA speakers’ behaviour towards such idiosyncratic features in
relation to some extra-linguistic variables, and before attempting to show how their
drastic decrease in use leading to complete loss is questionable, let us look at the
concept of ‘linguistic variable’ which has been put forward by sociolinguists as an

analytical tool to corroborate the hypothesis that linguistic variation is socially

conditioned
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2.6 The Linguistic Variable

The late 19" century witnessed valuable historical explorations of dialects, first
viewing the spreading out of linguistic forms in terms of geographical space. But
dialectologists also paid attention to people’s speech habits in different communities
though their approach was diachronic, in the main, and rather concerned with rural
dialects for their conservative character and their relation with older speech forms.
Undoubtedly, such work has provided a basis for the foundation and development of
sociolinguistic research (Bell 1976, Chambers and Trudgill 1980; Romaine 2000).
But, while rural dialectology was concerned with mapping the various geographical
distributions of different linguistic features with the aim of drawing up boundaries
(represented by what they have called isoglosses) to distinguish different dialect
areas, sociolinguistics has required different techniques of investigation as it first
deals with large urbanized areas and social dialects. Many techniques such as
sampling, statistical treatment of data, statements related to the inherent nature of
language, to the process of language acquisition and language change and the social
functions of dialect differentiation, derive from Labov's pioneering work (1963,
1966, 1972a, 1972b). Labov has developed a basic conceptual tool that he calls the
‘linguistic variable” and that he has used, in his work on Martha’s Vineyard (1963),
for example, “to serve as the focus for the study of a speech community.” (Labov
1972a:7-8). The concept has been described by Chambers and Trudgill (1980:60) as
“a linguistic unit with two or more variants involved in covariation with other social
and/or linguistic variables”. Emphasizing the value of studying linguistic variables,
Labov (1972a:72) says that their correct analysis is “the most important step in

sociolinguistic investigation”, and suggests three steps in analysing them: (ibid: 71)

enumerating the range of contexts in which the variable occurs;

distinguishing as many phonetic variants as is reasonably possible;

assigning each variant a quantitative index.
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Very useful for characterizing linguistic variation in social environment, the concept

of linguistic variable has indeed made major contributions to the development of

sociolinguistic research. Wardhaugh (1994:142) defines it as

an item in the structure of a language, an item that has altemnate realizations, as one

speaker realizes it one way and another a different way or the same speaker realizes it

differently on different occasions.

The linguistic variable, an important concept used in quantitative sociolinguistic
studies, refers to a linguistic item which varies in a socially significant way; that is,
its different realisations are correlated with some social factor. In all kinds of speech
communities we can discern interesting linguistic variables, worthy of consideration
as they may reveal interesting characteristics about people’s language behaviour and
the sociolinguistic structure of a given society as a whole. A linguistic variable may
be a phonological, lexical or syntactic unit with two or more variants with alternate
realizations, the reasons of which make up the core of sociolinguistic variation
studies. As a matter of fact, linguistic variables do not vary in a random way but in
co-variation with extra-linguistic factors such as social class, age, gender, and so on.
In English for example, the (ing) variable (represented between brackets, following
Labov) in words like fishing and nothing is pronounced with the velar variant [1]
associated with formal speech and consistently used by speakers of higher social
classes, while its counterpart, the alveolar [n], as in fishin’ and nothin ", 1S common
among lower class speakers or, on the whole, when the degree of formality
decreases (from Labov’s 1966a, 19724 work in New York City; Trudgill’s 1974 in
Norwhich; etc.).

In the speech community of Tlemcen, too, there are a number of linguistic
variables whose differential uses clearly reveal correlations with some extra-

linguistic factor, and thereby engender social attitudes towards TA as a whole.
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A linguistic variable that we shall deal with at length in our work is the glottal
stop (7) with its three variants [?], [g] and [q] used by native speakers to different
extents and m different situations. The point is that, whatever the variants used,
socially significant linguistic variables can be attested, presumably, in all types of
speech communities. It is indeed commonplace to find, in all languages, words that
bear distinctive social meanings according to the different ways they are pronounced
by different social groups, and/or in different contexts, Hence, the linguistic variable
functions as “a social differentiator” as described in Labov (1972a:44). Linguistic
variation is thus socially conditioned, and significant sociolinguistic structures can
be brought to light by careful use of quantitative methodology. The opposition of
two variants — e.g. /i-dropping vs. h-presence in the English variable (h), as in the
word house — reflects a sharp stratification in the social structure. There are variants
which are felt to be prestigious in a speech community, while others bear a stigma
and thus are usually avoided by relatively conscious speakers in certain contexts.
The instance of the variable (r) (post-vocalic /r/) is particularly interesting to
sociolinguists studying English-speaking communities (e.g. Labov 1966a; Trudgill
1974). What is peculiar, and interesting at the same time, about this linguistic
variable is that, while the r/ess form is unanimously regarded as prestigious and
thus more ‘correct’ by virtue of its use in RP, the reverse pattern is true in many
parts of the United States: i.e., it is the r-full variant which has long become a
prestige form there (Labov 19724), and it is r-less speech which is associated with

lower status. It should be appropriate, then, to consider post-vocalic /i/ as a different

- sociolinguistic variable in different speech communities. Indeed, as Downes

(1998:136) points out, “prestige accents in Britain and North America — RP and

General American respectively — provide ‘polar norms’ of non-rhotic and rhotic

speech”.

Similarly, while the realisation of /q/ as [7] in TA is viewed negatively, it has
acquired prestige in Egypt and some other countries in the Middle East. In any case,

the change in the ‘behaviour’ of post-vocalic /t/, that is, its relative loss in Great
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Britain and its progressive gain in the United States, clearly shows the “inescapable
effects of social factors in the diffusion of linguistic change”, as Downes (1998:174)

says. This has led Trudgill (1974:10) to argue that

[...] value judgements about language are, from a linguistic point of view, completely
arbitrary. There is nothing inherent in non-prevocalic /i/ that is ‘good or bad, right or
wrong, sophisticated or uncultured. Judgements of this kind are social Judgements

based on the social connotations that a particular feature has in the area in question.

We can see from these few classic instances of sociolinguistic work (Labov’s in
New York City, 1966 and Trudgill’s in Norwich, 1974a) the extent to which the
study of linguistic variables, involved in co-variation with other variables, has
allowed progress in quantitative analysis of sociolinguistic data and provided
insightful evaluations about the sociolinguistic structure of the society. Linguistic
variables have indeed been considered by quantitative sociolinguists “to serve as the
focus for the study of a speech community” (Labov, 1972a:7-8). In an earlier work,
Labov (1970)" referred to this tool as a sociolinguistic variable that he defines “as
one which is correlated with some non-linguistic variable of the social context: of
the speaker, the addressee, the audience, the setting, etc.” He then distinguishes
between three types of sociolinguistic variables. What he calls (1bid.) indicators
“show a regular distribution over socio-economic, ethnic, or age groups, but are
used by each individual in more or less the same way In any context.” Markers
reveal both social and stylistic differentiation and may become stereotypes when
they “rise to overt social consciousness.” (1bid. p. 195).

Given the different sociocultural and sociolinguistic structure of an Algerian
speech community such as that of Tlemcen, we wonder in what way Labov’s
methods of considering sociolinguistic variables may apply to a context where the
so-called prestige forms are only used in CA or MSA Arabic varieties which do not

represent the mother tongue of any speaker in Algeria. And therefore, in opposition

39



o

“" =

i"‘ﬁ

-

= g

e

. = e

to what occurs in a formal conversation in English or French (the fact that speakers
of any dialect avoid stigmatized features and monitor their speech towards the use of
standard forms), a similar formal spoken discourse in Algeria would require MSA, a
variety which is only mastered by educated people’’, or by speakers who are
competent enough in using what has been termed a ‘middle language’ (Ferguson
1970)*%, Al Lugha I Wusta (Al-Toma 1969), a variety with a great number of lexical
borrowings and some phonological and syntactic features from CA or MSA. Thus,
in such a constrained speech situation, an Algerian speaker will not shift, within the
colloquial variety, from casual to careful style, as an English speaker does, but tries,
if he/she is competent enough, to code-switch radically towards the High variety.
But in our attempt to study linguistic variables in everyday spontaneous speech,
1.e,, the use of the local Arabic variety (or varieties), and bearing in mind that their
correct analysis is the “most important step in sociolinguistic investigation” as
Labov (1972a: 72) says, we will probably have difficulties in applying Labov’s
method of eliciting socially stratified linguistic variables and correlating them with
style. The glottal stop variable, for instance, henceforth represented in brackets (?),
the most salient linguistic variable in the speech community of Tlemcen, will reveal
the extent to which native speakers maintain or conceal their local vernacular, and
the contexts in which its three variants [?, g, q] are used. But it cannot be regarded,
we believe, as an index of a socio-economic class or of style dimension, as we shall
try to show i our investigaiion. in view of Labov’s (1970)* sociolinguistic
structure, and his terminology, shall we consider the variable (?) as a stratified
indicator or as a marker? Or is it indeed a stereotype that has risen “to overt social
consciousness”? In spite of the lack of coherence that one continually observes in
the speech of any one individual, a patterned structure will emerge through a
quantitative study of the variants used in the community. The hypothesis is that the
variants of (?) in Tlemcen do not occur randomly. They are rather well-structured, as
we shall attempt to show throughout our investigation: We shall focus on a number

of pre-determined linguistic variables that we think in advance occur in certain
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contexts, but are avoided in others. The pre-determined list of linguistic variables in
the study of a speech community presupposes that the investigator starts with a
range of hypotheses about the way a given variable relates to extra-linguistic
variables. There is enough evidence as to the fact that the glottal stop 1s a linguistic
variable that most — if not all — speakers are aware of in the speech community ‘of
Tlemcen, and even in many other parts of the country where it has become a sort of
marker of Tlemcen speech. The use of the different variants of (?), as we shall see in
Chapter 4, 1s clearly related to social variables such as age, gender, and context.

Apart from the glottal stop, we shall look at other phonological variables which
are less overtly prominent, but TA also displays morphological and especially
lexical variables that are particularly interesting for the analysis of the community as
they can clearly be related to social behaviour and to speakers” attitudes. As a native
speaker of Tlemcen, and having already sketched out a preliminary research in my
hometown (Dendane 1993), I can safely put forward the hypothesis that a number of
TA features will be maintained, in spite of their idiosyncrasy within the boundaries
of the cbuntly as a whole. But the glottal stop, its most characteristic feature, reflects
— as a linguistic variable with the alternating use of its variants in different settings —
a dynamic relation to social variables and an index of an on-going process of sound
change, or rather sound loss, presumably resulting from negative attitudes towards
the variant [?] upon which social pressures seem to operate continually. But of
course, to test this and other hypotheses against our assumptions, we shall have to
go through a sufficient body of data collected with the help of the various methods
that have proved fruitful in sociolinguistic investigation: conversation recordings in
different social contexts and other techniques such as questionnaires and interviews,
which we intend to use in order to obtain natural language behaviour, and the
matched-guise technique to elicit attitudes toward language variation.

It should be borne in mind that when different linguistic variants carry social
meanings, or are associated with particular groups, and are accordingly either highly

valued or downgraded by members of a speech community, there is nothing
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inherently good or bad about them from a linguistic point of view. Sociolinguists
(e.g. Trudgill 1974) have insisted so much on the point that [n] and [n], the two
variants of the English variable (), for instance, are linguistically alike, and neither
should be regarded as ‘better’ or more ‘correct’. Rather, the purpose of examining
the distribution of a linguistic variable is to see how its various realisations can

differentiate the users socially and regionally. In this regard, Coates (1993:62) says

that

Speakers’ use of linguistic variables is one of the ways in which they locate themselves
in social space. Linguistic variables, in other words, are linguistically equivalent but

socially different ways of saying something,

In a bilingual community, such as the one we are concerned with in this research
work, lexical items from one language or the other may also be examined on similar
grounds as the linguistic variables studied in intra-lingual situations. That 1s, apart
from TA items in contrast with rural lexis (we shall focus on this opposition 1n
Chapter 4), we might also consider as linguistic variables some French lexical
borrowings and uses that are embedded in conversations conducted in AA, as well
as the use of MSA words and phrases. As a matter of fact, one interesting issue
would be to wonder about the reason(s) why Algerian speakers choose to use such
French lexical items or expressions on the one hand, and ‘Standard Arabic’ phrases
on the other, when they have the alternative of using AA forms. As already
mentioned earlier, this phenomenon, often characterized by unpredictability in
lexical choice, is not specific to Tlemcen, but concern the Algerian society as a
whole, as we shall see in the next chapter that deals with the overall linguistic
situation in the country. For the time being, we can safely claim that favouring the
use of non-AA lexis is to be related, at least in part, to some psychological factor, in

particular attitudinal reaction to language use.
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2.7 Attitudes to Linguistic Variants

There is not too much emphasis in repeating that, linguistically speaking, there
is nothing inherently good or bad in a given linguistic variant in a language or a
language variety. But it is commonplace that people evaluate others’ ways of
speaking. In addition to the fact that speech is used, consciously or unconsciously,
as a set of clues to social information about the interlocutor, some speech forms in a
given community may become stereotypes for their association with social or
personal characteristics of members of a group. Thus, a particular pronunciation of a
sound, for instance, may be valued negatively because it is used by members of a
group who are themselves judged negatively, usually on subjective bases, but also
sometimes for some bad or socially unacceptable behaviour. Such evaluation is
often prejudiced; in fact, the same speech form may be downgraded or highly valued
according to how its users are viewed in the society. A good example provided by
Labov (1972a) in his social stratification of variable (r) in New York City shows the
different evaluation of postvocalic 7 in the United States as opposed to Britain: r-full
forms as in [f>:r] and [f>:r0] are judged more prestigious in the US, while r-less
forms are regarded lower in status; but the prestigious RP English forms are non-
rhotic, [fo:] and [f:0], and r-full variants are undervalued, particularly in formal
contexts and educational settings.

Similarly, in the context of the Arab world, the realisation of Standard Arabic /q/
as a glottal stop in Cairene Arabic is commonly associated with a high-status class
of people, whereas in Tlemcen it has become stigmatised and negatively commented
on, particularly when used by male speakers in mixed settings. This association of
[?]-use with effeminate speech in Tlemcen is, of course, by no means based on the
nature of the glottal stop itself, but on people’s attitudes toward the sound which
makes them say “He speaks like a woman!”.

People tend also to evaluate their own way of speaking and, generally, a society

or a community or a smaller group such as members of a class view their language
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on a national scale, or a language variety locally, in terms of pride and positive
values. But it may happen that members of a community, particularly in urban areas,
‘suffer” from an overall negative attitude toward some of their speech forms, or their
‘dialect’ as a whole as a result of their lower social status and the social stereotypes
associated with their socio-economic conditions. Therefore, these people are led to
devalue the way they speak.

In the context of our work, empirical data show that an increasing number of
young people in Tlemcen display a high sensitivity as to a number of stigmatised
features of their mother tongue, and thus report low values about their way of
speaking on the whole in contrast with the AA variety used in the wider area. Such
negative feelings among native TA speakers may be seen as analogous to New
Yorkers.’ dislike of their speech, an attitude which Labov (1972a:132) has described
in terms of ‘linguistic insecurity’, though in this case New York speech contrasté
with standard speech, while TA is contrasted with rural speech, just another form of
Algerian Arabic, not with the standard form of Arabic which both groups value in
equal terms. In fact, the pattern of lack of linguistic self-confidence is different in
more than one respect from a standard-with-dialect situation. In contrast with New
York lower class speakers’ maintenance of their speech, TA speakers are always
ready to swap for widely accepted speech forms. Obviously, this type of switching
may be seen as a strategy to avoid downgrading comments and negative attitudes on
the part of non-native listeners. After his general observations of his informants’
lack of self-confidence in their speech, Labov (1972a:249) raises the question “Why
don’t all people speak in the way that they obviously believe they should?” The
answer to this question seems quite hard, for these people accept the values of the
wider community speech forms for their association with power and prestige, and
they certainly would wish to be able to adopt these forms to gain respect and social
advancement. But if they did, they would not only lose respect from their own group
but at the same time, they might not be accepted by the ‘powerful group” members.

So, on the whole, they prefer to stick to the speech of their group which, in any case,
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they consider as having positive values of friendship and wholeheartedness, and
other types of value referred to in terms of ‘covert prestige’ (Trudgill 1974:96).

A few questions can be raised at this level: Do we attest the same type of
linguistic insecurity among native TA speakers? Does variation that is obviously
attested in their way of speaking result from such insecure feelings? Is it likely that
negative attitudes will ultimately result in a drastic alteration of linguistic variants
that are so specific to Tlemcen speech? Or will its users only avoid stigmatised
features like the glottal stop in certain circumstances? How do native women behave
when confronted with such overwhelming downgrading attitudes towards a number
of linguistic characteristics in the speech community of Tlemcen?

By and large, the aim of the present study is to attempt to answer these questions,
by examining the empirical data recorded on the spot, from a sociolinguistic point of
view but also from a social psychological perspective.

For the time being, as a number of aspects of the language situation in Tlemcen
characterize at the same time the Algerian society as a whole, the next chapter will
be devoted to the description of the linguistic situation in Algeria and issues related

to diglossia and bilingualism.
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Notes to Chapter 2

e

! The notion of ‘fasdha’ m Arabic has shifted from its original meaning of “clarity’ to ‘purity’ and

bic grammarians of the 4" century of the Hegira. This ‘fasaha’, n what

‘beauty’ since the first Ara
and thus CA is nobody’s mother

acquired spontancously,

is called Classical Arabic, is no longer
appliquée of A. Hadj Salah, 1979, mentioned in

tongue (Cf. Linguistique arabe et linguistique

Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi, 1997).

2 [n Pride and Holmes eds. 1972:116.

3 In Pride and Holmes eds. 1972:181. Excerpts from W. Labov, ‘The study of language in its

context’, Studium Generale, vol. 23,1970, pp. 30-87.

“ Quoted in Wardhaugh 1992:37.
3 Quoted in Romaine 1982:13.

® My translation from the French text.

" Quoted in Duranti 1997:79.
¥ Quoted in Hudson, 1996:24)

® Quoted in Hudson, 1996:25.

1° Quoted in Wardhaugh, 1992:120.

" In Giglioli ed., 1972:219.

12 Mentioned in Fasold 1990:41.

13 Both mentioned in Hudson, 1996:25.

14 Mentioned in Hudson, 1996:26.
'* My translation of Martinet’s French text (1964a:148-9): “1° no linguistic community can be

considered as consisting of individuals speaking a language that is similar in all respects; 2° there

s of human beings who belong to two or more linguistic communities, that is who use

are million
it is not unusual that a person who

another, according to their interlocutors; 3°

one language or
most men are likely to use, according to

speaks only one language understands several ones; 4°
ame language that are divergent enough; 5° those who do not actively

the situations, forms of the s
and without difficulty those they have the

use different forms of-this type generally underst

opportunity to hear quite frequently.

16 In Newmeyer ed. 1988: 49-50.
17 Even Friday prayers, however, tend to be given in a mixture consisting of CA, MSA and AA.

abic with apparently no use of equivalent terms in

R .
"® Numbers, for imstance, are borrowed from Ar
nch are found equally in AA

Berber. Also, much classicism from CA and technical words from Fre

and Berber varieties. But AA

has also borrowed many words from different Berber varieties,
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though to a much lesser extent than from French (c.g. fakru:n ‘“tortoise; sakku:m ‘asparagus’;
tiflallas “swallow’ etc.).

' My translation of part of the televised original speech in French: “ Dés la prochaine rentrée
scolaire, notre langue nationale, I'arabe, sera désormais enseignée en parité avec la langue
frangaisc dans les ¢coles primarics... Ainsi, un juste équilibre pourra-t-il étre établi au sein d’une
méme ¢école, qui tiendra compte de la nécessité de concilier la restauration de notre langue ct de
notre culture nationales tout en ne négligeant pas la langue frangaise, instrument véhiculaire et
indispensable 4 I'acquisition et a la compréhension des techniques modernes. ™

% Quoted by Bourhis (1 982:44), in Bouchard Ryan and Giles (1982).

*' The usual hicrarchy adopted is:  speech community - social groups — social networks —

mdividuals.

*» Mentioned by Guy in Newmeyer ed. 1988:54.

* Mentioned by Holmes. 2001:188.

**BEV was later on called AAEV (African American English Vernacular).

*In Giglioli ed., 1972:49.

““In Giglioli ed. 1972:49.

*"Quoted in Duranti 1997:71.

** In Giglioli ed. 1972:230.

*In Giglioli ed. 1972:51.

**In Pride and Holmes ed. 1972:188.

* Particularly the ‘Arabophone’ élite.

*In Pride and Holmes cd. 1972:116.

*In Giglioli ed. 1972:283.
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3. The Language Situation in Algeria
3.1 Introduction

Several factors have been responsible for the complexity reflected in today’s
linguistic situation in Algeria, some being historical, others~political and still
others socio-cultural. It is undeniable that, as a consequence of the diverse events
that the country has gone through, the Algerian society has acquired a distinctive
identity whose particular dynamic intra- and inter-lingual variation can clearly be
attested in the way(s) people speak in comparison with the two other Maghreban
countries, Morocco and Tunisia (these latter are said to have lived through quite
similar episodes, but for much shorter periods). Indeed, colonised for more than
130 years (1830-1962), Algeria was considered by the French government as a
province of France which would never be autonomous and separated from the
‘Metropole’. The French policy for Morocco and Tunisia was much less strong
than the strategy decided for Algeria, and did not result in a disruption of the
society; the two countries were controlled just as protectorates which started
much later and lasted for much less time.

Because of the French policy which implemented total assimilation of the
institutions, education in particular as well as general administration, government
and business sectors, and despite the resistance to the principles of colonialism,
the impact of the French language and its culture was so powerful that it started
to reflect in many Algerians’ speech and soon led to a sort of dual identity. The
influence resulted in the usual linguistic phenomena that occur when two or more
languages get in contact: the use of bilingualism and consequent code-switching,
code-mixing and borrowing pervading the mother tongue in addition to the well-
established phenomenon of diglossia.

In this chapter, we shall try to throw some light on the components of the
present-day Algerian sociolinguistic profile with the aim of showing the dynamic
relationship between the varieties of Arabic that come into play in the society, as

well as the persistent use of French in its different forms in everyday interaction.
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Indeed, in addition to the existence of a relatively small portion of the overall
population whose mother tongue is not Arabic, but (still)! one of the various
types of Berber varieties scattered in a few areas of the country (about 20% of the
Algerian population according to Chaker, 1989:9)°, a two-fold linguistic

dichotomy seems to characterize the Al gerian society:

- a) the co-existence between MSA and AA that clearly embodies the

phenomenon called ‘diglossia’ (Ferguson, 1959a);

- b) the relationship between Arabic as a whole (and/or Berber in relevant

areas) and French that has led to a type of societal bilingualism.

3.1.1 The MSA /AA relationship

First, the relationship between Modern Standard Arabic and Colloquial.
Arabic has been described in terms of “diglossia relationship’ (Ferguson, 1959,
1970)°, though a finer and more comprehensive analysis of today's actual uses of
Arabic reveals the existence of a continuum® that may be better examined
perhaps in terms of ‘multiglossia’. That is, hierarchically distinct varieties of the
same language are used in different domains to fulfil different functions, from
CA, the most established form at the ‘top” level, used particularly in the domains
of religion and classical literature, through today’s ‘modern’ written form also
used in spoken formal contexts and other ‘middle’ varieties used in semi-formal
settings, to the low varieties, the vernaculars used in everyday spontaneous
speech at the other end. Furtl:ermore, these varicties are often mixed to varying
extents and under different conditions, mainly as a result of the arabisation
policy, and thus as an outcome of a growing rate of literacy’ among the younger
generations, on the one hand, and interest in religious issues, on the other, in
Algeria and in the Arab world as a whole. The effects of such mixing of the
varieties are easily detectable in the speech of different types of speakers and in

different types of context, to the extent that we may often hear someone using
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MSA with a varying ‘dosage’ of L forms or, conversely, Colloquial Arabic with
H forms, particularly at the lexical level.

The following diagram has been proposed by Badawi (1973) to attempt to
explain how the linguistic system in Arabic works. He has considered the
situation in Egyptian Arabic, which may well be regarded as similar to a certain
extent to the Algerian context as far as diglossia is concerned.

Badawi’s model clearly shows two important features that claracterize, more or
less in the same way, the Arabic language situation prevailing in today’s Arab
world:

- a) First, the hierarchical top-to-bottom continuum comprising five levels —

the labels in Arabic have been translated by Freeman (1996) as follows:

1) The Classical Language of Tradition;
2) The Modern Classical Language;

3) The Colloquial of the Educated;

4) The Colloquial of the Enlightened;
5) The Colloquial of the Illiterate.

Badawi’s Diagram (1973): “‘Levels of Egyptian Arabic”

Figure 1
fushd al-turdth fushi
st alovagr T
‘ammiyys
“ammiyyat al-muthagqafiin
‘ammiyyat al-mutanawwiriin < dakhbiil

T

“ammiyyat al-'ummiyyiin

1+ f d

fushd = more eloguent = classical
“ammiyya = general speech = colloguial

dakkiil = foreign elements




r

r‘—'@

——

The five Arabic varieties may be represented in fact in the continuum known as:
Classical Arabic, Modern Standard Arabic, Educated Spoken Arabic, then a kind
of “elevated” spoken Arabic, and finally Colloquial Arabic.

- b) Second, the mixture of the varieties at all five levels with varying
amounts of interweaving, and with a more or less important use of forelgn

elements called dakhil in Arabic (from the verb dakhala “to enter’ ).

Although Badawi’s model seems to draw an interesting picture of the overall
Arabic linguistic configuration, “it fails to show the fundamental unity of the
High variety across the entire Arabic-speaking world and across the entire history
of the High variety”, as Freeman (ibid.) points out. Indeed, it does not state the
consistency and homogeneity of CA and MSA in written texts and formal spoken
contexts across the Arabic-speaking world. But it does provide a valid linguistic
configuration that seems to be relevant to Arabic-speaking communities such as
the one attested in Algeria, although it does not mention what type of ‘foreign
elements’ have entered into Egyptian Arabic.

This is a particularly important element that characterizes the Algerian
linguistic situation. In addition to the contacts between the different varieties of
the Arabic spectrum, on another level of observation, the phenomenon of
language mixing also involves varieties that are genetically unrelated to Arabic:
Berber, Turkish and Spanish (though Spanish words occur Jjust in some localised
areas), but mostly French in the later history of the country. Of course, these
contacts with other languages make the situation extremely intricate and more
complex than in Egypt or any other Arab nation where the foreign occupation did
not have a profound impact on the society’s linguistic profile.

In an overall attempt to describe the linguistic panorama in Algeria,
Bouhadiba (1998) points to the complexity of the situation and the difficulty in
setting boundaries that might separate the different varieties of Arabic at play;
but he also attempts to explain the ‘penetration’ of everyday speech by French in

terms of “dosage’, (that is, different proportions in the use of the French language
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according to various factors) resulting in what he has called a ‘language
complex’ (ibid. 3). Insisting on the emergence of an Arabic continuum and the
difficulty in delimiting its varieties on the one hand, and the strong implantation

of French lexical items in the dialectal varieties on the other, he writes (ibid. 1-2):

La réalit¢ linguistique actuelle telle qu’elle se présente a I’observation est

r

caractérisée par un continuum de I’arabe ou les variétés de cette langue sont parfois
difficiles a délimiter: arabe classique, arabe littéraire, arabe standard moderne, arabe
parlé cultivé, variétés dialectales a dosage arabe mais ou le frangais est fortement

implanté au niveau lexical. ..

And therefore, bearing in mind what is regarded as the Arabic language
continuum, one wonders whether the Fergusonian relatively static binary model,
presented in terms of High and Low varieties co-existing in complementary
distribution®, will hold any longer to serve appropriately the description of the
dynamic reality of the Algerian linguistic situation, or other Arabic-speaking
communities today. In fact, one may easily attest situations — a formal conference
on TV, for instance, or a religious lecture in the mosque — in which the speaker
either switches from H to L or mixes the two varieties with the aim of conveying
the message to a larger audience including less educated listeners. Thus,
alternating H/L uses do occur in ‘free variation’ too in certain formal or semi-
formal contexts, particularly on the part of people who have been educated in
Arabic or both in French and Arabic. However, as far as the written form of
Arabic is concerned, we believe that the validity of Ferguson’s binary model
remains strong enough to support its complementary distribution nature. In fact,
apart from the very few domains in which colloquial Arabic has been tentatively
written (folk songs and poems, popular play scripts, and cartoons), the whole
bulk of literature in its widest sense, covering domains such as classical and
modern literature, sciences and newspaper writing, continues to be written in the

H variety sometimes called, for that matter, literary Arabic.
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It is nonetheless true that while diglossic speech behaviour among Algerians
reflects this dichotomised use of Arabic for specialized functions, as described in
the static model, it also reveals a dynamic relation to the social meaning and the
values that the people attribute to the two types of Arabic, in particular, the
feeling of dominance of H over L, and thus the resulting active relationship in the
two directions. A political leader, for instance, will constantly shift from one
variety to the (;ther: to H to convey the desire for Arab autlienticity and self—i
determination, as well as concepts and issues that he or she would not be able to
express in dialectal forms; and back to L to express solidarity and identification
with the people’s aspirations. This instability is also viewed as a conflict or a
dilemma by Boyer (1987:71)” who observes — in the context of Catalan in Spain
as opposed to Standard Spanish Castilian — that either the dominant variety will
slowly displace the non-standard varieties, or these latter will resist assimilation

provided they gain more domains of use:

ou bien la langue imposée va se substituer lentement, mais siirement, a la langue
dominée, ou bien les usagers de celle-ci vont ceuvrer & sa normalisation (c’est-a-dire
a une utilisation normée dans tous les domaines de la communication) en

combattant les tendances a I’assimilation.

We fully agree with Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi’s statement (1997:54) that Boyer’s
“conception of diglossia corresponds to the Algerian context”, for the dilemma in
question here concerns not only the de facto dominance of higher level CA/MSA
as opposed to the vitality of the Low variety, but also the increasingly dynamic
relationship between the two types of variety which results in their frequent

contact and the emergence of intermediate varieties along the Arabic continuum.

Justice must be done, however, to Ferguson (1970) who has not failed to
acknowledge the occurrence of some intermediate forms of Arabic that he views

33

as “shadings of ‘middle variety’”, and which represent a tendency towards
“classicization, in which a dialect is modified in the direction of classical [...]

viewed collectively as a ‘pan-Arab koiné™ (ibid.:116-17).



A good number of “classicized’ linguistic forms, particularly on the lexical
level, can indeed be attested today not only in semi-formal contexts, but also in
everyday speech, for the simple reason that they have been learned that way in
school or on TV, and many people may not know equivalent forms in Algerian
Arabic or in French. As an example of classicism, we can cite the word gadijja
(‘matter’, “affair’ or ‘case’) which, to our knowledge, has no equivalent in AA,
except for thé French borrowing affaire often adapted to Arabic morpho;
phonology, clearly observable in its plural form lezaferat. Another interesting
fact about spontaneous use of MSA concerns school-children who hardly know
the French names of a number of ‘school materials’, an obvious result of the
arabisation process which started in education a few years after independence.
French words such as cahier, buvard, taille-crayon, gomme, compas, équerre,
and tablier, (respectively: copy-book, blotting-paper, pencil-sharpener, rubber,
compass, set-square, and school-apron), which were familiar to every pupil of
carlier generations (before independence and up to the early 1970s), have now
been replaced by Arabic equivalents: kurras, minfafa, mindsara, mimba, midwar,
kiis, and mi ?zar. The point is that such items, which have become part and parcel
of the child’s lexicon today, are used both inside and outside school, to the extent
that the parents are bound to use them, too, when they want to know what school
things to buy for the new school year. The word karfab, however, from French
cartable (school bag), seems to have been ‘fossilized’ and continues to be used
by school-children far more frequently than the Arabic word mi/fifiga. But on the
whole, there appears to be an increasing substitution of French lexical items and
phrases for Arabic ones. The expression [n'ha:wal], for instance, ‘I’ll try’, is
often heard today instead of the French accommodated form [n'sijji] (from
essayer, ‘to try’); another good example is the use of the MSA adverbial form
[jaw'mijjan], meaning ‘daily’, instead of the French item quotidiennement. Also,
today, many people can be heard to wish ‘Good night!” by using the Arabic
expression ['lajla sa'?i:da] instead of the French expression Bonne nuit which is

still used, but apparently to a lesser extent than before. However, there are still a

74



great many French words and expressions which will certainly continue to be

used in AA for a long time, if not for ever!
3.1.2 The Arabic / French relationship

The second dichotomy, which concerns precisely this Arabic/French long-
lasting co-existent relationship that has led to some kind of bilingualism, results
from a double aspiration: maintenance of the mother tongue, one of the symbols
of the Algerian socio-cultural personality, with Arabic and Berber as components
of this identity that the Algerians wish to preserve, and openness to the world of
modernity and technology through the French language. Indeed, French is
‘strongly implanted at the lexical level’, as Bouhadiba (1998: 1-2) says®; that is, a
great number of French borrowings, both adapted and non-adapted, can be
frequently attested in everyday speech, particularly in urban areas where French
got hold more firmly than in rural ones. As a matter of fact, the Algerian society
has been so deeply influenced by French that we virtually cannot hear a
conversation without at least a few French lexical items or expressions. AA is, so
to say, loaded with French to the extent that this type of variety has been referred
to as ‘Franc-Arabic’ by Bouamrane (1998). It sounds absolutely natural to hear
someone say, for example, “[ra appartement bcent millions.. occasion mliha”
(‘He has bought a flat for a hundred million...a good bargain! ’), an utterance that
is stuffed with French items, or should we say with Arabic words, for actually,
any one of the two languages may be considered as the base and the other as
embedded. Moreover, as we shall see below and elsewhere in our work, the long
presence of French in Algeria and its impact on people’s speech have resulted
today not only in the use of borrowed lexical items but also in the appropriation
of ‘ready-made’ phrases such as the frequently used questions ¢a va? or ¢a y
est?, meaning respectively something like ‘Are you feeling all right’ and “Is that
1t?’. Such address questions, which may be seen as ‘fossih'zéd’ in AA, are often
echoed in the answer, mixed with an Arabic phrase as in ¢a va lhiamdullah, ‘I’'m
all right, thanks God’, or ¢a y est kommolna, ‘It’s all right! We’ve finished’.

Examples such as these can be cited ad libitum in the context of the Algerian

75



e

.

—ra

wider speech community; the adverb déja, used to mean ‘already’ or ‘before’, is
profoundly incrusted in AA, as it were, and does not seem to have an equivalent
in many Algerian varieties. In a word, we could say that heavy borrowing from
French and the subsequent phenomenon of code-switching have long become
tmportant defining features of Algerian speech, in parallel with the timidly

emerging tendency toward MSA use in AA in certain contexts.

These two aforementioned aspects, bilingualism and diglossia, characterize
the linguistic situation in Algeria by a rich multiplicity and a real dynamics that
the Algerians should know how to take advantage of in today’s context of
globalisation and wider communication by knitting closer relations with the
Western world, particularly with France and other French-speaking countries
because of the socio-historical events that the country has gone through, in
addition of course to its relationship with the Arab world. It is worth mentioning
at this point that English is gaining ground in Algeria as a world language
associated with advanced technology and scientific research, international
economy and trade, and is thus increasingly favoured by the young in secondary
schools and at the university. But, whatever we may say about the importance of
English as a worldwide language, by virtue of the role that French has played in
the socio-historical making of contemporary Algeria, and by its being regarded
as a colonial inheritance, it will always remain deeply ingrained, as it were, in the
society’s linguistic practices alongside the other constituents of the Algerian

sociolinguistic profile that we attempt to describe below.
3.2 Historical Background

The successive historical events in the Maghreb (North Africa) for more than
twenty centuries have resulted in the complex linguistic situation that can be
observed today in Algeria. Without going into the details of such events, we shall
attempt to mention the most important ones, those that are relevant to our study.
First, it is believed that the first inhabitants of the whole area were the Berber

tribes whose origin is rather controversial. The most likely hypothesis is that of
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the well-known Arab sociologist, Ibn-Khaldoun’, who suggests that the Berbers
were oriental people of Chamito-Semitic descent settled down on the North
African lands. The numerous Berber dialects used today are said to come from
the language 7amazight, but the fact which has led to a problem of identity is that
the Berbers’ history was not written in their language, but in the languages of
their colonizers, Greek and Latin, particularly under the Roman occupation.
During that era, the foreign language written by the Berber killgs showed “their

total linguistic and cultural assimilation”'’, as Maougal (1997: 67) point out.

Avec la fondation des premiers royaumes berbéres connus, I histoire du peuplement
et des dynasties berbéres sera transcrite dans les langues grecque et latine. Sous
I’occupation romaine tout particuliérement, la langue écrite par les rois berbéres
témoigne de leur totale assimilation linguistique et culturelle a I’hellénisme et & la

latinite.

Then, there was the introduction of the Arabic language during the Islamic
expansion in consecutive waves that started in the mid-7" century (1* century of
the Hegira, the Islamic calendar), an event that was crucially fundamental for the
future profile of North African populations as they underwent irreversible
transformations from the religious, linguistic and socio-cultural points of view.
Arabic, the language of the new religion succeeded in displacing, or rather in
absorbing, most indigenous Berber varieties, to the exception of a few isolated
mountainous areas and remote Saharan spots where the autochthons strongly
resisted islamisation, and therefore rejected arabisation. Elsewhere, the reason for
the acceptance of Arabic was its tight association with Islam, the new religion
that most natives soon adhered to, and the need for a common language they
would learn to use in addition to theirs. In fact, the newly converted people had
to make efforts to learn Arabic because prayers, preaches and sermons were
performed in the ‘sacred’ language, and the Qur’an is to be learned in Arabic.
Consequently, Arabic soon emerged as a symbol of Arab-Islamic identity, and

ever since, Algeria (together with other provinces in what soon came to be called
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the Maghreb) has belonged to al 'Umma | ‘Arabiyya, the Arab nation. Khaoula

Taleb Ibrahimi (1997:23) writes in this respect:

L'Algérie est arabe et se proclame arabe et arabophone depuis I'arrivée des vagues
successives de fatihin'' arabes qui ont donc, avec l'islamisation du Maghreb, permis
son arabisation. Une arabisation qui s’est faite lentement et sur une longue période,
depuis I’année d’Okba Ibn Nafaa au 7éme siecle a celle pliis tardive des tribus

hilaliennes.

William Margais (1938)'* describes how most of the ‘Berber country’ totally
broke away with the West in the 7" century, and was progressively arabised in a

definitive way:

Au VII*™® siecle, le pays berbére a rompu avec I'Occident et s'est rattaché a ['Orient,
totalement, sans retour, et semble-t-il sans conflit intérieur, sans crise de conscience.
Ses nouveaux maitres, les Arabes, ont pu par la suite cesser d'y exercer directement
le pouvoir. Mais ils l'ont marqué d'une empreinte ineffagable. Ils I'ont arabisé, si
bien qu'aujourd'hui le Maghreb, presque dans son ensemble, peut étre considéré

comme une province excentrique de 'arabisme.

Indeed, despite the existence of a number of areas that have remained Berbero-
phone, Algeria has long been classified as an Arab country with Arabic as the
official language of the country.

What is known today as Classical Arabic, al ‘arabiyya [ fusha in Arabic —
though the word fusha does not actually mean ‘classical’ but ‘the clearest’ — is
said to have stemmed from the Arabic variety of the prestigious tribe of
Quraish"’ in Mecca, the language in which the Qur’an, the Holy Book of Islam,
was revealed to Prophet Muhammad (PBUH). It was that language variety which
was going to convey the whole Arab-Islamic culture and Arab literature. It was a
kind of ‘supra-language’ that acquired its prestige from its use in social and
cultural events by the different Arab tribes which used to go to Mecca on regular
occasions before the Revelation, particularly during the 4adz; the pilgrimage

78



r -

.

=}

period. Then, it was the powerful divine influence of the Qur’an which made
Muslims regard that variety as the language norm for the Arab community as a
whole in the first century of the Hegira (early 7" century A.D.), and thereafter in
the following centuries, then on to the present time. Quoted in Kh. Taleb-
Ibrahimi (ibid. p. 25), Fiick (1955:2) shows the long-standing influence that the
advent of Islan'l has had on the whole history of Arabic, an event that has resulted

in a powerful ever-lasting relationship between this variety and the new religion:

Il n’est, dans I’histoire de la langue arabe aucun événement qui ait exercé sur sa

destinée une influence plus durable que I’avénement de I’Islam.

Then, for fear that the Qur’an, the Word of God in Muslim belief (Kalamu
Allah), would be read with bad pronunciation and grammatical mistakes, Arabic
was soon submitted to a strict codification undertaken during the early Abbasid
era by the first Arabic grammarians (8" and 9" centuries). Indeed, with an
astonishing accuracy at the time, some of these scholars, Abul *Aswad Addu’ali,
Al-Khalil Tbn Ahmed, Sfbawayhim, Ibn-Jinni, etc... were able to analyse the
language on phonetic and phonological levels, and to establish the rules of syntax

and morphology as well as those of lexical derivations. The Prophet’s Hadith, or

o e s
traditions’ "

, and all Arabic literature were written in a variety that was closest to
that of the Qur’an, though not on style dimensions. However, in spite of the
codification which set definite rules for the written and formal spoken forms, CA
was by no means the only variety used at that time; much dialectal variation was
altested by those early grammarians, for different Arab tribes used their own
dialects most probably with various degrees of mutual intelligibility. Zwettler
(1978) argues that the poets’ use of a high prestigious variety of Arabic does not
mean that it was their native tongue. People soon knew that the vehicle for
literature and poetry was that ‘supra-language’ called the ‘Poetic Koingé’ (Rabin
1955)"® which was not normally used in everyday conversation and for trivial

purposes. In other words, the correlation between the tribal spoken Arabic

dialects and the literary variety could already be described in terms of diglossia
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relationship, though we lack evidence about the issue of whether a particular
tribe or community used that Poetic Koiné or a closer form of Arabic as a native
language. In any case, whatever the linguistic situation in the first period of
[slam, Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi (1997:26) assumes that no more spontaneous use of
CA has been attested since the 4" century of the Hegira (10" century A.D.), and

that it is learngd and used exclusively in formal contexts:

~..cette variété n’a plus connu, depuis fort longtemps (4éme siécle hégirien),
d’usage spontané dans I’aire arabophone et qu’elle set exclusivement apprise et

utilisée dans des contextes formels particuliers.

It should be very interesting to discover what types of Arabic, in addition to
CA, were used in different regions of Algeria in the periods following the advent
of Islam and arabisation. Most likely, there must have been linguistic variation
synchronically and change through time due both to the contact of the different
Arabic dialects brought by the waves of Arab settlers and to some influence of
the Berber dialects. Whatever the linguistic interferences and the resulting
variation that might have occurred during the first centuries of Islam, there is no
doubt that the situation became more complex later on as a result of further
linguistic contacts with other languages: Turkish, during the Ottoman occupation
(16™ C); Spanish in the West of Algeria, especially in Oran and other coastal
areas in the West (16" C), and Italian in the East. In addition to a large number of
Berber words found in many AA varieties today, the traces that these languages
have left can be found especially in urban speech and consist mostly of lexical
items; e.g. ['tabse] ‘(eating) plate” in Turkish, ['falta] “fault’ in Spanish, but also
morphological forms such as the Turkish {-dx}, a ‘doer’ suffix morpheme as in
[su'fadsi] meaning ‘clockmaker’. A good number of such borrowings from
Turkish and Spanish, in addition to the Berber lexical items, have become part
and parcel of today‘s Algerian Arabic, though most of them are adapted both
phonologically and morphologically (e.g. the plural of ['tabse] is [{'basa] ‘plates’

on the morphological pattern of the Arabic word [k'rasa], ‘chairs’, the plural

80



-

form of ['kursi]). Indeed, as the overall Arabic linguistic system into which such
lexical and morphological borrowings are inserted remains unaffected, and as
these are no longer associated, in the minds of lay speakers, with the languages
they come from, we can safely admit their weak impact on AA. Rather, they are
felt to be part of the Algerian speech.

It was the French language which played the most influencing role in altering
the linguistic i)roﬁle in Algeria during the occupation and .afterwards, to the
extent that most Algerian speech interactions today contain words and
expressions from French, and written French can be seen everywhere in shop
signs, administrative and medical documents, etc. Furthermore, switching from
AA to French and vice-versa is very common and mixing the two languages is,

as it were, a spontaneous matter, as we shall see in the next sections.
3.3 The Impact of the French Occupation on the Algerian Society

The most decisive linguistic influence that Algeria was going to be exposed
to — much stronger than in the case of its two neighbours, Morocco and Tunisia,
which were only French protectorates and for a much shorter period — came with
the French colonisation of the country which lasted more than a century. As a
matter of fact, right after the occupation, one of the fundamental goals of the
colonial policy was to denigrate violently non-French languages and cultures and
to impose French as the only official language, “the only language of civilisation
and advancement” (Bourhis 1982:44), as it was considered by the colonial
government. Pointing out the policy of depersonalization and acculturation of the

Algerians, Kh.Taleb Ibrahimi (1997:42-3) says in this respect:

Le frangais, langue imposée au peuple algérien dans la violence, a constitué un des
€léments fondamentaux utilisés par la France dans sa politique de

dépersonnalisation et d“acculturation a I’égard de I’ Algérie.
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Very soon, a few experimental French-teaching schools were established
with the aim of introducing the new language as a barrier to the diffusion of
written Arabic, which was then the means of knowledge for a large number of
literate Algerians. Pointing out the degree of literacy among the Algerians before

the occupation, Phillipson (1992:112) reports the following:

According to French government sources, when the French arrived to ‘civilize"
Algeria, the literacy rate in urban Algeria was 40 per cent — far higher than in France
at the time. When the French left after 130 years of colonisation, the literacy rate
among Algerians was, according to an optimistic reckoning, 10-15 per cent

(Colonna 1975).

Therefore, the enterprise of ‘civilizing’ Algeria (that is, de-arabising it, in
fact) was a failure at the beginning, for traditional teachings of the Qur’an and
Arabic i Koranic schools called medersas as well as in the mosque was still
strong. But later on, the colonial system succeeded progressively in breaking the
economic and social structures of the Algerian society with negative
consequénces on the local teaching of Arabic. The evident goal of the French
rulers was to reach a total conquest and a definitive domination of the country by
‘de-arabising’ it and implanting the ‘French School’. A. Rambaud, the Minister
of French public education under the 3" Republic, said that after the occupation
of the Algerian lands by force of arms and the imposition therein of the French
law and justice, one of the most important conquests of Algeria would have to go
through the school which would ensure, among other things, the prevalence of
French over local speech varieties. In 1897, he wrote (cited by Kh. Taleb

Ibrahimi (1994:37):

“La troisieme conquéte se fera par I'Ecole: elle devra assurer la prédominance de
notre langue sur les divers idiomes locaux, inculquer aux musulmans 1’idée que
nous avons nous-mémes de la France et de son réle dans le monde, substituer a

I’ignorance et aux préjugés fanatiques des notions ¢lémentaires, mais précises, de

. . 17
science européenne.”
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Obviously, the Algerian people attempted to oppose resistance to that
language dominion, and succeeded in doing so to a certain extent till 1880 (1bid.
p.37), but as the social, traditional and teaching institutions collapsed, the
opposition to the colonial system became weaker and formal education was
almost non-existent. Arabic confined itself to oral use, the immediate drastic
consequence being a rapid spread of illiteracy among the people. Soon
afterwards, m;ny Algerian parents, particularly in urban areas, had to face the
fact when they became aware of the advantage of their children getting educated
whatever the language of instruction. They wanted them to seize the opportunity
to enter the modern world which, in their minds and in those circumstances,
could only be achieved through education in the French language. And thus, as
Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi (ibid. p.37) states, there was a radical change of attitude
towards the French School at the beginning of the 20™ century, from fierce

refusal to a strong claim for the ri ght of schooling, which would certainly confer

access to social advancement and acquisition of knowledge:

Le début de ce siécle verra un changement d’attitude vis-a-vis de I’Ecole; du refus

farouche, les Algériens passent & la revendication véhémente du droit a la

scolarisation.

Hence, after an intellectual void of almost half a century, the need for
education was clearly expressed by the people, though they knew that the
teachings would not be in Arabic but in French, the language of the new ruler.

Lacheraf (1975)"®, Minister of Education in the mid-70s, says in this respect:

Apreés la transition douloureuse que connut une société algérienne privée de ses
droits élémentaires, de ses biens nationaux, de ses libertés, on éprouva le besoin
d’une culture, ou plus exactement d’un enseignement; c’est dire combien un peuple
qui a une longue tradition culturelle tolére difficilement le vide culturel et se sent
capable, pour satisfaire un tel besoin, d’adopter une autre langue, a défaut de la

sienne propre qui lui est désormais interdite (en tant qu’expression pédagogique et

livresque, sinon orale).
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So, it was almost a century after the French occupation of the country, once
the social and economic structures of the Algerian society had disintegrated, that,
by necessity for social advancement particularly in the city, the ‘indigenous’
population started reluctantly to adhere to the idea of having their children
nstructed in French. But only small numbers of children in some urban areas
were allowed to be registered in primary schools at the beginping: the schooling
ratio was lower than 10% before World War 11, 15% in the mid-fifties, and only
reached 30% in 1961 (Cf Colonna 1971: reported by Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi
1997:38). In the meantime, in spite of the nationalist reformist movement, the
‘Ulama" Association, led by Cheikh Ben Badis in the late 1920s, which
attempted to restore the teaching and use of the language of the Arabo-Islamic
civilisation, literacy in Classical Arabic had decreased in a drastic way. Literacy
in French became increasingly important soon giving birth to a small Algerian
¢lite. Then it gradually spread to more and more Algerian families by the end of
the occupation and continued to increase during the first two decades of

independence.
3.4 French after Independence

Oddly enough, it was after the departure of the French in 1962 that the French
language spread more quickly and to more portions of the Algerian population, a
policy that was necessarily promoted by the Algerian government which was
ready to display all efforts for schooling. Grandguillaume (1983:12) reminds us
of this fact, saying that the knowledge of French started expanding to a more
important number of citizens after independence, particularly school children, for

it was the language of instruction in primary school:
[...] la connaissance du francais s’est ¢largie 4 un nombre plus important de

citoyens aprés I'indépendance, par suite de I’extension de la scolarisation, qui

comporte I’enseignement du frangais dés le niveau primaire.
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The obvious explanation is that the school apparatus was already established
and the authorities tried all their beét for the instruction of the young. The need
and desire for formal education were so strong in the first years of independence
that parents wanted their chiidren to go to school. But schooling could only be
achieved in French as, on the one hand, the majority of teachers at that time had
their diplomas in French. On the other hand, and most crucially because of an
urgent need fc')r the “intellectual’ development of the young nation, the ministry
of education had to have recourse to a great number of teachers from abroad,
Europeans especially from France (the coopérants techniques). Arabic was only
taught as a subject per se for one or two hours a week while all other courses
such as arithmetic, sciences, history and geography, were given in French, in
addition to French as a subject on its own. The Algerian children, and the society
as a whole, were therefore destined to constitute a bilingual community. It was at
that period, we assume, that the French language acquired high prestige among
the population as it was associated with modernism and development, science
and technology. It had become so strbugly anchored as such in people’s minds
that it was considered the language of success and progress. Meanwhile, Arabic
was seen as the language of religion and ancient literature, and had lost much of
its functionality in spite of the high values and prestige that it was attributed by
people in general, and the politico-administrative functions that the authorities
wanted to ascribe to it as the language of the nation.

However, the impact of the supremacy of French had been so strong that not
only did it continue to be used in most sectors of the administration and
education, but it also kept spreading in everyday conversation, though to varying
extents. The use of French was especially attested among young educated people
when they talked about topics related to scientific, medical, technical, juridical or
philosophical fields. Moreover, the French occupation went so far as to affect the
spoken form of Algerian Arabic and Berber dialects: as a matter of fact, loads of
French words and expressions had long come into everyday Algerian speech. By
the end of the first decade of independence, French could no longer be regarded

as a foreign language but as a familiar one, even among old illiterate people.
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Indeed, the two languages were in permanent contact above all in towns and
large urban centres where bilingualism had settled down progressively, for, in
addition to the fact that a number of older generation people had been educated
in the ‘French School’, and consequently used French in their professions, an
increasing number of younger people were becoming bilinguals (at least as far as

schooling was concerned). It was very common to hear people say, for example,

(1) ma tobta:f 1/ te faut tout un dossier pour | inseription.

(Don’t be long! You need a whole lot of documents for the registration.)

In less than a century, the Algerian speech community had undergone
significant changes that have led today to a seemingly irreversible linguistic
profile in spite of the early attempts of re-arabisation® during the first years of
independence. In fact, though the arabisation objective was considered by the
government as an unquestionable priority, given its tight relation with the socio-
cultural and religious identity of the nation, the young Algerian state was faced
with a thorny problem: the difficulty to break away from the solidly well-
established institutions that were run in the French language, and the challenge of
re-introducing Arabic therein, a legitimate political, social and cultural claim.
Apart from some reluctance on the part of a few Berber minorities, or the lack of
willingness displayed by some Algerian ‘French élite’ groups, the policy of
arabisation was welcomed, just as it was in the other Arab countries that had
been under French occupation. Obviously, the most evident reason for such
fervour was that, by virtue of the strong sense of belonging to the al Umma [
‘Arabiyya, the Arab Nation, and to the Muslim community, policy makers and
people alike aspired to national identity and to getting back to their roots. The
process, however, also had a political bent as it was meant to serve power control
which resulted in certain internal conflicts (“Arabophones’ vs. ‘Francophones’).
In any case, after more than a century of French political, linguistic and cultural
repression and the assimilation policy practiced by the coloniser, arabising the

institutions was one of the most essential priorities of the new Algerian State.

86



"“ | r‘”‘ﬂl l‘ "= r""’ t‘*“"“’ﬂ

¥

Eﬁ"t

—-

=y

Theoreticians on language planning (e.g., Fishman 1971a) have considered
developing nations in relation to the choice of the official language just after
independence, and proposed different types of decision in language policy
according to the national ideologies and ‘Great Traditions’ recognized by the
countries in question. In this respect, Spolsky (2004:133) reports the hypothesis
that

[...] nations which had a consensual single Great Tradition at the time of

independence will tend to attempt to select the associated indigenous language as

the national language.

The ‘Great Tradition’ in our context would obviously mean the two
inseparable constituent parts taken for granted by the members of the Algerian
society: Arabic and Islam. Hence, in spite of the reluctance displayed against the
project of arabisation by some Algerian advocates of French, the only candidate
for language nationalisation and ‘officialisation’ in the people’s minds had to be
Arabic. In effect, arabisation was felt as an end in itself, not only a means of

developing the society, as Cheriet ( 1983:9) points out when he says:

Des lors, I’arabisation n’était plus considérée comme un moyen de développement

et de promotion de notre société, mais comme une fin en soi.

In the next section, we atiempt to discuss the issue of arabisation, a decisive
process that the Algerian society had to go through to recover one of the most
important features of its identity for the establishment of a new, young and
dynamic nation. One of the objectives of the new governing team was to
eradicate everything that related to French colonialism and to introduce a
language reform that promoted Arabic as the authentic lardlguage of the country.
Of course, one political goal to be reached was the displacement of the French
language by Arabic, but we shall see that for functional reasons, on the one hand,
and because of the strong impact that French had left among the populations on

the other, the operation was not as easy as it first seemed to be.
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3.5 Arabisation

Right after independence, the three countries of the Maghreb were faced, to
different degrees perhaps, with the acute problem related to the fact that French
was imposed during the colonial period as the only official language. In an
impulse for breaking away with the French hegemony and_for recovering the
Arab-Islamic ;ulml'al identity and the national personality, the new authorities,
backed on the whole by the pecple’s enthusiasm, expressed the desire to launch
the process called ‘arabisation” with the aim of gaining cultural independence
together with political sovereignty, though the operation was not of the same
scope for the three countries. Contrasting the effects of French supremacy m
Algeria as opposed to Morocco and Tunisia where it was highly valued, enjoying

a great deal of prestige, Ennaji (1991:17-18) writes:

By contrast, in Algeria the place of French is a paradoxical subject of conflict for
historical reasons. Because France attempted to assimilate Algeria (more than
Morocco and Tunisia) into the French cultural community, officials in independent
Algeria react in a hostile way to French and are very keen on seeing it replaced by the

national language, Arabic.

But the French language in Algeria was so deeply rooted in the most essential
sectors, particularly in administration, education and the written material in
general, as well as in some people’s linguistic practices, that the decision which
would restore the use of Arabic as the language of the nation was a long-drawn-
out task, an extremely complex matter that needed deep pondering and suitable
management. In fact, the procedure did not consist merely in replacing a foreign
language by Arabic, but also in working out the necessary transformations while
taking account of the modern functional changes that French had introduced in

the community at large. Granguillaume (1991:49) says in this respect:

Pour satisfaire aux usages et aux nécessités de la langue qu’elle remplagait, cette

langue arabe devait étre modernisée, en quelque sorte, remodelée sur I’image de la
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langue qu’elle remplagait: ce qui devait entrainer pour elle des mutations profondes,

sémantiques et fonctionnelles.

Thus, the difficulties of the arabisation procedures lay not only on the political
and socio-cultural levels but also on the linguistic level. When the first leaders of
the young Algerian State decided, with a view to cultural independence, to adopt
Arabic as the pational and official language in place of French, they were faced
with serious problems of political, social and cultural re-organisation. The
implementation of their decisions was quasi-inapplicable for on the one hand, all
administrative, judicial, economic, and educational systems were entirely held in
the grasp of the French language. On the other hand, most Algerian executives
were administratively ‘“francophones’ (as they were called), and only proficient in
French in work matters. The Algerian authorities quickly understood that the
most suitable solution was to carry on with the established structures while
working out a programme of gradual arabisation that would have to go through a
relatively long phase of Arabic/French bilingualism as far as some crucial
institutions were concerned, education and administration in particular.

In edﬁcation, for instance, total arabisation of the Elementary School was not
achieved until 1978 with the advent of the ‘Fundamental School’. The Secondary
School was élso totally arabised but only ten years later. In Higher Education too,
Arabic was introduced in a gradual way in Social Sciences, Law and Economics,
but French continues to be used in scientific, medical and technological streams.

Arabising the administration was also faced with acute problems as the
institutions were passed on to a great number of Algerian functionaries who had
been integrated before independence by De Gaulle, and thus used French both in
its written and spoken forms. It was only in 1971%' that arabisation was made
compulsory for all levels in the administration. But in 1975, an official report*
admitted the weakness of the results due to a number of reasons among which the
functionaries’ reluctance towards the process and their lack of motivation were

paramount. Grandguillaume (1983:157) rightly relates a successful restitution of
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the Arabic language in independent Algeria to the degree of conviction and

motivation and not to a blindly imposed rule:

Le probléme de la restauration de la langue arabe est avant tout lié 4 celui de la
motivation. C’est un appel, une conviction, un désir qu’il faut susciter, et non une
obligation qu’il faut imposer.

This does not mean that the operation failed in all sectors or that it was
abandoned. As a matter of fact, the ‘report’ planned a new programme with
several stages to continue the process; it also mentioned that a few ministries
were completely arabised by 1975, in particular the Defence Ministry and the
Justice Ministry.

In spite of that relatively early substantial arabisation process on the
cducational and administrative levels, French persisted in many functional
domains, especially in running economic and industrial enterprises, as well as in
an important part of the mass-media, particularly in the written means. Indeed,
although- a good number of newspapers were issued in Arabic, the daily
newspapers and periodicals in French enjoyed a wider diffusion. Moreover, on
the whole, “it is the degree of utilisation of French in the society that is most
significant”, as Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi (1997:44)* says. In effect, despite its official
denial on the part of the authorities, French continues to hold a privileged
position in the society®, not only as a consequence of the direct contact with the
language and the French society through the French TV channels available
everywhere and to almost everybody today, but also because of the positive
attitude displayed overtly towards French by the present government officials.
The repercussion of the widespread embedding of French has led thinkers to
wonder about its status in Algeria, “constantly oscillating”, as Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi
(ibid. p.45) says, “between the status of second language and that of a privileged
foreign language”. In fact, the impact left by the French language on the Algerian
economic structure and the socio-cultural identity constitutes an absolutely

indelible component of the country’s sociolinguistic profile. It is evident that
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today’s younger generations show positive attitudes towards this language for its
association with progress and its consideration as a means of communication
with the external world. Does this revival of French in the Algerian society
reflect weaknesses in the arabisation process and flaws in its application, or is it
merely a failure in the language policy?

One important reason for the malfunction of arabisation in Algeria and the
relatively slow 'development of the use of MSA in many fields, particularly those
relating to economy and technology and to the socio-cultural attributes of the
country, is that the process has always been decided by the authorities not on a
linguistic basis, but on political and ideological grounds. Moreover, it has been
imposed by means of laws and ministerial instructions passed without unanimous
COnsensus.

As far as the linguistic aspect of arabisation issue 1s concerned, one must say
that the slow progress results to a large extent from the bad organization of the
‘arabising’ structures, namely, weak pedagogical training and instructors lacking
the necessary competency for such an important task. Another reason that has
made the 1ssue problematic from the start lies, we believe, in the discrepancies
found between the Arabic varieties used spontaneously in everyday speech, most
Algerians’ mother tongue (the problem is still sharper for the children whose
mother tongue is one of the Berber varieties) and MSA, the variety of Arabic
decided upon for the arabisation process. Of course, it was only the H variety,
well-established as the language of the Nation and that of ancient and modern
literature, and therefore held in high esteem by the whole community, that was to
be legitimately chosen right after independence to serve as the ‘standard’
language for education, administration and in the written and spoken media. The
implementation of the arabisation procedures have proved extremely difficult
first and foremost because of the deep-rootedness of the French language in the
society at large and the lack of motivation on the part of a number of sectors in
the society. But it also results, we strongly believe, from the incongruities
between the L variety acquired naturally as a native language and through which

the socialisation process of the individual takes place, and Modern Standard
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Arabic, the variety that is learned at school in a rather artificial manner, and
certainly never used by anyone for everyday communication purposes. Thus, the
process of arabisation was faced with a tricky resolution which lied in the dual
action of substituting French to restore the cultural and national personality, and
the mother tongue(s) to unify the citizens under the high-status language
symbolising Islamic and pan-Arab identity. Grandguillaume (1991:50) says, in

this regard:

En tant qu’instauration d’une langue nationale, la politique d’arabisation comportait
deux versants. La langue nationale devait opérer une double substitution; elle devait
se substituer au frangais, pour prendre la place de I’aliénation culturelle et restaurer
la personnalité nationale. Elle devait aussi se substituer aux dialectes, pour
remplacer la multiplicité dialectale par une langue unique, 4 méme d’assurer I’unité

des citoyens autour de I’Etat.

The diglossic relationship, however, is a de facto phenomenon which is
characteristic of all Arab nations, as documented in the literature about the status
of Arabic (Ferguson 1959a, 1970, 1977; Owens 2001; etc.), and all language
policy makers in the Arab world have to bow to the fact: it is the High variety
that unifies the Nation, and it must be the language of the official institutions
such as education, administration, and written material. But while that variety is
held in the highest regard for its association with the Qur’an, the Arab-Islamic
identity and culture, people, in Algeria for example, continue to use the native
varieties in their spontaneous everyday interaction and to express, i a strong
vitality, their feelings through popular forms of poetry, songs and proverbs.

Notwithstanding the aforementioned slow outcome of arabisation on the one
hand, and the apparent hiatus between CA/MSA and AA on the other, we can
witness a certain evolution today as to the use of MSA, or rather a middle
variety, in certain formal contexts, particularly by fairly educated young people.
Even ordinary people are often heard answering questions, on TV interviews for
instance, by using switches from AA to MSA, then back to AA, in a quasi-

natural way in spite of the interview constraint, often mixing the two varieties, as
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shown in the following stretches of speech recorded in a random manner from an
Algerian TV programme: the question asked is about the environmental problem

of throwing rubbish anywhere, not in appropriate places.

(2) folhajat aljawmijja 'kejon efforo:f m'woffra. ..
(In day-to-day life the conditions are available.) )
‘qeedar toddi ‘safi mCe:k.. wla trijjeh £ @abla 'kullof hadaek tarmi:h fiha
(You can take a (plastic) bag, and if you sit at a table you throw all that in it.)
n'%&:m hada ra:dsa® ila 0a'qa:fat ol %insae:n f'had detu
(Yes, this depends on the culture of the people themselves.)
boggah ma'keen| ottarbija. .. sttarbija 'na:qga boz'za:f

(But there’s no education. ..education is really missing.)

Because of the non-casual setting of the TV recording, the informant starts
his comment in a formal MSA style, [fal'hajat ol'jawmijja], and what he says 18
understood perfectly well by anyone used to listening to this type of Arabic. The
use of the very common AA expression ['kzjon], meaning ‘there is/there are’, and
its negative form [ma'kenf] embedded in the utterance instead of MSA
[judsad)] vs. [leju:dsad(u), clearly illustrate a type of inter-variety code
switching very often used in such formal settings. Feeling perhaps a little more
relaxed after the first contact with the interviewer and the TV camera, the man
switches back to AA, his spontaneous way of interacting, which often includes
some French words and expressions. It is interesting to mention, for instance, the
two French borrowings under (2) in italics, safi and jabla (phonologically and
morphologically adapted from ‘sachet’ and ‘table’, respectively), whose Arabic
equivalents are not used in AA. Then, a whole utterance occurs in MSA [n'C@:m
hada ra:dsa® ila 0a’qa:fat ol %ins@:n f'had detu] (Yes, this depends on the culture of the
people themselves.) though it is characterized by vowel elision, lack of inflexions
and morpho-phonological reductions. In any case, these phonological phenomena

do occur even in more formal speech interaction making MSA more accessible to

lay people than CA.
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Again, as an answer to the problem of litter pollution, another male speaker

readily gives a reason for that by using the same switching strategy as that in (2):

(3) ra:dsa® li'su:? ottarbijja. . .hadi 'wahda
(It results from bad education... This is one (thing).)
‘O@:nijan ol’ins@:n ma jyom'mom| ¢la dsa:ru

(Secondly, the individual doesn’t think about his neighbour.)

Clearly, the rather constrained setting makes the man start his comment on the
point by using the H variety [ra:dza® li'su:? ottarbijja], perhaps in a comparable way
to a non-standard English speaker who would certainly use a formal type of
speech in a similar situation. But then, once involved in the discussion and
feeling slightly more comfortable, he switches to AA spontaneous expressions
such as [hadi ‘wahda] and [ma jyam'mam|] as opposed to the higher form ['0z:nijan],
‘secondly’, through which he consciously (or perhaps unconsciously) shows his
ability to control both codes and his ease in oscillating between the two varieties.
Such linguistic behaviour in which not necessarily educated speakers are capable
of moving along the Arabic continuum according to the situation seems to
become increasingly common among Algerians, in part as a consequence of
arabisation, but also because of the media impact on people’s linguistic practices.
Describing today’s linguistic Arabic reality, particularly among educated

individuals, Meiseles (1980)* says that

[...] it is the exception rather than the rule to find any sustained segment of
discourse in a single one of the style variations [...]. They oscillate in all
naturalness, and often seemingly uncontrollably, from one variety to another, along

part or all of the scale of the linguistic continuum of Arabic varieties.

In addition to the intricacies of diglossic use in Arabic, what makes the
linguistic picture extremely complex in the Algerian context, as we shall see in
the next sections, is the use of French alongside both MSA and AA (with Berber

varieties in certain areas) in the form of borrowings and code-mixing on the one
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hand, and bilingualism on the other, all of which rendering the linguistic profile
of the Algerian speech community very rich but profoundly complicated to
describe at the same time. Whole utterances or stretches of speech in ‘plain’
French also occur quite often in formal settings, as well as in informal ones,
particularly with speakers who are more proficient in French; in such cases, it is
Arabic that is to be considered as the embedded language and French the matrix
language in Myers-Scotton’s terms (e.g. 1993a and b). A woman’s and a man’s
comments on today’s littering in the capital city illustrate that quite common
linguistic behaviour in which a speaker feels more at ease in French in a formal

situation than in any type of standard Arabic.

(4) Y a pas longtemps, nous sommes passés moi et ma fille. .. [otti deek le coin.. Eh bien,
¢ était dégoitant. Y avait plein d’odeurs | et c'est dans un quartier za®ma bokri deek

ol make:n kae:n frés propre .. bokri fozmanna.

(Not a long time ago, we passed my daughter and me... You see that corner... Well,
it was disgusting. There was plenty of smell; and it was in an area, so to say, in the

past it was very clean... A long time ago in our times.)

The man’s answer was more significant as to the French ‘dosage’ used, and his
choice of the French code seems to be associated with the formal situation of the
TV interview and the acknowledged prestige of the language; only one Arabic

word was used in the very end, perhaps for its strength, to ‘close’ the opinion:

(5) J'pense qu'y a un manque de moyens euh...un manque d 'organisation ; et j 'pense
quy a méme pas la volonté de vouloir euh...de vouloir faire en sorte que...que
not ville soit propre et qu'on puisse vivre dans des conditions d’hygiéne

continue. . l&zom
(I think there’s a lack of means err...a lack of organisation; and I think there isn’t

even the willpower to want err...to want to make sure that...that our town be clean

and that we may live in continuous hygiene conditions. .. (it’s) necessary.)
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These few examples clearly show the strong impact of French on many
Algerians’ day-to-day linguistic practices; and though little empirical work has
been undergone in the field, it can safely be claimed that French continues to
receive high preétige ratings. But we have to admit that language prestige in
Algeria 1s shared, as it were, sometimes in conflicting terms, by MSA and
French. In any case, the linguistic situation has long produced bilinguals who are
proficient enough to control, to a large extent, both languages and to switch
easily from one code to another when necessary, or just as a strategy to convey
messages to a targeted audience.

We shall return to the issues on bilingualism and code-switching more fully
below. But the point here is to insist on the fact that, in spite of the sharp
criticism of the arabisation policy adopted by the governing institutions,
particularly on the part of the ‘francophone’ groups, the Algerians have on the
whole ‘learned’ to use MSA, or a close variety to H, to an acceptable extent, or at
least to understand it, in formal and semi-formal contexts of course, but also in
unconstrained discussions about certain topics which require some specific
vocabulary, expressions and linguistic structures that AA can hardly provide for

that matter.
3.6 Today’s Algerian Linguistic Profile

The historical tumultuous events that Algeria had gone through for many
centuries have indeed resulted today in a very complex linguistic situation. As a
matter of fact, it is an extremely fertile field that is open to research of various
types, and that may lead to very interesting findings. Linguists, sociolinguists,
psycholinguists, language planners and educationists could indeed find much to

do in analysing the dynamics of a multilingual setting in which, in addition to CA

‘and/or MSA, the literary and ‘educated’ forms of Arabic, not only different

varieties of the language are used in different regions, the whole range making up

a continuum, but also languages that are genetically unrelated.
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If you happen to ask, say, European lay people what they know about the
language in Algeria, they will probably simply say ‘it’s an Arab country, so the
language used is obviously Arabic’. Someone interested in the nature of language
in general, and in the Arabic-speaking world in particular, would no doubt
mention Classical or Literary Arabic without omitting the existence of the many
varieties spoken in the Arab countries, by analogy with the various types of
English used i1'1 the English-speaking world, for instance; variability is a natural
phenomenon in all natural languages. He or she would perhaps even mention the
different degrees of intelligibility between speakers of numerous varieties
existing in a given Arab couniry. like the vast geographic Algerian space in our
case. But the linguistic picture in Algeria is far more complex than this, and its
reality is extremely hard to describe with its many-sided configuration. We have
already mentioned the factors that have caused the linguistic situation to be so
complicated, some of which being historical, others political and others still,
socio-cultural. In this section, we shall attempt to describe the components of this
situation, a profile which reflects some interesting sociolinguistic phenomena.
Indeed, in addition to the Berber varieties (having existed in North Africa for
centuries before the advent of Islam and the spread of the new language), which
constitute the mother tongue of a portion of today’s Algerian population situated
principally in the M’zab, the Hoggar and other scattered areas, but mostly in
Kabylia, a great number of Arabic local varieties co-exist with different degrees
of intelligibility, and in a real dynamics, not only with what is often called ‘al
‘arabiyya’ (the ‘standard’ form of Arabic), but also with French, the language
strongly implanted in the Algerian society as a result of the long-term French
occupation.

What is interesting to note here is that the different ‘ways of speaking’ are
characterized by a sort of fluid mixture of all three codes, particularly in urban

and recently urbanised areas, and understood perfectly well by a large majority of

‘people as a result of language contact situations. A relatively short-time

exposition of, say, a native speaker of Algiers to Oran speech, for instance, will
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soon lead to good understanding of the new variety and he or she will perhaps
even use it fluently, provided of course there is enough motivation in doing so.
One linguistic phenomenon we shall start with concerns the co-existence, in
the Algerian community and throughout the Arab world on the whole, of two sets
of varieties of the same language, regarded by members of a diglossic speech
community as two discrete codes each fulfilling a clearly distinct range of social
functions in dlfferent sets of circumstances, though some interference between
the two may occur in certain contexts, as we shall see below. This sociolinguistic
phenomenon, in which an obvious form-function mapping is at work and in
which the status of each variety is overtly recognized in the community, has been

referred to as diglossia.
3.6.1 Diglossia

No description of an Arabic-speaking community — be it monolingual or
bilingual — is comprehensive without a preliminary account of diglossia. Indeed,
in contrast with the western monolingual societies where a standard form of the
language is used by some people in everyday conversation, particularly in upper
classes — those who have acquired a form that is quite close to the standard — or
among educated people while other people use various regional or social dialects,
there are speech communities where the prestigious variety co-exists with lower-
status varieties of the same language but in a different relation: its use is only
appropriate in a set of situations such as the written form, public formal speech,
be it political, religious or educational, broadcasting, etc. But, definitely, what is
regarded as the high variety is not anybody’s mother tongue, and, in particular,
Arabic speakers all over the world are fully aware of the differences in use
between ‘educated’ Arabic, which many simply call al ‘arabiyya, and the local
Arabic vernacular used spontaneously in everyday speech interaction.

It was William Margais (1931)*® who made a first attempt to describe this
particular type of linguistic dichotomy in the Arabic language by using the term
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diglossie to account for the two contrasting aspects of the language, though he

did not mention explicitly the specialized functions of each when he said:

La langue arabe se présente a nous sur deux aspects sensiblement différents : 1) une

langue littéraire... 2) des idiomes parlés. .. .

Having bon‘ovs;ed the term from W. Margais, Ferguson (19Séa) introduced the;
concept of diglossia into the English literature on sociolinguistics and made it
more explicit by proposing a number of criteria to define a particular linguistic
phenomenon. To do this, he considered a few languages that he called ‘defining
languages’: Modern Greek, Swiss German, Haitian Creole and Arabic. But it 1s
Arabic which occupies the most important part in his work on diglossia, as we
shall see below. In a diglossic context, the use of two codes can be distinguished
clearly in accordance with the function of each one in the society. In this respect
he states that (ibid.p.245) “One of the most important features of diglossia is the
specialisation of function for H and L.” While H, the High variety, is used for
religious and literary purposes, in all types of written form, and on formal public
occasions, [, the Low variety, is the code used spontaneously in everyday
conversation (a fairly detailed linguistic description of the two varieties is
included in Chapter 4).

The specialisation of function of H, as opposed to L, is best illustrated by
Ferguson (ibid.p.244-5) in his oft-quoted definition:

Diglossia is a relatively stable language situation in which, in addition to the
primary dialects of the language (which may include a standard or regional
standards), there is a very divergent, highly codified (often grammatically more
complex) superposed variety, the vehicle of a large and respected body of written
literature, either of an earlier period or in another speech community, which is
learned largely by formal education and is used for most written and formal spoken

purposes, but is not used by any sector of the community for ordinary conversation.
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Classical Arabic has always been revered first for its association with the
Qur’an, regarded as the actual Word of God by Muslims, and with the language
of the Prophet’s oral tradition recorded during the first period of Islam and
transmitted from generation to generation through the centuries. Besides, because
of its long-standing status as the language of prestigious oral and written poetry
(before and after the Revelation) and literature as a whole, Classical Arabic is
regarded as a l;eautiful, logical and rich language. In fact, for.all Arabs, it 1s thé

language, A/ Lugha. Freeman (1996)*” says in this respect:

An important component of diglossia is that the speakers have the personal
perception that the High variety is the ‘real’ language and that the Low variety is
‘incorrect’ usage. In Arabic, people talk about the High variety as being ‘pure’

Arabic and the dialects as being corrupt forms.

Thus, CA is viewed as a kind of super-standardized language with very high
prestige always ascribed to it, but not in the same way as RP English whose
prestigious character is associated with the highest social classes (though less
than 5% of the British people use it as a mother tongue while a greater number of
local dialects are the norm (Trudgill 1974). But CA, as mentioned repeatedly, 1s
not the native language of anybody and it is only learned in a formal type of
education, at school or in the mosque for religious purposes.

The Low variety, which consists of the total sum of Arabic dialects, lacks
prestige in general and remains a spoken form in spite of its strong vitality as a
mother tongue, its use in traditional folk oral poetry and songs for which there
has been some attempts for a written form. In the Middle East, a few regional
dialects of large urban centres (e.g., Cairo in Egypt, Damascus in Syria, etc.)
have acquired some prestige and their relative dominance may lead to a certain
degree of standardisation. CA, however, 1s considered as a means of pan-Arab
unity, as it is the official language of all the 22 Arab nations, and plays the role of
a lingua franca allowing speakers of a multitude of Arabic varieties to

communicate: a speaker from Algiers and a Syrian from Damascus, for example,
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would not understand each other perfectly well if they only used their respective
local varieties; they would communicate better by means of a spoken form of
CA, or rather a middle variety approaching more or less what is known as MSA,
avoiding thus, on all linguistic levels, specific features that hinder mutual
intelligibility. In addition to its status as the language of education on the whole
in all Arab countries, this variety is used in the mass-media, particularly in v
news and prog;ammes. TV viewers from all over the Arab world understand it to
a large extent, even though many of them, presumably, do not actually speak it.
However, a passive long-term exposition to MSA on the radio and on numerous
Arabic TV channels, thanks to the satellite dish, seems to have led to a gradual
production of the High variety, especially on the lexical level. As a matter of fact,
there are factors that have made the diglossic situation in Algeria, and
presumably even more so in other Arab countries, not as ‘stable’ as sustained by
Ferguson in his often cited and reprinted article “Diglossia” (1959a). In fact, in a
much more recent article which he has entitled “Diglossia revisited” (1991),
Ferguson himself acknowledges some weakness in his original article,
particularly in relation to what he first regarded as long-term stability of
functional complementary distribution of the High/Low dichotomy. Indeed,
because of much easier means of language contact and communication,
particularly through TV, what can be attested today, in Algeria for example, is
that colloquial Arabic varieties seem to move closer to each other and, at the
same tume, to MSA which in turn bridges the gap between the High variety and
AA low varieties. We shall attempt to show, in what follows, the factors that

seem to contribute to such dynamic linguistic development:

- First, the Algerian pupils and students have been taught in CA/MSA for
almost two generations now, and though they use Colloquial Arabic in everyday
conversation, there is much evidence that, in a topic discussion, they often
switch, almost spontaneously, to MSA, or mix the two varieties, simply because
they have no alternative as they lack the necessary lexical items and linguistic

structures to express their ideas in the Low variety. Here, it should be interesting
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to make a parallel with the way educated Algerian people of former generations
switched to French when they discussed scientific, literary or political topics for
the same reason mentioned above, that is, the lack in Algerian Arabic of terms
and structures that allow the speakers to convey their ideas and concepts.

Today, as a consequence of the efforts displayed during the process of
arabisation — though a lot remains to be done as pointed out above —, switching
occurs quite often to MSA, mostly on the lexical level. This may be considered
as a kind of borrowing or classicism, as in the word [lintiya:ba:t] ‘the elections’
which has replaced to a large extent the French word /vote used in AA (preceded
by a reduced form of the Arabic determiner {al}). Also, secondary school pupils
and students can be heard, outside school or on the university campus, talking
about a problem in mathematics or physics, for example, or any other scientific
or literary topic, using the variety in which they have learned these things in
school lessons or university lectures. The obvious explanation is that they simply
would not be able to discuss such topics in AA. The standard form of Arabic
used may be scen as a register in this case, for it is systematically used
“according to its functioning in contexts of situations [...] according to use,
rather than user”, as Downes ( 1998:309) points out. But a long-term practice of
items and expressions from the High variety, in parallel with an increasing
literacy, may eventually result in its integration into the speaker’s everyday
verbal repertoire, somewhat the way an English speaker incorporates standard
forms and ‘higher level’ concepts in a formal or semi-formal discussion.

Consider the following piece of conversation as an illustration of how people
may have to switch to a variety which is ‘higher’ than their local vernacular to be
able to convey their thoughts or opinions. In a discussion about inheritance in a
Muslim society, for instance, the participants (three men in their fifties) argue on

whether children have the right to inherit from their grandfather when the father

dies beforehand:

(6)  Ali: ki ttmu:t® ?bal bb¥z:k "wlm-dok ma jawwar 't°2:{ moen '&gaddhum
(If you die before your father, your children do ot inherit from their grandfather.)

Bachir : 'hada 13ti'hae:d. .. ‘qa:nu:n 'wadCT (This is a ‘consensus’, a ‘human-made’ law.)
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(7)  Ali:--ma t2ul'li:f r3tiha:d... 'kejon addali:l of ' far®i: w'kaejon assunna
(Don’t tell me (it’s) consensus. There is the legal proof, and there is the “Tradition’))
Omar : - wa'®la:[ baddlu la loi 14 siécles aprés ?

(And why did they change the law 14 centuries later?)

Holding the heated debate on the 1ssue of inheritance, the three participants were
talking aloud Ewhich made 1t easier for me to take notes, a.nd to write down
almost everything without being noticed) and their use of MSA, mixed with AA
and some French, sounded natural and fluent though the discussion was informal
for there was no constraint, except perhaps that of the topic which relates to
Islamic precepts. In fact, it 1s most likely that the three men holding the
conversation did not have equivalent expressions in Algerian Arabic or in French
for [13ti'ha:d] and [ganu:n 'wadfi], (‘consensus’ and ‘man-made law’).

Hence, as pointed out above, the use of MSA can be attested increasingly
among Algerians, even in casual talk, provided that the speakers have reached a
certain level of instruction in CA or MSA to be linguistically competent enough
to discuss the topic, and are motivated to engage in the conversation. Of course,
though people on the whole have a sense of the norms of language use in their
community, not all speakers have access to the various codes that may enable

them to participate in all types of speech interaction.

The last line under (7) above reflects a very common speech behaviour
attested among Algerian speakers: the man starts the utterance in the Low
variety, [wa'fla:f baddlu] (“Why did they change...?), and ends in a switch to
French, /a loi 14 siécles aprés (‘the law 14 centuries later ), though he had the
alternative, in this particular case, to end the question in colloquial Arabic:
[ wa'fla:J baddlu lganu:n rba®'ta:f algarn mom batd ). Such speech behaviour, involving
switches between two genetically unrelated languages, Arabic and French, is
another fascinating aspect of the Algerians’ sociolinguistic performance that we

shall look at at more length below (3.6.4.).
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- Second, listening to the news, particularly on TV, has become a daily habit
and adult TV viewers (having received a certain level or formal instruction or
even those without instruction) have progressively got used to the form of MSA
used, to the extent that they may well be heard to comment on the different topics
partly in that variety and partly in their Colloquial, that is, rather by mixing the
two forms. Continual alternation between the two varieties and their combination
may eventuall; result in an intermediate form of speech that speakers will
necessarily ‘choose’ in formal and semi-formal discussions, though, it should be
pointed out, many will continue to use French in such contexts. In any case, this
passive exposition to the news in MSA, as well as to international news on the
many Arabic-speaking TV channels available today, is undoubtedly reinforced
by other TV programmes, particularly religious films and talks about Islam,

historical and scientific documentaries.

- Third, CA is tightly associated in people’s minds with religion as the
Qur’an and the Sunnah (the Prophet’s Tradition PBUH) are written in this
variety. The Friday sermons, usually given in CA, are often commented on
outside the mosque in a mixture of AA and MSA. It is interesting to note here
that what has been learned from the /mam (the preacher in Islam), the things
which relate to the Islamic principles and to the Prophet’s ‘sayings and deeds’
(essira nnabawiya), cannot be discussed exclusively in a colloquial variety
among friends outside the mosque or at home with family members. In fact, the
low status variety does not possess its own linguistic ‘“material’ to cover all the
concepts in the discussion. The religious issues of the day are reported to a
certain extent in the High variety used by the /mam, though it is always mixed
with AA to varying extents depending on the speaker’s linguistic competence,
his/her knowledge of a certain amount of religious concepts and principles, the
Qur’anic verses and of course on his or her motivation. Such language behaviour
seems to be enhanced at least by two of the factors mentioned in Wardhaugh

(1994: 93), two sociolinguistic phenomena that render diglossia a ‘problem’, as
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he explains t, namely the development of literacy and the need for a unified

‘national’ language. He argues that:

People living in a diglossic community do not usually regard diglossia as a
‘problem’. It becomes a problem only when there is a growth of literacy, or when
there is a desire to decrease regional and/or social barriers, or when a need is seen

for a unified “national’ language.

Undeniably, just like any other community, the Algerian society, by no
means fossilized, is undergoing significant transformations accompanied by
linguistic changes, a fact due to the opportunity to learn offered to all in a more
egalitarian environment with the advent of the Algerian government educational
policy. Teaching has become ‘democratized’; i.e., every child has the opportunity
to go to school, and eventually everybody today can afford to learn the high
status variety and to use it in certain formal or semi-formal situations, but not in
the same way as an English speaker or a French one whose mother tongues may
be closest to the standard, while, as already acknowledged, MSA is definitely not
the mother tongue of anybody in the community. The point we must insist on is
that the type of speech used in such formal or semi-formal settings, on a diglossic
background, draws nearer to MSA often mixed with AA, particularly on the

morphological and phonological levels. Thus, as Bell (1976:135) points out,

The originally clearly-differentiated forms and functions of H and L are merging to
produce in place of the earlier discrete codes a continuum in which codes merge into

each other. ..

If the use of this intermediate variety continues to spread in the Algerian society
in statistic terms, and there is some evidence that it will — though, for the time
being, the switches are limited to lexical items and a number of expressions and
utterances (e.g. [si'jasa] ‘policy/politics’; [mes?ulija *dema] ‘great responsibility’;
[fi 1d'ra:b] ‘on strike’; [hada 'vir mumkin] ‘this is impossible’) —, there will be a

need to re-think the stability and persistence of the diglossic sociolinguistic
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situation as classically defined in the Fergusonian ‘ideally diglossic’ model with
its sharp ‘high/low’ cleavage and its respective specialisation of functions.

What is clearly observable in today’s linguistic reality in Algeria is a
continual alternation and mixing of the varieties that are not so strongly bound to
the specification of functions. Indeed, one can attest that the low varieties in
general, mainly in urban areas, are undergoing a kind of levelling process with
the increasing' introduction of borrowings from MSA. Moreover, there are
different types of discourse, as put forward by Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi (1997:46-47),
in which the three varieties, CA, MSA, and AA, may be present to varying
degrees of switching and mixing interference between the varieties: religious and
political lectures, TV programmes, etc. As a matter of fact, this multiform
flexible use of Arabic, particularly among speakers who have become familiar
with code alternation, provides diversity and may well be seen as a continuum
whose contour is not yet very ‘clear’.

Thus, Ferguson’s earlier suggested H/L complementary distribution will no
longer be pertinently adequate for explaining the reality of today’s Algerian
speech community or any other similar Arabic-speaking community. As already
pointed out above, Ferguson himself acknowledges the development of Arabic

diglossic contexts towards a type of continuum when he says:

Intermediate between the two varieties, relatively ‘pure’ Classical and Colloquial,

there are many shadings of ‘middle language’. (1970)

One thing we can safely claim, however, is that, in conjunction with this
extremely complicated configuration including the Arabic language varieties and
the Berber dialects in areas where these constitute the people’s mother tongue,
the French language is so deeply rooted in linguistic practices that it will
persevere in the Algerian society, though to varying degrees of comprehension
and actual use, for as much time as it serves a number of important functions,
particularly in technological, economic and financial sectors. Its pervasiveness

also results from its permanent use in the environment: in the written and
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broadcast media along with the official language and competing with it in similar
domains; in administrative documents, some of which displaying the two
languages; in shop-signs, packaging of commercial items and medicines, and so
on..., exhibited in French much more often than in Arabic. What is more, people
of different types of groups have got used to hearing French everywhere, on the
radio and on TV, and many do use it in various contexts, though usually mixing
it up with Arabic, or spontaneously translating French word$ and expressions.
Hence, a genuinely comprehensive analysis of the linguistic situation in Algeria
can only be undertaken in terms of the analysis of a dynamic relationship

between diglossia and bilingualism.

3.6.2 Diglossia and Bilingualism

As already indicated, what makes the Algerian language situation so complex
is its characterisation at the societal level by at least two overlapping linguistic
phenomena, diglossia and bilingualism, though at the individual level the degree
of proficiency or competence in one or the other, or in both practices, largely
depends on socio-cultural factors such as level of education, socio-economic
background, age, and perhaps most importantly motivation and attitudes towards
the two standards. In any case, it is a plain fact that all Algerians, even illiterate
people, use and/or understand at least a few words and expressions from MSA
and French in everyday speech interactions, to the extent that the community as a
whole may be regarded both as diglossic and bilingual. This dual characterization
is, of course, to be considered along the two extremes of a linguistic proficiency
continuum, for, both linguistic phenomena, it is believed, are regarded as relative
concepts, all the more so as neither of the two languages is acquired as a native
language. That is, whereas an English RP speaker, for instance, who has learned
another language to whatever extent, is at least fully competent in his or her
mother tongue, an Algerian speaker’s native language is neither MSA nor

French.
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Multilingual communities are characterized by a set of norms that define

bilingual (or multilingual) behaviour and, as Hamers and Blanc (2000: 31) report,

Every bilingual community is situated between the two poles of a continuum,
ranging from a set made up of two unilingual groups each contaifiing a small
number of bilinguals, to a single group with a more or less large number of
members using a second language for specific purposes. At one pole most speakers
in each group use only one language for all functions, whereas at the other a varying

number of speakers use both languages but for different purposes.

A society with a balanced collective bilingualism, for example, would consist
of a large number of its members using both languages for different purposes, or
mixing them in different contexts of their conversations according to certain
norms of use. But the question relating to the level of proficiency among
bilinguals in a community, as well as to their attitudes or relationship to the other
language as opposed to their mother tongue makes bilingualism a very complex
phenomenon. We may indeed consider each bilingual or multilingual social
group as virtually having its own characteristics depending on the interplay of the
number of languages and/or varieties, the values associated therewith, and the
functions they fulfil. So, in what terms can we describe bilingualism in Algeria?
This is by no means an easy matter.

The patterns of language use in bilingual/diglossic communities are far from
being comparable to those attested in bilingual societies where the two co-
existing languages are standards, like French and English, acquired as mother
tongues by certain categories of the population, learned at school and spoken
fluently according to the group’s social class or to the formality of the situation.
In certain provinces of English Canada, for instance, bilingual individuals use
one form or another (standard or dialectal) of either English or French (Bourhis,
1982) in a simple binary relation, though from a social psychological perspective

their attitudes towards English are more positive.

108



But Algerian bilingualism displays a far more complex instance as it involves

a ‘double-overlapping diglossia’®® (Hamers and Blanc, 2000:295), that is, a two-

fold relationship to French. Here is a tentatively approximate configuration:

In a binary relation to French is the whole array of low varieties of Arabic
(and/or Berber dialects) constituting the mother tongue spontaneously
acquired' during the early years of child language development. But the
native language is not formalised or reinforced in the minds of the pupils
in school, as is the case for English or French children in Western
educational systems. Thus, the Algerian child’s awareness of distinct
distributional functions of his or her mother tongue and the school

language, MSA, becomes obvious with the first contact with the school.

The High variety of Arabic (for the sake of simplification we shall not
consider the whole range of H varieties proposed in Bouhadiba (1998) in a
hierarchical arrangement™) is in a different dichotomous relationship with
Frénch, as it is used to perform specific functions, particularly by
members of an élite: an Algerian educated speaker with a high ‘bi-
linguistic’ competence may well discuss a topic, say for instance the
problem of environment, in MSA, then switch to Standard French to
convey the same arguments to listeners who may or may not be equally

proficient in both languages.

Until the late 1970s, French was the language of instruction at school and,
as a consequence, a great number of young people became functionally
bilinguals™, albeit to varying degrees depending of course on the level of
education they reached, their motivation and attitudes towards that
language. But even though Arabic has replaced it today at all educational
levels (except for some scientific and technological university courses),

French continues to be used in many domains: economic, financial, the
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written mass-media, and everything that makes it regarded as the language

that opens access to progress and technology.

- The alternation of all these codes, i.e., the varieties of the Arabic
continuum (and Berber in some areas), with French and their mixing has
become an inherent characteristic in the linguistic behaviour of Algerian

speakers.

A simple observation of the linguistic situation today reveals the degree to
which the Algerian speakers find themselves constantly oscillating from one pole
to another, torn between the language of religious values and cultural heritage,
but often (wrongly) regarded as responsible for backwardness, and French, the
language associated with modernity, progress and opening-up to the West, but
evoking at the same time colonialism, oppression and injustice towards the

Algerian people. This is how Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi (1997:86) points this out:

Le locuteur algérien, comme le locuteur arabophone en général, va donc
constamment osciller dans ses rapports a la langue arabe du pdle positif au pole
négatif, écartelé qu’il est entre sa fidélité a I’authenticité du modéle, au passé et aux
valeurs du patrimoine que lui transmet sa propre langue et [’attirance vers la

modernité de ce siécle qu’il espere pouvoir atteindre fut-ce a travers la langue de

I’ Autre.

It is worth mentioning at this point that a distinction must be made between
production and perception skills in the two non-native languages that Algerian
individuals are exposed to in contrast with their mother-tongue(s). In fact, the
degree of proficiency in speaking effectively and passive understanding of
French and MSA vary according to different factors among which the level of
education and the socio-economic status are essential. People’s competence can
in fact be measured in terms of a continuum, though it is attested on the whole

that they are more proficient in perception than in production, particularly in
MSA.
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To obtain support for this predictable fluctuation in language ability in French

as opposed to CA/MSA, we have worked out a simple oral questionnaire and

presented it to a number of informants approached in a completely random and

anonymous manner in different settings (cafés, workplace, neighbourhood,

relatives); in order to gather representative results, the subjects involved have

been chosen so as to obtain samples varying enough in age and sex. The

questions relate to:

a) The frequency in listening to the news on TV and/or on the radio in
Arabic or French, or in both languages;

b) The degree of comprehension in each of the two languages;

¢) The choice of the language used to comment on the news with friends

and relatives.

The results of the questionnaire reveal on the whole the existence of three

categories of people:

Older respondents (over 65 years old) with no formal instruction in any of
the two languages usually listen to the news in Arabic, and out of
necessity, they have learned to ‘cope’ with MSA, the ‘Arabic of the TV’,
as some call 1t, at least superficially, to know about current events.

Less old informants (45 to 65) with a good, or relatively good, level of
instruction in French, but also in Standard Arabic, or at least a long-term
exposition to both languages, listen to the news in both languages which
they claim they understand equally well, though some respondents prefer
Arabic to French and others the other way round.

Middle-aged informants (30 to 45) react to the questions practically the
same way as those above, though most of them had their schooling in
Arabic. This shows the extent to which French persists in the society, and
the overall positive attitude that people display towards that language.
Younger adults (20 to 35), too, understand French though to different

extents according to the individual’s proficiency, his or her motivation and

111



attitude towards the language as opposed to MSA of which, in principle,

they have a better command from the perception angle.

To comment on the news, all respondents use AA with varying amount of
French and some admixture of MSA. But again, it all depends on the individuals’
level of education and their skill in French and/or MSA which may also result
from the degree of exposure to the two languages.

Though the respondents’ answers seem to involve some subjectivity as to
preference and choice of Arabic or French for listening to the news, we believe
that they do correspond to a predictable reality of the facts. Indeed, seen from the
metalinguistic point of view, very few people are unaware of the Algerians’
involvement at least in the perception of the two languages on a daily basis as a
result of everyday exposure to radio and television. Anyone will tell you how
much they understand French and Arabic (meaning MSA or CA). Pointing out
the impact of radio and television on people’s relation to MSA, Meiseles (1980)*!
says:

Along with (and in addition to) the school system, they are responsible for its
spread not only among the educated but among all Arabic speakers. [...] Through
listening to radio and television (especially broadcasts of prayer and sermons from
mosques, speeches and discussions and the like), Arabic speakers (even the little
educated and the entirely uneducated) acquire a partial passive knowledge of LA*,

and that is one of the most characteristic features of the linguistic situation of

contemporary Arabic.

As for the French language, almost forty five years after the departure of the
French, its maintenance both in the written and spoken media results in continual
exposure to it to the extent that many people use it in everyday interaction either
in its own or often mixed with AA in a spontaneous manner. This is not the case
for MSA. The point is that, in spite of the efforts expended for arabisation, MSA
is not used, and will perhaps never be used in a natural way for its diglossic
relation to the vernaculars in the community. In the face of it, French continues

to hold a special position in Algeria, preserving thus a kind of general societal
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bilingualism, on the one hand, and individual ‘bilinguality’, on the other, a

distinction that has been emphasized by Hamers and Blanc (2000:6) who write:

The concept of bilingualism refers to the state of a linguistic community in which
two languages are in contact with the result that two codes can be used in the same
interaction and that a number of individuals are bilingual (societal bilingualism);
but it also includes the concept of bilinguality (or indivi~dual bilingualism)j
Bilinguality is the psychological state of an individual who has access to more than

one linguistic code as a means of social communication.

Therefore, if an important issue in the study of bilingualism lies in accounting
for the bilingual’s choice of one language or the other in a conscious or
unconscious manner, the situation in Algerian speech communities is rendered
much more problematical, but extremely interesting at the same time, by the
existence side by side of two linguistic phenomena involving a wider range of
code choices characterized by two standards, the H variety and French, in contact

with a bewildering number of lower status varieties.
3.6.3 Code Choice

The term ‘code’ has been used in sociolinguistics to refer to a language, or to
a particular variety of that language, but also, by a loose definition, to any style
or register that a speaker chooses to use in a communication act. Some issues that
have stimulated research on language variability and its socio-cultural nature,
concern the reasons for a speaker’s choice of a particular code in a given
situation, the motives behind his/her switching from one code to another, and the
occasional mixing of two or more codes in a conversation. These considerations
are all the more interesting as they are not restricted to bilingual or multilingual
settings, for, virtually, there are no single-code speakers, and, whatever their
linguistic background, people are always faced with selecting an appropriate
code from a verbal repertoire according to the context of speech; that is, the code

is function of external factors such as participants, setting, topic, and so on. Each
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individual participates in various social roles or belongs to different groups, and,
as Bell says (1976:110), “no language user is monolingual, in the strict sense of
possessing a single code.” As a matter of fact, in every speech interaction the
participants draw on various strategies among which code choice is crucial in the
attempt to maximize the efficiency of the communicative act, and, obviously, the
chosen code reflects the type of socio-cultural relationship between the speakers
involved in the on-going interaction. There is no doubt that the society and its
cultural system shape, in a way, the configuration of the various speech codes to
be used in a community in particular contexts and according to recognized norms

which favour people’s relations. In this respect, Bernstein (1970) says:

[...] language is a set of rules to which all speech codes must comply, but which
speech codes are realized is a function of the culture acting through social
relationships in specific contexts. Different speech forms or codes symbolize the
form of the social relationship, regulate the nature of the speech encounters, and

create for the speakers different orders of relevance and relation.

It has been shown clearly that the view of linguistic homogeneity is not
useful in sociolinguistic approaches, and that language has to be regarded as a set
of repertoires of codes selected on the basis of rule-governed strategies, not in a
random way. Examining the issue of code choice, or language choice, is central
to the understanding of role-relations between speakers in all types of
communities. Serious thought given to this issue can help us account for the
speaker’s conscious decision — or what may sometimes be considered as
unconscious or subconscious behaviour — to select one code rather than another
in a given situation. Furthermore, the matter is of wider theoretical interest for it
encompasses the analysis of different forms of switching behaviour in
bilingual/multilingual communities, but also in monolingual ones.

In addition to some sociolinguistic concepts such as domains (Fishman
1964), style shift (Labov 1970, 1972a and b) and social networks (L. Milroy
1980) offered by a number of scholars and leading to substantial advancements

in the construction of a sociolinguistic theory as a whole, several approaches to
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the issue of language choice have been put forward (e.g. Blom a Gumperz 1972;
Gal 1979; L. Milroy 1980; Scotton 1980, 19835; Breiteborde 1983, Bell 1984;

Spolsky 1985, etc.’) as we shall see in the next sections.

3.6.3.1 The Competence/Performance Approach

As in most studies of language, the analysis of code-choice can be
undertaken on these two important levels: competence and performance. A line
of questioning may be raised at this level: what actually governs code-choice,
competence or performance? Can we construct a performance model which may
account for switching behaviour? Or is it more fruitful to start with a competence
model in spite of its more difficult manageability? Spolsky (1988:105)" finds it
attractive “to build a process model or performance model that can account for
every behavioral decision”, but more reasonable to start with the task of “trying
to find the underlying system that informs and constrains (if it doesn’t always
govern) choice.” (ibid). Indeed, in order to tackle the issue and analysis of code-
choice within a performance model, it is necessary that a view of the underlying
sysfem of competence be involved beforehand. A mere performance examination
would lack comprehensiveness if the speaker’s underlying rules were neglected.
Furthermore, any decision made by a speaker to use a certain code in a given
situation should eventualiy be explained in terms of communicative competence
(Hymes 1972), that ability to select ‘ways’ of speaking that take into account
psychological, social and cultural norms, as speech is obviously related to some
aspect of the social context. In an attempt to analyse patterns of linguistic

variation and language choice in bilingual Austria, Gal (1979:6) explains that

[...] the communicative competence which enables people to speak in a socially
appropriate and interpretable way includes implicit knowledge not only about the
rules that distinguish between grammatical, less grammatical, and ungrammatical

utterances, but also knowledge of when to use the varieties in their linguistic

repertoire.
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In effect, appropriate Janguage use in a community requires not only linguistic

competence in the language(s) of that community, but also, perhaps more

importantly, the cultural knowledge of the ‘speaking rules’ that allow people to

predict the linguistic code to be used in a given speech event.

In the context of the Algerian society, with its sociolinguistic diversity, it is of

necessity to raise the question of linguistic competence in relafion to the different

codes at play: namely, Arabic with the whole range of varieties, Berber used in a

aumber of areas, and of course French, a potentially functional language strongly

maintained on many levels. As a consequence of the heterogeneity of the society,

various patterns of communication obtain:

2. Two interlocutors A and B may possess a high degree of linguistic
competence in MSA and French, in addition to their native tongue, and
thus may choose, from a wide verbal repertoire, the variety thought to be

most appropriate for the situation, or they both may switch at will from

one code to another.

b. Speaker A may be competent in all the codes mentioned above, but his/her
choices will be limited in an interaction with speaker C whose linguistic
competence, on both production and perception levels, is very poor as to
the use of MSA and French. Thus, the act of communication will be
undertaken exclusively in AA (or a Berber dialect, e.g., Tamazight n
Kabylia).It should be remembered, however, that most Algerian Arabic
varieties include a good number of French words and expressions that

almost everybody knows and uses as part of everyday speech.

c. Speaker C may only possess a limited receptive competence in MSA and
French, and thus, if speaker 4 is aware of the fact, he/she will only use
AA, or, if the necessity arises, he/she will make use of verbal strategies

that allow him/her to reduce the difficulties of comprehension.
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d. Speaker 4 and speaker B may choose to interact with each other in their
respective AA varieties, without having to change codes in particular
settings or topics. But if pronounced differences in the two varieties bring
about a hindrance to mutual intelligibility, then, for the sake of avoiding
idiosyncratic linguistic features, there may be some attempt of speech
accommodation on the part of one or both interlocutors..

Usually, it is the speaker of the minority variety in a given community who
tends to adapt his or her speech to that of the majority. But, we shall see that in
the case of the speech community of Tlemcen, the phenomenon of shifting away
from TA, virtually the majority variety, is very common, particularly among
male speakers. The reasons for such atypical linguistic behaviour will be dealt

with at length in the next chapters.

The approach that examines the speaker’s code choice on the basis of
performance considerations along with the underlying set of rules involved in the
process allows for the clarification of the social/individual issue by combining
the views of sociologists and social-psychologists; that 1s, by taking into account
the social forces that are involved in individual language behaviour. It is hoped
that such approach will be productive in the description of the Algerian context
particularly in relation to Arabic/French bilingualism viewed both at the societal
and individual levels, on the macro- and micro-levels. It has been assumed that
various parameters such as role relation, topic, domain, and so on, which account
for monolingual behaviour, also apply to language-contact situations.

Alongside the approach that represents the code choice process by means of
the competence/performance model, the notion of domain, proposed by Fishman
(1964)* in a classic study of language choice, is another construct that can bring
about explanations of language behaviour as a whole and views that underlie

different types of language choice.
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3.6.3.2 The ‘Domain’ Approach

The notion of domain can be used both in monolingual and multilingual
communities to account for the speaker’s choice of a language variety from his or
her linguistic repertoire in a particular type of recurring situation, a language
behaviour that is judged as appropriate by members of the speech community.
Much of Fishman’s concern in the 1960s was about the predictability of various
communication patterns in multilingual speech communities and social networks.
Indeed, in his famous oft-quoted article ‘“Who speaks what language to whom
and when?’ (1965a, revised 1972°%), he strongly denies the randomness of

language choice within or between groups, and asserts that

‘Proper’ usage dictates that only orne of the theoretically co-available languages or
varieties will be chosen by particular classes of interlocutors on particular kinds of

occasions to discuss particular kinds of topics. (Italics in original)

Sets of societal domains such as family, friendship, religion, education and
employmént, and domains of socio-psychological nature, including classes of
situations calling for formality or intimacy during the encounter, can be
identified, either intuitively or empirically by the investigator, and used in
categorizing different role-relations that require suitable code choices. Showing
the relevance of such spheres of language activity in analysing socio-cultural

patterns of speech communities, Fishman (ibid) states that:

Domains enable us to understand that language choice and topic, appropriate
though they may be for analyses of individual behavior at the level of face-to-face
verbal encounters, are [...] related to widespread socio-cultural norms and
expectations. By recognizing the existence of domains, it becomes possible to
contrast the language of topics for individuals, or particular sub-populations, with

the language of domains for a larger part, if not the whole, of the population.
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How can the domain approach apply to a complex linguistic community such
as that of Algeria, a language situation in which the description of different
societal patterns of code choice have to combine dialectal, diglossic and bilingual
dynamic relations? What range of domains necessitates the use of CA, for
instance, as opposed to MSA on the one hand, and to AA, on the other? What 1s
the status of French among these? And to what extent are these varieties mixed in
a single conversation? In what situation types is it not appropriate to switch from
MSA to French? To what extent and in what type of domains does the mixing of
AA with French conform to the accepted norms in the speech community?
Evidence from everyday speech can provide answers to Fishman’s (19725:46)
question, “who speaks (or writes) what language (or what language variety) to
whom and when and to what end?” It is clear that, by virtue of his/her full
membership of a given speech community, and depending on the role-relations
between the participants in a certain speech setting, a speaker can predict the type
of language, language variety, style or register that will occur in that speech
situation, and will accordingly select from his/her repertoire the most appropriate
linguistic variety (or varieties) for use in the domain. In this regard, Downes

(1998:61-2) describes a domain as

...a grouping together of recurring situation types in such a way that one of the
languages in a repertoire, as opposed to the others, normally occurs in that class of
situations. And members of the speech community normally judge that the use of

that variety, and not the others, is appropriate to that domain.

Of course, a given variety can be used in a more or less wide range of domains in
everyday communication interactions, and the more domains it is allocated to,
the more chance it has to be maintained. Conversely, reduction of domains in a
variety favours shift or even loss of that variety. French in Algeria, for example,
is used in a much restricted way in education domains than it was for a few
decades before and just after independence. But there are still many domains in

which this so-called ‘foreign’ language is chosen for its functional character, for
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instance in fields that relate to technical, financial or medical matters: two
doctors, for example, would use French to talk about the diagnosis of a given
illness, though a few AA expressions may be inserted. Algerian Arabic (or
Berber in non-Arab Algerian communities) is associated mostly with the family
domain, usually with less use of French from the part of younger people when
interacting with parents or elders®’ than in the street or friendship domain. The
use of French expressions and borrowings would also sound ‘out of place’ inside
a mosque where the ‘sacred’ Arabic language, which reflects religious values,
MSA or at least a supposedly ‘pure’ variety of AA®® are required for discussing
or asking about religious matters. We would certainly expect an Algerian doctor,
who usually uses much French with colleagues or with people educated n
French, to choose a low AA variety to interact with a rural uneducated patient. A
lawyer will surcly switch from MSA to AA according to whether he or she
addresses the court members or the defendant when pleading the case.

Speech, therefore, undeniably takes extremely various forms on different
occasions, and adequate code choice in everyday interaction may be regarded, as
stated by Scotton (1980:360)3 ° as “individually motivated negotiations of
identity”, provided, of course, that the speaker

- “knows’ the sociolinguistic rules and norms of verbal interaction making up
the meaning of the choices in a particular group or community, i.e., he or she
must be communicatively competent and anticipate how his or her type of speech
will be interpreted as well as how they will interpret the interlocutor’s code
choice.

- is willing and favourably disposed to communicate whatever group the
interlocutor belongs to, and consequently chooses to adapt his or her speech
when necessary; the addressee may not understand French well, for instance, and
thus the speaker’s choice of AA would be more appropriate.

Various code choices are then used as strategies to convey meanings in a
socio-pragmatic way, that is, in addition to the consideration of the speaker’s

social identity and other situational factors (e.g. age and gender, or setting and
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topic), such discourse strategies take account of dynamic factors such as the type
of relationship involved in the speech interaction. Therefore, the overall patterns
that can be observed in our community clearly conform with Hymes’ (1972:36)
‘rules of speaking’, “the ways in which speakers associate particular modes of
speaking, topics or message forms, with particular settings and activities”, as he
says; this is part of what he calls ‘communicative competence’..

The different ways of speaking that can be readily detected in the Algeriaﬁ
society as a whole, and in Tlemcen in particular, appear to be rule-governed and
are indeed a function of the socio-cultural values and patterns of language
behaviour in the community. We should, however, bear in mind that the degree
of communicative competence in the various codes in presence in the community
is a function of a number of other features such as child speech development in a
given environment, actual use of the codes, motivation, and proficiency in the
varieties learned in formal education, i.e., CA / MSA and French. What is more,
an individual speaker may be competent in the reception of a code much more
than in its production, and thus may avoid using that code to convey a thought.
Labov (1966) has analysed cases of Black children who showed failure in their
educational process because they possessed a dual competence in reception, but a
single competence in production: they understood Standard English but could
only express their ideas in their vernacular. This is the case of a good number of
Algerian elderly people, particularly those who never went to school. Forty years
after independence, however, and as a result of the arabisation policy, many
illiterate people claim to understand MSA (they do to a large extent sometimes)
in formal political speech and in national TV programmes and other Arab TV
channels such as A/ Jazeera and Iqraa. They also declare that they understand
CA 1 religious sermons and lectures in the mosque or on TV. But the majority
of these people wouldn’t be able to hold a conversation in one or the other of

these two varieties, though we can observe increasing use of some lexical MSA

or CA items and expressions that may be considered as borrowings into AA,

their everyday speech. In reality, because the High variety is not used in

everyday conversation, and this is the diglossic nature of the speech community,
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a large scale survey involving portions of speakers of both genders, all ages and
levels of education could reveal various degrees of linguistic competence or
proficiency in CA/MSA, and many speakers would predictably display a fairly
good perception of the H varieties, but weaknesses in production.

But considering inter-dialectal variation, in Tlemcen for instance, it will be
evident that the issue is of another type, as an increasing number of native people
belonging to a certain portion of the comimunity, males in particular, have long
become fully bi-dialectal; that is, they are competent in both varieties (Tlemcen
speech and the rural form of Arabic used therein) and at both levels, perception
and production. Not only do they choose to adopt rural speech characteristics in
the presence of rural speakers, for the reasons that we will examine below, but
they can also be heard using these forms in relaxed in-group conversations, 1.€.,
in talk situations where all participants are natives of TA.

A few questions can be raised at this stage. What are the reasons that make
speakers who belong to the n’lajority40 choose to use a non-native code in certain
situations? Conversely, why do users of rural speech stick to the supposedly
minor variety and almost never use TA? Are TA speakers in a “weaker’ position
and driven to ‘negotiate’, in Scotton’s (1980) sense, the speech interaction in the
rural users’ code? Or do they expressly show they are better ‘negotiators’ by
displaying communicative competence in the others’ variety in addition to theirs?

The point is that there are other explanations to the phenomenon, as we shall
see in the next two chapters. Part of the native TA speakers’ linguistic behaviour
in everyday speech may perhaps be explained in terms of Scotton’s (1980)
sociological framework, the markedness model, which proposes an interpretation
of code choice and code-switching on the grounds of social representations of the
norms of interaction that determine the interlocutors’ choices of codes in a given

situation. Scotton’s framework was then extended in an attempt to account for

" speakers’ social and psychological motivations for selecting marked or unmarked

codes, particularly in contexts of code-switching.
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3.6.3.3 The Markedness Model

Incorporating theories from a number of disciplines (sociology of language,
social anthropology, linguistic anthropology...), the markedness model has been
used by Myers-Scotton (1980; 1983; 1993a; 19930) as a complementary device
to account for speakers’ social and psychological motivations for selecting or
avoiding to use ra given linguistic code depending on their wish to identify or not
with the interlocutor. As already mentioned above, Scotton (1980:360) considers
linguistic choices as “individually motivated negotiations” whose success only
depends on the degree of awareness and adequate use of “the communally
recognized norms” (1983a:123) which establish the meanings of the choices in
different types of talk situations. The sense of markedness in relation to the
linguistic codes available in the speech community’s repertoire is acquired as
part of the individual’s communicative competence. In fact, according to the
exchange type, a speaker should know whether it is the marked or the unmarked
code that is appropriate. A casual form of speech, for instance, would be
unexpected, and thus marked, in a formal setting; and, conversely, a careful style
in an intimate conversation would also be marked as it would sound out of place.
Being aware of the consequences of their choice, which may be marked or
unmarked on a normative basis, speakers usually choose the unmarked code, that
is, an expected choice which is safer in the interpersonal relation, for it conveys
no surprises. Spolsky (1988:107) makes this ‘social process’ approach explicit in

the following terms:

In conventional situations, the unmarked choice is followed; a marked choice can be
made to challenge the status quo; an exploratory choice is made in nonconventional
situations to claim multiple identities. A conventional talk situation is one where
societal norms specify clearly the meanings of choices; a nonconventional exchange
is one where there is not agreement about the markedness of choices. The
fundamental message being signaled is a ‘rights-and-obligations set’ accepted as

appropriate by speaker and hearer.
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But how can this approach apply to the Algerian sociolinguistic context?
What codes might be regarded as ‘marked’ or ‘unmarked’, and in what settings?
We suppose that the unmarked choices in the Algerian society at large would be
either MSA or French in formal settings, or even a mixture of the two languages,
but these would be regarded as marked in casual encounters, particularly MSA.
The Low variety, on the other hand, is of course naturally unmarked in everyday
speech, but would be unexpected by teachers on the part of their students, and
thus marked in a class topic discussion. It is therefore important for the speaker
to learn to negotiate, in appropriate ways, the ‘rights and obligations’ during the
communication interaction: students are aware that in class they are ‘obliged’ to
choose a standard code, e.g. MSA, unmarked in this case; otherwise their AA
choice would be negatively interpreted by teacher and students alike.

But what can be said about mixing marked and unmarked codes within the
same interaction, particularly in less constrained contexts? The issue is very
interesting, for such behaviour does occur quite often in semi-formal discussions
among people proficient enough in French or MSA, or in both: the speaker

switches easily between the standard and AA, and such mixture, we believe, does

not seem to be marked or commented on, even in a formal setting.

Another interesting issue that we shall mention in relation to the markedness
model concerns the frequent use of a non-TA variety from the part of native
speakers of Tlemcen speech variety who tend to avoid salient features of TA and
stereotypes (particularly the glottal stop), for reasons that we have already
indicated and that we shall consider again in the next two chapters. The case in
Tlemcen clearly appears to go counter to the principle, acknowledged in many
sociolinguistic studies, that minority speakers tend to make their speech resemble
that of the majority (e.g. Labov 1966, 1972; Trudgill 1974, 1978; etc...). A set of
recurrent questions arise again here. Why don’t rural speech users living today in
Tlemcen behave as if they regarded their variety as marked? In other words, why
don’t they adapt their way of speaking to the majority speech, a behaviour that is
usually predictable in other situations of urban language contact? And why do

native speakers feel their speech is marked, stigmatised, and thus ‘have’ to avoid

124



&x

the use of a number of TA linguistic features, not only in constrained situations
but also, increasingly, during in-group speech interaction? Is this linguistic
behaviour a precursor of dialect shift? Will the host’ people definitely adopt in
the long run the speech of their ‘guests™? Or will this linguistic behaviour result
in the adoption of a middle variety which will have the advantage of concealing
idiosyncratic fltiributes?

In a later development of her model, Myers-Scotton (1993a:82) suggests, in
this regard, that “Code choices fall along a continuum as more or less marked.”
In fact, for one reason or another, it does happen that, in order to avoid the two
ends of this ‘markedness continuum’, speakers choose to use a kind of ‘neutral’
variety, a communication strategy that may reward its users who will in this way
get round an overt identification with one group or the other. This markedness
self-consciousness, as Myers-Scotton (ibid. p.80) states, “enables speakers to
assess all code choices as more or less unmarked or marked for the exchange
type in which it occurs”. In fact, not wishing to identify with a variety that has
become strongly marked in its own environment, some native speakers of TA opt
for the use of a variety that is neither typical of Tlemcen speech nor characterized
by salient rural speech features. Such a strategy, particularly reflected in the use
of gqaf [q], as in ['qelli], ‘He told me’, instead of the usual [g] in ['gelli] that
replaces the stigmatised TA ['?lli], seems to allow such speakers to escape both
negative comments on TA and giving way to rural Arabic. However, a great
number of young native male speakers, as we shall see below, do not maintain
TA distinctive features in ‘“mixed’ talk situations, and even in unconstrained
ones. They rather tend to adjust their speech so that it resembles that supposedly
minor variety, the rural form of Arabic used in many parts of Algeria.

In an attempt to explain such linguistic behaviour in which two speakers tend
to adapt to each other’s speech, Giles and Powesland (1975) propose a theoretical
model called ‘speech-accommodation theory’ (SAT) — later on developed in
Coupland and Giles (1988)"" as ‘communication-accommodation theory’ (CAT).

It focuses on social psychological processes to explain the speakers’ perception

of the communication situation and the ensuing language behaviour.
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3.6.3.4 Speech Accommodation

Beside the various socially-based approaches that have been formulated to
explain sociolinguistic behaviour by taking into account socio-cultural factors
such as socio-economic status, social context, sex and age, which relate to the
users of language and to its uses — L.e., who speaks what language(s) to whom
and in what context(s) —, another research paradigm has been developed recently
by social psychologists whose aim is to attempt to reveal the socio-psychological
forces that motivate code choice, code alternation and linguistic variation as a
whole.

An interesting approach is that of Giles and fellow scholars (e.g. Giles and
Powesland 1975; Giles and Smith 1979, etc.”?) who have brought forward a
research model that considers people’s speech adaptation to others as a behaviour
that expresses a desire for social approval and solidarity. In particular, Giles and
Powesland (1975)" argue for the model’s applicability to linguistic code-choice

and code-switching when they write:

The essence of the theory of accommodation lies in the social psychological
research on similarity-attraction... This work suggests that an individual can induce
another to evaluate him more favourably by reducing dissimilarities between them.
The process of speech accommodation operates on this principle and as such may be
a reflection of an individual’s desire for social approval. [...] If one can accept the
notion that people find social approval from others rewarding, it would not seem
unreasonable to suppose that there may be a general set to accommodate to others in

most social situations.

Speakers’ tendency to adapt to one another’s speech, a pertinent attribute of
interpersonal communication, can be observed in all sorts of verbal interaction
and at all linguistic levels, though it is more evident when the codes involved are
different, as in multilingual communities, or discrete to a certain extent in multi-
dialectal ones. This observation of interpersonal language behaviour, developed

Jater on into what is known as ‘speech accommodation theory’ (Giles 1980; Giles
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and Cheshire 1982; Coupland and Giles 1988; Giles 1994™"), is based on the
view that people’s speech may be modified towards, or away from, that of the
listener in accordance with their attitudes and beliefs. Giles and Powesland

(1975)" have attempted to explain this tendency by proposing, as Hamers and
Blanc (2000:242) report,

r

a model of speech accommodation which focuses on the underlying social cognitive
processes mediating between the individual’s perception of the communication

situation and his communicative behaviour.

That is, if a speaker wishes to identify with the group, or to reduce social
distance, his/her speech will converge towards the norms of that group, and
hence he or she will gain social approval and feel solidarity with its members.
But for the sake of asserting a distinct social or cultural identity, speakers will
preserve ingroup characteristics in an intergroup communication by maintaining
their distinctive speech patterns.

In an Algerian urban context, such as that of Algiers, Oran or Tlemcen, where
people having quite distinct AA varieties as their native vernaculars interact,

three patterns may obtain beside their occasional shared use of MSA and French:

a) Usually speakers will modify their speech toward the dominant variety in

the community;

b) There may be a convergence of the two varieties, each speaker trying to
avoid idiosyncratic linguistic features for different reasons such as caring to

convey the message or avoiding comments;
c) No one user of the other variety makes any effort to attenuate linguistic

differences, a divergence which may lead to misunderstanding and to

conversation breaking-off.
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What is interestingly unusual in the speech community of Tlemcen is that
rural Arabic speakers almost never choose to accommodate their speech toward
the apparently dominant urban variety — which in reality is no longer felt as
dominant in a linguistic environment where rural Arabic speech features seem to
prevail as a result of an ever-increasing number of rural speech users'®. Rather,
while communication-accommodation theory (Coupland and_Giles, 1988)" puts
forward the principle of speech adaptation of two speakers to each other’s
speech, in Tlemcen it has almost become a norm that native speakers consistently
accommodate their speech to the non-TA interlocutor’s variety.

One important aim of our work is to attempt to illustrate this one-way
sociolinguistic behaviour through data recorded in everyday conversations, and
to analyse the underlying reasons and socio-psychological processes responsible
for such an overall phenomenon. We shall see, however, how different amounts
and types of accommodation are made by TA speakers towards non-TA speech
according to setting, gender and age. The degree of accommodation from the part
of native TA women, for instance, is far much less important than that of men,
and even inexistent in many situation cases (a reverse pattern has been attested in
Western communities where women are usually more careful in avoiding their
vernacular patterns than men in relatively constrained settings (Trudgill 1974,
Holmes 2001), and thus are expected to accommodate more than men). Elderly
TA people, too, do not worry using stigmatised vernacular speech features and
rarely adapt their speech to that of non-TA interlocutors. Why is this so? Do
younger male speakers need others’ approval and show it through adaptation of
their speech? Or do they avoid native TA linguistic characteristics for other
reasons? Our earlier investigations of such behaviour (Dendane 1993) seemed to
point to the general fecling that a number of linguistic features of Tlemcen
speech, particularly the glottal stop and some morphological and lexical items,
sound ‘effeminate’ and are thus avoided by men in constrained interaction
situations — and, increasingly, even in ‘relaxed’ —, as will be shown in the next
chapter. Such feeling of ‘linguistic insecurity’ (Labov 1972a) seems to be

generalised among men in the community of Tlemcen to the extent that we
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sometimes happen to witness amusing interaction situations in which two native
speakers, not knowing each other, conceal their origin by using rural speech
features both thinking that the other interlocutor will otherwise make fun of their
way of speaking.

Speech accommodation theory can also be considered to explain the use of
MSA in certain formal or semi-formal contexts — provided of course that the
interlocutors i1ave reached a certain degree of competence in it — as a kind of
‘lingua-franca’ on the part of speakers whose native varieties display significant
linguistic differences (e.g. Oran speech vs. Tlemcen speech). The major aim of
this type of accommodation, however, is to allow for ‘serious’ discussions of
relatively high intellectual level (political, economic, scientific or religious)
which require the use of a higher status variety. This type of mutual speech
accommodation towards the High variety — without ever reaching the ‘purest’
CA forms — occurs typically in communication interactions between participants
from different Arabic-speaking countries, e.g. North African vs. Middle East
nations, whose speech convergence not only allows for a better mutual
comprehension, but also gives a feeling of prestige and shared identification with
pan-Arab unity.

Speech accommodation can be observed in all types of interpersonal
communication and may take several forms on the linguistic level (e.g.
pronunciation, lexical items) to serve many purposes such as showing concern
for the participant or positive attitudes toward the interlocutor. But if the usual
pattern for two speakers is to converge to each other’s speech in a verbal
interaction, TA male speakers in Tlemcen, particularly younger ones, often do
much to attenuate linguistic differences, perhaps to increase social attraction or
for the sake of more efficient communication and better understanding, but above
all to avoid sounding ‘effeminate’ which brings about negative comments on the
part of rural speech users. But they certainly do not show subordination when
accommodating their speech to the others, as it may occur in standard-with-

dialect situations.
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3.6.3.5 Social Networks and Code Choice

Interesting insights into the speaker’s code choices can also be provided by
looking at social structure correlations from a smaller-scale perspective: the
alternative of examining language use in an individual’s more or less frequent
interactions with people in his or her environment. Influenced by studies in social
anthropology (;n particular, Boissevain'® 1974), L. Milroy is one of the ﬁrsf
sociolinguists who attempted, in her study of the speech community of Belfast
(1980), to investigate social networks seeking “to account for variability in
individual linguistic behaviour in communities, which is something a large-scale
analysis like Labov’s New York City study does not set out to do” (Milroy
1980:21, emphasis in original). It must be borne in mind, however, that though
Labov (1989:52)* considers that “individual behavior can be understood only as
a reflection of the grammar of the speech community” and that language “is not a
property of the individual, but of the community”, he (1968 et al.) has already
used the social network approach with adolescent peer groups in Harlem, a study
in which he focussed on personal networks to elicit vernacular use and language
variation in relation to central individuals as opposed to peripheral ones.

The basic aim of the social network approach, whose method of investigation
is also quantitative, is to corroborate the idea that the individual’s language
patterns are tightly related to, and thus strongly influenced by, those of the people
he or she interacts with. In this respect, Downes (1998:117) observes that this

method of small-scale enquiry

[...] postulates that the kinds and density of relationship which an individual has

within primary groups are significant for linguistic variability.

So, just as in the Labovian methodology, the network approach considers the
various codes (or styles in the case of monolingual communities) which
individuals in a social network select in different social relations, and the role

they play in speech variation as well as in language change. In other words,
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social networks involve much more than communicative interaction and
ultimately “form the web of transactions which make the intimate texture of daily
life, and as such involve individuals in right and obligations towards each other”,
as Downes (ibid. 118) points out.

As already indicated (cf. 2.3.1), social networks are characterized in terms of
density of relations, and an individual’s network may be tight or loose. Arabic
customs, in general, and Algerian cultural values in particular, traditionally give
great importance to the large family unit which includes all kinfolk and relatives;
friendship and neighbourhood too play an important role in people’s social
relations. In addition, religious practices such as the five daily prayers, the Friday
prayer, and important Islamic holy days make people meet quite often. This
results in tightly linked networks characterized by solidarity and social cohesion.
As a direct consequence of frequent speech interaction between individuals,
strong pressures are exerted on the community members.

But, from the sociolinguistic point of view, while in western society solidarity
between the members of a network is reflected in the use of either non-standard
norms in working class communities, or prestige forms in higher social classes,
more so of course in formal situations, code selection in the Algerian society on
the whole is not based on such standard-with-dialect patterns. Rather, because the
Algerian speech community is characterized by diglossia and bilingualism,
people use the Low variety in everyday speech, even in non-intimate relations,
with varying amounts of French and/or MSA according to the type of network
and setting: non-educated elderly people talking to their peers, for instance,
would only use AA, with some French borrowings that have long become part of
Algerian speech, and perhaps with a few MSA lexical forms and expressions
they have learned more or less recently as a result of their exposure to the High
variety, particularly in mosque sermons and lectures as well as on TV and radio
programmes. Educated ones might ‘choose’ to use more French or MSA —
according to whether they are competent in one language or the other — in their
AA discussions of certain topics. In fact, they may choose freely between French

and a somewhat high level of Arabic if they are proficient in both, but not
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between AA and one of these two standards, or both. The point is that the Low
variety appears to lack necessary linguistic structures and lexical items to convey
high level notions and deep concepts. Thus, in such types of situations, the
linguistic behaviour of Algerian speakers should rather be explained in terms of
‘compulsory’ conscious switching; that is, they are bound to use items that are
only available in MSA or French, lexical ones, in particular, but also whole
stretches from one language or the other. Often does it occur that people would
not ‘know’ how to say, for instance, ‘What are the results of the elections?’ in
AA, and would either use plain French, ‘Quels sont les résultats des élections?’,
or mix AA with French, kif kanu les résultats te® les élections? >, or with MSA,
as in [kif kanst onnata: %5 te€ lintiya:ba:t], but not in “plain” MSA unless the
setting is quite formal: a TV interviewer, for example, would ask the question
['keifa 'kenat na'ta:?izu 17inti'ya:ba:t] or ['ma: hija na'ta:?13u 1?7inti'ya:ba:t].

All such utterances, which 1llustrate the various types of language alternation
considered under the heading of ‘code-switching’, are common instances in the
speech strategies of Algerians along with other linguistic phenomena resulting

from language contact situations, as we shall in the next section.
3.6.4 The Dynamics of Language Contact

The past few decades have witnessed a growing interest in the study of
phenomena resulting from contacts between languages, and many scholars have
considered such dynamic phenomena from different theoretical perspectives (e.g.
Poplack 1980; Myers-Scotton 1993a, 1993b; Milroy and Muysken 1995; Sankoff
1998; Muysken 2000). It must be remembered, however, that the growth of
sociolinguistics itself owes much to earlier explorations into the field related to
the co-existence of two or more languages or language varieties (e.g. Haugen
1953; Weinreich 1953; Weinreich, Labov and Herzog 1968; Trudgill 1986, etc).
Obviously, studies of how different types of speakers behave linguistically in
mixed language settings and how languages develop in such circumstances had

to be considered for a better understanding of language structure and variation in
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~ relation to social parameters, and for a proposal of a more inclusive linguistic

theory. Clyne (2003:1) says in this respect,

Languages in contact are, after all, the result of people in contact and of
communities of people of different language backgrounds in contact. The analysis
of language contact data can also throw light on how language is processed as well

as on how ldnguage changes

Today’s linguistic situation in Algeria offers an extremely rich field of
research into language contact phenomena, which are reflected in the interference
between Arabic and French, in particular, but also between language varieties
illustrated in the High/Low diglossic relationship, on the one hand, and dialectal
variation, on the other. Indeed, in addition to the use of a seemingly unlimited
number of loanwords, above all French ones, many Algerian speakers constantly,
and perhaps often spontaneously, switch from one language and/or language
variety to the other in different contexts and for different purposes; these are also
often mixed up in a natural manner in everyday speech, a behaviour that makes
Algerian Arabic a very peculiar way of interacting, particularly to the ears of
Arabic-speaking monolinguals (Egyptians or Syrians, for instance) and to those
of the French. The most salient feature in AA resulting from contact with French
is reflected in a kind of continuum with borrowings at one end and code-

switching at the other.

3.6.4.1 Borrowings

Borrowing is one of the first processes that result from language contact,
although some scholars (e.g. Myers-Scotton 1993; Romaine 1995) consider that
it starts off as a code-switching. In fact, as Hamers and Blanc (2000:259) believe,
“borrowing and code-switching are phenomena at either end of a continuum”.
Borrowing usually arises from lack of vocabulary for particular items, mostly

nouns, in the ‘receiving’ language, and is somehow distinguished from true code-
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switching which is characteristic of bi- and multilingual speakers. What is
different in borrowings is that words become part of another language system by
being assimilated to its linguistic structural specificities, and thus by “mixing the
systems themselves”, as Hudson (1996:55) points out, while code-switching
ivolves “mixing languages in speech”.

All languages borrow items from other languages without their speakers
necessarily becoming bilinguals; the common use of week-end in French, for
example, does not make the French bilingual speakers; and many Algerians,
usually non-educated ones, use French words without actually speaking French.
In fact, as a result of long-term contact with the French during the occupation of
Algeria, a great number of words progressively slipped into AA, and eventually
integrated in everyday speech, to the extent that some people may not know that
very common words like [ku'zina]5 l, for instance, or [for'[eta], come from
French cuisine and fourchette (‘kitchen’ and ‘fork’, respectively).”® The two
words, whose Arabic equivalents are not used in AA, are adapted both
phonologically and morphologically: as the French diphthong /yi/ in ['kyizin]
does not exist in the Arabic phonemic system, it is replaced by the close back
vowel /u/, which is also used in place of many French rounded vowels (e.g.
['mutu:r] instead of French ['moteer] ‘engine’ or ['bumba] vs. [bdb], ‘bomb’
etc.). Then, because the word “cuisine’ is feminine in French, it is the suffix {-a}
which is used in the morphological assimilation of the word, giving [ku'zina];
and the regular plural Arabic suffix {-@:t} is added to give [ku'zina:t].
Practically, the same rules are applied to most French borrowed feminine nouns,
but even masculine nouns may carry this plural morpheme, as in [kam' Junz:t],
from camions, ‘lorries’. The Arabic determiner {al} is attached to the French
borrowed nouns to give, for example, [olma'fina], ‘the machine’, or [asser'bita],
from serviette, ‘towel’. As is the case in this latter example, the Arabic
phonological rule of regressive assimilation of the phoneme /l/ of {al} to the
following consonant applies if it is one of the fourteen shamsiya consonants™,
that is, /I/ —> [s] /- [s] in [osserbita]. As for the French labio-dental /v/, which

does not exist in the Arabic phonemic system, it is usually replaced either by [b]
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or sometimes by [f] as in [fa'liza] from French valise, ‘suitcase’; but [v] is kept in
some words such as ['vista] from ve.ile, ‘jacket’. The same applies to French /p/
which is also realised as [b] as there is no voiceless bilabial plosive in Arabic, but
also as [p] in words like pompe which has entered AA as [pumpa] probably to
tell apart the two words ‘pump’ and ‘bomb’, [bumba] mentioned above. Thus,
the use of [v] and [p], as well as some vowels (e.g. [a] and [o] in [fato] from
French cha‘lea;t, ‘castle’), have extended the phonemic system.'m AA. |

French, the lending language, has also provided Algerian Arabic with a great
number of verbs that have to be considered as borrowings for their phonological
and morphological accommodation to Arabic rules. The very common utterance
[ner'vatni], ‘She got on my nerves’, is quite interesting as it modifies the French
verb énerver, first by dropping its initial syllable é- and by altering its uvular /&/
into an alveolar [r], but more interestingly by adapting it to the Arabic tense-
form, here the past, reflected in final —a of /fatala/ followed by the feminine
morpheme {-t}, and then by the object pronoun {ni}. The imperfective form
would be [tner'vini] which starts with the subject feminine morpheme {t-}. It is
worth noting that this borrowed verb is so strongly fixed and so common in AA
that the corresponding noun ['nervaza] has come to be used even in formal MSA.

An important question can be raised as to the overabundance of borrowings
in AA: apart from technical terms, which may be considered as loanwords in all
languages as most are usually made up from Greek and Latin roots or both, and
words having no equivalent terms in Arabic, such as names of machines and
imported equipment or concepts, instances like parabole or supermarché that
have been called ‘cultural borrowed lexemes’ (Myers-Scotton 1993a:5), what is
to be done to clean up AA from such profusion of French lexical items that do
have equivalents in Arabic? To teach people to avoid French words, a radio
programme used to be broadcast daily as part of the arabisation project; it went
this way, for example: ‘Don’t say [ku'zina]; say ['matbay]’. But it is clear that
people continue to use French in a wild manner. Indeed, we often hear students
say [ma 'za:l ma (?)Eskref], ‘He hasn’t registered yet’, or [pro'malu], ‘He has

promised him’ (the French verbs are s'inscrire and promeitre), when it is
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certainly easier for the tongue and ‘healthier’ for the language to say what others
do say, i.e. [ma 'za:[ ma sadszelf] and [wa'Cadni], respectively. These are typical
examples which can be multiplied to a large extent from sheer observation of
people’s everyday speech in Tlemcen and almost everywhere else in Algerian
urban areas. Do people use these verbs, and French in general, because they
associate the language with high prestige, despite the distorted use of the verb
forms? That is', does such behaviour play an important social role in their day-to-
day speech interaction? Or is this a mark of ignorance of Arabic forms revealing
a negative attitude toward the native language?

From the structural point of view, are these types of mixing and others to be
regarded as established loanwords in AA solely on the basis of their assimilation
to the borrowing language, whatever the degree of adaptation? Or should some
lexemes taken into AA be considered as cases of code-switching? How should
we assess the utterance in (10) below with an embedded French word (italicized),
[bassah dorwa? olprocédé tbaddal], ‘But now the process has changed’? Is not it
an instance of code-switching despite the affixation of the Arabic definite article
[21]? Haugen (1953)™* would agree to that, as his code-switching definition
includes “single, unassimilated words.” Thus, the two variants in utterance (8)
below clearly show the difference which lies principally in the phonological and
morphological assimilation of the borrowing [(9)rretur], and the maintenance of
the French article and uvular [r] in the code-switch [lo rotur]:

(arrotucr
(8) “andi il >n'har larba® (I have the return (ticket) for next Wednesday)
lorotur " code-switching

Though most scholars view loanwords as part of the ‘matrix’ language and
switching as belonging to the ‘embedded’ language (ML and EL in Myers-
Scotton’s 1993a and b), there has been a long-standing divisive debate on setting
off borrowings from true code-switches, particularly when these latter occur in
isolation, for longer stretches of EL are indisputably considered as switches. One
controversy concerns the identification of a borrowing from the degree of its

assimilation to the lending language system. Opposing this latter argument,
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Myers-Scotton (19935:165) says she argues “against the claim that phonological,
morphological, and syntactic integration unequivocally distinguishes B forms
from CS forms”. Besides, she does not agree that “only utterances of EL material
which are longer than one lexeme represent ‘true’ CS.”

But whatever the criteria used by many scholars, and the efforts they have
spent, to attempt to distinguish borrowed forms from code-switching (e.g. word
assimilation, frequency of use, types of linguistic constituents: etc.), we believe it
is not so fruitful for us to set off the two types in the Algerian context, precisely
because of the difficulty of telling them apart: indeed, when assessing the huge
amount of French words and expressions taken into AA, we get the feeling that
anything can be borrowed and used in any form along a kind of continuum in the
degree of integration into the native language. In this regard, Hudson (1998:58)
writes:

The completely unassimilated loan-word is at one end of a scale which has at the

other end items bearing no formal resemblance to the foreign words on which they

are based.

Consider the following stretch of conversation in which three contrasted degrees

of French material assimilation appear along the continuum:

(9) — ga®du m'Cahum hat'ta | la fin w kassru lhum 'kull alm™zfon
- They stayed with them till the end, and they broke all their machines.

— bassah loyre:n keenu m'sollhi:n Kat'ta lossna n
- But the others were armed to the teeth.

The first line includes, on the one hand, a ‘completely unassimilated loan-word’,
la fin, and on the other, a noun phrase that is fully integrated with Arabic, using
the determiner [l] and applying the so-called ‘broken’ plural of [olmz[ina]>
from la machine. The second line ends with what has been termed loan
translation or ‘calque’, m'sollhi:n hat'ta lossne:n, from the French expression

armés jusqu ‘aux dents, that does not resemble the French form at all.
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Thus, as indicated above, anything can be adopted from a foreign language,
particularly one that has long played a crucial role in a society such as that of
Algeria, and the adoption can take any form, various borrowing types and code-
switching forms that are sometimes hard to distinguish. In any case, what is
productive is to appreciate the enormous bulk of French used in AA, a linguistic
phenomenon that reflects the socio-cultural impact that this language has had on
the society at large. What is also worth noting is that the timé-depth factor plays
an important role in the development of these different types of borrowing and
code-switching. We strongly assume that very few Algerian people knew some
French at the dawn of colonial rule, and most, if not all, of the French words used
were assimilated to a large extent to Arabic phonology and morphology in the
earlier stages of contact with the French. Old borrowings like [tri'sinti] or
['fambe:(], respectively from électricité and (garde-)champétre ‘a country
policeman’, are fully integrated with the Arabic linguistic system, probably
because the people could not reproduce consonants and vowels that do not exist

in Arabic. In this regard, following Haugen (1950), Boumans (1998:54) says that

...the highest degree of integration is often found with the oldest foreign lexemes
[...]in the earliest stages of language contact the speaker of the matrix language has
little knowledge of the ‘donor’ or source language [...] more recent foreign lexemes

tend to be less integrated than the older ones.

Indeed, as contact with the French increased over time into the mid-20" century
and many people had to learn more of the foreign language which actually had
become the language of education administration and all other public institutions,
the loan-words used in AA sounded much more like the original realisations.
Three variants of the NP /a pompe, for example, can be heard in AA: the older
one, [(s)lbumba], by older uneducated people who replace the voiceless bilabial
[p] by its voiced counterpart [b], then [(@Ipumpa] with less integration, and then
the unassimilated newer one, [la pop]. Today, educated people and the young
usually avoid older loan words by producing the foreign lexemes in their original

forms because of their awareness of their provenance and their better knowledge
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of French. A word like réveil borrowed into AA in the beginning with the
meaning of ‘alarm clock’, used to be pronounced ['refei] (/v/--> [f]). Today, it
seems that people feel some shame in producing a distorted form of such words
and thus ‘denativize’ them (Haugen 1953) by imitating the foreign realisation.

Examples like these can be cited ad libitum, but what is important to mention
at this stage is that with time and the extent of bilingualism in Algeria, people
started includi;lg French into everyday speech not only in the form of borrowings
but also by code-switching. Some authors like Boumans (1998) and others have
put forward the idea that ‘denativization’ of borrowings is a stage that leads to
code-switching, provided that the exposition to the foreign language becomes
more intense in the speech community and enjoys prestige and positive attitudes.

Before we tackle the issue of code-switching in the next sub-section, we have
to remember that these phenomena which result from the dynamics of language
contact are also relevant, in the Algerian society, to the alternation between AA
and MSA as well as to alternation between low varieties of Arabic.

As already indicated in 3././ and elsewhere in our work, as a result of the
arabisation process, people can be heard to borrow items from MSA, particularly
in such domains as administration, religion and education. We have seen in (2)
how a man says [bossali ma'kaenf ot'tarbija], ‘but there’s no education’,
borrowing the MSA item [at'tarbija], normally pronounced [ott'rabja] in AA. It is
obvious that, given the common Arabic origin of AA and MSA, the extent of
assimilation is much more reduced than with French loan-words, apart from
some vowel reduction and some consonant transformation, as in [taqa:fa],
‘culture’, in which /6/-->[t] in many AA varieties.

As to mutual borrowing between different AA varieties, particularly in urban
centres where people from various geographical origins using different dialects
cohabit, Tlemcen is a model setting. It often happens that in relaxed settings, that
1s, when they do not code-switch, TA speakers use words from rural Arabic, such
as [g&"] instead of [kaemal], ‘all’, to give force and toughness to their arguing.
Rural speakers, too, use a number of TA lexemes which have become part of

their speech: [?@31] ‘Come!” is a good example, though here TA /d3/--> [3].
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3 6.4.2 Code-switching and Code-mixing

The linguistic phenomenon called code-switching is a type of discourse that

occurs as a natural outcome of language contact and an inevitable consequence

of bilingualism. Judged against the prevalent ‘ideal’ monolingual community,

and thus regarded for a long time as a deviant linguistic practice, code-switching

— and any ty1;e of language mixing, in fact — had not been worthy of serious

consideration until the early 1970s when Blom and Gumperz (1972) published

the article “Social meanings linguistic structures: code-switching in Nowvay”5 .

in which they explained code-switching in terms of values related to each code.

It takes but little reflection to appreciate the fact that, as a result of historical

events and socio-economic relations that led to language contact, the number of

bilingual and multilingual communities throughout the world is much greater

than monolingual societies. Colonialism and migration movements, for instance,

have led, respectively, to the adoption of the colonizer’s language in many

countries beside that or those of the nation, and to the necessity of learning the

e by minorities settled in western countries, in particular.

s a good example that illustrates the two cases. it 1s

host languag
The Algerian society 1

indeed characterized by overall societ

ation which imposed its Janguage in all public institutions for at
of Algerian

al bilingualism as a result of long-term

French occup
Jeast a whole century. The other consequence is that a great number

workers emigrated to France before and after independence and, to settle there,

they had to learn at least some basic French to be able to communicate with their

employers; their children were of course bound to learn French for the purpose of

education, and many from the following generations had to acquire it as a first

language, and have lost, as it were, their original mother tongue, Of at most

retained some of it mixed with French, for very few restricted uses at home.

Code-switching (hereafter CS) represents thus a central aspect of language
contact and it 1s by no means an exceptional phenomenon. In many communities
around the world, bilingualism is the norm, though different types of individuals

reach different extents of bilinguality. In such contexts, speakers’ repertoires
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comprise more than one language and many people acquire the ability to switch
from one code to another in various domains or situations; and, according to
certain circumstances, rules of interaction, topic and addressee, they manipulate
the available codes in a spontaneous way to convey the message. Interestingly
enough, while merging languages is regarded as inappropriate by monolingual
standard norms, it is quite common that, in addition to their choice of one code or
the other according to a number of conditions, bilinguals mix the two languages
in the same stretch of speech and even in the same utterance, respecting however,
a number of linguistic rule constraints. These ways of using different languages
in a community, have led researchers to mark out different types of switching. As
a matter of fact, various aspects of bilingual speech have been viewed under
different headings, though the boundaries are not clear-cut and often not easily
discernible. In fact, these may be considered, as already mentioned, in terms of a
continuum ranging from lexical borrowing to ‘true’ code-switching with different
amounts of code-mixing in-between. Gumperz (1982:59), one of the most
outstanding figures in the field, defines the term ‘code switching’ in a general

uncontroversial manner as

[...] the juxtaposition within the same speech exchange of passages of speech

belonging to two different grammatical systems or subsystems.

The ‘juxtaposition’ does concern ‘passages of speech’ but the switching also
involves shorter stretches such as phrases and expressions, and even individual
words, inserted in one language or the other, and such various types of switching
are considered on different grounds. We shall attempt to take a brief look below
at how the phenomenon of switching with its various facets functions in an
Algerian speech community.

Since Gumperz (1964)°7 first introduced the expression ‘code-switching’
restricting its use to discourse functions (e.g., quoting, topic change, interlocutor,
etc.), there has been much divergence among scholars as to later uses of the term,

particularly in contrast with ‘code-mixing’ and ‘code-changing’, but also with the
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term ‘borrowing’, as touched upon above. One reason for the ambiguities is that
bilingual speakers use strategies of code alternation in different manners and for
various purposes, a behaviour that has made scholars in the field ponder on two

challenging issues:

a) What linguistic constraints govern the grammar of code-switching?

b) What socio-pragmatic factors incite people to code-switch?

Many scholars in CS research have proposed accounts to provide answers to
such questions starting from the 1950s, in particular, with Haugen (1953) for
whom unassimilated single words do not belong to the language system, but are
instances of code-switching. Then, many influential studies were carried out in
the following decades (e.g. Gumperz 1964, Labov 1971, Blom and Gumperz
1972, Sankoft 1972, Poplack 1980, Gumperz 1982, Poplack 1988, Scotton 1988,
Romaine 1989, Myers-Scotton 1993, etc.), some distinguishing different types of
code alternation, and some trying to present models for explaining linguistic
constraints on code-switching. Apart from the two relatively clear types of CS
documented by Blom and Gumperz in the early 1970s, which they termed
“situational switching’ and ‘metaphorical switching’, respectively, switches that
coincide with situations, and switches “where it is the choice of language that
determines the situation” (Hudson 1996:23), later authors have focussed on what
actually happens when bilinguals use the two codes in a outwardly random way
and with no real change in the situation, thus attempting to examine how
linguistic constraints operate in CS. Poplack (1980) has first distinguished

between three types of code-switching:

- a) extra-sentential CS in which a tag, or a ready-made expression, from the
‘other” language is inserted while the rest remains in the base language;
- b) intersentential CS which is characterized by switches at sentence and/or

clause boundary;

- ¢) intrasentential CS involving switches within the sentence or the clause,

or even inside the word.
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In the last decade, to deal with the linguistic aspect of CS, Myers-Scotton has
presented the Matrix Language-frame Model “to account for the structures in
intrasentential CS” (19935:5), as opposed to intersentential CS which she sees as
less challenging. As to her investigation of the social and pragmatic functions of
CS, Myers-Scotton (1993a:) has put forward the Markedness Model which views
speakers decision to ‘choose’ one code or another in terms of social motivations
for CS and on the basis of ‘marked’ vs. ‘unmarked’ CS. That is, unconsciously,
speakers negotiate the form of speech in a given encounter the best way they can,
usually the unmarked choice, that is, the code which is expected as the medium
for a conversation in an interpersonal relationship. Myers-Scotton (1993a:75)

describes her model in the following terms:

The theory behind the markedness model proposes that speakers have a sense of
markedness regarding available linguistic codes for any interaction, but choose their
codes based on the persona and/or relation with others which they wish to have in
place. This markedness has a normative basis within the community, and speakers

also know the consequences of making marked or unexpected choices.

The various kinds of switching, also considered under the headings ‘code-
mixing’, ‘code changing’ or ‘conversational switching’ by different authors, are
very frequent in the speech of many Algerians as some of our data will show:

- ‘intersentential’ CS is easily identifiable as the switch occurs at sentence or
clause boundary, as in, for example, [lowkean ?aluli vil “awonnal..;j'ai pas
besoin de leur argent. (‘If only they told me to help...I don’t need their money’).

- “intrasentential’ CS, on the other hand, poses problems for linguistic analysis as
the switches occur inside clauses and even within words: here is an example that
illustrates the intertwining of the two codes: [ki tadyul] la deuxiéme correction [Cada
alJlogiciel [jJcomparait (‘When the 2™ correction gets in, then the software compares’).

With French as a solidly-rooted language in Algeria, code-switching has long
become a linguistic tool that many Algerian speakers use in their communicative
strategies. Indeed, in the early years of socialisation, the Algerian children are

exposed to a rich diversity of linguistic material along with the natural

143



(e

acquisition of their mother tongue, for two important reasons: first, the mother
tongue that the child acquires from the close environment, parents, siblings and
close relatives, that is, today’s Algerian Arabic (or Berber, mixed with AA in
some areas) is loaded with French in all forms of interference going from loan
words and mixed CS forms to full bilingualism. Interestingly enough, this results
in a simultaneous use of linguistic resources from both languages, and the
development of an Arabic-French mixture which can be regarded as a third code.
Sometimes children may not be aware of the origin of the words and expressions
they use in the first years of their life, but soon, particularly during the first two
or three school-years, they learn to distinguish Arabic from French or taken from
French into AA.

What is interesting in the Algerian context is that you just listen to people
talking about any topic, be it serious or trivial, or just having a chat, and you will
hear a whole lot of back-and-forth switches between AA and French, shorter or
longer stretches from one language inserted into the other. In fact, it is sometimes
difficult to say whether the base language is Arabic with insertions of French
constituents or the other way round, and, to make things more complicated,
whether the ‘other’ constituents are cases of CS or borrowing.

Consider the following excerpts from a few conversations we have recorded

without the speakers being aware (see Appendix II; French italicized):

(10) bassah dorwa? ol procédeé tbaddal. Cest vrai. taSrof ce qui a changé, ¢ 'est que
had /’informatisation kejon probléme. dorwa? kullfi jodyul Iallogiciel, premiére
correction, deuxieme correction, froisiéme correction fallogiciel

(But now the process has changed...It’s true, you know what has changed is that (with) this
computerization there is a problem. Now, everything is entered into the software
programme: first correction, second correction, third correction... into the programme...)

(11) wzi:d ki todyul la deuxiéme correction Cada sllogiciel jcomparait. Ce qui est
rapide c’est que llogiciel jkompare mamba®d jyorrads lok la liste ta® les jurys olli
jlowwtu fla troisiéme correction ; ¢a prend soi-disant un peu de temps.

(And then, it’s only when the 2™ correction gets in that the software compares. What is

rapid is that the computer compares. Then, it provides you with the list of the juries for the
3" correction. It takes time, so to say.)
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(12) “%ana par exemple, yrozt en retraite en 85. Bon, lowken ?aluli vil
Cawonna...’ana j'ai pas besoin de leur argent. Mais ils auraient pu nous
exploiter.. wkan habbu ¥i jostyolluna pour le pays... wkan ¥i kabbru bina.. 7l a
¥aj jla thebb de temps en temps Torfod ton cartable wroh ltirni (a village) roh
Cawonhum. Moi, j'aurai pu aider trés valablement.

(Me, for example; I retired in 85. Well, if only they told me to help...1...T don’t need their
money. But they could have exploited us...If they wanted, they would just make the most of
us for the country. If only they honoured us... They would say ‘Oh brother, if you want,
from time to time, take your satchel and go to Terni (a village quite far from Tlemcen); Go
and help them™. I could have helped pretty well.)

From the CS data set above, we can see how complex the intertwining of the
two codes 1s, which makes it very difficult to account for each switch from both
linguistic and socio-pragmatic perspectives. It is not easy to decide whether an
utterance like the one in (10) above, [ta‘rof ce qui a changé, c’est que had
l'informatisation kajon probléme], 1s in AA with switches to French or the reverse;
or should it be considered merely as a CS third code? Then, if we can accept the
insertion of a tag form like [ta®rof], ‘you know’, how can we account for the
speaker’s decision to use the AA demonstrative [had], ‘this’, in isolation instead
of the French one, certe, within a French clause, or the very common expression
[kejon], ‘there is’, which sounds a bit incongruous before a French noun? But
though this way of mixing the two codes sometimes defies explanation on
linguistic and psycholinguistic grounds, it does not pose a problem of production
or comprehension for those involved in such conversations, provided they have
reached, of course, an acceptable level of proficiency in the foreign language.

The point underlined here is that the existence of two or more languages side
by side is quite ordinary in many societies and it necessarily leads to different
types of language mixing among which code-switching is an important resource
used for wvarious communicative purposes such as ‘situational’ and
‘metaphorical’ code-switching (Blom and Gumperz 1972), expression of
solidarity, or a kind of ‘out-of-necessity switching’, as we call it, which is
commonplace behaviour in the speech of the Algerians. What we mean by ‘out-
of-necessity” switching is that not only do people use the strategy of alternating

from Arabic (or Berber) to French to signal socio-cultural values associated with
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each of the two (or three) languages, but also, sometimes more significantly, to
make up for the lack, in the mother tongue, of vocabulary and structural patterns
necessary to convey certain ideas and concepts. In fact, depending on the type of
setting, topic and participants, we may well hear speakers use French as the base
language — or the ‘matrix’ language (ML) “governing the syntax of the sentence
in utterances showing CS”, as Myers-Scotton (1993b:166) identifies it — within
which Arabic ‘bits’ are inserted. This type of talking requires, however, fairly
good proficiency in the foreign language, as indicated repeatedly; that is, despite
the fact that people with a fair knowledge of French may understand most of
such conversations, not everybody can produce a sophisticated stretch of speech
as the one below uttered by an ex-teacher of Mathematics in Tlemcen, a man

who had all his instruction in French and taught his subject in French:

(13) Actuellement en Algérie nous avons des sommités, wallah sl®ade:m, en maths,
en langues. .. Canna des gens compétents mais msekon ils manquent de savoir-faire,
ils ne sont pas pris en charge. ..

‘Nowadays in Algeria, we have leading experts, (1 swear) by Allah the All-Mighty, in maths,
in languages... We have competent people but, the poor, they lack the know-how; they are
not taken in charge...’ (Translated switches to AA are in italics).

It is obvious that in (13) the three switches to AA — the parenthetical expression
illustrated in the swearing [wallah ol®ade:m], ‘by Allah the All-Mighty’, which the
speaker could only utter in Arabic, the phrase [fanna] (a reduced form of [Candna],
‘we have’, in which [d] is elided) and the qualifier [mszkon], ‘the poor’— are not
sentences or clauses, and thus can only be considered as embedded in the French
code. By contrast, in the excerpt under (14) below, the speaker starts with AA as

the ML, but continues in French with only one AA embedded function word:

(14) 7otlok rek C®?0l ['entraineur teS I'Argentine. Il a modifié son équipe mfa la
Irance. A part les deux actions, c’était de ['impuissance. On n'a pas vu les
défenseurs frangais.

(I told you, you remember the coach of Argentina. He modified his team against
France. Apart from two actions, it was inability. We didn’t see the French defenders.)

Clearly, the ML in the first utterance is AA with ‘embedded’ language, EL noun

phrases, while the three other sentences are in French to the exception of the AA
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preposition [ma], ‘with’, for which we have no explanation as to the speaker’s
choice to use it, except that, perhaps unconsciously, he may want to avoid
excessive use of French in order not to create a formal atmosphere. Or is it a case
of what Myers-Scotton (19935:234) calls ‘reminders’ of identity when she
writes:

[...] speakers use these structural types as ‘reminders’; they remind the addressee of

another identity apart from the dominant one being conveyed by the language which

is the choice for the rest of the interaction.

We shall not go into the large literature on the various insertional frameworks
and linguistic constraints on CS. What we are concerned with here is that strong
evidence from observation of everyday CS data in the Tlemcen corpus reveals
that it is possible to consider Arabic/French code-switching in Algerian Arabic
along what we can call a ‘CS continuum’; that is, different amounts of French
use within AA can be attested in people’s speech according to categories of
speakers that may be classified in terms of degree of individual bilinguality often
indexical of instruction level in French, on the one hand, and of socio-economic
background, on the other, though motivation, too, is an important factor in code
choice and code mixing. At one end of the AA/French CS continuum are
interactions which include very little or no switching. This type of CS may
indicate one of two things: either the speaker’s proficiency in French is very low
or hopeless and does not allow the production of French syntax structures; or the
use of French is deliberately avoided because of negative attitudes towards the
foreign language, particularly among advocates of arabisation and those who
encourage the use of MSA. Conversation 3 (Appendix II), for example, does not
contain any switches except for a few borrowings, such as those below (in italics

in the translation) for which the speaker probably does not know Arabic

equivalents:

(15) A : ki mfa Sa:b /'ordre d’appel ewa rah oddej oddosje m®ah wmana®rof
B : fandu ttaszi:l Candu
(A: When he went (there) he found the call up.. Well, now he’ taking the file
with him, and... I don’t know. ..
B: Has he got the registration?)
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A is an old uneducated man and only uses loan-words that are part of the AA
system. But note that B, who is educated, accommodates his speech to that of A
all along the conversation by avoiding switches to French and even borrowings.
As he seems to know equivalents in MSA, he uses the word [(a)ttoszi:1] (bold-type
in the English translation) instead of the French borrowing /’inscription which A
could have understood. In fact, it is the MSA word which he didn’t make out at
first, till B repeated it by asking again [ra msodzdsal], ‘He’s 1'egi§tered?’.

Therefore, because of the different degrees in bilinguality and exposure to
French, not all Algerian speakers are equally proficient in switching codes.
Production of switches to French and their comprehension make up a kind of
learned verbal behaviour among relatively skilled bilinguals, and are thus, as
already indicated, proportional to their competence in the language, but also
related to their motivation for code-switching.

It is interesting to try to account for the switches in a conversation in terms of
social function, as the choice of code reflects how the speaker wishes to appear to
his/her interlocutors. Wardhaugh (1992: 113) says that it “seems fairly well
established that the code you choose does have important consequences for how
others view you.” Indeed, careful observation of code-switchers in Tlemcen, for
example, reveals that, in addition to the fact that much use of French in AA can
be explained in terms of habitual speech behaviour, we feel that certain types of
switching constitute strategies that are analogous to style-shift or dialectal

variation in monolingual contexts. In this regard, Romaine (2000:59) reports that

Many linguists have stressed the point that switching is a communicative option
available to a bilingual member of a speech community on much the same basis as
switching between styles or dialects is an option for the monolingual speaker.

Switching in both cases serves an expressive function and has meaning,

Thus, just like variation in English, for instance, according to the formality of the
situation, for bilingual Algerian speakers, switching to French in AA is also

employed as a tactic to signal group identity and personal traits such as
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educational level and proficiency, though in the case of CS practices, it is evident
that communicative competence takes a more complex form than in monolingual

speech variation. Myers-Scotton ( 19935b:1) writes in this respect:

From the sociolinguistic point of view, codeswitching of languages offers bilinguals
a way to increase their flexibility of expression, going beyond the style-switching of
monolinguals. That is, switching is a means to index the nuances of social
relationships by exploiting the socio-psychological associations of the languages

employed.

In the Algerian context then, the representation of the reasons for code
choice requires a classification of the different varieties of the speaker’s
repertoire in accordance with different factors such as situation, participants,
topic, etc. On the other hand, we would not go so far in our analysis if we do not
take account of the speaker’s communicative competence, i.c., the range of
varieties that one controls, and the extent to which they are controlled in different
domains _of use, such as family, friendship, school, work, etc. On a macro-
linguistic level, it is rather easy to classify the codes used in the community, as
we have seen in 2.1. Speakers acquire AA (and/or Berber) as a mother tongue
already ‘stuffed” with a large amount of French in the form of borrowings and
ready-made expressions, but their relative knowledge of French also leads to
varying degrees of bilingual CS.

Another type of CS that can be attested in the Algerian context, though to a
much lesser extent and with less spontaneity than AA/French CS, concerns the
switching between AA and MSA which results from the diglossic character.
Such CS can only be observed in certain contexts, such as the school, the mosque
a public formal speech, and the like, in which the speaker usually switches to AA
to insist on things that may not have been clearly understood in MSA. A related
type of CS involves MSA and French, but it is much less frequent and only used
among ¢lite people who control both codes. A minister may be heard to say,
[Ya'lejna: bil'Camal oldsa:dd. Cest la seule solution; nous devons travailler. 'ha-da

huwa I'hallu | wa'hi:d], meaning, ‘We’ve got to work hard: this is the only solution!”
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By contrast, and on another level, many people easily become bi-dialectal or
even multidialectal as a result of the quasi-natural phenomenon of speech
accommodation, particularly in big cities like Algiers or Oran where there are
permanent contacts between people from different regions.

In the speech community of Tlemcen, chosen as the focus for our work to
examine general linguistic phenomena attested in the Algerian society in addition
to its vernacular, TA, the local variety has co-existed for a long time with a type
of rural speech. A growing number of native speakers have eventually ‘learned’
to switch to that variety in many settings and domains, though their reasons for
such speech behaviour, as we have already indicated, are not explained merely in
terms of easier interaction with rural speech users. An interesting point to raise
here is that, contrary to what generally occurs elsewhere with the new-comers to
a town who consciously or unconsciously try to resemble the native people in
their speech, in Tlemcen, rural speech users do not bother trying to accommodate
to the speech of the majority. As far as Berber speakers are concerned, for
example, a reverse phenomenon occurs in the capital, Algiers, where they
constitute a large community of Kabylian origin living side by side with the
Arabic-speaking community. What has drawn our attention and requires an
explanation is that while most Kabylians speak Algiers Arabic perfectly well,
and even other AA dialects, the reverse pattern is almost non-existent, apart from
a few expressions such as azul fellawen (a kind of greeting) or awid aman (‘Give
me (some) water’), which very few people in Algiers occasionally use. It seems
that no real effort is made from the part of Algiers Arabic speakers to learn to
interact with the Kabylians in their dialect, which makes AA/Tamazight CS a
very rare practice, except between Berber speakers. Why is this so? Is it because
of the higher status associated with the Arabic language as a whole? Or is it
because Tamazight is poorly valued in comparison with Arabic, the only official
language in the country? In any case, this situation involving language choice is
understandable to some extent in opposition to what is attested in the speech
community of Tlemcen where the quasi-non-reciprocal code-switches, as we

shall see in the next chapter, concern varieties of the same language.
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Notes to Chapter 3

" In fact, the majority of the Berber people were arabised during the first few centuries of Islam
(from the 7" century to the 11™). Margais (1938:3 ; quoted in Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi, 1997:42)
says that the Arab conquerors succeeded in introducing Arabic in the Maghreb to the extent
that almost the whole land can be considered as a province of Arabism: ‘Ils I’ont arabisé, si
bien qu’aujourd’hui le Maghreb, presque dans son ensemble, peut étre considéré comme une
province excentrique de I’arabisme.’

? Mentioned in Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi 1997:33 (n. 27,

* In Pride and Holmes ed. 1972:116.

* Cf. Bouhadiba’s paper “On Loci for Norm and the Arabic Language Continuum : in Defence
of MSA™ in Cahiers de Dialectologie et de Linguistique Contrastive. 1993, Vol. IV , Cahier 1.

* The rate of literacy is regarded as having reached about 60% today, particularly because of the
young population of Algeria (70% under 25).

® Sce, however, Ferguson’s recent article “Diglossia revisited” (1991).

’ Mentioned in Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi 1997: n.71.

* My translation.

* In Ibn-Khaldoun ‘La Mugaddima® Extraits. French translation by Labica, G. 1965.

' My translation.

" The Arabic plural noun Jatihin literally means ‘openers’, that is, soldiers opening lands for
peace, used in contrast with ‘conquerors” who occupied countries after defeating their owners.

2 Quoted in K Talel Tbrahimi 1997 23.

" Actually there is still much controversy about the origin and development of Classical Arabic
(Cf Rabm 1955, Ferguson 1959. Corriente 1976. Zwettler 1978. Ziadeh 1986. etc. in
Freeman’s Website: www-personal. umich.edu/~andyf/index.html.)

" Sibawayhi got involved with the study of Arabic grammar following a mistake he made in
i¥ab to a scholar of Arabic at that time. This led to the production of his famous Kitdb.

" The Prophet’s Hadlith, his sayings and deeds are referred to as ‘the Traditions’.

' Mentioned by Freeman, A. 1996. Web page: www-personal.umich.edu/~andyf/index html

" Quoting Minister Rambaud at length, Colonna 1975:40 reports the following:

The first conquest of Algeria was accomplished militarily and was completed in 1871 when
Kabylia was disarmed. The second conquest has consisted of making the natives accept our
administrative and judicial systems. The third conquest will be by the School: this should
ensure the predominance of our language over the various local idioms, inculcate in the
Muslims our own idea of what France is and of its role in the world, and replace ignorance
and fanatical prejudices by the simple but precise notions of European science.

"* Quoted in Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi 1997: 37.

** The urgent aim of Djam ‘iyat al *Ulama al Muslimin, the Association of the Muslim ‘Learned

Men’, created in Constantine by Cheikh Ben Badis in1926, was to launch a vast campaign of

teaching Arabic and Islamic principles in mosques and medersas.
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** The first arabization campaigns were undertaken during the first Islamic Conquests of North
Africa in the 7" and 11" centuries, in parallel with the people’s “islamisation .

' See decision of January 20" 1971, which made the knowledge of the national language

compulsory.

* Conference reported in two issues of the Algerian magazine Révolution Afvicaine N° 586 / 588.

* My translation.

* The members of the government themselves, who should set a good-example, used much
French particularly in their informal discussions.

* Quoted in Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi 1997: 66.

% Huebner (1996:17) mentions Ferguson's borrowing of the term ‘diglossia’ from W. Margais

(1930-31).

" Freeman, A. (1996) Web article: “Perspectives on Arabic Diglossia”.

*® Diglossia here is taken to mean at the same time Ferguson’s (1959a) High / Low dichotomy,
and Gumperz’s (1971) notion of diglossia extended to multilingual situations.

* Cf. Bouhadiba (1998:2) the Algerian sociolinguistic profile: ALGERIE=> 3L = 2lmaj. + 1Lmin.
The constituents of the first major language: CIAr, SA, LA, MSA, ESA, LW : ie.: Classical
Arabic, Standard Arabic, Literary Arabic, Modern Standard Arabic, Educated Spoken Arabic,
Lugha | Wusta.

* What is meant by “functional’ bilingualism is the use of French at school and AA outside.

*' Quoted in Kh. Taleb Ibrahimi 1997:68.

2 Literary Arabic for Meiseles (1980).

** All mentioned by Spolsky in Newmeyer 1988: 105-115.

* In Newmeyer ed. 1988:105.

* The concept of domain was then elaborated in Fishman 1972a.

* In Pride and Holmes ed. 1972:19.

*7 This statement concerns a certain category of parents, supposedly a majority, who do not use
French in everyday speech, though many of them may understand it and speak it well.

** What is meant by ‘pure’ here is AA cleared out of French words as much as possible.

* Mentioned by Spolsky in Newmeyer 1988:107.

* Much literature on urban language variation (e.g. Labov 1963, 1966; Trudgill 1972) has
shown that the people who move to urban areas usually learn to accommodate their ways of
speaking to those of the majority.

! Mentioned in Downes 1998:81.

* Mentioned in Hamers and Blanc eds. 2000:242.

* Quoted by Russel, in Romaine ed. 1982:126.

* Mentioned in Downes 1998:272.
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* Mentioned in Hamers and Blanc, 2000:242.

* Recent censuses reveal that the overall population of Tlemcen city (now almost 250 thousand
people) consists of more than 70% of families originating from the neighbouring rural areas,
small towns and villages, and thus using non-TA speech in their everyday conversations.

* Mentioned in Hamers and Blanc eds. 2000:243.

** Boissevain's book 1974 | Friends of friends: networks, manipulators, and coalitions, is
mentioned by Walters (p. 130) in Newmeyer’s ed. 1988. =

* Quoted in Hudson 1996:30.

** The switching to French lexical items is represented here in italics; [t®] is a typical AA
expression that is a shortened form of [n't®®] which is itself a reduction form of CA /ma'te:¢/
meaning ‘possession” or any type of someone’s belongings: /ma'te:Ci:/, ‘my belonging’, has
come to be pronounced [m'tefi] in some AA varieties in the East and in Tunisia, and [n'te¢i]
or ['te1] in TA, meaning ‘mine’; [te®] is also generalised to function as a possessive, as in
[te] Jes élections, meaning *...of the elections’.

*' This word may have come into AA from Spanish cocina, but people seem to be convinced
that [ku'zina] comes from French cuisine. In any case, both have their origin in Latin.

2 This is perhaps anecdotal but quite revealing: I myself once asked my grandmother, an
illiterate old woman, to tell me what she meant when she said [ma “an'dif al{a]. Of course, I
understood that she meant ‘I haven’t got the time’, but I was quite surprised when she said
“You don’t understand Arabic or what?" In fact, for her, the word [2lta] was Arabic, not a
borrowing from French, le temps (/lo ta/ with no nasalization of the vowel).

* As opposed to the 14 Arabic gamariya consonants, /7,b,d3,h,%.¢,¥,f,q,k,m,h,w,j/, belore
which the /I/ of the definite article {ol} is not assimilated, the 14 shamsiya consonants

/1,0,d,8,r,z,s [,5,d,1,0.,1,n/ require that the /I/ be assimilated to them, as in /of'fams(u)/ ‘the

sun’ or /20'0i?b(u)/ ‘the wolf". The rule is thus applied with French borrowed nouns which
begin with some of thesc consonants, /d,I,n,r,s,t,z/ and keep [I] unassimilated with the others,
Mb.fk,gm,p,v/c.g. [al'galo], le gdteau, ‘the cake’, as well as in those nouns beginning with
vowels, as in [batu flotel], “They spent the night in the hotel’.

** Quoted in Boumans 1998a:51.

** The other plural form often employed ends with the morpheme {-z:t} giving [olma'[ine:t].

% Mentioned in Downes 1998: 81.

57 Clyne (2003:70) reports Gumperz® (1974) first introduction of the term ‘code-switching’, as
he says, “for switching with a discourse function”, and then “over time it was employed

increasingly for any kind of switching, irrespective of its functions™.
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Sociolinguistic Variation
in Tlemcen Speech
Community



4. Sociolinguistic Variation in Tlemcen Speech Community
4.1 Introduction

That language is not a static phenomenon is nothing new. Scholars and lay
people alike agree on its natural inherent variability. Emphasizing the fact that it
is in a constant process of change under the effect of deep influences stemming
largely from socio-cultural and political factors, sociolinguists have developed
systematic research projects using empirical methods in different types of
communities to expose facts that illuminate the ways languages vary as a result
of social behaviour. Language, however, not only “expresses the social system”,
as Halliday (1978:183) puts it, but its relation to society is a very complex one to
the extent that it “actively symbolizes the social system, thus creating as well as
being created by it” (Halliday ibid.). Hence, variation in language reflects
variation in society, but at the same time it shapes the society’s variability.
Insisting on this mutual nature of the phenomenon, Halliday (ibid.:186) points

out that -

...linguistic structure is the realization of social structure, actively symbolizing it in a
process of mutual creativity. Because it stands as a metaphor for society, language has
the property of not only transmitting the social order but also maintaining and
potentially modifying it. [...J. Variation in language is the symbolic expression of

variation in society: it is created by society, and helps to create society in turn.

This view of reciprocal influence involving a language system and the social
structure in which it evolves seems to be reflected in a clear manner in today’s
overall configuration of Tlemcen community. Indeed, the linguistic situation in
Tlemcen has undergone significant changes to a large extent because the social
structure has evolved into a very heterogeneous community, and everyday speech
interaction is organized according to new norms of language use interacting with
older ones. There clearly appears to be a kind of mutual dynamic relationship

between the linguistic system and the social composition, though the native
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speaker will always feel torn between two forces: dialect maintenance and dialect
shift, preserving one’s linguistic identity through persistent use of native
vernacular characteristics, and surrendering to the strong pressures of speech
forms of wider use in the west of Algeria.

The dynamics of language contact can be observed from both diachronic and
synchronic perspectives. Relying on diachronic studies, historical linguists have
considered the ways language systems change over time tlying to explain why
the process of linguistic change is an inherent nature of language. The point has
been emphasized to the extent that language evolution has sometimes been
compared to that of living species, sharing concepts such as birth, development

and death. Bell (1976:15) says in this regard,

... historical studies of language development through time [...] attempted to create
laws of linguistic evolution similar in form to the theories of Darwin in the

biological sciences.

Synchronic considerations of language aiming at formal explanations within
the structuralist paradigm have generally been separated from historical issues.
Mainstream theoretical linguists have regarded linguistic fluctuations in a given
social space and a particular point in time merely as cases of ‘free variation’ or
‘dialect mixture’, thus excluding variability from their object of mvestigation. Of
course people are often heard to vary in their speech performance in different
contexts mixing the varieties and styles available in their verbal repertoires, but
these types of linguistic behaviour are so consistent in everyday speech that they

need to be taken into account and explained on empirical bases. Fischer (1958)’

points out, in this respect, that
‘Free variation’ is of course a label, not an explanation. It does not tell us where the

variants came from nor why the speakers use them in different proportions, but is

rather a way of excluding such questions from the scope of immediate inquiry.
Indeed, while synchronic structural studies have led to important developments
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in understanding the language system, issues related to linguistic variation and
change have been put aside for their incompatibility with the description and
explanation of language structure in terms of formal rules.

Sociolinguists for their part, particularly within the Labovian paradigm, have
given a new impetus to the study of historical linguistic change by integrating the
concept of variability as a crucial element for the explanation of sociolinguistic
patterns. They work on the evidence that synchronic variation, which is an
intrinsic characteristic of languages, is obviously a pre-requisite for on-going
change and that it occurs primarily as a result of social change. Looking at
change in progress, sociolinguists have devised empirical methods based on
quantitative techniques of data recording to account for such tight dynamic
relationship between language behaviour and social structure. Some of the most
important questions addressed concern the social groups responsible for
originating linguistic changes and their motivations for doing so. Traditional
sociolinguistic works, particularly those undertaken in the Western society, have
studied the extent to which members of the dominant class and people of higher
status initiate innovations “motivated by the desire to set themselves apart from
the masses”, as Guy (1988:57) says. Indeed, much literature on language change
was based on the belief that the direction of linguistic innovation was always
from the upper classes, and speakers tend to imitate higher-prestige groups.

However, modern sociolinguistic research has revealed an interesting fact:
significant innovations leading to change also originate among lower-class social
groups, much more frequently than in upper classes, as shown in some studies
(e.g., Labov 1966; Trudgill 1974, etc.). Linguistic change typically occurs in a
gradual way under social forces called ‘pressures from below’ in Labov (1972a),
that is, “below the level of conscious awareness”. Emphasizing the powerful

influence exerted by such social pressures, Labov (1972a:123) says:

Pressures from below operate upon entire linguistic systems, in response to social
motivations which are relatively obscure and yet have the greatest significance for

the general evolution of language.
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Linguistic change may be slow or rapid according to the situational contexts
and the socio-cultural factors involved in the process. In a physically isolated
community, a remote rural village on an island for instance, a higher degree of
linguistic homogeneity is more likely and, consequently, linguistic variation and
language change occur to a much lesser extent than in a big city where diverse
varieties of the same language and/or distinct languages co-exist.

Extensive urbanisation in Algeria in recent decades has led great numbers of
people to settle down in towns and large cities, just like in western industrialised
countries, and these population movements have played a decisive role in dialect
contact situations which in turn have resulted in the development of dynamic
linguistic practices. Such phenomenon, which brings together people speaking
different language varieties, is clearly observable in the speech community of
Tlemcen, though the ensuing overall sociolinguistic patterns of variation and
change are different from those attested in class-based standard-with-dialect
industrial nations, as we shall see below. In the next two sections, we shall first
attempt to give an overview of today’s speech community of Tlemcen with its
particular sociolinguistic configuration and its relation to the phenomenon of

diglossia and that of bilingualism.
4.2 The Speech Community of Tlemcen

The present-day language situation in Tlemcen displays considerable
variation at all linguistic levels. Its perceptible on-going process of change is not
simply the effect of natural inherent variability within the vernacular variety
itself; it is more importantly related, as shown throughout our work, to the co-
existence of native speakers with the ever-increasing off-spring that has resulted
from the settlement of a large number of people who have come for the most part
from the surrounding rural areas.

Because of its strategic geographic situation, its water-springs and fertile
lands, Tlemcen has always attracted people, and, indeed, for a long period of

time, it was one of the largest cultural and economic centres in North Africa,
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under the Berbers, then the Romans in the 2™ century, and finally under Islamic
rule starting from the late 7" century. In the early 13" century, under the reign of
the Zianids, Tlemcen became so important that it was made capital of the Central
Maghreb (which was then a large area of today’s Algeria). The city continued to
play an important governing role over a large area going as far as Tunisia until
the early 16" century when the Spanish occupied Algiers, Oran and other parts of
the northern coasts of Algeria and Morocco, but failed to take Tlemcen which
soon came under the protection of the Ottoman Empire. Then, under the French

occupation of Algeria in the earlier part of the 19"

century, Tlemcen was
established as an administrative centre.

Having then grown into an agglomeration that could offer opportunities of
work, especially land work in the countryside, Tlemcen continued to attract
people, particularly from the rural areas nearby. Migration to Tlemcen

undoubtedly dates back to the pre-colonial period, but, as Lawless and Blake
(1976: 76) have observed,

The scale which this movement achieved during the colonial period was quite new.
It came to form a constant factor in relations between town and countryside, forging
new links, economic and social, between urban and rural areas, while emphasizing

the more complete subjection of the countryside to the town.

Consequently, in addition to the socio-economic contacts established between
the citizens of Tlemcen and the country newcomers, particularly during the
French occupation, noticeable linguistic interferences started to emerge between
urban speech and the rural varieties, though we have no real-time data to
demonstrate the extent to which, and the direction in which, the linguistic
influences occurred. Later on, factors such as unemployment in the countryside,
the French repression policy, lack of facilities (schools, hospitals, and other
amenities), greatly contributed to the acceleration of mass departuré from the
countryside towards the town. During the last two decades of colonial rule, the
district called Boudghene, for example, established in a peripheral area of

Tlemcen in 1943 and housing at that time about 3,000 rural migrants, was
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extended and sheltered up to 15,000 people, a number which represented then
one-fifth of the whole town population (Prenant, 1968)°. Subsequently,
throughout the first years of Algerian independence, increasing numbers of
people from the rural areas continued to pour in towards the big centre, drawn at
the same time by the opportunity to acquire the French settlers’ real estate after
their departure (a good number of non-Tlemceni people got hold of large houses
and shops in the town centre) and by the various urban facilities, job
opportunities and education for their children. In the meantime, a quite important
number of native people left Tlemcen for larger cities such as Oran and Algiers.

Today, forty four years after independence, reliable sources (from Tlemcen
Town-Hall records) reveal that the number of families of rural origin now settled
in Tlemcen for a long time, and having maintained their speech forms on the
whole, exceeds that of the natives by far more than half the whole population.
This factor is of great importance in the explanation of TA being strongly
influenced by rural speech forms, as we claim throughout our research work, the
minority variety turning out to be a virtual majority, as it were.

But before we go into further detail about the description of the linguistic
characteristics of TA, and before we try to examine the rural/urban speech
contacts and the outcome of mutual social interferences, we feel it necessary to
briefly go over the linguistic situation from the overall diglossic perspective
which concerns not only the speech community of Tlemcen and Algerian society
as a whole, but also the entire Arabic-speaking world which Ferguson (1987:191)

describes as

...one of the world’s largest speech communities — the Arabic-speaking ‘nation’ a/-
ummah al-‘arabiyyah, which includes a score of sovereign nations from Morocco
to the Persian Gulf. This ‘super’ speech community has long been regarded as a
typical example of the language situation of diglossia in which there are two
functionally distinct norms, a superposed H variety, the Modern Standard Arabic
(MSA), and a mother-tongue L variety, Colloquial Arabic, which exists in a series

of local vernaculars.
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The next sub-section attempts to proceed to a somewhat detailed description
of the different linguistic features characterizing each of the two distinct varieties
of Arabic: High and Low. Their functionally complementary distribution makes
the diglossic configuration rather easy to describe, for the two types of Arabic are
used under different conditions, and even lay people in an Arabic-speaking
community are fully aware that a given linguistic item or expression belongs
either to H or to L. The difficulty in assigning linguistic items correctly only
appears when we consider a variety situated somewhere between the two ends of
the Arabic language continuum, the one used by a certain category of educated

people’, for example, in rather formal contexts.
4.2.1 High Variety vs. Low Variety

Although every Arab nation is characterized by a large amount of linguistic
variability resulting in a bewildering number of dialectal speech forms,
sometimes to the extent that mutual intelligibility is very low or inexistent, the

general pattern of how the language functions along the Arabic continuum is

roughly the same everywhere:

- Classical Arabic, al lugha I fusha in Arabic’, at one end of the continuum, is
the High variety, and its modern form(s)’ are learned at school and used
mostly in the written form and in some spoken formal contexts such as

religious sermons, university lectures, political speech, and so on. ..

- At the other end sits Colloquial Arabic, or the Low variety, (for which two

Arabic terms are used, al ‘ammiya or ad daridja, meaning something like
‘popular’ and ‘habitual’, respectively) which includes the whole range of
regional varieties acquired as a mother tongue and used in everyday familiar

and familial interactions.
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The two types of Arabic have been described by Ferguson (1959a, 1970) and
others in terms of ‘diglossia relationship’ whose most important feature is the
specialisation of functions: the two sets of varieties are indeed used in
complementary distribution, as it were, each assigned to specific functions,
though they may overlap to varying extents in semi-formal settings, particularly
when speakers shift, for a shorter or a longer period of time, to the prestigious
style for a given purpose, or when they mix the two varieties in the same
conversation. As a matter of fact, recent considerations of Arabic communities
have, on the one hand, led some authors to identify intermediate levels of speech
along the two poles of this Arabic continuum (Blanc 1960, Badawi 1973,
Meiseles 1980, Mitchell 1980, etc.)(’. On the other hand, a number of studies
focus on the convergence of regional varieties of Arabic towards what could
probably become a regional standard form, usually that of a capital; Cairene
Arabic is a good example, though CA/MSA remains the ‘real’ standard.

While the High variety has remained relentlessly stable for centuries and
rather inherently homogeneous in comparison with other languages such as
English or French, the Low variety, which includes the totality of dialects in use
all over the Arabic-speaking world, displays tremendous variability from region
to region but also within the same speech community. And, as variation
obviously leads to linguistic change, Colloquial Arabic varieties are in constant
alteration over time.

From the point of view of general classification, Algerian Arabic, for
example, bears a strong resemblance to the varieties of the other Maghreb
countries in opposition with the dialects of Egypt, the Middle East or those of the
Arabian Peninsula. But all dialectal varieties are characterized by the same
diglossic relation vis-a-vis CA/MSA, with clear-cut distinct functions; that s,
each type of variety is normally used in a set of circumstances which is
thoroughly different from the other. And differences between H and L clearly
show up on all linguistic levels, as we shall see below, though not in an

exhaustive manner:
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a) Phonetic:

- 1. Replacement of the CA inter-dentals /3, 8, 0/ by the dentals [d, 4, t]
mostly in urban speech, e.g. /01?b/ vs. [di:b] ‘a wolf’; /0al3/ vs. [tol3] ‘snow’;
/7a0da'la:m/ vs.[add'la:m] ‘the dark’. Many rural forms, however, have preserved
the original inter-dental place of articulation for these consonants, while a type of
phonetic merger of the CA phonemes /d/ and /d/, surfacing as /3/, are attested in

some others (e.g. some rural speakers say [8rab] ‘He hit’, for CA /daraba/).

- 2. Lenition of CA ‘hamza’ /7 (the glottal stop), either by dropping it
altogether in initial and final positions, as in /?al"?ard(u)/ --> ['lard] ‘the earth’
and /?al'ma:?(u)/ --> [ol'ma] ‘water’; or by its realisation in middle position with
no glottal occlusion and thus no plosion release; this results either in lengthening
the preceding vowel, as in: /fa%/ --> [fa:r] ‘mouse’, or /'mu?min/ --> ['mu:mon]
‘a believer’, or in a diphthonguization as in /'dza:?u:/ --> ['dzac] ‘They have
come’. Also, the occurrence of a glottal stop as an onset of an open mid-syllable
in CA, e.g. /sa'ma:?uha:/ ‘Its sky’, occurs with haplology in AA, i.e. the whole
syllable [?u] 1s dropped giving |s'ma:ha].

- 3. The CA consonant phoneme /q/ is realised in a great number of linguistic
items either as a voiced velar [g] in most rural dialects, or in voiceless forms, [?]
in Tlemcen and Fez, and [k] in other varieties, mostly urban ones (Cantineau
1939). Some varieties have preserved the original uvular voiceless realisation [q]
as in Algiers and Constantine. Other realisations of /q/ may be heard in a few
areas in Algeria: [tf] in Ghazaouet and [¥] in some Saharan towns.

CA /d3/, on the other hand, which is maintained as an affricate in many urban
forms (e.g. those of Algiers, Constantine and Tlemcen), is realised as a fricative
[3] in many rural dialects (e.g., in towns like Oran, Mostaganem and Bel Abbes
and in the villages around Tlemcen,). It is worth noting that /d3/ is also realised

as [g], particularly in urban Egyptian Arabic.
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b) Phonological:

- 1. Vowel reduction or elision: by virtue of the universal phonological
phenomenon called the ‘law of least effort” (Martinet 1964a), these reduction and
elision processes are observed in the use of vowels in Colloquial Arabic, perhaps
more remarkably in some regions than in others. In his description of Maghreban
Arabic dialects, Philippe Margais (1977:12) emphasizes the ‘considerable ruin of

the vowel material” when he says:

On constate que les parlers maghrébins sont caractérisés par une ruine considérable

du matériel vocalique.

Initial consonant cluster is not an accepted pattern in CA and MSA. But the
rule 1s broken in Colloquial Arabic and initial clusters are very common as a
result of vowel loss in an initial open syllable, as in [y'rad3]’ for CA / 'yaradza/
‘He went out’. The following example interestingly reveals, at the same time,
vowel elision in two open syllables (initial and within the stem), centralisation of
the second vowel, and shortening of final long vowel: /'katabaha:/-->[k'tabha]®
‘He wrote 1t’. Such vowel reduction results in a two-syllable utterance instead of
four. Initial closed syllables, too, often lose their vocalic centre in practically all
dialects, but in this case, for phonotactic reasons (i.e. impossibility of
pronouncing three consonants initially, C,C,C;V), a short vowel is inserted
between C, and C; giving C,C;VC; as in [m'qabra] which is /'maqbara/ in CA,
‘cemetry’; /os'sabr(u)/ ‘(the) patience’ is pronounced [sss'bar] in the dialects.
Another interesting phenomenon related to vowel elision, is that the drop of the
vowel, often leading to consonant clustering, results in cases of assimilation of
the neighbouring consonants, as in, for example, /'vasala/-->[y'sal] ‘He has
washed’ in which /¥/-->[y], as a result of regressive assimilation of voicing, i.e.
/¥/ loses its voicing before the voiceless fricative /s/ after the vowel drop.

Furthermore, a general feature that can easily be observed in all colloquial

forms is the drop of final short vowels which most of the time have a functional
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or an inflexional role. Their drop occurs not only in pause form, as it may occur
in CA and much more in MSA, but also within the utterances in word-final
position. The CA utterance /ya'rad3ztu 'ma‘ahu fissa'ba:h(i)/ ‘I went out with him
in the morning’ is realised [y'razt m'Cah 'fossbah] in Algerian Arabic, with the
drop of the final unstressed vowels of the three phrases. Note that if we consider
the elision of the other vowels, those of open syllables, of the ten-syllable CA
utterance (those that are so-to-say ‘not necessary’ and thus easily dropped) the
colloquial realisation of the utterance is reduced to only four syllables. The
principle of ‘economy’ evoked by Martinet (1964a) and others is strongly
reflected in such morpho-phonological reductions in most Low Arabic varieties,

particularly in the Algerian ones.

- 2. Vowel ‘levelling’: when they are centres of unstressed syllables but not
elided, the three CA short vowels /a/, /u/ and /i/ are realised more or less in

the vicinity of a schwa, as in:

/'kataba/ --> [k'tob] ‘He wrote, He has written’
/'jaktubu/ -->["joktab] ‘He writes, He will write’

/fid'da:ri/ --> ['fadda:r] ‘at home, in the house’

- 3. Diphthong realisation as a long vowel: this phenomenon occurs in many
Arabic dialects but diphthongs are maintained in others: e.g. [fawd] in Tlemcen
vs. [fu:d] in Algiers ‘horse’ (but /Cu:d/ is also a ‘stick’ or a ‘rod” both in CA and

Low varieties); [Cayn] vs. [i:n] ‘an eye’ or ‘a water spring’, etc.

- 4. Vowel lengthening in many L varieties seems to be a sort of exception to
the reduction/elision process described above: this often occurs in the imperative
form, 2" pers. sing. in some verbs in final closed syllables, mostly those with a
long /a:/ in the stem, as in the verb /qa:la/ ‘to say’ whose imperative form /qul/

‘Say! (you, sing. masc.)’ is realised [qu:l] or [gu:1] with a long [u:] in L varieties.
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Likewise, CA /kul/ “(you) Eat!” is realised [ku:l] in many dialects, particularly in

Maghreban speech varieties.

- 5. Consonant shift, or metathesis, may occur with a number of words such
as in the instance /af'fams(u)/ ‘the sun’ which is often pronounced [ss'sam(] in
some AA varieties. [so'ddaza] for CA /sa'ds3a:da/ “a praying carpet’, and [z'naza)
for CA /d3a'na:za/ ‘a funeral’ are two other examples of metathesis that are
attested in a number of AA varieties. A word whose metathesis seems to be
specific to Tlemcen speech is [3'dada], from CA /da'dsa:dsa/ meaning “a hen’; it

1s pronounced [d'zaza] in other varieties.

¢) Morphological:

- 1. Overall drop of word-final vowels that represent case-endings:

In Colloquial Arabic, this vowel elision results in a significant simplification
of certain morphological rules: in CA, the inflexions referring to the dative and
causative cases, for example, are not used in spontancous everyday speech.
Speakers are only conscious of these if they ‘know’ the 7% ¥ab rules of CA (case
ending forms) which are learned at school; and those who do know them, amon g
educated people, only use them in the most formal contexts. A Classical Arabic
utterance such as /ka'tabtu ri'sa:latan lil mu'di:ri/ ‘I wrote a letter to the director’,
in which the case endings obey the morpho-syntactic rules, is realised even in a
formal form of AA [ktobt ri'sala lol'mudi:r], with elision of the endings in
question (in bold in the CA sentence) for the simple reason that the % %ab rules

are not acquired in the mother tongue.

- 2. The dual morpheme suffixes {-a:ni}, {-aini}: these are not represented in
Colloquial Arabic nouns, except for a few nouns referring to specific pairs (parts
of the body that come in twos) such as [‘aini:n] ‘eyes’, [wodni:n] ‘ears’, [joddi:n]
‘hands’ and [rad3li:n] ‘feet’. These words have become fixed forms for such pairs

to the extent that they invariably take plural agreement and are also used for the
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plural form, which is considered a mistake in CA: e.g. ['‘afra joddi:n] ‘ten
hands’, ['kullal “aini:n] “all eyes” vs. CA /' afrat '?ajdi:/ and /'kullal "?a%jun/.

As for the dual morpheme in verb-forms, a characteristic that is specific to
CA’, it has thoroughly disappeared in dialects: e.g. /jayru'dza:ni/ ‘They (two
persons) go out’ is realized [jay'yurd3u] in Colloquial Arabic, the same form
being used for more than two persons; the imperative /?uy'rudza:/ ‘Go out (you

two)’ is also realised [?o"yyur3u], a form used to address two or more persons.

- 3. The 1" person plural morpheme prefix {na-} (damir) in the perfective in
CA (or {nu-} with some verb forms) as in /'naktubuw/ ‘We (will) write’, is used
both in plural and singular in AA as well as in many other colloquial varieties,
particularly those of the Maghreb. This means that the CA 1* person prefixes %-
and - are not used in AA, except for the swearing form ['?uqsim] which has
become quite common in the speech of the young in Algeria. Otherwise, a verb
phrase like ['nayrudz] in AA is not “We (will) go out’ as in CA, but 7 (will) go
out’, the plural verb form being [na'yyurd3u] with the appearance of the final
plural morpheme suffix {u}. The final CA feminine suffix {-i:na} used in the
perfective, as in /tal’a'bi:na/, “You (will) play (2" pers. fem. sing.) has also
undergone an alteration, or more exactly a reduction, as it is realised ['tal®bi] in
most AA varieties. Also, while the suffix is reduced to {-i} in general, it is
completely dropped in Tlemcen Arabic and a few other AA varieties, and
/ tal®a*bi:na/ surfaces as ['tal®ab], a form which is identical to the one used when

we address a male.
d) Lexical:

A few important things have to be mentioned from the start as far as H and L

lexicons are concerned:

-1. Because it takes its strength from a large body of literature (ancient and

modern) and easily “absorbs’ modern terms in technical and scientific domains,

166



Y

Wb

as well as in political and economic fields, the bulk of today’s MSA vocabulary
is much wider than that of the various Colloquial Arabic forms. In fact, the
vocabulary of the L variety is only concerned with restricted domains in
everyday conversation, and it often borrows from CA/MSA when having to deal
with domains of life involving political, economic or religious discussions, in
which, apparently, only formal items are available. The MSA word /mi'laff/"’,
for example, would be used to ask someone to prepare a pérsonal file for an
application or a request. This relatively new tendency to borrow words from CA
or MSA in Algerian speech seems to be slowly replacing former borrowings
from French as a consequence of the process of arabisation of education and
administration put into operation just after independence. The word ['miloff]
(with the vowel /a/ realised as a schwa and the stress shifted to the first syllable)
has indeed displaced, though not thoroughly, the French borrowing dossier often
pronounced [2d'dose] or [od'dosje] in AA. Another good example that comes to
my mind is the gradual displacement, particularly by younger people, of the
French borrowed expression [n'ma:rki] or its synonym [n'?€skr1] (from marquer
and inscrire ‘to register’ or ‘to record’) by the Arabic expression [n'sadz30l], i.e.
‘I (will) register’, ‘1 (will) record” or ‘I will score (a goal)’. Many other such
borrowings are undergoing substitution for Arabic words.

Consider these few instances in the following table:

Borrowing from French Algerian Arabic from CA or MSA English gloss
ty eg'zazer Tu exageres ra:k t'ba:loy 7a'ra:ka tu'ba:liyu You exaggerate
'SIjj1 Essaies! "ha:wal "ha:wil Try!

‘prisizilu Précises lui. 7ak'kadlu “7akkid lahu Specify to him.

n'ta rresposabl

Tu es responsable.

n'ta Imas”u:l

"7anta Imas'?u:l

You are responsible

se 'la lwa

C’est la loi

ha'dahuwa lqanu:n

‘ha:da;'huwa l'qa:nu:n

Table 3.1. Gradual lexical displacement of French borrowings.

This 1s the law

However, there are still a great number of French words and expressions

which have become fixed in everyday speech, particularly those lexical items
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related to technical fields or imported articles of which people do not know
Arabic equivalent terms (e.g. tools and utensils such as marteau “hammer’, pince
‘pliers’, electric household appliances such as frigo ‘fridge’, common words

related to medicine such as la grippe “the flu’, or ! 'aspirine, etc.)

- 2. A good number of word pairs or expressions, one form H and one from L,
referring to common things, objects or concepts, are casily distinguishable as
belonging to one variety or the other. In a description of the bulk of Arabic

vocabulary, Ferguson (1959a) points out that

...a striking feature of diglossia is the existence of many paired items, one H one L,
referring to fairly common concepts frequently used in both H and L, where the
range of meaning of the two items is roughly the same, and the use of or the other

immediately stamps the utterance or written sequence as H or L.

If someone says “ra' 7ayt, ‘Did you see?’, the question would immediately be
identified as belonging to H with the verb /'ra%a:/, ‘to see’, which does not occur
in ordinary conversation, except for the very common form [ra-] as in [rah 'hna]
meaning ‘(I see) he is here’, or the expression [ja ri:t] used to wish something
were true. The L form for CA Zra' %yt is [[oft] (or [fott], with the gemination [tt]

here resulting from assimilation).

Here are some more examples showing the contrast between CA/MSA and AA:

Classical Arabic/MSA | Colloquial Arabic (AA) Gloss
'0ahab(a) mfa = ra:h He has gone
1s'tajqad(a) na:d = flan He has woken up
"1aftal(u) ja®mol = jdicr He does = He makes
'la: "ju:dzad(u) ma'ke:n| There’s no(thing)

Table 3.2. Standard Arabic vs Algerian Arabic lexical differentiation.

*the final vowel, here between brackets, is usually not pronounced in CA/MSA pause form.
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In addition to the lexemes typical of the Low variety, lexical transformations
sometimes occur resulting in variation in forms and differences of use and
meaning (Ferguson, 1959a): the phrase [mfa] in AA (an alternative form used
mostly in rural speech is [ra:h]) means ‘He has gone’ or ‘He has left’ while the
original meaning in CA /'mafa;/ is ‘He has walked’. /'dahaba/, the appropriate
CA form for ‘He has gone’, is not normally used in AA. Another example in
which the semantic shift is evident is ['¢inni] meaning ‘Push me’ in some AA
varieties. It is clear that the phrase is a reduction of CA /?a'¢inni:/ which means
‘Help me’, and not ‘Push me’. Two alternative forms can be heard in some other
AA varieties: ["?odfa®ni] has preserved the original meaning of the CA verb
/"dafa®a/ ‘to push’; and ['?admarni] often used in some rural varieties. The phrase
['jaxdom] is very common in AA but means ‘He (or it) works’, while the original
sense of the CA verb /'jaxydumu/ is ‘to serve (a cause, the country)’, or ‘to do a
favour’. In Tlemcen Arabic, and probably in many other AA varieties, the
expression [t'kollom], whose original CA meaning is ‘to speak’ /ta'kallama/, has
undergone a semantic shift as well, as it means something like ‘is heard’ or it
sounds’, e.g. ['bumba tkollmoat] ‘A bomb has exploded’. Also, [ot'kallomlu] is
used to mean ‘Answer him; he’s calling you (on the phone or whatever)’, while
the CA verb phrase ‘He speaks’ /jata'kallam(u)/ is not [Jot'kallom] in AA, but has

been replaced by ['jahdar] which means “to throb’ or ‘to echo’ in CA.

e) Syntactic:

Most grammatical differences between H and L Arabic varieties result from
the over-simplification or disappearance of CA morpho-syntactic rules in L, to
the extent that there has been, among users of Colloquial Arabic, a “myth that the
L variety lacks any kind of ‘grammar’.” (Wardhaugh, 1992: 92). Indeed, a great
number of syntactic structures are simplified in AA. Any attempt to deal with a
topic involving higher-level concepts (literary, religious, scientific or economic)
will have recourse not only to borrowings from CA or MSA, but also to complex

syntax if the ideas are to be fully conveyed.
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Here a few structures which make the difference between H and L:

- 1. The usual CA basic sentence structure is a VSO while in AA it usually
takes the form SVO, probably as a consequence of the French structure influence
(and English in Egypt, for instance): e.g. ‘The president of the Republic will
make a speech today’ is /sa'jay(ubu ra'i:sul dzum'hu:rijati I'jawm(a)/ in the High

variety, but is realised [ra'%i:sol d3om'hurija joytob I'ju:m] in (semi-formal) AA.

- 2. There is a word order rule in CA which stipulates that VSO sentences
whose subject is a plural third person always start with the verb in its singular
form (i.e. with no number agreement), as in /'yaradza n'na:su ‘ba:kiran/, ‘The
people went out early’. /'yaradza/ is normally used with the 3™ person singular,
‘He went out’. The plural form /'yaradzu:/ is only used in cases where the plural
subject precedes the verb, or is already mentioned, as in /Oumma 'yaradzu:/,
“Then they went out’. But the Low variety breaks the rule by making initial verb

forms agree with number, by using the 3" pers. pl. verb form: ['yardzu n'na:s].

- 3. The use of the passive form — mabniy lilmadzhil in Arabic, literally,
‘built on the unknown’ — has almost completely disappeared presumably in all
Colloquial Arabic varieties. And to express the passive voice, AA speakers have
recourse to the use of the active form with the personal pronoun ‘they’ as an
unknown subject: e.g. “The thief has been caught’ is /'qubida ®ala s'sa:riq/ in CA,
but [os'sa:raq qab'do:h] is the usual AA realisation (literally “The thief they have
caught him”). The participle pattern maf%/ from CA, meaning ‘done’, is also
often used to express passive states, as in [mak'tu:b bol'Carbijja)], ‘It is written in
Arabic’. Alternatively, the passive may at times surface with the use of the
‘reflexive’ prefix pronoun n- as in [n{'wa] ‘It got folded’: [n'ba‘st od'da:r] “The
house has been sold’. This form too comes from the CA verb pattern /?in'fa®ala/
(J—4&) which bears a relation to the passive as the agent is usually unknown or

not mentioned; e.g. /?in'sahaba/ (Gl “‘to (get) retire(d)’.
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- 4. A series of a dozen auxiliary-like verbs labelled kana wa % yawatuha,
‘to be and its sisters’ (i.e. ‘to be’ and analogous forms), used to describe the state
of things or actions, have been lost in the Low variety except for kana (to be) and
a few ‘modals’ like Zsbafia , dalla, bata, ma zala and ma dama. '' These are
used to describe the state of a person, the type of weather or whatever: e.g.
/"7asbaha ('(1flu ma'ri:dan/, “The child has been found ill in the morning’ ; or /ma
'zala ma'ri:dan/ ‘(He) is still i11’. In addition to the loss of the ;)tller modals, the L
variety does not ‘respect’ the CA grammatical case endings of the constituents,
nominal and adjectival, that follow these modal verbal forms, i.e. %sm marfi"
and yabar mansab '*: the two CA instances above are realised [ott'fal sSbah

m're:d] (with an SVO sentence pattern instead of the usual VSO as in CA/MSA),

and [ma 'za:l mre:d], respectively.

Here are a few other examples: (case endings in bold type in CA/MSA).

CA or MSA Algerian Arabic English equivalent
"?7asbaha 7a'bu:hu mis'ki:nan 'b"ba:h sbah mas'ki:n His father became poor
'ka:na 1 'dzawwu 'ba:ridan kan oldzow 'ba:rad The weather was cold
“Tasbaha | 'fata: 'radzulan al 'wald sbah ‘'radzol The boy has grown up
‘ba:tati I'?'ummu dzaw'Ca:natan 'm™™a:h 'ba:tot d3i'Ca:na She spent the night hungry
Oalla r'radzulu na:?iman ar'radzol dall 'na:;jom The man spent the day sleeping

Table 3.3. Drop of case endings modal verbs in AA as opposed to CA/MSA.

- 5. Another series presented in traditional and modern Arabic grammar
books under the label %nna wa % yawatuha (%inna" and ‘its sisters’), and whose
two constituents, the noun and the adjective, behave in a reverse pattern
compared to those of the series of auxiliary-like verbs examined above, i.e. %sm
mansub and yabar marfuf, are definitely lost in AA and other Colloquial Arabic
varieties. The particles %nna, %anna, and the compounds ka %anna, lakinna have
different functions in CA/MSA: “%nna, for example, is used to insist on the fact

or the action, and, to convey emphasis in an utterance like /atta'bi:bu 'va:%ibun/
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“The doctor is absent’, /'?inna (ta'bi:ba 'va:?ibun/ would mean ‘The doctor is
absent indeed’. But in AA, [a({'be:b rah 'va:job] is realised without the emphasis
particle %nna and with no case endings. Instead, to compensate for the emphasis,
the very common verbal phrase [ra-], most likely a reduced form of CA /7a'ra:/ 1
‘I see’, is used followed by the relevant personal pronoun object giving [rani, rak,
rah, raha, rana, rahum] which may be seen as a present copula form meaning
respectively something like ‘I am, you are, he 1s, she is, we are, they are’,
whereas the past form ‘I was, he was, she was’, for instance, would be [kunt],

[ke:n] and ['ka:noat], respectively.

Bearing in mind the discrepancies between the High variety and Colloquial
Arabic that are clearly reflected in the transformations of CA features on all
linguistic levels, and which the literature on Arabic diglossia (e.g. Ferguson
1959a, Altoma 1969) and Arabic dialectology (e.g. Blanc 1960, W. Margais
1930", Ph. Margais 1977) has not failed to refer to, we shall consider below a
further distinction within the Low variety this time.

The focus on today’s speech community of Tlemcen will help us to show the
co-existence and mixture of two Colloquial Arabic forms, the urban variety and
the rural variety, and how the resulting interference between the two types of
Arabic is clearly observable in everyday speech variation. It is worth noting here
that many centuries before European authors showed interest in Arabic language
studies, variation between and within different types of Arabic was mentioned by
Arabic grammarians, such as Al-Khalil and particularly Sibawayhi who 1s
regarded as the founding father of Arabic grammar. They did not fail to examine
the question of heterogeneity of the language both on geographical and social

bases. In this regard, Owens (2001:420) says:

...the Arabic language which Sibawayhi ‘constructed’ (a grammar by definition is a
formal construct) was a variable object, one parameter of whose variability was
defined by the social categories which Sibawayhi drew on to orientate his thinking.

In his Kitab, Sibawayhi described a good deal of linguistic variation.
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The linguistic variation that we can easily attest in Tlemcen not only shows
how diverse Arabic speech forms can co-exist in the same speech community,
but also how their interference can lead to their mixing or the adoption of one
form in certain circumstances, particularly by native speakers, and another in
other settings. What is appealing indeed and surprising at the same time, about
the speech community of Tlemcen is the existence of a quasi-one-way speech
accommodation to the context; that is, only the natives seem to be ready to
switch away from their vernacular in a set of situations, by avoiding at least the
TA features that they are most aware of. Non-TA speakers, on the other hand,
will almost never attempt to accommodate their speech to that of the town,
except for some non-native women who, by imitating native speech, may wish to
identify with Tlemcen womankind for reasons that we shall try to discuss below.

But, let us first consider some of the linguistic features that oppose urban speech

~ to rural forms.

4.2.2 Urban Speech vs. Rural Speech

The Arabic variety of Tlemcen, with some particular linguistic characteristics,
was regarded as one of the ‘urban’ forms of speech brought by the first waves of
Arab Muslim farifiin (literally ‘openers’, meaning conquerors) into the Northern
part of Africa in the 7" and 8" centuries. The ‘rural’ forms of Arabic are said to
have been brought later on, during the 11" century, to what was then called the
Maghreb with the second wave consistin<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>