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Lower and more centralized in the presence of pharyngeal
sounds, front and half open with plain consonants
Labial, plosive

Pharyngealized b

Dental, plosive

Pharyngealized d

Schwa

Labiodental

Velar, plostive

Velar, fricative

Glottal, fricative

Pharyngealized h

Generally, front lip-spread, but exhibit a range of allophonic
variation which depends on consonantal environment
Dental, fricative

Velar, plosive

Dental, liquid

Pharyngealized |

Labial, nasal

Pharyngealized m

Alveolar, nasal

Uvular, plosive

Alveolar, liquid
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Alveolar, fricative
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Pharyngealized t

Genrally back, lip-rounded, but may vary depending on its
sound environment

Lip-rounded, frcative
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Palatal, fricative
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Pharyngeal consonant
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The Syntax of Moroccan Arabic/French and
Moroccan Arabic/Standard Arabic Code Switching

Mustapha Aabi

ABSTRACT

Contact between different speech communities represents one breeding ground for
change and accommodation which can affect the forms as well as the functions of
language. Code switching (CS), as one result of this contact situation, is an important
site to display the dominance of one language over another, or to witness the resolve of
a speech community to incorporate another language so as to satisfy their needs, be
them syntactic, lexical or pragmatic. The aim of this thesis is to trace down the formal
manifestations of this type of language negotiation whereby switching occurs between
two or more languages. It will be shown that, 1n a CS situation, collision of languages is
highly regularised by specific syntactic features. A number of different models to CS
structural constraints are considered, and one particular approach based on the analysis
of selectional properties of the functional heads is advocated; this I will call the
Functional Parameter Constraint (FPC). The underlying assumption of the FPC, which
owes it theoretical motivation to recent syntactic research (e.g. Abney 1986, Ouhalla
1991, Chomsky 1995), 1s that interlanguage parameters, as opposed to language
universals, constrain CS. Parameters are restricted to the features of functional
categories given that their lexical counterparts are conceptually selected entries which
are drawn from an invariant universal vocabulary, and therefore, are not to be

parameterised (Chomsky 1995).

Following Ouhalla (1991), three selectional properties for which functional categories
can be parameterised cross-linguistically are identified, namely c-selection, m-selection
and grammatical features. A corpus consisting of naturally occurring data was gathered
to test the empirical validity of the hypothesis set for the study. The results of the
examination of Moroccan Arabic/French and Moroccan/Standard Arabic bilingual

conversations provide the sought empirical support.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The main aim of the present research is to carry out a study of code switching in the
Moroccan situation. It intends to examine the syntactic constraints governing Moroccan
Arabic/French and Moroccan/Standard Arabic bilingual conversations, and integrate and
develop a framework for the study of code switching. Although work on code switching
in the Moroccan situation has been ongoing for almost three decades, none has
researched the subject of syntactic constraints in the Moroccan/Standard Arabic
situation. As to the Moroccan Arabic/French situation, several studies have been carried
out, but only few of them have dealt with the subject of syntactic constraints, and will be
reviewed in the course of this study. The present thesis should be seen as a contribution

to the ongoing research on code switching in Morocco, and the study of code switching

in general.

The theoretical framework of the analysis to be undertaken in the present study is the
claim guiding much work on language contact that equivalence between the grammars of
two languages facilitates code switching. Underlying this claim is the assumption that in
language contact situations, code switching is constrained in the same way, and only by
cross-linguistic variation. Proposals to define cross-linguistic variation or equivalence in
the case of code switching have generated different views with almost every language
pairs being introduced (Halmari 1997:1). Yet, little has been said as to the role of
independent principles of language in constraining code switching. In most cases, the
posited constraints tend to be specific to code switching rather than follow from the

general principles which govern language as whole.

The view adopted in this regard is uniform in its conception of constraints for both
monolingual and bilingual constructions. It follows from the UG assumption that
language is a set of principles and parameters. It also builds on the assumption that code
switching is governed by the equivalence paradigm which requires some kind of
congruity between the two languages involved in the switch. Given these two
assumptions, principles will not, therefore, constrain code switching in view of the fact

that they are universals innately and identically endowed in all speakers of any natural
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language. Parameters, on the other hand, represent the cross-linguistically variant (i.e.
non-equivalent) areas between two or more languages, and therefore must be
constraining in nature to code switching. Parameters are associated, following Ouhalla
1991, with specific properties of functional categories such as determiners and inflections
as opposed to lexical categories which are conceptually selected entries existing
invariantly in all human languages, and therefore belong to the set of universals rather

than parameters.

Having set the theoretical assumptions underlying the view proposed for the study of
code switching constraints, it remains to test their empirical validity. Naturally occurring
data from conversations of Moroccan Arabic/French and Moroccan/Standard Arabic
bilinguals has been collected for this purpose. The choice of the two language sets is
motivated by the fact that that I am a speaker of the three languages, which allows one to
have a sense of language and code switching, a sense which often translates into accurate

intuitions about the way languages work in contact situations.

In the following chapter (two), I will take the controversial issue of the distinction
between (1) code switching and the other language contact phenomena of interference,
borrowing and dialect switching, and (ii) between different types of code switching,
namely insertional, alternational and fusional, with the aim to unify some of the earlier
views on the subject. Chapter three will present a critical review of different approaches
to code switching in the light of the Moroccan corpus as well as language sets from other
studies. Chapter four will provide the theoretical foundations for the analysis to be
carried out later in chapters seven and eight. It will set out the main hypothesis of the
thesis (the FPC), namely that code switching is constrained by parametric values of
functional categories. Chapter five will sketch briefly the background against which the
research is set by introducing the linguistic situation in Morocco and a review of earlier
studies on code switching in the Moroccan context. Chapter six will report on the nature
of the subjects and the data gathered for the study. Reference will also be made in this
chapter to the procedures followed during data gathering, transcription and analysis.
Chapter seven will be devoted to the analysis of Moroccan Arabic/French switching

found in the corpus using the theoretical framework laid out in chapter four. A similar

analysis will be carried out on Moroccan/Standard Arabic switching in chapter eight,
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which will also explore the applicability of the concept of code mixing in the
Moroccan/Standard Arabic contact situation. The findings obtained from the analysis will

lead to the final chapter, which will provide a restatement of the strengths as well as the
challenges of the FPC hypothesis.



CHAPTER TWO
DEFINING CODE SWITCHING

2.0. Introduction

Although code switching has been an increasingly attractive area of research, it remains
one of the least defined manifestations of language contact. This is because the study of
the phenomenon of CS borrows heavily from a variety of linguistic disciplines, each of
which has contributed to 1t from a different perspective. Nonetheless, it is generally
agreed that CS involves the alternation of two or more languages. The level of
alternation can occur at intra-sentential as well as inter-sentential boundaries. The
distinction between intra- and inter-sentential CS will be discussed in the following
chapter, which will also review the common assumption that CS grammaticality does not

go beyond the sentence/clause boundaries.

For now, the definition of CS as the alternation of two languages will have to be
examined in relation to other language contact phenomena such as interference and
borrowing which are often thought to be motivated by different needs and undergo
different linguistic processes (Clyne 1967, Romaine 1995). It follows that only by
singling out CS from other phenomena, can we successfully determine its specific
characteristics. In the section that follows, I will review the already existing accounts that
have been suggested for this purpose. I will then argue that, in the process of

determining CS grammatical constraints, interference needs to be distinguished from CS,

while borrowing does not.

2.1. Interference, Borrowing and Code Switching

Within the scope of language contact, the distinction between interference and CS has often
drawn less attention than that between CS and borrowing. Interference reflects "a speaker-
specific deviation from the language being spoken due to the influence of the other
‘deactivated’ language" (Grosjean 1995:262). This view presupposes a strictly monolingual
context in which only one language must be operational. If traces from the other language
which 1s supposed to be deactivated appear, interference will take place. CS, on the other
hand, involves a bilingual context which assumes the activation of two languages although



they may have different levels of operationality in the sense that one language is less activated
than the other but never completely deactivated (cf. Myers-Scotton 1995, Grosjean 1995).

Interference also differs from borrowing mainly in that the former is contingent and
indtvidual while the latter 1s collective and systematic (Mackey 1968:569). That is,
interference 1s an idiosyncratic feature of the individual which cannot be predicted
systematically despite that the various factors contributing to its production may be
traced back. By contrast, borrowing is a property of the speech community rather than
the individual. It 1s not sporadic and is highly regularised. While interference can touch
all levels of language, phonological, syntactic, lexical, semantic and/or pragmatic,
borrowing is often restricted to the lexical level' wherein a word or short expression is

taken from another language (Grosjean 1995:213).

The phenomenon of interference has been more widely investigated in the field of
interlanguage studies (e.g. Sharwood-Smith and Kellerman 1986). More neutral terms
such as transfer and cross-linguistic influence have been adopted to refer to the same
phenomenon. Although no consensus definition of interference has emerged, there is
general agreement that 1t can be divided into two types: positive and negative transfer.
Positive transfer refers to cases where the knowledge of one language (usually Li)
facilitates the learning of another (L2). Negative transfer relates to cases where previous
learning hinders the learning of new skills (for illustration and further discussion see
Romaine 1995:52-55). Grosjean (1995:262) postulates a different typology for
interference: static and dynamic. Static interference is a reflection of permanent traces
from one language onto the other such as permanent accent and the meaning extensions
of particular words. Dynamic interference is associated with ephemeral influence from
the other language not being spoken such as accidental slips on the stress pattern of a
word and momentary use of a syntactic structure. In either case, Grosjean notes that it is

easter to study interference within a monolingual rather than a bilingual mode.

(1) Seftt l-qamar vak? Il  est beau?
[you-saw the-moOnmase  ya? Itmasc 1S beautiful mas?]
{Have you seen the moon? It’s beautiful }

(MA/Fr, Lahlou 1998)
The clause il est beau in (1) above, if produced in a monolingual context, would clearly count

as a case of interference from Moroccan Arabic into French. The French pronoun i/ should
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bear the property [+feminine] of its language anaphoric reference la June (moon; +feminine).
Instead, it has negatively transferred the gender property [+masculine] from the Moroccan
Arabic /-gamar (the anaphoric noun in example (1)). The same goes for the predicative

adjective beau which should be feminine as in belle according to the French syntax.

In a bilingual context, such as (1), it would be difficult to argue that it 1s a case of ‘sporadic’
occurrence of interference. That the pronoun i/ takes the property [+masculine] follows from
the fact that the syntactic rules of anaphora are observed. Instances like (1) are also reported
in other language sets not to reflect alack of competence in either language but are rather
assumed (cf. Franceschini 1998, Reynolds 1999) to indicate a case of ‘code mixing’ or

‘fusion’ which supports the hypothesis that CS has come to be used as a consistent code in its
own right (Franceschini 1998:61).

Permanent accents, when they are charactenstic of a speech community rather than the
individual, may also indicate the existence of an independent code or dialect. For instance,
Gumperz (1982) reports some prosodic features which are common only to Pakistani and
Indian minorities in Brtain (in Romaine 1995:54). Accounting for these features as a type of
interference will raise the question as to whether non-standard dialects of English should be
considered as types of interference too. Alternatively, these features can simply be said to
refer to a different dialect such as Indian English which might lead to the controversy of
having a multitude of Englishes: French English, German English, Finmsh English, efc.
Although cases of permanent accent are clearly distinguished from CS forms, on the basis that
the former is usually a recurring phonological or prosodic feature, the borderline is not as

clear in the case of borrowing.

In distinguishing between CS and borrowing, studies carried out by most scholars (e.g.
Gumperz 1982, Poplack, Wheeler and Westwood 1987) generally make reference to
phonological and/or morpho-syntactic integration. CS is said to consist of alternations of two
languages “a usage momentané” (Nait M’Barek and Sankoff 1988:144) whereby elements
from one language will be used to cater for immediate communicative rather than lexical
needs without being assimilated into the other language. By contrast, borrowing is thought to
involve the integration of elements or structures from one lexicon into another such as bwata,

s-salu:n, and shmendifir which are integrated forms of the French boite, le salon, and chemin
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de fer respectively (Nait M’Barek and Sankoff, 1988:143). Phonological assimilation is
considered as the chief; if not the only determining feature of borrowing (Halman 1997:173).

(2) Olt putter klontti
[was butter lump]
{That was a lump of butter}
(Finnish/English, Halman 1997:47)

A prominent feature of the borrowed form putfer in (2) is its complete assimilation into the
phonological system of Finmsh. In fact, a large number of borrowed forms reported 1n other
languages follow the same type of integration, which 1s also charactenistic of French and
Standard Arabic forms borrowed into Moroccan Arabic. Nonetheless, defining borrowing in
terms of phonological adaptation per se is not without limitations because as Myers-Scotton
(1992:31) explains “while most established forms may be well phonologically integrated 1o

the ML?* by no means do all Bforrowed] forms show such integration”. For example,

Romaine (1995:601) reports that the word chips without undergoing any structural
assimilation whatsoever has become a borrowing in the speech of many Punjabi/English

bilinguals.

The total phonological assimilation of borrowing implies the complete un-assimilation of CS.
Yet, the criterion of ‘phonological punty’ for CS, as conceded by Halmari (1997:173), can be
blurred by bilingual permanent accents. For instance, Pickles (1999) reports a crosslinguistic
influence in the pronunciation of the sound /r/ by Maghreb1 pupils in France which clearly 1s
not a case of borrowing; otherwise, every French category, be it functional or lexical,
containing the sound /r/ would be considered a borrowing. The fact that switches can equally
have traces of phonological influence from another language has been noted in other language
sets. For example, Sobin (1976:42) mentions cases from Spanish/English data where
phonologically assimilated items are CS forms rather than borrowings.

Despite the fact that borrowed forms tend to be phonologically integrated to their host
language, their distinction from CS on the basis of this principle alone does not provide a
clear-cut boundary between the two, hence the need for new criteria. Morpho-syntactic
features have therefore been postulated (e.g. Poplack and Meechan 1995) as a
complementary criterion in an attempt to account for CS as a separate language contact

phenomenon. In accordance with similar studies by Bentahila and Davies (1983, 1991) and
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Heath’s (1989) charactensing the relevance of morpho-syntactic features to borrowings in
Moroccan Arabic, my data shows supportive evidence for the correlation between morpho-

syntactic integration and borrowings. One example of this is,

(3) Shn:t wahed l-ananasa
[I-bought one  the-pineapple-FEM]
{I bought a pineapple}
(MA/Fr, Heath 1989)

The EL’ lexeme ananasa has undergone full integration at the phonological, morphological
and syntactic levels. At the phonological level, the sounds /n/ and /s/ have been
pharyngealised into /n/ and /g/, phalyngealisation being a property of Moroccan Arabic but
not French. At the morphological level, integration caused the inflection of the French lexeme
with the Moroccan Arabic feminine morpheme /-a/. At the syntactic level, the form ananasa
has been integrated into the Moroccan Arabic system thus producing a type of structure
would be ungrammatical in French. Note here that in stark contrast to Moroccan Arabic,
French syntax allows nouns such as ananas to be preceded by strictly one definite or
indefinite article. Moroccan Arabic nouns, on the other hand, can be modified by a double
determiner (numeral + definite article) to indicate indefiniteness.

(4) *Pa1  acheté une |’ananas
[I-have bought one the-pineapple]
{I bought a pineapple}

Accordingly, scholars usually set their prototype borrowed forms in contrast with CS forms
which are thought to preserve the morpho-syntax of their source language. Yet, not all
borrowed forms are morpho-syntactically integrated. For example, the syntax (as well as the

phonology*) of some French expressions such as bon voyage and eau de toilette remains

intact when borrowed into English. Besides, not all morpho-syntactically integrated
categories are borrowed forms. In fact, a large number of elements with this type of
integration found in Moroccan Arabic/French bilingual conversations falls within the category

of CS.

(5) qali “tu pisses” w kaynmsaken ta-y-mi-w’
[he-told-me “you pee"  and was poorplr TNS-AGRp-go-AGRa

I-la toilette ba§  y-pissi-w

to-the toilet so that TNS/AGR-pee- AGR]

{He asked to pee and there were poor others going to the toilet for a pee}
(MA/Fr, Bentahila & Davies 1991:384)



Despite the morpho-syntactic integration of forms like y-pissi-w in (5), they are to be
considered as switches rather than borrowed forms. This is because borrowing is a process
that is open to monolinguals as well as bilinguals, whereas the meaning or communicative
function of the alternation in (5) 1s hardly recognisable to the Moroccan Arabic monolingual.
Such occurrences are the preserve of bilinguals and, therefore, must not be equated with
borrowed forms unless we are to add another category of borrowing that is specific to
bilinguals only. They are normally idiosyncratic productions of the individual bilingual rather
than the speech community. Their frequency of occurrence would, therefore, be very limited
compared with established borrowings or native forms. Myers-Scotton (1992:35) points out
in this respect that “Borrowed forms, as ‘naturalised’ ML forms, should have a similar

frequency to indigenous ML forms”.

To maintain the validity of the criterion of integration, but most importantly to save the
equivalence constraint (see 3.1.3), Poplack, Sankoff and Miller (1988) identify another
type of borrowing which does not satisfy the conditions of accessibility and/or diffusion

among monolinguals. This new type of borrowing is called ‘nonce borrowing’ as

opposed to established (frequent) borrowing. The addition, however, of the category of
nonce borrowing, as Myers-Scotton (1992:32) argues, 1s extraneous and does not add
any explanatory value to the study of CS. Occurrences of this type, at least in Moroccan
Arabic/French bilingual conversations, are found to be bound in the same way as non-
integrated CS forms. For example, the mixed form y-pissi-w in (5) should be considered,
in terms of Poplack’s definition, as a nonce borrowing since it contains a single French
lexeme that has been morpho-syntactically assimilated into the ML (Moroccan Arabic).
However, the structural integration of such forms 1s grammatically motivated in the same

way that other non-integrated forms are as will be illustrated in chapter four. Bentahila
and Davies (1983:322-4) attribute similar instances to the necessity of subcategorisation

rules.

(6) *nqra Swiya ba§  réussir  a l’examin
[I-work a bit so that to succeed at the-exam]
{1 work a bit harder to pass my exams}

(7) ngra Swiya ba$ n- réussir a l’examin
[I-work a bit so that TNS/AGR-succeed at the-exam]
{I work a bit harder to pass my exams}
(MA/Fr, Bentahila & Davies 1983:323)



According to Bentahila and Davies (1983:323), the hypothetical example in (6) is an
impossible switch because it violates the Moroccan Arabic subcategorisation rules which
require that ba$ introduces a finite clause. The acceptability of (7), on the other hand,

follows from the satisfaction of the subcategorisation constraint®.

What the category of nonce borrowing shows us, though, is that CS and borrowing may
undergo the same morpho-syntactic procedures as illustrated by examples (3) and (5).
Evidence from other languages strongly supports this conclusion. In this context, Myers-
Scotton (1993a:163) claims that

they [CS and borrowing] undergo largely the same morphosyntactic
procedures (of the ML) duning language production. Therefore, it turns out,
the motivation for distinguishing them in order to assess models of
morphosyntactic constraints seems to evaporate, at least for content
morphemes.

Syntactic constraints governing CS must therefore govern borrowing in the same way if we

assume that they “are part of the same developmental continuum, not unrelated phenomena’”
(Myers-Scotton 1993a:163) which is the case in the Moroccan context. Saib (1989:48)
observbes that “En effet MC (melange de codes), dans le contexte marocain, a trait a un
continuum allant de l'emprunt a PC (permutation de codes)”. In the Moroccan context, the
continuum process is observable not only within Moroccan Arabic/French alternations but
also, and most particularly, between Moroccan Arabic, Standard Arabic and Berber. The
Moroccan/Standard Arabic situation 1s often referred to as diglossic (Ferguson 1959,
Bentahila 1983, Heath 1989). Berber, on the other hand, 1s a genetically and structurally
different language although in intense contact with, if not shift towards Arabic vaneties
(Youssi 1989, see also 5.2 for more discussion). My concern in this thesis, however, does not

extend to Berber’. None of my informants used Berber in the recorded conversations which
mainly involve switching between Moroccan Arabic, Standard Arabic and French. The
question that arises here 1s whether 1t 1s appropnate to speak of CS in the case

Moroccan/Standard Arabic alternations.

2.2. Code Switching: Diglossia or Bilingualism ?

As mentioned earlier, the two varieties of Arabic used in Morocco are said to stand in a
diglossic relationship, each of which has a different function and status. Using Ferguson’s
labels of Low varnety (L) and High variety label (H), Bentahila (1983:4-5) claims that
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Moroccan Arabic (L) 1s not socially valued inthe same way as Standard Arabic (H). This
statement implies that, unlike CS, when alternating between the two varieties of Arabic®, we

are 1n reality switching functions rather than codes just as when we switch styles judging by
the formality of the context. It is often held among Moroccan sociolinguists (e.g. Bentahila
1983, Yousst 1995) that Moroccan Arabic is reserved for informal conversations while
Standard Arabic 1s strictly used in formal contexts. Moroccan/Standard Arabic alternations
become 1n this respect a type of style shifting (SS), what the vanationist would refer to as the
alternative way(s) of saying the same thing in the same language. Labov (1972:188) states
that:

It is common for a language to give many alternate ways of saying the
same thing. Some words like car and automobile seem to have the same
referents, others have two pronunciations like working and workin’. There
are syntactic options such as Who is he talking to? vs. To Whom is he
talking? or It's easy for him to talk vs. For him to talk is easy.

Here, car and automobile in English, the same as the Standard Arabic and Moroccan Arabic
z-zawja wa l-awlaad and Il-mra u ddrari in (8) and (9) respectively are similar in terms their
propositional content. I propose to treat cases of Moroccan/Standard Arabic alternations

such as (8) as CS rather than SS forms.

(8) ndiru tahna z-zawja w l-awla:d
[we-do too  the-wife and the-children]
{I"d like to have a wife and children}

(MA/SA, DS 2A, 39)
(9) ndiru tahnal-mra w d-dran
[ the-wife and the-children]

The fact that (8) and (9) share the same propositional content does not necessarily mean that
(8) is an instance of SS. The Moroccan Arabic/French alternation in (10) has the same
content as the monolingual Moroccan Arabic counterpart in (11) and would still be clearly
identified as a CS form.

(10) bhal un professeur marocain...
[lke a teacher  Moroccan...]

{Like a Moroccan techer}
(MA/Fr, Heath 1989:34)

(11) bhal wahed l-'ustad  megnbi
[like one the- teacher Moroccan]
{Like a Moroccan teacher}

Similanity in terms of propositional or even equivalence at the discourse level are not solid

cnteria for the distinction between CS and SS. Romaine (1995:170) notes in this respect that

11



Style shifting accomplishes for the monolingual what code-switching does for
the bilingual. A choice between forms of one language, e.g. lexis, phonology

etc. can convey the same kinds of social meanings as a choice between
languages

According to Romaine’s definition above, Moroccan/Standard Arabic alternations would not
fall under the category of SS. The two vaneties are not mutually intelligible (cf. Nortier 1990)
and therefore switching between the two is not a process that is open to the Moroccan Arabic

monolingual.

Counter-evidence to Labov’s claim that alternating dialects 1s a shifting of styles and not
codes comes also from vaneties he studied such as Black English/Standard English. DeBose
(1992:157) states that the interaction between Black English and Standard American English
1s governed by the same principles as CS. She claims that instances like (12) point towards

constdering the two varieties as two separate systems with autonomous grammars.

(12) He done lost his poor mind out there, huh?
(Standard English/Black English, DeBose 1992:161)

The done-VERB subconstruction of the Black English subject-predicate construction 1s
incompatible with the grammar of Standard English which indicates the case of a switching

between two systems rather than a shifting of two styles from the same code. Evidence
attesting the hypothesis that Moroccan Arabic/Standard Arabic alternations are governed 1n
the same way as CS forms comes from dialects of other languages such as Spanish (Alvarez-
Caccamo 1990, 1998) and Italian (Giacalone Ramat 19935, Alfonzetti 1998). For instance,
Giacalone Ramat reports the existence of switches between Italian dialects which satisfy
different structural constraints such as the equivalence and government constraints.

(13) venticinque anni  qvi
[twenty-five years has]
{He is twenty five years old}
(Standard Italian/Southern Italian, Alfonzetti, in Giacalone Ramat 1995:57)

(14) *Mio frattellonon /- riva
[my brother not he-1s armved]
{My brother has not armved}
(Standard Italian/Milanese Italian, Giacalone Ramat 1995:57)

According to Giacalone Ramat, the grammaticality of (13) and the ungrammaticalty of (14)
find justification in the equivalence constraint (see 3.1 for discussion of the equivalence and
other constraints). The word order of Milanese Italian and Standard Italian in respect of

negation i1s parametric. Negation follows the copula be in Milanese but precedes it in the
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Standard dialect which explains why switches like (14) are disallowed on account of the

violation of the equivalence condition.

It seems that the autonomy of the linguistic systems both in the American and Italian context
discussed above provides support for describing their alternations as CS rather than SS forms.
In his comment on a similar situation originally investigated by Thelander (1979) which
involves Burtrask (a Northen Swedish dialect) and Standard Swedish, Trudgill (1986:91)
also associates switching with language distance. He writes:

Burtrask 1s an area where there is a considerable amount of distance between

the local dialect and the national standard. In divergent dialect communities, it

1s quite normal to find situational dialect switching.
Similarly, Moroccan and Standard Arabic fulfil the cnterion of autonomy (distance) not only
in terms of their syntax (cf. Aoun, Benmamoun and Sportiche 1994) but also in terms of the
extent to which one is comprehensible to the other (see 5.2). It 1s reasonable to assume at this
stage that dialect switching between Moroccan Arabic and Standard Arabic is different from
SS. As a matter of fact, this type of dialect switching constitutes another form of CS in which
the interaction of two linguistic systems requires that the grammatical features should be

arranged in a specific way.

2.3. Code Switching: Alternational, Insertional or Fusional?

Much of the debate on CS grammatical constraints still evolves around the question of
whether the interaction of a pair of languages is organised according to the internal rules of
one or both grammatical systems. Should the switch be formed according to the rules of one
grammatical system (ML), the guest (EL) constituents will simply be inserted into the frame
of the ML. The resulting switch will therefore be insertional and the identification of the ML
will be obvious and automatic. On the other hand, if the switch is formed according to the
rules of two grammatical systems, the configuration of the CS will be alternational in the
sense that the constituents of each language preserve the frame specific to their system. In
recent studies (Auer 1998, Reynolds 1999), there has been a shift from the
insertional/alternational paradigm to account for CS as a code in its own night. CS is viewed
as a sort of ‘fusion’ or ‘code mixing’ of two systems creating a new code. More research is

still needed to examine how the grammar of this new code operates and at what level it is
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constramned. That said, the concept of code mixing will be examined in chapter eight for the
Moroccan/Standard Arabic corpus.

Within the insertional/alternational framework, the search for grammatical constraints on CS
in most current studies (Poplack and Meechan 1995, Myers-Scotton 1995) is confined to a
maximal unit of analysis. In syntactic theory, grammatical rules and principles are generally set
within the sentence boundaries, i.e., grammar is not subject to any constraints beyond the

sentence level. In much the same way, syntactic analysis of CS necessitates the determination
of the maxamal unit of analysis within which constraints on CS should be defined.

2.3.1. Switching Boundaries

CS occurs beyond as well as within the sentence boundaries. However, alternations like
Poplack’s famous example (1980) below are often thought to be irrelevant to the study of CS

grammatical constraints

(15) Sometimes I'll start a sentence in English y  ferminé en espanol
[Sometimes I'll start a sentence in English and finishit in Spanish]
(English /Spanish, Poplack 1980)

The switch in Poplack’s example above is not constrained at any point because the utterance
consists of two clauses which are independent of each other in terms of grammatical rules.
Myers-Scotton and Jake (1995:982-3) point out in this respect that

regardless of whether the conjunction relating them belongs to one language
or the other, CS between the two clauses involves the alternation of two
monolingual grammatical frames which makes the distinction between ML

and EL in this case inappropriate.

In their opinion, any search for grammatical constraints on this type of language alternation,

called an inter-sentential/clausal CS, is deemed not necessary. Inter-sentential/clausal CS,
irrespective of how different the structures of the two clauses are, is thought to be free and
grammatical as far as each clause satisfies separately the well formedness conditions of the
language in which it is uttered. In consequence, most studies of CS constraints have focused
on those alternations which occur within the syntactic boundarnies of the clause, commonly
known in the CS literature as intra-sentential CS. Example (16) is a prototypical instance of
intra-sentential CS where the clause is dominantly Moroccan Arabic with a single switch of

the French preposition.
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(16) ka-ta-kl-u jusqu'a I-megrb
[you-eat until-to the-nightfall ]
{You eat until the mightfall}
(MA/Fr, Heath 1989:40)

In more recent work, Myers-Scotton and Jake (1995) choose the complementizer® phrase
(CP) as the unit of analysis relevant for the determination of CS constraints. They identify the

b

CP as “a syntactic structure expressing the predicate argument structure of a clause’
(Myers-Scotton and Jakel995:982). The CP is roughly the technical term for clause within

the Government and Binding (GB) model with the following tree representation:

(17) CP CP —» Spec; C’
/\ )
Spec!? C’ C —»C.IP
C IP

Using the same line of analysis, Jake (1994:279-81) explained the grammaticality of some
Moroccan Arabic/French CS forms such as (18) and the unacceptability of others such as
(19) which first appeared in Bentahila and Davies (1983).

(18) [cp moi1 {r e [ve dxlt]]]
I went In

(19) *[cp [mot] [ana] [p e dxlt]]

I I went In
According to Jake, the grammaticality of (18) derives from the fact that the Spec position of
CP is empty, hence the insertion of the French pronoun. By contrast, the same position in

(19) is filled by the Moroccan Arabic ana and the insertion of the French pronoun moi caused

a double filling of the same slot which violates the syntactic rules of Moroccan Arabic.

By focussing on the CP or sentence boundarnes in much of the literature on CS, there seem to
be a lack of interest in inter-sentential CS which is often excluded as unconstrained.
Moroccan Arabic/French CS instances, reported in earlier works, show, however, a
reasonable arrangement of grammars beyond the sentence level, i.e. at the inter-sentential

level.
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(20) 3efti $2Thsing? Je leung laisse comme ¢a?
[you-saw hair-my? I it leave like  this?]
{Have a look at my hair, do you think I should leave it like this?}

(MA/Fr, Lahlou 1998)
(21) * Sefti §a'Triing? Jelesye laisse comme ¢a?
[ them ]

CS can be said to be constrained in (20) given that the French pronoun /e (it) has to agree in
number with the Moroccan Arabic $a’ri (hair) in the preceding sentence despite the fact
cheveux (hair) which the pronoun is actually substituting is plural in French. Switches like
(21) where a pronoun borrows its phi-features from the syntax of its language rather than the
syntax of its co-referent in cases of crosslinguistic vanation do not appear in my corpus. This
imphies that the frame within which CS is constrained may go beyond the boundaries of a

single CP or sentence.

2.3.2 Insertional Code Switching
The interaction of two linguistic systems within the CP/intra-sentential boundaries is supposed

to take one of two directions: insertional or alternational (Muysken 1995:180). In the first,
one language (ML) sets the grammatical frame of the clause while the other language (EL)

has to meet the syntactic conditions of this frame.

(22) ma-y-mkenni-§ n-defini-ha
[I-can-not TNS/AGR"-define-it]

{I can’t define it myself}
(MA/Fr, Bentahila & Davies 1991:394)

Example (22) 1s a prototypical insertional CS. The sentence consists mainly of Moroccan
Arabic constituents in a Moroccan Arabic morpho-syntactic frame which incorporates a

single French lexeme (verb).

The insertional hypothesis 1s associated in the first place with Joshi’s (1985:192) asymmetry
model which assumes that CS is unidirectional. It postulates that switching is asymmetrically
allowed from EL into ML and not vice versa. The distinction between ML and EL is essential
to this model in order to determine the constraints imposed by the ML on EL insertions. Joshi
(1985:190-1) claims in this respect that “speakers and hearers generally agree on which
language the mixed sentence is ‘coming from’, We can call this language the matrix

language and the other language the embedded language” (see also 3.2). However,
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instances like (23) in which both systems are equally represented in the sentence led
proponents of the model (e.g. Myers-Scotton 1993a:36) to rethink the notion of asymmetry.

(23)on doit  avoir wahed I-xutta  f-l-bda dyal I-"am
[we should have one the-plan in-the-beginning of the-year]
{We will need a plan of work for the beginning of this year}

(MA/Fr, DS 3C, 55)
(23) consists of an instance of switching in both directions. French elements such as the
impersonal pronoun on do not have an equivalent in Moroccan Arabic, and the same holds
true for Moroccan Arabic elements such as the double determiner (Det) waHed I- in French.
Commenting on Joshi’s model, Myers-Scotton (1993a:36) says that

First, there 1s no switching of categories at all in the MLF model, but rather a
switching of procedures from those of the ML to the EL. This happens only
when EL islands are formed. Second, there i1s no obvious motivation to
restrict the direction of the inhibition and activation procedures.

According to her, (23) would be a case of ML + EL island where procedures are switched,

ie. two morpho-syntactic systems are alternated. The theoretical motivation and validity of
the notion of islandhood will be discussed in 3.2.

With the exception of EL islands, CS is considered within the MLF model as an insertional
process given that the switching of EL elements still has to satisfy syntactic rules imposed by
the ML Hypothesis such as the Morpheme Order Principle and the System Morpheme
Principle (see 3.2). While the notion of ML 1s essential in insertional models of CS, its
identification is often controversial. Myers-Scotton (1993a:66-9) proposes criteria based on
individual proficiency or dominance within the social community. She states that the ML
tends to be the Li in which the bilingual 1s normally more proficient, or the unmarked
language which dominates the number of types of interaction across the speech community.
Such a claim seems to be incompatible with her assertion that the CP is the maximal unit
within which CS insertions are constrained. It is unlikely the CP alone can reflect the bilingual
proficiency of the individual or the dominant language in the community. Examples like (24)
in which the CP 1s dominantly French with single insertions from Moroccan Arabic are

frequent in my corpus. Yet, French is only a second language to my informants while

Moroccan Arabic, clearly predominant in their overall interaction, is their Li.

(24) Chaque type de jeu a une grande importance dyalu'
[each typeofgamehasa big importance its]
{Each game has its own importance}

(MA/Fr, DS 2, 19)
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If using Myers-Scotton’s criterion of social dominance, the ML in (24) would be Moroccan
Arabic in which case the principles of the ML hypothesis would be violated. For example, the
French adjective grande occupies a pre-nominal position despite the fact it must be positioned
post-nominally in conformity with the syntax of the ML (Moroccan Arabic). But again,
Myers-Scotton (1993a:70) claims that the ML assignment is dynamic, and a change in its
identity 1s possible within the same conversation or sentence. There is, however, as Bentahila
and Davies point out, a danger of circulanty with this type of argument, as it will become “al/
too easy to end up saying that each time the language changes, the matrix language has
changed too” (1998:29).

Myers-Scotton (1993a:68) goes further to postulate another crterion which she calls the
Frequency-Based Criterion stating that “The ML is the language of more morphemes in
interaction types including intrasentential CS”. She adds that the frequency counts must be
based on a ‘discourse sample’ rather than sentences and that borrowed forms must be
excluded from the counts. The cniterion does not seem to be valid, at least in the Moroccan
context. In all conversations recorded for the purpose of this study, the number of
morphemes is predominantly Moroccan Arabic; nevertheless, CS forms like in (24) do not
seem to have Moroccan Arabic as their ML. In fact, neither Moroccan Arabic nor French
represents the ML in Myers-Scotton’ sense; (24) conststs of an alternation or mixing of both
systems. The French adjective precedes its head noun despite it not being a syntactic property
of Moroccan Arabic, and the Moroccan Arabic possessive pronoun post-modifies its head

NP, which 1s not a syntactic feature of French either.

2.3.3. Alternational Code Switching

The claim that CS is alternational is particularly associated with local models of CS (see 3.1).
It is held that both grammars are represented in the sentence producing an alternational
configuration of both systems. A prototypical instantiation of alternation is the one occurring

between clauses or sentences as in (15) above. But alternation can also happen within the

clause boundaries as in (25) below.

(25) John gave a book ek larakii ko

[ a gl to]
{John gave a book to a girl}
(Hindi/English, Pandit 1990:45)
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The configuration of the adposition phrase in (25) has been formed according to the Hindi
syntactic frame as a post-position. In English, on the other hand, a verb such as give would
require 1n the case at hand that the second internal argument (indirect object) takes the form
of a prepositional phrase.

In the same context, Guowen Huang and Milroy (1994) provide a more precise distinction
between insertional and alternattonal CS in relation to which parts of the clause have been
switched. Basically, their claim is that the switch is alternational if it involves a whole clause
element, and insertional 1if 1t involves only part ofit. By clause element, they mean any of
Leech and associates’ (1982) five categories of Subject, Predicator, Object, Complement and
Adverbial. They 1llustrate their claim by the following examples:

(26) ne1 yeomo any older relatives?

(27) ne1 yeomo dig older relatives a?
[Do you have any older relatives?]
(Cantonese/English, Guowen Huang & Milroy 1994:37)

Here the clause element Object is any older relatives. In (26) the whole clause element has

been switched providing therefore an alternational structure. By contrast, in example (27)
only part of Object has been switched into English while the remainder is in Cantonese which
yields an insertional structure. Guowen Huang and Milroy’s claim implies that switching is
alternational when occurring at a smaller level than the clause element such as the phrasal
level. One thing we know 1s that the phrase has its own internal structure governed by phrasal
rules which reflect the grammar ofits language. For instance, although the switch in (24) is
not at the level of Guowen Huang and Milroy’s clause element, it involves the alternation of

English and Hindi systems because the grammars of both languages surface in the same

sentence.

From what precedes, it seems that, apart from giving some prototypical illustrations of the
two CS configurations, it is hard to draw a fine definition for each of them. The reason for
this may be that CS is both insertional and alternational and therefore devising CS constraints
on the basis of this typology may be invalid. Evidence from other languages shows that CS
can be blocked regardless of whether it is insertional as in (28) where only a single
English lexeme has been inserted into a Spanish frame, or alternational as in (29) where both

languages contribute to the verb’s inflection.
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(28) *Estoy eat-iendo
[am eat-Ing]
{ I am eating}

(29) *The student had visto la pelicula italiana
[the students had seen the movie Italian]
{The students had seen the Italian movie}
(Spanish/English, Belazi, Rubin and Torbio 1994:224-5)

As will be shown in chapter four, syntactic requirements of CS are satisfied regardless of
whether it is a singly inserted lexeme or an alternated grammatically formed string of
constituents. I will argue that selectional requirements of specific grammatical categories are

responsible for the constrained nature of CS, be it insertional or alternational.

2.3.4. Fusional Code Switching

Looking at CS from this new perspective, the main concern is not the distinction between
insertional and alternational switching but rather between code switching and code mixing.
Code mixing refers to the emergence of a new code from the mixing of two languages as is
the case for pidgins and inter-languages. Franceschini (1998:62) finds that code mixing and
inter-language are similar as neither is etymologically established as a language in the sense
that they are not passed from one generation to the other; they are, however, different in that

code mixing develops group norms and functions and expresses group identity.

It naturally follows that in the case of a new code we are also dealing with an independent
grammar or at least a grammaticalisation process which is accompanying the emerging new
code. Auer (1998:16) points out in this respect that “the continuum from code-alternation to
a mixed code seems 1o represent one possible path of development in the course of time. It
may be an example of a 'cline’ from pragmatics to grammar, ie. a case of
grammaticalisation”, Studies indicating the ‘suspension of syntax’ in CS (Nortier 1995:89)
and the use of CS as a ‘strategy of neutrality’ (Heller 1988, Myers-Scotton 1993b) have been

taken as examples illustrating the convergence towards a new code (cf. Alvarez-Caccamo
1998:35).

Bolonyai (1997) reports a similar case of code mixing in childhood bilingualism which she
calls a Composite Matrix Language. In her study of a Hungarian/American bilingual child,

she notices a process of ‘convergence’ whereby a bilingual speech passes disguised in the

form of a monolingual speech.
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(30) jatsz-ok school-ol
[playising/presisubi.conj SChOOlacc]
{I’m playing school}
(Hunganan/English, Bolonyai 1997:34)

According to Bolonyat (1997), the switchin (30) is a case of Composite Matrix Language
which exhibits an English word-order mapped onto Hungarian lexical items. Hungarian
requires that the object NP should occur in topic position. Similar cases are reported in the
Moroccan Arabic/French context where the lexicon comes from one language and part of the

abstract lexical structure comes from the other.

(31) Regarde la montagne! la hadi lli ‘la §-3mal
[look at the mountaingm no this-mthat on the-left

Sefti Sha:l kbira
you-saw how big-fem]
{Look at the mountain! Did you see how big it is?}

(MA/Fr, Lahlou, 1998)

(31) consists of one French sentence and one Moroccan Arabic sentence respectively without
any surface lexical or syntactic insertion from the other language. Part of the abstract lexical
properties of the Moroccan Arabic sentence comes from French. The gender co-reference
(feminine) in hadi and kbira 1s French asthe Moroccan Arabic noun for mountain has the

property [+ masculine].

This may well be evidencing the development of a new code in which code switching is the
starting point. But much more work i1s needed to study what the procedures of this
grammaticalisation process are and what constraints govern the current state of code mixing.
Claims that the emergence of a new code (code mixing) should automatically call into
question the search for grammatical constraints on CS (Alvarez-Caccamo 1998:35) are
unjustified in my view, at least in the Moroccan context. Patterns of CS are highly regulansed

through a mapping imposed by functional categories as we shall discuss in chapter four and

demonstrate in subsequent chapters.

2.4. Conclusion
This chapter has been mainly concerned with the discussion of some of the concomitant
implications of the study of CS. In the first section, I have attempted to distinguish CS from

other language contact phenomena viz. interference and borrowing which are often thought in

the literature to involve different processes, and should accordingly be singled out from each
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other. I have shown that, while a distinction can be established between CS and interference,
the differentiation between CS and borrowing is infeasible and unnecessary. I have argued,
following Treffers-Daller (1991a), Myers-Scotton (1993a), that CS and borrowing are

constrained in the same way.

The second section has dealt with the distinction between CS and SS with particular reference
to the relationship between Moroccan and Standard Arabic. I have argued that alternations
between two dialects, although they may be genetically similar, is not a mere style shifting in
the vanationist sense. Examples from different language sets showed that dialects could vary
in terms of their syntactic properties, and can be just as distant interms of their mutual
intelligibility. To this effect, a uniform approach for both code switching and dialect switching

was proposed.

The remainder of the chapter raised the controversial issue of whether CS is insertional,
alternational, or fusional, a distinction on which current studies of CS found their models.
Again, it has been argued for auniform approach which accounts for the different types of
CS, be it insertional, alternational, or fusional. A detaled discussion of the different

approaches to CS i1s to follow in the subsequent chapter.
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! Acording to Appel and Muysken (1987) borrowing can also take place at the syntactic level.

> ML refers to the Matrix Language. Suffice it to define it at this stage as the host language. More
discussion of the notion of ML will follow in 3.2

3 EL is another of Myers-Scotton’s terminology standing for Embedded Language. It refers to elements
from the guest language which are inserted into the ML. More discussion of EL and Myers-Scotton’s
Matrix Language Frame model will follow in 3.2,

4 The phonology of the borrowed form may change, but a native-like pronunciation is more desirable.

3 The prefix ta- or ka- depending on the Moroccan dialect can only be added to the imperfective to mark
the durative. Only two tenses traditionally referred to as the perfective and the imperfective can be
distingmished 1n Moroccan as well as Standard Arabic, It is often pointed out, as a result, that “very few
Arabic verbs embody a wholly unambiguous time signal” (Beeston 1970:76). Moroccan Arabic also
distinguishes between three moods: the indicative, the subjunctive and the imperative (see Afkinich
1986 for more discussion). These aspects of the Arabic verb will be referred throughout the thesis as
TNS (tense) unless the analysis requires the distinction between them.

¢ Switching instances such as in (11) will be explained in chapter four and subsequent chapters using a
different theoretical framework. Some objections to the subcategorisation constraint will be raised in 5.4.

T For discussion of CS involving Berber in the Moroccan context, see Koucha 1987.

® For brevity purposes, the term Arabic will be used as cover term for both varieties of Arabic unless
analysis or discussion requires otherwise.

> The term complementizer (Comp) will be used throughout this research to refer to what is
traditionally known as relative pronouns which normally refer to an antecedent as well as categories
which do not have this referential relation but are used to introduce a clause (Radford 1997a).

10 Spec refers to specifier. In English, Spec is the grammatical function fulfilled by certain types of
constituents which specify and precede the head of their containing phrase (Radford 1997a:90-91, 528).
In a sentence like Mary is studying languages, the noun Mary is the specifier of the phrase is studying
languages. Spec has also to agree with the head of the phrase containing it under, what is referred to as
Spec-head agreement.

11 A more detailed discussion of tense (TNS) and agreement (AGR) in Arabic and French will follow in
chapter four.

12 Literally, dyalu can be translated as of'it or of his. It has the same function in Moroccan Arabic as the
possessive clitics and will be translated as such throughout the research. The only difference between
clitic possessives and this type if PP is that the clitics are always adjoined to a bare noun, whereas dyal +
clitic can specify for either a bare or determined noun. Examples involving this type of pronoun in
switching will be discussed in chapters seven and eight.
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CHAPTER THREE

DIFFERENT PROPOSALS FOR CONSTRAINING
CODE SWICHING

3.0. Introduction

The search to comprehend the grammar governing the formation of CS forms has yielded
constantly developing views theorising about the phenomenon. The formulation of the widely
recognised constramned nature of CS has undergone significant metamorphosis in the 90’s.
Early studies on syntactic aspects of CS (Timm 1975, Pfaff 1979, Poplack 1980) did not go
beyond listing syntactic categories of switched elements or switched sites. For example,
Timm (1975) proposed that CS is constrained between a finite verb and its pronominal
subject and then Pfaff (1979) extends the constraint to include pronominal objects. She claims
that clitic pronoun objects must be realised in the same language as the verb in which they are
cliticised to. Most of these constraints were based on data collected from Spanish/English
bilinguals independently of theoretical or psycholinguistic motivations. They were, as Myers-
Scotton points out, ‘local-solution’ constraints with an inductive motivation (1993a:24). In
other words, this type of research relied heavily on observation of data to identify locations
where switching do not occur and therefore represent constraining sites for CS. The most
known local approach to CS 1is the equivalence principle model, uphold until today by

Poplack and her associates as shall be discussed shortly.

In the face of mounting cnticism and counter-examples to the local constraint, other
approaches were advocated. Of particular importance is Joshi’s asymmetrical model. It marks
a shift of focus from the switching point in CS phenomenon to the asymmetrical roles the two
languages play in constraining CS. Basically, the idea is that one language (the matrix
language) 1s more dominant than the other and therefore insertions from the less dominant
(embedded language) must fit in the syntactic frame set by the ML. Most non-local
constraints are motivated by theories of language. First, Joshi (1985) built his model on the
basis of production models of language (e.g. Garret 1975), claiming that closed-class items
are categories which come solely from the ML. Joshi’s model has been adopted and
expanded through in the MLF model by Myers-Scotton (1993a).
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The asymmetrical model is not, however, the only independent approach (i.e. finds motivation
in an independent theory of language) that seeks to explain the constrained nature of CS. The
Government model also attempts to account for CS constraints from a different perspective.
Chomsky’s (1981) GB theory represents the main premise of the model. The government
constraint to CS is motivated by the assumption behind X-bar theory, namely that syntactic
constituents are endocentric in the sense that their properties derive from those of their
heads/governors (c.f. Muysken 1995:185). Based on this assumption, D1 Sciullo, Muysken
and Singh (1986) formalise the government constraint which bans switching between
governors and governees. Like the other approaches to CS, the government model faces

many challenges from several languages.

3.1. The Equivalence Model

This section will examine the two predictions claimed by the equivalence model: the
Fquivalence Constraint and 1ts sister the Free Morpheme Principle. The former requires
correspondence between the two languages in terms of their surface word order for CS to
take place. The latter, disallows switching within word boundaries. The last part of the
section will reassess the motivation and validity of the new category of nonce borrowing

introduced by the model.

3.1.1. The Equivalence Constraint

According to the equivalence constraint, CS forms occur at switching points where the syntax
of the two languages is similar. Although the equivalence constraint is almost always equated
with Poplack and her associates, it can be traced back to Lipski (1978:258) who conceives
that “those portions falling after the switch must be essentially identical syntactically”.

Along the same lines, Pfaff (1979:314) claims that “surface structures common to both
languages are favored for switches” and Poplack (1980:586) follows stating that “a switch is
inhibited from occurring within a constituent generated by a rule from one language which
is not shared by another”. In their early version of the equivalence constraint, Pfaff and
Poplack viewed the switching sites in terms of phrases (Nishimura, 1997:24) which 1s not
very different from Lipski’s notion of ‘portion’. This implies that CS between verb and object
in Japanese/English or Moroccan Arabic/French bilingual conversations would be impossible,

as Figure 3.1 illustrates.
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English S / \Y // o
Japanese S / o // \Y
French S [/ \% // o
Moroccan Arabic \% [/ S // 0

Figure 3.1 Inhibiting points for CS
Several counter-examples were cited in literature from various sets of languages (c.f. Myers-
Scotton 1993a; Berk-Seligson 1986, Halman 1997). Suffice it here to illustrate with two
examples from two sets of languages described in Figure 3.1.

(1) Only small prizes muratta ne

[ receive ]
{We receive small prizes}
(Japanes/English, Nishimura 1986)
(2) ta-t-3n1 l'équipe 1a:1b men 1-xarij

[TNS-AGR-buy the-team player from the-overseas)
{The team buys a foreign player}

(MA/Fr, DS 3B, 118)

The fact that we have an English object in a Japanese syntactic environment as in (1), and a
French subject occupying a post-verbal position which is a feature of Moroccan Arabic as in
(2) is a clear wviolation of the equivalence constraint. The constraint was further modified by
Sankoff and Maineville (1986) who found it too restrictive. They postulate that the constraint
should apply within phrases and not between them. They restricted the equivalence
requirements to the two sister constituents which are immediate descendants of the same
node. In (3) below the constraints apply only to the pairs (, ), (y, 2), (e, ), and (j, k) but
allows switches like between f and g (A and B stand for two different languages)

) /\

/XA\ le Z
eA fA gB /h\
JA kB

(Sankoff & Maineville, 1986:78)

The use of phrase structure trees as in (3) above to explain the equivalence constraint is also

noted in Woolford (1983). She based her model on the assumption that the grammars of the
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two languages operate in the same way during the process of CS as well as monolingual
speech situations; each generates i1ts own phrase structure rules. When these rules are
common to both languages, 1t becomes impossible to identify the source grammar of the
constraint. As a result, terminal nodes created by common rules become equally accessible to
both languages. The tree below in (4b) illustrates how Woolford makes use of phrase
structure rules to account for CS.

(4) a: I put the forks en las mesas
| on the tables]
{I put the forks on the tables}

(Spanish/English, Woolford 1983:525)

(4) b: S

N

T~

PRO V NP /P‘P’\
Det N P /NP\
D |et i\l’
I Put the forks en las mesas

(Woolford 1983:525)
Woolford claims that the syntactic construction of (4) is common to both Spanish and English
and therefore its terminal nodes can be filled by the lexicon from either language. If the

structure rules used to generate a structure are variant, the model would then prohibit

switching as in the case of (5).

(5) *I went to the house chiquita
[ little]
{I went to the little house}
(Spanish/English, Pfaff 1979:307)

Woolford (1983:528) states that the unacceptability of CS forms like (5) is due to the fact
that only Spanish (not English) has a phrase structure rule expanding N’ into a noun followed
by an adjective. Therefore, this node (of noun) can only be filled from Spanish as in the

following tree (the feature [sp] indicates restriction of language selection to Spanish).
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© P
Det }’\
N [sp] A [sp]

Woolford’s model was among the first approaches to account for CS interms of phrase
structure rules in a clear and systematic way. It has also been shown to work well especially
for Spanish/English switches (Halman 1997:77). As much as it was successful in
Spanish/English situations, the model has also proved to be limited in the context of other
language sets. For example, the model implies a prohibition of switches within adpositional

phrases between languages with a prepositional structure (like English) and others with a
postpositional structure (like Finnish).

Empirical evidence drawn from various bilingual groups does not support this claim. For

example, Halmari (1997:77) argues that her Finnish/English data runs contrary to
Woolford’s constraint. She provides the following CS to support her counter-evidence.

(7) Meiédn opettaja meinaan aina Junchin alla  kysyy
[our teacher meanusng always lunchgs under askssing

ettd “liris do you need a lunchticket?”

that ]
{Our teacher, you know, always asks before lunch “Irs, do you need
lunch-ticket?”}

(Finnish/English, Halman 1997:77)

According to Halmari, the prepositional phrase lunchin alla (before lunch) is clear evidence
against the generalisation of the equivalence constraint. Poplack and her associates would,
however, describe /unchin as a category of borrowing and, therefore, refute the claim that it
violates the equivalence principle. I will return to this example when discussing the two
restrictive measures added to equivalence constraint which can refute example (7). But there
are numerous other unequivocal counter-examples cited in data from other languages.

(8) Anaonekanakamam mtu innocent
[ CoP person innocent]
{He looks like [he] is an innocent person}

(Swahili/English, Myers-Scotton 1993a:29)
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(9) C’est une pauvre bint
[it-is a poor girl]
{She is a poor girl}
(MA/Fr, Bentahila & Davies 1983:319)

In (8), the post-nominal position of innocent conflicts with the structure rules of English
and therefore violates the equivalence constraint, and the same goes for (9) where the

Moroccan Arabic noun bint must rather be post-modified.

Several proponents of the equivalence constraint have attempted to cater for such
counter- examples by narrowing down its restrictiveness. Sridhar and Sridhar (1980), for
example, restricted the constraint to the point where the switch of a constituent begins
and not its whole internal (phrasal) structure. They state that:

The internal structure of the guest constituent need not conform to the
constituent structure rules of the host language, so long as its placement
in the host sentence obeys the rules of the host language (Sridhar and
Sridhar 1980:411).
Sridhar and Sndhar’s constraint would account for switches such as (8) and (9) above. The
placement of the English adjective innocent and the Moroccan Arabic noun binf inthe

Swahili and French host sentences respectively does not violate the syntactic rules of the host
language. However, even this restricted form of the equivalence principle would not account
for the number of counter-examples ansing from a variety of languages such as (10) below.

(10)ily a des quartiers bna:whum jdad
[thereare  some districts they-built-them new]
{There are some districts they have built new]

(MA/Fr, Bentahilla & Davies 1983:230)

Example (10) consists of two clauses, a main clause which is in French and an embedded
clause which is Moroccan Arabic. The point of switch, where the two clauses intersect,
should be filled by a relative pronoun according to the French syntax which 1s not the case in

(10). Therefore, this CS instance clearly violates the immediate adjacency version of the

equivalence constraint postulated by Sndhar and Sridhar (1980).

The different versions of the equivalence constraint are similar in essence both in terms of the
methodological foundation on which they base their claim and their failure to account for the
large number of counter-examples cited in the CS literature. They are locational in
perspective in the sense that constraints are defined in terms of linear order between the two

languages at the location of the switch irrespective of which is the host (ML) or guest (EL).
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This linear perception of syntax is theoretically anticipated to fail to account for CS
constraints be it inter-phrasal or intra-phrasal. The empirical evidence from several languages
(cf. Pandit 1990, Nortier 1990, Myers-Scotton 1993a among others) including Moroccan
Arabic/French and Moroccan/Standard Arabic does not attest the validity of the equivalence

constraint in all its forms.

Drawing on their Spanish/English data, early research advocating the equivalence constraint
soon found i1t hard to account for the mounting counter-evidence, and to explain the
restriction on CS within word boundanes (1.e. intra-word CS) even when equivalence is
satisfied. As a result, a sister constraint has been designed by its proponents to rescue the

equivalence constraint.

3.1.2 The Free Morpheme Principle
On the basis of their free morpheme principle, Sankoff and Poplack (in Romaine 1995:126)
predict that CS may not occur between a bound morpheme and a lexical form unless the

lexical form has been phonologically integrated into the language ofthe morpheme. It is
suggested that Spanish/English mixed forms, like flipeando would be permissible, but that

runeando would not be. Words such as run which have not been integrated into the
phonology of Spanish cannot take the Spanish progressive suffix -ando (Romaine 1995:126,
Clyne 1987.747). The integration paradigm serves for Sankoff and Poplack (in Romaine
1995:126) to draw a line between CS and borrowing. According to them, only lexical
borrowed forms can cohabit with functional morphemes from the other language. The
constraint implies that forms such as #rouver (find) and licencier (licence) in (11) and (12)

respectively would not occur as CS forms. It rather assigns them to the category of

borrowing.

(11) wana-frouver kila mara ma-mots difficiles ndani
{They find every time difficult words in it}
(Lubumbishi Swahili/French, Gysels 1992:47)

(12) le patron une fois t-y-licencier xddam ‘endu,
[the boss one time TNS-AGR-licence working at-his

s-syndicat tatnewed s-sda’
the-union makes the-trouble]
{If the boss makes one of his employees redundant, he’ll face trouble

from the union}
(MA/Fr, DS 2, 128)

30



The form wana-trouver in (11) consists of aspect, and subject and object agreement. They
come from Swahili and are inflected to the French lexical verb. The same is noticed in (12)
where the Moroccan Arabic tense and agreement are attached to the French lexical verb. The
French verbs in (11-12) would be classified according to Poplack and her associates as
borrowed forms. Their model assumes that 1n the case where the morphology and syntax are
consistent with only one of the two languages, any non-native lexical item must be considered
as a borrowed form. On the other hand, CS takes place only when the syntactic and
morphological systems change within the sentence. Accordingly, neither (11) nor (12)isa

violation to the free morpheme constraint.

Many instances would have been classed as counter-examples if not for the integration
paradigm which plays a restnctive role on the free morpheme. As such, the constraint has
been more successful than its sister equivalence constraint both in terms of the number of
counter-examples cited especially in the Spanish/English CS literature and the recognition of
other researchers (Myers-Scotton, 1993a:30-31). Violations of the free morpheme principle
are not, however, hard to find in other sets of languages.

(13) She-wa  took her a month to come home yo
[ -Topic you know]
{Talking about her, it took her a month to come home, you know}
(Japanese/English, Nishimura 1997:102)

In (13), the topic marker, which is marked as a bound morpheme in Japanese, is attached to
the English pronoun. This is a clear violation of the free morpheme constraint unless we are
to view the pronoun she as a borrowing. The former explanation (violation) is more plausible
for several reasons. First, subject pronouns are rarely (if at all) cited in the CS literature as
borrowed forms. Second, it is unlikely that she is a borrowed form into Japanese while the
morphology and syntax of the sentence are predominantly English. Obviously, the topic
marker wa 1s not a borrowed form because, according to Poplack and her associates, such

bound morphemes are not to be borrowed, and can only be lexified a borrowed form from the

other language.

It should be noted, however, that many counter-examples for the free morpheme constraint
cited in a number of studies (e.g. Halmann 1997, Myers-Scotton 1993a) can in fact be
accounted for by Poplack and her associates’ introduction of the category of nonce

borrowing. Nonetheless, I will argue against the addition of this category for two reasons (see
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also 2.1): (1) the persisting existence of counter-examples such as (13) above, and (i) the fact
that it narrows the scope of CS, thus excluding a substantial part in the study of CS. In the
following chapter, a uniform approach will be developed to account for this left-out part of

CS as well as contain counter-examples like (13).

In fact, the relative success of the free morpheme constraint is due to its concemns with intra-
word CS, which often involves switching between a functional host morpheme and an
inserted lexifier from the other language. Although quantitative evidence points towards the
difficulty to switch at the intra-word level, it does not support a total ban on switching of
bound morphemes. The fact that bound morphemes are not frequently switched, but are not
totally disallowed either will be the concern of the following chapter. It will be argued that
bound morphemes, usually functional categories, are peculiar for their tendency to have
highly parametric properties across languages, and, as result, they tend not to be switched
unless their properties can be fulfilled by the category they head or adjoin to (more discusston
is to be found in 4.1).

3.1.3 Nonce borrowing: A Rescue for the Equivalence and Free Morpheme
Principles

Until Poplack, Sankoff and Miller (1988) had brought the category of nonce borrowing to the
centre of CS study, most CS researchers contented themselves with a simple distinction
between loan words (established borrowings) and CS forms as different processes which are
subject to different constraints and conditions. Poplack and her associates saw the distinction
between CS on the one hand and the two borrowing categories on the other hand crucial to
the demarcation of CS constraints. Describing the difference between CS and borrowed
categories, Poplack and Meechan (1995:200) define CS as a process of juxtaposition of
(fragments of) sentences that is internally consistent with the morphological and syntactic
(and optionally, phonological) rules of the lexifier language. As to the two categories of
borrowing (established and nonce), they show full integration and native language synonym
displacement. Established borrowing requires widespread diffusion even among monolingual

speakers while nonce borrowing need not satisfy this diffusion requirement (Poplack and
Meechan 1995, see also 2.1).
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Their defimition characterises CS as two separate monolingual parts of speech which are
grammatically self-dependent apart from the point of their intersection where they have to
share the same surface structure. It seems multiple-words CS is the ideal type of CS to fit this
description.

(14)des fois da ngay  xool Opt>/ un film avec des
[sometimes Aux you ASP watch a film with IND

sous titres en &angais

subtitles in French]
{Sometimes you watch a film with subtitles in French}
(Wolof/French. Poplack and Meechan. 1995:213)

Example (14) consists basically (if we exclude the French discourse marker des fois) of two
‘sentence fragments’, Wolof and French respectively. Each fragment bears clearly the surface
structure of its language. The switch was permissible because the slot of intersection filled by
the French Det un is an equivalence site. We should be able to say the same thing about (15)

below.

(15)én 6 conséquences sociales we nyi
[DEM DEF consequences social it’s be

chomage me l€ ton

unemployment people PLU POSS]

{These are the social consequences of unemployment}
(Fongbe/Frenc, Poplack and Meechan 1995:221)

The French fragment in (15) 1s “internally consistent with the morphology and syntactic rules
of its lexifier language [French[” (Poplack and Meechan 1995:200). We have a French word
order between noun and modifying adjective and French number and gender agreement. The
only problem with (15) 1s that 1t violates the equivalence principle. Conveniently, Poplack and
Meechan (1995) assign to it the category of borrowing. The category of nonce borrowing is
also used conveniently when dealing with single word switching.

(16) It has got a muudi
[ Id]
(Tamul/English, Sankoff, Poplack and Vanniarajan, 1991:193)

The Tamil object muudi is a violation of the equivalence constraint because it occurs in a
non-equivalent surface site, as Tamil i1s an SOV language. But, according to Sankoff
Poplack and Vanniarajan (1991:193), the Tamil noun is a borrowing into English. They
argue that this assignment is supported by the fact that the Tamil word is not inflected or
accompanied by a function word from Tamil, a kind of behaviour they expect borrowed
vocabulary to have. My corpus shows, however, instances which do not satisfy this type

of behaviour nor do they occur at equivalence sites.
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(17) ta-y-xerju les affectations au mois d-mars
[TNS-AGR-come out the appointments in month of-March]
{The appointments come out in March}

(MA/Fr, DS 2, 376)
We have in (17) a French noun, which occupies a subject position unique to Moroccan
Arabic. The noun 1s also inflected for a French plural and is accompanied by the French plural

Det. (17) is clearly a switching form which violates the equivalence constraint.

In their attempt to save the free morpheme constraint, Poplack and her associates
conveniently use the category of nonce borrowing to disqualify counter-examples. They state
that bound morphemes cannot be switched, but when they are switched, they claim they have
been borrowed.

(18) bgaw y-stabilis-iw-h ga manuellement,
[they-want TNS/AGR-stabilise-AGR-it just manually

sans  ordinateur

without computer]}
{They want to stabilise it just manually without using a computer}

(MA/Fr, DS 2, 327)
It seems, however, that Poplack and her associates’ claim is unfalsifiable: switches do not
occur across bound morphemes but if they occur they are borrowings, neither should they
occur across non-equivalence sites but if they do they are also borrowings. Contrary to
Poplack and her associates, I will regard these instances as CS forms. I will argue throughout
the remainder of this thesis that their occurrence follows from their satisfaction of specific

syntactic requirements relating to their functional heads.

3.2 The Matrix Model

Azuma (1993) and Myers-Scotton (1993a) inhented the legacy of asymmetry from Joshi’s
(1985) model, which builds the ML concept on a strict distinction between two categories of
words: closed class vs. open class. In his frame content hypothesis, Azuma views CS as a
monolingual utterance where sentence processing involves a stage of frame building as well
as a stage of content insertion. The first stage of frame building consists of accessing and
retrieving closed categories, and then the content insertion stage proceeds by inserting open
class items set at the preceding stage according to the mapping imposed by closed class

categories, as (19) below illustrates.
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(19) s

/\ N\

Det N I VP

/\
N

D A
[N] past [ the [N]

(Azuma 1993:1072)
According to Azuma, retrieval of closed class items comes only from the ML whereas

The

content words (open class) can be retrieved from another language (EL). Mixed forms like
(20) which would have simply been conveniently dismissed within the equivalence model as
borrowed categonies are recognised and accounted for as CS forms by the frame content

hypothests.

(20) tandau:z l-visite f-‘iwad Rachid
[I-made the-check of-instead Rachid]
{I made the check instead of Rachid}
(MA/Fr, Bentahilla & Davies 1991:383-4)

The ML in (20) 1s clearly Moroccan Arabic since all closed-class categories are from
Moroccan Arabic. The French word visite is a single EL content element inserted in a frame

mapped by the ML. Azuma’s model can be said to be successful in accounting for this type of
switches. As Nishimura (1997:29) points out, the problem with his model is that it fails to
account for phrase-level switches which were referred to earlier (in section 2.3) as

alternational switches (cf. Muysken 1995, Guowen Huang and Milroy 1994).

(21) What do you call it nihongo de?
| Japanese (instrumental)]

{What do you call it in Japanese?}
(Japanese/English, Nishimura 1986:130)
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Example (21) consists of closed class items from both languages involved in the switch: the
pronoun and tense are English while the preposition and its complement are Japanese which
runs contrary to the claim of Azuma. Mpyers-Scotton’s (1993a) MLF model also bans
switching of some closed class categories (system morphemes in her terminology) but makes

concessions and exceptionally accepts CS instances like in (21) as EL islands.

In fact, the MLF model 1s much more successful in its claim for universality than its
predecessors. Since the publication of Myers-Scotton’s book Duelling Languages in which
the principles of her model are set out more systematically, most researchers interested in CS
grammatical constraints consent to the applicability of the MLF model at least to a large part
of their data. In the remainder of this section, I will discuss the principles of the model as well
as its validity in the Moroccan bilingual context.

In broad terms, the MLF model is built around two main issues, the distinction between ML
and EL on the one hand, and between system morphemes and content morphemes on the
other. Psycholinguistic studies (e.g. Grosjean, 1988) which assign different levels of activation
for the two languages in the mind of the bilingual motivate the ML hypothesis. Findings from
speech error data (e.g. Garrett, 1975, 1988, 1990) which prescribe different levels of
production for closed class and open class items have been used to support her distinction

between system and content morphemes.

3.2.1. System Morphemes in the MLF Model

Myers-Scotton’s claim that system morphemes must come from the ML in bilingual
conversation is not, in fact, as theoretically well founded as her ML hypothesis. Garrett
speech error model from which she infers this claim 1s based on the study of monolingual data
which does not involve in any explicit way bilingual speech. His claim that closed class and
open class categores are accessed differently in the mind of the speakers does not necessarily
indicate they are to come from the ML in a bilingual utterance. Empirical evidence from the
Moroccan Arabic/French bilingual context does not support this claim either. According to

the system morpheme principle, all system morphemes must come from the ML.
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(22) Exactement, il faut que l-commission  soit établie = au niveau
[Precisely, 1t needs that the—-commission be established at level

national et régional

national and regional]}

{Precisely, the commission needs to be established at the national and
regional level}

(MA/Fr, DS 3B, 53)
The ML in (22) 1s clearly French since all elements in the utterance (TNS, AGR, Comp, N,
Adv, Adj, P), except for the Det /-, are French. On its own, the Moroccan Arabic Det cannot
function as an EL 1sland, and therefore (22) is clear evidence that the system morpheme
principle does not hold universally. The type of CS forms like (22) is not, however, as
frequent in my corpus as switches like (23) which would conveniently be isolated as EL
islands by the MLF model.

(23) bda yterjem liha l-le frangais
[he-started translating for-her to-the French]
{He started translating to her from French}

(MA/Fr, DS 1, 341)
According to Myers-Scotton (1993a:137), EL islands must show internal structural
dependency relations (like AGR between French Det and its complement in (23)) and must be
composed of two lexemes/morphemes in a hierarchical relation (which is again the case in
23). Nonetheless the EL 1slands hypothesis, despite its relative success universally, has its
own weaknesses. Myers-Scotton (1993a:137) concedes that EL islands represent the
potential Achilles’ heel of the MLF model. For instance, we find that Myers-Scotton does not
specify explicitly what motivates EL islands. All we know is that they violate the ML
hypothesis. Their exclusion is not independently motivated, and seems like a circular
argument that 1s used to explain away violations to ML hypothesis. There is also no indication
as to when EL 1slands must (not) occur, i.e. we do not know whether they can be constrained
as can their EL single constituent counterparts. Myers-Scotton (1993a:138) seems undecided
as to whether “they [EL islands] may or may not follow the restrictions of the ML
hypothesis” but recognises the weakness by conceding that “if EL could be more specifically
characterised than just recognised counter-examples to the ML hypothesis, the MLF model
would be strengthened’. Or, maybe, the tradition in CS research that system morphemes (cf.

also Poplack and associates’ bound morphemes) are banned from switching requires re-
thinking.
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It seems like the phenomenon of system morphemes code switching is more recurrent and
self-imposing than has been recognised. The idea of excluding this phenomenon as EL islands
or nonce borrowings (cf. free morpheme constraint in 3.1) certainly narrows the scope of the

study of CS constraints. The hypothesis which will be claimed in chapter four and will be

empirically attested in subsequent chapters is that switching of a system morpheme' is
possible as far as specific selectional requirements are respected. The relatively high-
constrained nature of CS across system morphemes can be explained by the fact that these
categories are highly specific cross-linguistically (cf. Myers-Scotton 1993a). The claim that
will be adopted in the following chapter hypothesises both facts: that (1) CS constraints are
highly governed by syntactic properties relating to this type of grammatical categores, and
that (ii) cross-linguistic vanation in terms of their selectional properties hinder CS because of
language specific properties (see 4.1.2).

3.2.2. Content Morphemes in the MLF Model
The MLF model does not only disallow system morphemes from switching, but

constrains content morphemes too. Myers-Scotton (1993a) sets out the Blocking

Hypothesis, which according to her, regulates CS of content morphemes. It (the
blocking hypothesis) states that:

In ML and EL constituents a blocking filter blocks any EL content
morpheme which i1s not congruent with the ML with respect to the three

levels of abstraction regarding sub-categorisation (Myers-Scotton,
1993a:121)

The first level of sub-categorisation concerns the status of the grammatical categories as
to whether it is a system or content morpheme in both languages. In cases where a
category is realised as a system morpheme in one language and as a content morpheme in
the other, CS 1s expected not to happen. Myers-Scotton illustrates her proposal with the
case of pronouns which can be realised as free pronouns in one language, hence content
morphemes, and as clitics in the other language, hence system morphemes (1993a:121).
For instance, inthe Moroccan Arabic/French conversattons, a clitic subject pronoun can
not replace a free topic pronoun, nor can the topic pronoun replace the clitic counterpart.

(24) *je gadi
[I-clitic go]

(25) *ana  vais
[I-topic go]
(MA/Fr, Bentahila & Davies 1983:312)
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(24-25) are similar to (21-22) discussed in the previous chapter. They confirm Myers-
Scotton’s (1993a) prediction about the impossibility to substitute a clitic for a non-clitic
morpheme. However, this type of constraint, as will be elaborated in chapter four, does
not follow from a property that 1s a characteristic of CS alone as implied by Myers-
Scotton’s explanation. It will be argued that such instances of non-switching are accounted
for in terms of syntactic features of the mixed grammar rather than constraints specific to CS
(see also MacSwan 1999). Their impossibility will be shown to follow from parametric
selectional requirements which need to be satisfied regardless of whether the mode of

discourse in monolingual or bilingual.

As to the second level of categorisation, it bears, according to the blocking hypothests,
on thematic roles. Content morphemes which vary cross-linguistically in terms of
thematic role assignment block CS occurrences. In other words, the content morpheme
must assign/be assigned the same thematic role in both languages for the switch to be
successful. Myers-Scotton (1993a:123) illustrates this level of categorisation through the
English preposition for as in (26) and its Swahili inflectional counterpart /-1-/ or /-e-/.
(26) I brought the book for John

According to Myers-Scotton (1993a), the preposition for has the feature of [-
quantification], which makes it a content morpheme. It assigns the thematic role of
beneficiary/goal to John. On the other hand, the Swahili counterpart /-i-/ or /-e-/ has the
feature of [+ quantification] and therefore it is a system morpheme which cannot receive
or assign theta roles. This lack of congruence explains according to Myers-Scotton the
non-occurrence of switches like (27) between Swahili and English.

(27) *Nika mwambia anipe ruhusa niende ni-ka-check for wewe
[ 1s-consec-check for you]
{And I told him he should give me permission so that I go and

check for you}
(Swahil/English, Myers-Scotton 1993a: 124)

Strangely, however, Myers-Scotton provides an instance of a switch, which shows the
Swabhili counterpart /-i-/ attached to an English verb.
(28) Labda yeye hana vitabu vyake father a-li-m-buy-i-a akapoteza vyote

| 35-PAST-3 5/0BJ-buy-APPL-INDIC]
{Maybe he doesn't have his books [which his] father bought for him,
and he lost all of them}

(Swahili/English, Myers-Scotton 1993a:123)
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Myers-Scotton does not explain how the blocking hypothesis would account for this
switch nor does she indicate that it 1s a counter-example to the hypothesis. All she says
1s that the switch 1s in accordance with the system morpheme principle. It is not clear
whether she implies by this that satisfying the system morpheme principle overrides the
requirements of the blocking hypothesis.
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