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      The study of language contact phenomena offers insights as to how linguistic systems associated to units of thought interact with social categories to construct very distinct linguistic realities in different speech communities through the analysis of bilingual speakers’ behaviour. Arabic is no exception to these natural phenomena of change and evolution, its history reveals the tremendous changes that affect all its componenents. Arabic has been reshaped continuously to keep pace with the changing environment, it is characterised by rich patterns of population movements, varying ecolinguistic structures
 and contact-induced changes. The linguistic reality in Algeria displays also situations of language contact, it is characterised by the co-existence of different varieties of Arabic, Berber and French. In such a situation bilingual speech will be among the resulting outcomes, varying combinations of elements from Algerian Arabic (henceforth AA) and French (hereinafter Fr) results when the two codes interact within a single conversation. The intermingling of these two codes takes various patterns and shapes such as, code-switching, code-mixing and borrowing.   
Contact linguistics is a field which covers a broad range of language contact phenomena and is distinguished by its multidisciplinary inquiries. It tackles linguistic, sociolinguistic, sociological and even psycholinguistic issues with regard to language use in plurilingual communities. Works under this field deal with linguistic aspects of code-alternations, language maintenance and shift, contact-induced changes and the processes entailed by the interaction between language and cognition. Our concern in this work is to analyse the connection of socio-pragmatic and psycholinguistic processes in AA/Fr mixed-codes. Therefore, contact linguistics is the most comprehensive framework at the theoretical and methodological levels which can help us to understand the complexity of certain phenomena prevailing in an Algerian context. 
1. Goals and Scope of the study 
          This work tries to study some aspects of code-switching and borrowing in an Algerian context. In order to identify and examine the different patterns of French loans in AA system and to raise some issues encompassing syntactic and psycholinguistic processes involved in code-switched sentences, we have conducted an investigation on AA/Fr bilingual speakers at the University of Oran. The motivation behind choosing such sample stems from the fact that these individual speakers display varying degrees of proficiency in AA and French and their speech comprises frequent use of intermingled codes with a dosage of French borrowings. 
Our main objective is to offer explanations for the mechanisms leading to the various patterns of the Matrix language in instances of code-switching and to determine the psycholinguistic processes underlying the selection, incorporation and the propagation of French loan words in bilingual speech. Thus, our problem turns around code-choices and the election/selection of lone-other language items. We propose that the degree of proficiency influences CS patterns and that a process of negotiation takes place at the conceptual level to produce different variants of French loans in AA system. That is, bilingual speakers do not negotiate codes but rather their primary intentions. Every thing happens at the lexical-conceptual level where a cognitive sentence planning of different abstract structures occurs at the level of the conceptualizer.  
Our central question is how formal syntactic properties of French and AA interact in a bilingual grammar. Previous researches demonstrate that CS is not an accidental behaviour and that is structurally bounded. What types then of restrictions constraint the alternative use of AA and Fr? Other subsidiary questions are raised to better understand the socio-pragmatic procedures that accompany mixed-codes: 

· Does the use of linguistic options to ensure well-formedness in bilingual speech rely on unconscious cognitive operations?  

· Can intentionality be a distinguishing feature between borrowing and code-switching? 
· What is the appropriate model to analyse and interpret contact-induced processes and their outcomes? 
2. Data collection and methodology procedures 

Our main concern here is the methods of data collection employed in recording and analysing the corpus that form the basis of this study. In order to assume some sound reliability in our data, we have tended to gather some recordings as a result of observations and interviews with a number of informants in different contexts. We have intended to record university students who share common features with varying degrees of proficiency in MSA, AA and Fr as naturally as we could. CS data were collected from tape-recordings of spontaneous conversations involving varied topics such as marriage, studies and problems at university. The speech of these informants was transcribed but only the sequences which involve instances of code-switching and borrowing were analysed. This analysis aimed to examine the structural properties of mixed-codes and thus an intrinsic study would be preferred. This work adopts a micro-sociolinguistic study which relies basically on qualitative methods. Our prime objective justifies such a choice because quantitative methods would bring only supportive findings. 

We analysed six conversations recorded in different contexts. The first conversation comprises a discussion between two female students from the French department in an informal setting. They talk about various topics like marriage, thesis submissions and other problems in the I.L.E institute. The second conversation concerns three students at the town hall.  The third context is a discussion between a taxi-driver and a student from French department. The fourth context is a discussion in a medical surgery between a student from English department and two other patients. The fifth context is a dialogue between two students in the I.LE library. The last context is in the Islamic institute which displays very interesting instances of composite code-switching and different types of code-switching. The selection of informant was made on the basis of the criterion of proficiency in the participating languages involved in CS. Concerning borrowing, we used note taking and observations of our informants’ behaviour as procedures of data collection. In other cases, a list was given to these informants who were asked to give AA equivalents to French items.  Concerning terminology, we use the terms code-switching, code-alternation, bilingual speech, mixed-codes and intermingled languages interchangeably in this work. 
3. The structure of the study 

In this respect, this research work is based mainly on the psycholinguistic models of lexical access in bilingual speech. The frame of reference in this study is Myers-Scotton’s Matrix Language Model (MLF) and its sub-models, namely the 4-M and the abstract-level models. Myers-Scotton’s way of approaching language contact phenomena and specifically CS and borrowing is of a particular relevance as it consists of grammatical assumptions and socio-pragmatic mechanisms. The grammatical principles are fully elaborated in the MLF model discussed in ‘The Duelling Languages: grammatical structures in code-switching’ (Myers-Scotton: 1993). In this production-based model, it is assumed that participating languages in CS are in asymmetric relations. The Matrix language (ML) constructs the syntactic frame and supplies system morphemes while the embedded language (EL) provides single insertions (content morphemes) to fill the formal slots. We call for this model to examine intra-sentential code-switching since the MLF model offers morpho-syntactic constraints on CS occurrences. The 4-M model is a refined version of the MLF model which reconsiders the criteria of morphemes classification, it is more powerful and has been shown to be effective. Many structural problems have been solved with the new predictions which correlate the mental representations and lexical access in bilingual language production. 
When tested on our data, most of the predictions of Myers-Scotton’s matrix-language models appear operative. An asymmetry has been noticed between AA and Fr with a predominance of AA. The ML appears mostly to be AA and Fr as an embedded language. Some problematic issues have been noticed when two genetically related codes (MSA and AA) interact within a single CP. The discursive functions have been disregarded since the goal of this study is the analysis of the syntactic constraints of intra-sentential code-switching, not discourse sample. The conversational-analysis approaches are invoked when discussing the differences between code-switching and code-mixing. The matrix language can not be identified easily in code-mixing since the boundaries between the juxtaposed codes is not so clear. It is not also the purpose of this research work to identify the speakers’ intentions in every single instance of CS. Instead, we attempt to explain the different asymmetries and hierarchies in mixed islands and analyse the mental processes underlying these insertional apparatus.    
This research work is divided into three chapters. The first chapter is a review of previous studies on code-switching. In general, these surveys are the most known proposals that raised the most debates in the literature. The rationale behind this review literature is to justify the choice of our theoretical framework.  
The second chapter deals with borrowing typologies and processes. A large number of lexical items penetrate into the AA system, they may undergo adaptation to adhere to the abstract structure of AA. They may also be adapted incorporating the donor language properties to fuse them with the receipt language features and behave subsequently as native elements. This chapter analyses the speakers’ communicative strategies to fulfil the attended meaning. We consider the different adaptation routines used by bilingual speakers when substituting French verbal and nominal stems. Psycholinguistic routines involving word-selection and dia-systemic rules are also interpreted in the light of Croft’s intentional causal approach and Myers-Scotton’s abstract level model. Other classificatory approaches are adopted to establish the operating types of French loans in our informants’ bilingual speech. 
The aim of the third chapter is to present an overview of the MLF model and its supportive models and to exploit their predictions for understanding the psycholinguistic mechanisms underlying bilingual processing. Morphemes classification is made in regard to the abstract structure of AA grammar and the distinction between content and system morphemes in AA following the 4-M model’s criteria. This chapter offers a morpho-syntactic analysis of the two typologically different languages French and Algerian Arabic, respectively. It explores the linguistic properties of bilingual CPs in which utterances are built up with monolingual and mixed islands in a structurally determined way. The analysis of the data indicates that CS is not a random behaviour and the syntactic frame in code-alternations is built up on the basis of two intermingled grammars. 
This research work ends up with concluding remarks which bring the major results of our inquiry and provides some suggestions for future study. 
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Among language contact phenomena widely discussed in the literature, code alternation (hereinafter CS), that is; the alternative use of two or more languages within the same conversation has triggered much more interest among linguists, anthropologists, and even psychologists and hence been approached from different perspectives. This chapter gives a critical overview of the studies which have been most influential and have developed the most controversial debates in the fields of language contact and plurilingualism. The approaches outlined in this chapter are an attempt to offer a comprehensive treatment of CS. This chapter outlines the structural, sociolinguistic and discursive models to shed some insights into the nature of the speakers' choices when it comes to the use of two languages or more in the same discourse.   

1. The early studies on code-switching   

Before the 1950’s code-switching phenomena have been viewed as a random process and are therefore not deemed worth studying while bilingual speakers show a competence to use correctly the varieties at their disposal. Espinosa (1917) has conducted the first known study on Spanish/English CS in the United states, he nevertheless fails to assign CS occurrences any significance but implies that "CS was just a random mixture of the languages available to a bilingual " (1917: 408). Perhaps one of the earliest works to deal with specific issues on language choice and code-switching is Barker's study (1947) which centres on language use among Mexican Americans in Tucson, Arizona. He identifies four distinct varieties of Spanish (Southern Arizona, Standard Mexican, Pachuco and Yaqui) and two varieties of English (Standard and Sub-standard) and on the basis of these observations he makes a correlation between language and identity, focusing mainly upon the symbolic values of both varieties. He postulates that Mexican Spanish and English are used as identity markers by Tucson residents. He states that "for individuals both inside and outside the ethnic group, the ethnic language comes to symbolize the group and its cultural background, or in terms of its social function, to identify the group as a group" (1947:186), and adds that "the individual's skill in using the language of a second or adopted culture comes to symbolize his status in the new community" (1947:187). Barker's contribution to the understanding of CS stems out of the continuum he suggests within interactions among family members. He notices that intimate family relations appear to be conducted in Spanish, whereas formal situations are most likely to be guided in English. This state does not hinder younger speakers to insert various elements from the varieties at their disposal as compared to their elders. Furthermore, Barker considers this multiple linguistic use within the same discourse as a device for identity construction: “In a field of informal relations among bilinguals, a field in which most of the social life of the younger Mexican-Americans takes place, we find that rapid shifting from one language to another is common. Often two languages may be used in the same sentence or phrase … [I]t may be said that the mixing of the two languages is indicative of the speaker's participation in the urban social life of the younger native-born group in the Tucson Mexican community" (1947:195-196). Hence, Barker's conceptualization of multiple language use can be considered as the launching point in language contact studies and consequently anticipates later investigations on code-switching and style shifting. 

Weinreich (1953) 
'Languages in contact' considers Barker's taxonomy of speech situations as insufficiently articulated and needs more in-depth descriptions since the four types of  speech situations (intimate, informal, formal and inter-group discourse) can neither  explain the 'why and how' questions relative to the alternating use of various codes in the same conversation nor describe the organization of bilingual speech. Meanwhile, he hypothesizes that bilingual speakers use ideally the varieties they master separately at different occasions. The 'ideal bilingual speaker' as described by Weinreich switches from one variety to another in accordance to situational factors: "The ideal bilingual speaker switches from one language to the other according to appropriate changes in the speech situation (interlocutors, topics, etc.), but not in unchanged situation, and certainly not within a single sentence. If he does include expressions from another language, he may mark them off explicitly as 'quotations' by quotation marks in writing and by special voice modifications (slight pauses, change in tempo, and the like) in speech" (1953: 73-74). Within a variationist-based approach, Vogt considers language contact phenomena as natural and common instances of language change and variation. But, he has not really been interested in the distribution of linguistic variables in bilingual speech but rather in the effects of alternating languages on linguistic change. He assumes that "bilingualism is a universal phenomenon, since no languages we know have been spoken over long periods of time in complete isolation. It is even possible that bilingualism is one of the major factors in linguistic changes –a point of view which could be defended by good arguments. Code-switching in itself is perhaps not a linguistic phenomenon, but rather a psychological one and its causes are obviously extra-linguistic. But bilingualism is of great interest to the linguists because of what has been called interference between languages" (1954:368).
Another important premise for later sociolinguistic analyses of code-switching is Ferguson's notion of "diglossia". The gist of his widely influential work is to demonstrate that the distinction between High (H) and Low (L) varieties suits best the description of the separate functions in terms of language use in formal and informal settings within certain speech communities. Ferguson's definition describes the complementary distribution of two varieties of a language within the community:   "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 section of the community for ordinary conversation" (1959:336). Although Ferguson restricts the term 'diglossia' only to the use of varieties of the same language, subsequent linguists seek to attribute it to situations which exhibit unrelated varieties. Fishman, for example, proposes a macro-level approach to language choice focusing essentially upon activity types. He introduces the key concept of 'domain' defined as "the cluster of social situations typically constrained by a common set of behavioral rules" to explain that the stable schemes of language use give sense to speakers' linguistic choices. He establishes a one-to-one correspondence between codes and activities: what gives to the switches a social meaning is not the act of alternating languages but the correlation between speech activities and the domains of such uses. He resumes this idea as: "One 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" (1972:437). The example Fishman (1971) gives to illustrate domain-oriented explanation of diglossia was that conversation between a boss and his secretary, both Puerto Ricans. The boss uses English when dictating a letter to his secretary then switches to Spanish to mark a shift in situation as he talks about the addressee, a typical informal situation. Thus, the social meaning of code-alternation in this case does not lie in the switch in itself but rather in the association between activity type and language choice. In other words, the choice of English is made for business talk (formal situation) as opposed to Spanish which is reserved for informal settings. 

Several other researchers have carried out investigations directed towards depicting the reasons behind linguistic choices and how they carry social meaning (Jacobson (1982), Valdès-Fallis (1977), Poplack&Sankoff (1988), Romaine (1989) and Gardner-Chloros (1995) to list just a few(. Jacobson (1982) underlines the functioning of emotion and meaning in underlying linguistic choices and considers switches as motivated by social categories, such as domain, culture, emotion, interpersonal relations, topic, metaphor and preference. He cites the example (I lose my temper porque ami (sic( me da mucho coraje, ‘I lose my temper because it makes me so mad’) of a speaker who alternates to Spanish (dominant language) to convey the emotion of statement. This means that Jacobson characterizes ‘emotion’ as a subcategory which may reveal speakers’ cues which trigger off code-alternation from the weaker language to the stronger one. But, it seems that such categorizations provided at this level appear inadequate to explain the real motives behind CS between Hispanics and Anglos though they somehow hold true in some other cases. He notes in his findings that ’it has become clear that some utterances produced by Mexican-American bilinguals reveal the resources of the two languages but can only observed when the social situation is appropriate, that is, when the interlocutors share a high degree of rapport..; however, since the mixed dialect occurs only in certain social situations, it seems appropriate to define it as a social dialect used by those who not only share the same code but also similar ethnic, cultural and environment characteristics" (1982:206). In another study on Spanish/English bilinguals, Jacobson (1990) claims that the three variables (speakers’ socio-economic standing, age and gender) can sufficiently account for CS patterns. Following Labov’s sociolinguistic correlation approach, Gardner-Chloros (1995) espouses a new view of CS by ranging the switched items on a continuum of borrowing, interference, pidginization and creolization. She points out the need for relating the patterns of language behaviour to a macro-linguistic context in terms of micro-linguistic structures that can be understood in connection to their social functions. On the other hand, Poplack&Sankoff (1988) reject the idea of the predominance of extra-linguistic features in determining CS meanings and assert that ‘the social role or the functions of language mixing’ is solely the determining factor in bilinguals’ speech production. Within a Spanish/English context, they recognize that ‘smooth CS’ 
occurring mainly among Puerto Ricans is characterized by ‘smooth transitions’ in which single switches convey no socio-pragmatic meanings; and ‘flagged CS’ operating frequently among French/English bilinguals in Ottawa-Hull and Canada is instead characterized by ‘interruptions of the speech flow at the code-switch point’ attributing thus socio-pragmatic significance to these utterances. Romain (1989) continues Poplack’s investigations on Puerto Ricans in New York City, yet she places ‘speakers’ attitudes’ at the center of her work.  She notices a very high use of smooth CS among Puerto Ricans in New York and a very high frequency of occurrence of flagged CS in Ottawa-Hall. So, she concludes that these observable facts may be explained by either positive or negative attitudes of individual speakers towards bilingualism in both cities. 

2. The structural approaches to code-switching

In the 1970s and 1980s, many studies reject the idea of CS as an accidental behaviour and propose a wide variety of structural constraints as restrictions to switch occurrences. Most of them provide construction-specific constraints and insist particularly on the linear ordering of mixed sentences. The early studies are concerned with corpora from Spanish/English, French/Arabic and Hindi/English code-switching. Generally, these approaches may fall into: linear order approaches which restrict CS to differences in word order of the participating languages, theory-based models, anchored in the conceptual apparatus of generative grammar; establish syntactic conditions to allow or disallow CS, the matrix language approaches which explore the role of the matrix language in bilingual speech, and finally the minimalist approach which works within Chomsky’s framework of the minimalist program (1995). 

2.1 Linear order approaches 

2.1.1 The equivalent constraint: (Poplack)

When working on Spanish/English CS of Puerto-Ricans in New York City, Poplack recognizes that code-switches tend to occur largely at sites of equivalent constituent order, i.e., where the syntactic rules of the languages involved show equivalent surface configurations. Therefore, if the surface structure of elements at the switch-point is not identical, the switch is blocked. Poplack&Sankoff state that "the order of sentence constituents immediately adjacent  to and on both sides of the switch point must be grammatical with respect to both languages involved simultaneously" (1980:5). Poplack considers a switching of the type (*a car nueva) as a non-possible switch because of the non-equivalent surface structures for adjective placement in both English and Spanish, respectively. This implies that CS is violated within adpositional phrases since one of the languages is prepositional and the other is postpositional. Bentahila&Davies (1983) are among the first researchers who recognize problems with the equivalent constraint and propose a number of counter- examples from Moroccan Arabic/French. They claim that the example (c’est le seul ustad (it is the only teacher) is perfectly acceptable and explains this switchability with regard to adjective placement in both participating languages. Certain adjectives in French precede the noun while all adjectives follow the noun in Arabic. A switch is possible only where an adjective follows a noun since this is the only common position to French and Arabic according to the equivalent restrictions. Yet, this is not the case for the above-mentioned example. Myers-Scotton (1993) also provides several counter- examples from Swahili with a head-first NP and English with a head-last NP, illustrated by the example (Anaonkana kama mi mtu innocent/ He looks like (he) is an innocent). Nishimura (1986) suggests other counter-examples from Japanese/English CS to illustrate switches between constituents with different syntactic order (SOV for Japanese in contrast to English with SVO structure, as in the example (Only small prizes MORATTANE NE (MN) /we got only small prizes, you know). Therefore, the occurrence of the English object to a Japanese verb in this position violates word order of English. The intense number of counter-examples established against the equivalent constraint shows clearly that it does not hold true for all languages involved in CS, be they typologically similar or different; and therefore fails to be a universal constraint. Poplack&Sankoff suggest another additional principle to support their first constraint within the same social context involving Spanish/English CS among Puerto-Ricans in New York City. It is the free morpheme constraint.  
2.1.2 The free morpheme constraint

The free morpheme constraint claims that CS is inhibited "between a bound and a lexical form unless the latter has been phonologically integrated into the language of the bound morpheme” (1981:5). Sankoff& Poplack predict that a switch between unincorporated bound morpheme from a language can not form a switch with a lexical morpheme from another language. Some studies have shown that this claim can not hold true for other language pairs. Halmari (1997) reveals the inappropriateness of this constraint with her Finnish/English data. She explains that the free morpheme constraint des not account for Finnish/English CS since the languages involved exhibit two distinct morphologies. Typologically, Finnish is a highly agglutinative language and English is a relatively isolating language. Several examples like (libraryin, (in the library), ruleit (ruler), stageille, (satage)( show that unintegrated English nouns into Finnish can be attached to Finnish bound morphemes (case suffixes) and thereby violate the free morpheme predictions. This constraint is also violated by mixed forms in Maori/English CS drawn from Eliasson’s data in which Maori suffixes are added to phonologically unintegrated English items, as in ‘helptia’ (be helped), ‘changedngia’ (was changed).Some researchers suggest that this constraint is only adequate to non-agglutinative languages but counter-examples come also from these languages. Levelt (1989) points out that different languages may have different entries in the mental lexicon. While isolating languages like English may have a lexicon with full words, agglutinative languages have a lexicon consisting of stems, affixes and multimorphemic words in which many affixes are combined to a stem to form a new word. So, the occurrence of a stem from one language attached to an affix from another language is but normal. Myers-Scotton finds a great number of inflected verbs made up of an English verb stem and Swahili inflectional morphemes, she concludes then that "Poplack and her associates should be accredited as being very influential in setting standards for CS research, in striving for constraints which are at once general but also stated in form that is clear what would constitute counter-examples to the predictions" (1993:27). Poplack, Wheeler&Westwood respond to the general claims against their principles and posit that "Once we have established that speakers are indeed alternating between languages in a smooth, unflagged way, we must circumscribe the variable context, i.e. determine whether the other-language material under investigation in fact constitutes a code-switch" (1990 :191).Poplack, Sankoff&Miller refer to singly occurring words as instances of nonce borrowing
 and claim that "borrowing as a process differs radically from code-switching and failure to separate data on the two phenomena can only obscure the conditioning of each"(1988:191).In the same line of thought, Poplack and her associates distinguish between CS and borrowing regarding distributional grounds and state that "the morphological and syntactic role of a nonce borrowing is equivalent to that of an established word, which is in turn, identical to its host-language counterpart, and in this, the two contrast with code-switching"(1988:192). While Poplack’s equivalent constraint is concerned mainly with differences at surface structure configurations, Bentahila&Davies propose more abstract levels of equivalence for switchability named the sub-categorization principle.

2.2 The sub-categorization principle

Bentahila&Davies (1983) have noticed that switches between French and Arabic take place regardless of surface structure differences. They assert that "all items must be used in such a way to satisfy the [language-particular] sub-categorization restrictions imposed on them" (1983:329). They propose the sub-categorization principle on the basis of Moroccan Arabic/French data. According to them, a switch between a French prenominal adjective followed by an Arabic noun is allowed while a postnominal Arabic adjective is disallowed to occur before a French noun. In other words, all adjectives in Arabic are sub-categorized as postnominal. They point out that no restrictions relevant to differences in surface structure at switch points appear to be potentially pertinent in Arabic/French CS, rather it is sub-categorization that determines which word from either language can take place in a phrase having this word as its syntactic head. Thus, example (1) is possible but (2) is not allowed because it violates the rule of sub-categorization:  

 (1) Un    professeur (((((   'a teacher excellent'

 (2) *Un   professeur(((((  ‘an excellent teacher'  

Doron (1983) notices that lexical sub-categorization may be helpful in determining different patterns of CS. Muysken (1990) and Azuma (1991) use also sub-categorization as a syntactic device in distinguishing possible from non-possible patterns of CS. Azuma, for example, assumes that the main verb in a clause subcategorizes for and "provides a planning frame into which content word insertion must be ….within the specification of the planning frame" (1991:7). On the other hand, Myers-Scotton posits that lexical sub-categorization operates at more abstract level in the MLF model contrary to Bentahila &Davies’s predictions (1983) which lie upon surface structure and language-specific traits of sub-categorization. According to her, the sub-categorization of entries in the mental lexicon structure sentences at a deeper level and explain the asymmetries captured between content and system morphemes within (ML/EL). Nonetheless, sub-categorization appears to be influential on other studies, mainly that of Mahotian (1993) and Myers-Scotton (1993). 

2.3 Theory-based approaches to code-switching 

The various researches proposed to identify the different syntactic patterns for CS occurrences have aimed at providing universal syntactic constraints. This quest for universality passes thereby from peculiar data-sets to a very deep and abstract level grammars designed on the basis of generative frameworks.  Inspired by Chomsky's principles and parameters approaches, some scholars suggest conditions for code-switching in terms of government and binding relations. Woolford (1983) and DiSciullo, Muysken&singh (1986) are the first to use syntactic trees to explicate CS. Mahootian (1993) uses tree-adjoining grammar (TAG), Belazi, Rubin &Toribio (1994) suggest the 'functional head constraint' and Mac-Swan (1997) develops a minimalist approach to Spanish/Nahualt code-switching making empirical evidence for the theoretical notions available in Chomsky's minimalist program (1995). Let us look more closely at the most influential models exploring CS restrictions from generative perspectives: 

2.3.1 Woolford's phrase structure congruence model

Woolford (1983) is the first researcher who establishes structural constraints on CS occurrences within the generative framework on the basis of Chomsky’s principles and parameters theory. She seeks to find an answer to the theoretical problems related to the phenomena of code-switching and language mixing. She attempts to explain the ways through which the grammars of the co-existent systems operate to produce mixed codes or mid- trees. In Woolford's model (1983), the two grammars work in cooperation but their rules receive no changes. This means that ‘hybrid rules’ do not exist, each grammar functions independently to generate only a part of the tree that represents the produced utterance. According to Woodford, lexical items from each language can fill only the terminal nodes created by PS rules of that particular language whilst the common PS rules between the two languages involved in CS create terminal nodes which may be filled by lexical items from either language. Thus, this model corroborates Chomsky’s assumptions
 on ‘constituent structure’ of noun phrases under the rules of X-bar theory and the degrees of lexical projection of the constituent structure under verb phrases. In fact, the nodes under X-bar theory are attached to the same hierarchical projection of a lexical head where the topmost node has the most bars compared to the other nodes which have fewer bars.  Crudely put, the general assumption of Woolford’s model is: 

· Word constraint: there is no code-switching within a single word.

· Constituent constraint: no switch is allowed within a constituent in which the deep structure word order is different in the two monolingual grammars.     

Woolford’s constraint accounts well for her Spanish/English CS because both languages share fairly similar grammars. But, some scholars consider Woolford’s model as a mere reformulation of Poplack’s equivalent constraint (1980). Furthermore, subsequent reviews show that these predictions do not always map with mixing between noun-adjective/adjective-noun phrases. To account for these claims, Woolford proposes a constraint on lexical insertions in mixed-codes with regard to switches between nouns and posnominal adjectives. According to Woolford, the rule that triggers off postnominal adjectives is peculiar solely to Spanish, as exemplified in the following well-formed mixed-codes: 

(3)  Tenian patas flacas pechos flat   ‘They had legs skinny chests’   
       (Spanish /English, Poplack1980: 600)
(4)  The little abatros     ‘This little grocery store’   

         (English/ Spanish, Woolford 1983: 527)  
2.3.2 The government constraint model
In the government perspectives, the relation between a lexical element and its syntactic environment determines its occurrence at switch-points. DiSciullo, Muysken and Singh (1986) suggest a government constraint in terms of Government and Binding theory (GB). Their analysis relies upon what they have called ‘language carrier’, the structurally highest element in a maximal projection. For instance, in the NPs (the two important elements, two important elements, important elements and elements), the language carriers are the, two, important and elements, respectively.  The ‘government constraint model’ states that switches are constrained by the government relationship
 which holds between adjacent items. It is claimed that switches between a lexical head (N, V, P, A) from a particular language and any item from another language are disallowed if a government relationship holds between them. In this sense, a switch between verbs and adverbs is prohibited. This constraint does not hold true, as seen in this example; a switch between a Spanish verb and an English adverb: Uno no podia comer carne everyday (We could eat meat everyday). Although this constraint functions very well for Italaian/Englsih, Italalian/French and Hindi/English data, it proves insufficient when tested cross-linguistically. Counter-examples come from Dutch /Moroccan Arabic, Irish/English data. Contrary to what the government constraint dictates, switches between verbs and direct objects and between direct and indirect objects are possible:  

(5)   anaka-ndir  intercultural werk.       ‘I am doing intercultural work’.

(6)   Žib li-ya een glas water of so.         ‘Get for me a glass’ Nortier, 1990: 131). 

This model has been criticized on the basis of several grounds. Belazi et al. (1994) consider this model as too restrictive and predict incorrect restrictions but agree upon the idea of hierarchy aspects of CS.  Muysken (2000) points out the inadequacy of this constraint because of its ignorance of functional categories and suggest that many structural problems would be resolved if functional elements have been incorporated in the model as governors. This constraint is still considered as equally similar to the predictions developed in the government and binding theory established to deal with monolingual syntactic structures. Belazi, Rubin and Toribio (1994) incorporate the functional elements as governors in their study and propose the ‘functional head constraint’. 
2.3.3 The functional head constraint
Working within a generative framework, Belazi, Rubin and Toribio (1994) rely upon Abney’s suggestions (1987) and Chomsky’s assumptions (1993) to suggest f-selection as a constraint on CS. They propose a class of checking features
 that include language feature to be checked in mixed codes. The functional head constraint (FHC)
 predicts the role of functional categories in code-switching. On the basis of data from Tunisian Arabic/French and Spanish/English CS, Belazi et al., recognize that switches do not occur between functional heads and their complements. They suggest that the functional head carries a language feature which specifies its language. Five functional heads have been identified (complementizer and IP, Inflection and NP, determiner and NP, quantifier and NP, negation and VP). For instance, Belazi et al. predict that a switch between a quantifier and its complement NP is not permitted: (e.g. Ktib dix livres. Wrote he ten books / *Ktib ((((( livres (He wrote ten books). Despite the support it gains in some data, the FHC is empirically inadequate and therefore does not hold as a universal constraint on CS. Potential counter-examples come from other language pairs. Halmari (1997) provides counter-examples to the FHC from Finnish/English data, but she does not consider them as enough evidence to refute entirely this constraint. She assigns the well-formedness of the utterances she presents to the richness of the Finnish case morphology and the government relationship that holds between verbs and their complements (e.g. Luen yhde+n magazine + n, I read one magazine). Yet, this constraint brings out an interesting question as to the grammatical relations between functional elements and their complements across different languages. Illustrative examples come from Bentahila& Davies (1983) regarding government relations related to the Arabic complementizer /((((/. In the following example, the complementizer /((((/ takes a French finite clause and therefore violates the FHC conditions (e.g. Je peux le dire (((( le truc ((((a ((((  je commence à apprendre). 

Belazi et al. suggest another constraint for code-switching the ‘word grammar integrity corollary’
which indicates that a lexical item should obey the grammar rules of the language from which it is drawn. They show that switches between adjectives and nouns are possible since they satisfy the grammar of the languages from which they are taken. According to Belazi, the example (j’ai une voiture ((((((((/ ‘I have a beautiful car’) is possible because adjectives are postnominal in Tunisian Arabic and here /((((((((/ is placed correctly, however, the sentence (*((((( (((((( belle ‘I have a beautiful car’) is ill-formed because the grammar of French is not respected with the placement of the adjective ‘belle’ postnominally. Yet, this constraint seems to be similar to the ‘equivalence constraint’ (Bentahila&Davies) and the ‘phrase structure congruence’ model (Woolford) as mentioned by Mahootian (1995). Belazi et al. relate patterns of code-switching to the bilinguals’ degrees of competence. They point out that balanced and unbalanced bilinguals show different social behaviours and thence different patterns of CS. Toribio (2001) explores further CS patterns in accordance to bilinguals’ linguistic competence. She investigates the way learners acquire the abstract principles that allow well-formed strings and disallow ungrammatical sequences for intra-sentential code-switching. She matches in this way the main guiding assumption of grammatical theories which attribute the regularities underlying CS utterances to the unconscious linguistic knowledge of functional categories. She states that: “bilinguals are not taught how to code-switch; and yet, just as monolingual native speakers of Spanish and English have an intuitive sense of linguistic well-formedness in their language. Spanish-English bilinguals are able to rely on unconscious principles in distinguishing between permissible and unacceptable code-switches” (2001: 206).
2.3.4 Null theory of code-switching: Mahootian 

Contrary to other theories, Mahootian (1993) argues that CS is governed by no special mechanisms apart those grammatical constraints of the participating languages. She claims that CS obeys the same general derivational principles which generate monolingual utterances. In this sense, there is no difference between switched constituents, be they bound morphemes, single words or large phrases and sentences from one language to another since they follow the same derivational restrictions operating in monolingual sequences. She calls her hypothesis a ‘Null theory’ focusing mainly upon the role of heads and ignoring completely word order equivalence for CS because heads govern the syntactic relations and restricts phrase structure configuration of complements. According to Mahootian’s model, switches are allowed between complementizers (COMP) and IP, between free and bound morphemes, and even within VP, DP, QP and PP (verb phrase, determiner phrase, quantifier phrase and prepositional phrase, respectively). To explain cases of CS, she uses tree adjoining grammar (TAG) as a formal device in her representations. Under TAG, branching directions are encoded to the right or left of the head depending on the nature of the languages involved in mixed constituents. Mahootian posits ‘auxiliary trees’ and partial structures representing head’s complements. 

Mahootian&Santorini propose another principle in which they state that: “The language of a head determines the phrase structure position of its complements in CS just as in monolingual contexts”. They have noticed that the language of the verb determines the distribution of the object within the sentence (i.e., the placement of the object in mixed-codes), as in the following example: (You’ll buy (une-ye jaedid; ‘you’ll buy house-poss new’> ‘you’ll buy a new house’). Focusing on more general properties of heads, this principle has been slightly modified “Heads determine the syntactic properties
 of their complements in code-switching and monolingual context alike” (1995). This means that a head (a verb, for instance) determines the phrase structure position and the content feature of its complement (the complement’s sub-categorization features).  
Many scholars have criticized the ‘Null hypothesis’ and related its shortcomings to its reliance on TAG formalism which comprises some contradictions with the government and binding theory. As mentioned above, branching directionality is represented by auxiliary trees in which complements are encoded to the right or left of the head in Mahootian’s model. This formal encoding is different from ‘branching directionality representation’ in GB. Another conceptual problem with Mahhotian&Santorini’s approach is related to the central role assigned to heads-complements relations in explaining syntactic restrictions on code-switching. In such a theory, the operations required by the sub-categorization rules constitute the real constraints as opposed to adjunction operations which do not restrict CS occurrences. MacSwan claims that ‘all syntactic operations and principles will be relevant in defining the class of well-formed code-switching constructions’(1999:47). 
Pandit (1990) proposes a similar structural constraint to account for Hindi-English CS. According to Pandit, “code-switching must not violate the syntax of the head of the maximal projection within which it takes place” (1990:43). For Pandit, noun phrases are headed by nouns and therefore the nouns project their syntactic properties to all constituents of the mixed utterance. Nouns also impose their syntactic requirements on adnominal adjectives and hence determine their placement within the noun phrase. As noticed by Pandit, adnominal adjectives generally precede the nouns they modify in Hindi but can follow them in some particular cases. Consider the examples illustrated in Pandit’s analysis of Hindi/English data: 

(7)   meraa sapanaa beautiful tool gayaa

       ‘My dream beautiful destroyed was’ 

       ‘My beautiful dream was destroyed’ 
(8) * raam ne likhaa ki usa kaa dream sundar was destroyed’

         ‘raam (subject) wrote that this dream beautiful was destroyed’

         ‘Ram wrote that his beautiful dream was destroyed’
It has been noted that Mahootian’s and Pandit’s principles share the same linguistic insights since they insist on the roles of heads and the lexical items’ projections. To account for the inadequacies of theory-based approaches, insertional models have been proposed to tackle CS data in terms of asymmetry principles. 
2.4. Matrix language approaches to code-switching 

2.4.1 Asymmetry principle and ‘closed class items constraint’ 

On the basis of English/Marathi code-switching, Joshi (1985) notices that switches between both languages take place from the matrix
 to the embedded language. He recognizes CS unidirectionality and posits asymmetric properties as restrictions to CS occurrences. Joshi’s distinction between the matrix and embedded language relies upon speakers’ judgments. Yet, the reliability of such a criterion regarding which language provides the most functional elements in CS utterances has been put into question. The matrix language is said to be the language into which elements from the other language (the embedded language) are slotted. In support of the asymmetry constraint, Joshi posits that major categories can be switched rather than the closed class items. He affirms that “Closed class items (e.g. determiners, quantifiers, prepositions, possessives, aux, tense helping verbs, etc.) can not be switched” (1986:195). Consider the following example from Marathi/English CS in which Marathi is the matrix language and English is the embedded language:

(9) Kâhi chair-war. Some chairs-on /* some chairs-war (On some chairs). 
Joshi attributes the ill-formedness of the last example to postpositions in Marathi since the rule predicts that Marathi postpositions can not follow English nouns. Yet, Mahotian (1993) points out that case is problematic in Marathi and considers Joshi’s explanation as due to case and not in terms of closed class items constraint.  Belazi et al. suggest that English NP looks to the left for case and Marathi case assigner assigns case to the left and it is placed to the right in (* Some chairs-war) and consequently does not satisfy English NP predictions. Joshi’s insights have been used in part by Myers-Scotton‘s matrix language frame model (MLF) (1993b) to account for the differential roles of the participating languages in code-alternations from processing and psycholinguistic perspectives. 

2.4.2 The Matrix Language Frame Model (MLF): Myers-Scotton 

A substantial theoretical model which claims to ‘predict the forms of CS utterances’ is the ‘Matrix Language Frame’ model (MLF) proposed by Myers-Scotton on the basis of her analysis of Swahili/English code-switching in Nairobi. Myers-Scotton (1993b) takes her insights from Joshi’s asymmetry principle (1985) and other psycholinguistic models of language production., the most significant are the differential activation of the base and guest languages (Grossjean:1988), the different retrieval process of closed and open classes in Garret’s speech error model (1975) and lemmas in the mental lexicon in Levelt’s language production model (1989). In this model, Myers-Scotton suggests that the matrix language (ML) establishes the structural frame and thus is responsible for the construction of morpho-syntactic order of morphemes in contrast to the embedded language (EL) less active with a restricted role in CS utterances. In fact, the MLF is based on two major hierarchies: ‘the matrix language/embedded language hierarchy’ and ‘the system/content morphemes hierarchy’. The first hierarchy assumes that the two participating languages do not have the same status: every sentence
 has a matrix language which dictates word order and the syntactic relations into which single morphemes may be inserted from the embedded language. The second hierarchy assumes a distinction between content and system morphemes on the basis of syntactic behaviour of both categories. Content morphemes (nouns, verbs, adjectives and some prepositions) express semantic and pragmatic aspects and assign or receive thematic roles while system morphemes (functions words and inflexions) express syntactic relations between content words but dot not receive nor assign thematic roles. This major role distinction between function and content words is crucial in identifying the ML: in bilingual CP’s, system morphemes, essential to construct the frame; come from the ML and content morphemes essential to convey messages; are generally taken from both ML and EL. Myers-Scotton &Jake (1995) have revisited slightly the MLF model and have made use of the supportive 4-M model to saliently distinguish various morpheme types and the levels of activation and lexical access. They recognize three stages, namely the lexical-conceptual level, the lemma and the formulator. They suggest that it is at the conceptual level that intentions are ’bundled’ into semantic and pragmatic features associated with lexemes and that the morpho-syntactic directions encoding the predicate-argument structure are activated at the functional level.  

The MLF has been criticized on a number of grounds, mainly the redundancy of the criteria established to distinguish content from system morphemes. Muysken (2000) considers this distinction as problematic since ‘it is not easy to see how the classification into system and content morphemes carries across languages’ (2000:161). There are various examples of CS which provide function words as inserted elements, a fact which makes the system morpheme principle more questionable. Yet, Myers-Scotton assumes that ‘there is variation across languages in the assignment of particular lexical concepts to content or system morphemes’ (1998:354). The MLF model receives many modifications and thereby the ML has been revisited each time the model is extended. Despite these amendments, criticisms question the validity of the non-grammatical criteria developed in Myers-Scotton’s models to define the base language. It is claimed that the way activation is translated in grammatical terms is not specified in these models: there is no empirical evidence which can explain how the language activated at the conceptual level provides the morpho-syntactic frame of CS utterances. In other words, the process of activation is more than clear but the question remains as to what to be activated and how in grammatical terms. Another problematic issue in the matrix language is related to its qualification as a social construct. It is stated that the ML is the ‘unmarked choice’ for the current interaction, but there is no link between the unmarked code in a given community and the process of language production when the individual is engaged in CS. Alfonzetti (1998) considers that code-alternation is essentially related to the way individuals structure their discourse and that there is no place for social norms in determining either of the two codes to used in a particular social situation. As noted above, the main problem concerns the applicability of Myers-Scotton’s criteria for demarcation between different morpheme types cross-linguistically. These questions will be taken up again in chapter three which gives detailed presentations, applications and limitations of the MLF and its sub-models; the 4-M and the abstract-level models.

2.5 The Eclectic approach: Muysken’s bilingual speech taxonomy 

Muysken (2000) assumes that different types of CS are related to different degrees of linguistic closeness between languages and sociolinguistic circumstances under which code-choices are made. He opts for the term code-mixing (CM) rather than code-switching and defines it as all cases where lexical items and grammatical features appear from two codes within a sentence and proposes different processes. The first type, alternation is particularly frequent in stable bilingual communities characterized by a tradition of language separatedness. It occurs when there is compatibility between the two grammars or at least equivalence of languages involved at the switch-point. Alternation is illustrated in several cases which vary considerably in accordance to the patterns exhibited. Conjunctions and apposition, for example, are incorporated through adjunction rather than insertion. The second type, insertion is akin to the process of borrowing with a difference of length where elements larger than single words may be inserted (nouns/noun phrases). It is defined as the insertion of material such as lexical items or entire constituents from a particular language into the structure of another. Muysken considers the MLF model as based primarily on insertion material and that the notion of ML is relevant to this type of mixing. He claims that in insertional type of switching, one language is on (activated) and tends to provide the main verb and the most functional elements. The third process, congruent lexicalization is akin to the processes of language variation and style-shifting. In this case, switching is grammatically unconstrained and can be characterized by alternative lexical insertions and thence some cases of word-internal mixing can be viewed as congruent lexicalization. Muysken therefore does not reject totally the notion of constraints but asserts that there is a link between the different processes of CM which range on a continuum. He argues that no single set of grammatical rules can currently account for all instances of code-mixing and suggests that these types are associated with linguistic and psycholinguistic factors. Alternation occurs in stable bilingual communities with a tradition of language separation, insertion frequent in colonial and recent migrant communities where there is a considerable asymmetry in the speakers’ proficiency in the languages at their disposal and congruent lexicalization is likely to occur between closely related languages with roughly equal prestige and no tradition of overt language separation (e.g., the second generation migrant groups, dialect/standard and post-Creole continua).     

2.6 Minimalist approaches to code-switching 

The basic assumption of minimalist approaches is that CS is the simple consequence of mixing items from multiple lexicons in the course of derivation since all syntactic variation is associated with the lexicon in the minimalist program. This entails that the various variations observed in surface word order of languages can be attributed to the movements of lexical items triggered by lexically encoded morphological features in Mac Swan’s terminology. MacSwan (1999/2000) proposes a theory of intra-sentential code-switching which stipulates that items may be drawn from the lexicon of multiple languages in order to introduce certain features into the lexical array. These features must be checked for convergence in the same way as monolingual features must be checked. MacSwan seeks to explain then code-switched utterances in terms of conflicts in the lexical requirements of words. To accomplish such a task, he tries to define the boundaries of CS within sentences through the identification of language-specific conflicts in the feature specifications of functional categories. A further important aspect of the minimalist approach is the phonological component, responsible for the mapping of syntactic properties to phonetic forms. The main assumption of this model is formulated as a PF disjunction theorem:   

i. The PF component consists of rules/constraints which must be (partially) ordered/ranked with respect to each other, and these orders/rankings vary cross-linguistically. 

ii. Code-switching entails the union of at least two (lexically encoded) grammars. 

iii. Ordering relations are not preserved under union.

iv. Therefore, code-switching within a PF component is not possible.

Working within a minimalist framework, MacSwan (1999) assumes that there is no switching below X°
, i.e., within a phonetic form. The basic conception of MacSwan’s claims underlies a theory of code-switching and not a constraint. This theory accounts for the various restrictions on stems and morphologically bound inflectional material. It comprises phonological rules which build a system of lexicalized parameters on the basis of specific morphological features with their phonetic content. 

MacSwan has revisited some cases of CS discussed in Poplack’s free morpheme constraints. From one hand, Poplack (1980) states that there is no switch between the English stem {eat-} and the Spanish bound morpheme {-tendo}, as in (*eat-tendo). On the other hand, MacSwan assumes that such a switch is allowed if the stem is incorporated into Spanish phonology and morphology, as in (Juan està parqueando su coche, ‘Juan is parking his car’). The assumption is that complex morphological elements such as ‘parqueando’ are formed by principles of word formation internal to the lexicon and not by syntactic operations. From a minimalist perspective, cases of borrowing like ‘parqueando’ are considered as an operation through which a new stem enters the lexicon of a particular language where morphologically complex words are formed before entering the numeration, in which feature checking begins. 

Boeschoten&Hyubregts (1997/1999) adopt a minimalist framework as well and reduce differences between the languages involved in CS to differences in the lexicon. They state that the grammar of mixed-codes reduces largely to the requirements of monolingual derivations. They postulate that asymmetries in unified grammar reduce to asymmetries of certain functional categories “asymmetries in CS grammar reduce to asymmetries in functional and inflectional morphology (interpretability, feature strength) of the individual CS languages” (1999). Jake et al. (2002) propose ‘a modified minimalist approach’ in which the notion of the ‘matrix language’ plays a primordial role, in response to MacSwan’s proposals (1999, 2000). They suggest that ML provides the grammatical frame in bilingual constituents and that only the identification of this language can explain asymmetries between participating languages. They propose also the ‘bilingual NP hypothesis’ which states that all system morphemes in a NP come from the matrix language. Jake&Myers-Scotton also criticize the minimalist approaches for missing a generalization and claim that ‘MacSwan avoids feature mismatches that would arise when singly occurring forms appear in mixed constituents by classifying all such forms as borrowings. In addition, under this PF disjunction theorem, morphemes from one language inflected with morphemes from another language are blocked because  ordering in the PF component varies cross-linguistically and ordering relations are not preserved under union’ (2002:71). 

3. Psycholinguistic approaches of code-switching

The psycholinguistic approaches of bilingualism and code-switching attempt to explain the different mental processes involved in language production mainly in bilingual speech. The most discussed issue within a psycholinguistic perspective is the distinction between different types of bilingualism. Weinreich (1953/1968) identifies three types of bilingualism depending on the way in which bilinguals store concepts in their minds. The three types are: coordinate bilingualism (the individual acquires two languages in two separate contexts and hence the words of these languages are stored separately with each word having its own specific meaning), compound bilingualism (the individual acquires the two languages used concurrently in the same context  and therefore develops a merged representation of concepts i.e., a single concept has two different labels from each language); subordinate bilingualism (the individual acquires a language first then the second but he interprets the weaker language through the stronger language i.e. the dominant language is used as a filter to interpret words from the weaker one). Ervin & Osgood (1954) pursue their research in the same veins, but they have claimed the subordinate type of bilingualism being subsumed under the coordinate type. They focus on the context and the lexicon since the question of mixing languages has constituted the center of their inquiries. The way proposed for acquiring the two languages in separate contexts has failed to be proved empirically. Diller (1970) concludes that the distinction between compound and coordinate bilingualism is a mere conceptual artifact and provides no experimental evidence. Perecman (1984) suggests instead that the distinction compound/coordinate bilingualism refers only to different strategies adopted by bilingual speakers engaged in communicative interactions and does not offer any explanation for the structural differences nor the way multiple linguistic choices are constructed in speakers’ minds. Grosjean&Soares (1986) center their study on language processing in mixed language mode in French/English and Portuguese/English CS. They assert that bilinguals have the choice to activate both modes and thereby produce code-mixing or deactivate only one mode and hence monolingual speech is realized. They try to explain how linguistic elements are inserted to the base language at word, phrase, clause, and even sentence levels but their ideas about the functioning of the interactional procedure of these elements under a linguistic processing theory are still hazy. They propose a general language monitoring device which is usually active especially when the speaker is engaged in bilingual speech mode and constantly receive directives from the higher level processors. In contrast, Green's model (1986) is concerned with the ways the bilinguals' codes are organized. Green has been interested in the performance of bilinguals and normal/ brain damaged monolinguals. He argues that bilinguals use activation and selection processes to keep their languages separate which means that a language switch permits them to switch off the language not in use as Costa et al. State “some earlier proposals argued for the existence of a switching device that turns the flow of activation from the semantic system on and off, preventing the activation of lexical nodes that do not belong to the language-in-use. In other words, the bilingual speaker would have only one lexicon activated at a time” (2000:411). The models of lexical access predict then that the semantic system is shared by the two languages of bilingual speakers. Inspired by Levelt's "speech production model" (1989)
, Debot (1992) suggests that the conceptualizer, the first component in language production; is partly language specific and partly independent. In the opposite, the formulator appears to be language specific and therefore different languages possess different formulators. He has also been influenced by Paradis' "subset hypothesis" (1987) and implies that there exists only one mental lexicon in which lexical items are stored. The formulator sends its directives to the last component which is the articulator, a non-language specific device according to Debot. These theories of lexical access constitute an underlying basis for the 4-M model
. Myers-Scotton claims that her model offers a better understanding to the way mental lexicon is organized in bilingual speech and provides the mechanisms mostly productive in language processing, she says “In addition to being linked to models of mental lexicon, it offers indirect evidence for how language production works and how competence and performance are linked. Specifically, it offers an explanation of how content morphemes differ in their access from functional elements,. While Levelt et al. present one of the most extensive theories of language production to date, they do not claim completeness and have more to say about content words than other types of morphemes” (2000:1054).Yet, The challenge of theorists of bilingual  language processing is still to explain how communication in mixed language takes place so rapidly and so efficiently despite the most effective operations and strategies they find out since the link between language and cognition remain incomplete.
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Figure 1: Levelt’s speech production model (Levelt 1989)
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Figure 2: Levels of speech production 

(Adapted from Myers-Scotton&Jake 2000)
4. Sociolinguistic approaches to code-switching

The most influential studies on code-switching may be those postulated by J. Gumperz which raise alongside the ethnography of communication models to reach perhaps the most innovative interactional views for understanding sociolinguistic phenomena. Much of Gumperz’ early works have been carried out on Hindi and a range of its dialects in Northern India. Gumperz (1958) assumes a direct link between the speakers’ relationships and code-choice on the basis of his descriptions of the dialects identified at three levels in his study namely; village dialects, regional dialects and standard Hindi. He centers his analysis on the mapping of certain phonological features to particular social categories and thereby implies that certain formal elements of speech appear to be salient when used in certain speech situations to determine speakers’ linguistic choices. In another study conducted on verbal behaviour in a small town in Northern Norway; Gumperz (1964) compares the functions assigned to two dialects (Bokm(l and Ranam(l) in Norway more precisely in Hemnesberget, and to the standard with its local dialects in Hindi. The local dialects in both contexts show a high frequency in general interactions of communication whereas standard dialects are preserved for particular purposes mainly that for  communication across ’ritual barriers’; barriers of cast, class and village grouping in India and of administrative, religious situations in Norway. These observations have led Gumperz to consider the verbal repertoire as composed of social categories like participants, setting, and topic to be described in formal and structural terms specifically phonological and morphological features. 

Bloom&Gumperz (1972) suggest functional perspectives to CS researches in an extended study undertaken on Bokm(l and Ranam(l in Hemnesberget either. Despite the substantial similarities that both dialects share, they show clearly orderly linguistic separatedness in terms of their use. The most reasonable assumption for these co-occurrent variables within the same social context according to Bloom& Gumperz is that “the linguistic separatedness between dialect and standard is conditioned by social factors" (1972: 417). To handle this fact, they posit three types of constraints which presumably determine code-choices when speakers are engaged in bilingual interactions: the setting defined as ‘the physical environment in which the social life of speakers operates’, the social situation referred to as ‘particular constellations of (speakers(, gathered in particular setting during particular span of time for a certain activity’, and the social event as ’a particular definition of the same social situation at a particular point in time’ (1972 : 423). Thus, speech events restrict the selection of linguistic variables. In a clerk-resident interaction
 at the administration office, for instance; greetings and inquiries about family affairs are generally conducted in Ranam(l while discussions about business transactions take place in Bokm(l. Even further, sometimes a change in linguistic forms represents a change in social setting as is the case for formal lectures delivered in the standard dialect followed by a shift to the regional dialect in order to encourage open discussions. Bloom&Gumperz recognize these types of shifts and propose the notions of situational and metaphorical code-switching to identify Bokm(l and Ranam(l as ‘codes in a repertoire’. In situational code-switching, language varieties are used in two different social settings with distinct participants and the switches corroborate predominantly with a shift in the situation. In contrast, in conversational code-switching multiple code-alternations take place within a single conversation without any change in setting or participants’ constellation. The motives behind the use of metaphorical CS, a subset of conversational CS, lie tremendously on shifts in footing, relative status or even to evoke certain emotional changes of mood. When describing the clerk-resident interaction, Bloom&Gumperz have noticed that the use of certain linguistic forms from the local dialect (R) within a standard conversation (B) refers to another particular social event in which the participants express a rather connotative meaning, such as discretion to the current exchange, without any shift neither in topic nor in their intent. They argue that: "In either of these cases is there any significant change in definition of participants’ mutual rights and obligations. The posture of speakers and channel cues of their speech remain the same… The choice of either (R) or (B) generates meanings which are quite similar to those conveyed by the alternation between ty and vy in the examples from Russian literature cited by Fredrich " (1972: 425).  

Maehlum (1996) rejects the idea of assuming a priori that varieties, be they dialects or languages; will appear to be equally salient among a particular group of speakers. She claims that the local and standard dialects in Norway are not so neatly distinct as Bloom&Gumperz describe. She suggests that one way of approaching these norms is to look for how the co-occurrent variables signal the context of proliferation and index other features of identity relevant to a particular group of interlocutors. On the basis of a study undertaken in three different speech communities (Slovenian-German in Austria, English-Hindi in Northern India, and Spanish-English in the United states), Gumperz (1982) proposes a typology to list the functions of code-switching (quotation marking, addressee specification, interjections, reiteration of messages, qualification, and ‘personalization vs. objectivization‘. Appel&Muysken (19987) describes also the motivations behind CS in bilingual speech from functional perspectives. They identify six functions: referential directive, expressive, phatic, metalinguistic and poetic. Referential switches may occur because of the speakers’ lack of knowledge in one of the languages involved in CS. Directive switches equate what Gumperz calls ‘addressee specification‘, and are generally used to include or exclude specific participants to the exchange of talk: speakers either converge to their interlocutors’ preferred code or diverge to create social distance because of their dispreferred choices. Expressive switches determine the speakers’ status in multilingual communities while phatic CS is used to change a tone of a conversation. Metalinguistic SC occurs when speakers comment on their language use and poetic CS serve to produce esthetic effects regarding multiple linguistic choices (jokes, fun and humour). These social functions assigned to CS and the idea of code-alternation as a ‘contextualization cue’ have certain parallels in Myers-Scotton’s Markedness model. Like prosodic features of speech and formulaic expressions, code-switching conveys meaning for the speakers to interpret utterances and understand their referential content. Gumperz states that: "Code-switching signals contextual information equivalent to what in monolingual settings is conveyed through prosody or other syntactic or lexical processes. It generates the presuppositions in terms of which the content of what is said is decoded" (1982:98).These findings have influenced other researchers who have proposed a variety of rhetorical and stylistic functions of code-switching in bilingual discourse Sanchez (1983) and Maschler (1991), (1994), among others. For example, Sanchez considers style shifting (evaluative/narrative) and different speech acts (challenge, request, agreement) as triggering elements of code-switching in Chicano of the Southwest. She explains the use of expressions such as ’Mi paap es un bartender’ and ’Mi pap(es un cantinero’
 (my dad is a bartender) as having different connotations despite the semantic properties they share. English and Spanish insertions here are associated to different social status, she argues; while ‘bartender’ in connection to the Hilton signifies social mobility and thence prestigious, ‘cantinero’ with no prestige signifies simply a work at the local Chicano bar. Maschler (1994) has arrived also at similar results regarding CS among English-Japanese and Hebrew-English bilingual speakers, respectively. 

The study of the functions of CS from socio-political perspectives may be related to Gumperz’concepts of ‘We code/they code’
. In some speech communities, codes appear to be strongly attached to political and cultural identity: minority languages are assumed to be the ‘we code’ which indexes in-group membership and dominant languages are supposed to be the ’they code’ which indexes power because of its official political status. Heller (1988) also considers code-choice as a political strategy that evokes ethnic mobilization. She claims that the significance of code-switching in a given community does not lie in the distribution of these codes but rather in the values tied up to these resources. She argues that dominant groups in a given community use code-alternation to maintain symbolic domination, whereas; subordination groups attempt to resist or even to redefine the symbolic values assigned to these resources in a marketplace. While Heller (1995)/ (1999) insists on socio-political factors to influence the presence or absence of code-switching, other researchers have focused on social categories such as ethnicity. Scotton&Ury (1977) and McConvell (1988) recognize three universal arenas (identity, power and transaction) with arena being conceived as ‘a construct which corresponds to a set of norms. CS serves then in these cases as a strategy of appropriateness or of neutrality: speakers may refer to CS to redefine the interaction as appropriate to another distinct social arena or as a means to explore which code is the most feasible for the current interaction. It is in this context where the choice of the expected code is unclear or even ambiguous that Myer-Scotton suggests her ‘Markedness model’ with speakers’ socio-psychological motivations at its heart.
Bordieu (1977) is to be singled out for contribution in the understanding of CS and other contact phenomena. He attempts to integrate micro-level linguistic version with macro-societal factors. He argues that individual actions are linked consciously or unconsciously to interests. Put otherwise, individuals’ utterances are strongly linked to what Bordieu calls ’linguistic markets’. These linguistic markets (used here in the same sense of Gumperz’s notions of setting, social situation and social event) associate certain values to the speakers’ linguistic resources, a fact which allows them to produce and make use of utterances highly valuable in these particular linguistic markets. The example Bordieu provides to explain code-switching and style-shifting concerns the social behaviour of a woman in a village in Béarn, situated in Southwestern France: "(The old lady( at one moment used’provincialized’ to address a shopkeeper’s wife, a Young woman originating from another large market town in Béarn;  (…(  the net moment, she spoke in Béarnais (the local dialect(  to a woman who lived in the town but who was originally from the villages and more or less lived on her own age; then she used a French that if not ’correct’  was at least strongly ’corrected’ to address a minor official in the town; and finally she spoke in Béarnais to a  (roadworker(  in the town, aged about fifty " (1977:657). Bordieu uses two Key notions to elaborate his theory on linguistic choices, namely ‘habitus’ and ’symbolic capital‘. Speakers possess a complex system of structured predispositions to act in certain ways. These dispositions correspond faithfully to the environment in which speakers acquire their knowledge about when and how to act. Symbolic capital (be they economic like cash and assets or cultural such as previous knowledge, skills and formal education), on the other hand; refers to the speakers accumulated prestige through their linguistic practices in accordance to their position in the social structure. In this way, code-switching is restricted by the speakers’ assessment of contextual factors and their reception of the utterances they use. Bordieu (1991) proposes symbolic domination and misrecognition of language as explanatory means of speakers’ chances of access to the prestigious variety. Bordieu places the speaker at the center of his theory; it is the speaker who assigns power to the linguistic form and not the linguistic variety which is loaded with value and power per se.                                                                             

Bordieu‘s theory has been criticized for its emphasis on power instead of solidarity in explaining linguistic choices. Several researchers reproached Bordieu’s neglect of CS functions and reconsider the social factors influencing code-choices. Beebe (1979) demonstrates in a study on Chinese/Thai bilingual teachers that the ethnic affiliation of interlocutors serves as a constraint of their linguistic choices. In the same vein, Gal (1979) finds out a strong tie between patterns of code-choices and the speakers’ social network. She focuses then on the speakers’ contact within a given speech community to be the most critical factor determining their linguistic choices. The idea of network has been conjured up by Milroy to establish social canons for speakers’ social behaviour in multiplex networks. On the basis of a study conducted in three communities in Belfast, she opposes a high-density network to a low-density network in which individuals know each others. In a multiplex network, however; individuals interact in more than one capacity. The same patterns of language variation regarding social networks have been recognized in other social contexts mainly in Newcastle among the second generation of Chinese/English bilingual speakers (Milroy&LiWei). Yet, other researchers equate CS functions in multilingual communities to the role of style-shifting in monolingual communities. Gardner-Chloros et al. regard CS as "a further dimension to the monolingual means which are available" (2000:1305) which influence "was almost always over and above what could be achieved monolingually" (2000:1335). Thus, CS studies seem to focus mainly upon social factors without theoretical-based structural dimensions. This point incites additional dimensions to be considered in other approaches to define bilinguals’ speech productions. 

5. Socio-psychological approaches

5.1 The markedness model (MM): Myers-Scotton
Myers-Scotton suggests a socio-psychological model to account for linguistic choices in multilingual communities. She has worked primarily in Kenya, Zimbabwe, Tanzania, Uganda, Nigeria and Malawi, describing first the structural aspects of language use to arrive at a new proposal which aims at explaining the socio-psychological motivations behind CS use. She argues that any code choice is indexical of the social norms prevalent in society at large, yet these norms determine only the markedness of such linguistic choices and not the codes themselves. According to Myers-Scotton, any language is associated with what she calls a 'rights and obligations set' where bilingual speakers signal their understanding of the relevant context and negotiate their social roles within the current situation. The markedness model (MM model) seems to be based on the indexicality of each code; speakers alternate the codes at their disposal to index the set of rights and obligations holding between the participants to the current exchange. Myers-Scotton points out that "CS in general is a type of skilled performance with communicative intent. From the socio-psychological point of view, CS can be characterized as symptomatic either of unwillingness or an uncertainty on the speaker's part regarding the commitment to indexing any single rights-and-obligations set between participants in a conversation, or of a negotiation to change the rights-and-obligations set. This is because each linguistic variety used in CS has socio-psychological associations, making it indexical of a ‘rights-and-obligations set' (1993b:6-7). Myers-Scotton assumes then that bilingual speakers must share a common knowledge of the social meanings attributed to each code within society. On the basis of their understanding of the indexical value of each code, they choose the expected variety to negotiate social relations. Inspired by Grice's (1975) 'co-operative principle'
, Myers-Scotton suggests a 'negotiation principle' as underlying social relations in bilingual speech, formulated as follow: "Choose the  form of conversation contribution such that it indexes the set of rights and obligations which you wish to be in force between speaker and addressee for the current exchange" (1993c:113). She proposes three related maxims operative in bilingual speech: the unmarked choice maxim requires that  speakers switch from one unmarked code (expected) to another in accordance to situational changes, this maxim directs "make your choice the unmarked index of  the unmarked RO set in talk exchanges when you wish to establish or affirm RO set".  The marked choice maxim requires the speakers to negotiate rights and obligations balance for various motives such as increasing social distance or creating an esthetic effect, it directs "make a marked choice when you wish to establish a new RO set as unmarked for the current exchange". The exploratory choice maxim takes place when the unmarked choice is ambiguous and community norms do not provide the appropriate choice, it states that "when an unmarked choice is not clear, use CS [code-switching] to make alternate exploratory choices as candidates for unmarked choice and thereby as an index of an RO set which you favor".  Myers-Scotton gives the following example, elicited from a conversation between a farmer and a worker in rural Western Kenya; to illustrate the marked vs. unmarked choices. Lwidakho, as the local variety, is considered to be the unmarked choice for this particular occasion, Swahili and English are the marked choices. 

1 Farmer: khu inzi khuli menyi hanu inzala      As I live here, I have hunger.

2 Worker: Njaa gani?                                        What type of hunger?
3 F: Yenya khunzirila hanu-                                It wants to kill me here. 

4 W: Njaa gani?                                                  What kind of hunger? 
5 F: vana veru-                                                    Our children. 

6 W: Nakuuliza, njaa gani?                                I ask you, what kind of hunger?
7 F: In zala ya mapesa, kambuli.                          Hunger for money; I don't have any.

8 W: You have got a land. Una shamba.          You have got a land. You have a 

     Uli nu mulimi.                                                 land. You have land.  
9 F: Mwan mweru-                                             My brother, 

10 W: Mbula tsisendi. Can’t you see                 I don't have money. Can’t you see 

how I am heavily loaded?                                  How I am heavily loaded? 

Myers-Scotton asserts that the use of both Swahili and English in this example is the marked choice. Since both speakers share the same in-group language (Lwidakho), their decision to use the languages of out-group (Swahili and English) is a real evidence for a negotiation process at work. By choosing the marked codes, the worker gives a new indexical value for RO set relative to his interlocutor. He looks for any strategy to gain money and thereby denies his in-group obligations to the farmer (the use of Lwidakho in this case).
The markedness model as a cognitive model states that bilingual speakers' choices are accomplished on the basis of their assessment of the markedness of the varieties used. The speakers are endowed with an ability that allows them to distinguish between marked from non-marked choices. This innate ability or markedness metric (called markedness evaluator in the late versions of this model) is a mental construct. But, the distinction between marked or unmarked relies principally on the social relations existing between interlocutors. This point has been sharply criticized by conversational analysts who reproached to this model its heavy reliance on external knowledge, speakers' beliefs and mainly their understanding of the situation. They criticize it also for its adoption of Fishman's domain-oriented approach (1965, 1972)
. Auer points out that speech activities do not necessarily correlate with code choices "Many speech activities are not tied to one particular language, and even among those who have a tendency to be realized more often in one language than in another, the correlation is never strong enough to predict language choice in more than a probability way" (1995:118).  Auer claims also that it is possible to account for the motivations behind CS use without appeal to "conversational-external knowledge about language use" (1998:10). He reanalyzes the above-mentioned example from conversational perspectives; he explicates the worker's use of Swahili as a clarification request as opposed to his choice of Lwidakho which underlies an indirect request.  Mueeuwis&Blommaert reject Myers-Scotton's claim that her model allows for 'dynamic variability' and considers the mapping between the chosen code and the indexical value of the RO set it reflects fairly static. They accuse this model for giving a mistaken conception of the indexicality assigned to social norms. In response, Myers-Scotton and other researchers have revisited the markedness model in other works (Myers-Scotton&Bolonyais: 2001). They endeavor to combine cognitively-oriented assumptions with social structures to deal with socio-pragmatic dimensions of code-choices. They claim further that this extended version of the markedness model is able to explain a wide range of issues in contact linguistics and social behavior. To what extent then does this modified approach offer clear insights to the understanding of the phenomena of language variation and multiple code-choices? 
5.2 The Rational Choice model (the extended form of the MM model) 

The markedness model, known as a rational choice model, is used to explore the individuals' motivations to CS. The premise of this newly-modified model is the assumption that speakers in bilingual communities make rational choices depending on the costs/rewards associated with the marked and unmarked codes for the exchange at hand and they act later to optimize their returns. Myers-Scotton refers to many theories as sources of inspiration to argue that her MM has been misinterpreted by the proponents of conversational analysis approach. With the framework of Rational Actor models Elster (1979,1989) and Lessig's explication of the Regulation and Construction of Social Meaning, she attempts to explain that rationality is the mechanism by which speakers make their best or the most feasible choices. Myers-Scotton questions the potency of social norms and their roles in determining code choices in alternative usages, she furthermore tries to find out how marked choices reflect the negotiation process and how the social meaning correlated to the new set of rights and obligations is constructed.  For this purpose, she proposes a rationally-based model with three filters. Unlike Elster, she assumes that the structural constraints (the first filter) which cover the societal factors (participants' features: age, sex, socio-economic statuses, ethnic group memberships etc.) and surface discourse structural features limit the speakers' linguistic choices but do not determine in any way which choice is appropriate for the current exchange. In opposing other criticisms, she posits that the first filter is external to the speakers' knowledge and thereby a second internal filter is needed but she does not explain the crucial issue as to how the external constraints operate on the bilingual speakers' repertoire. Myers-Scotton places rationality at the center of her model asserting that the innately available architectures (marked evaluator, somatic markers) are the mechanisms programmed by experience and that rationality (the third filter) seems to act as the prime operation responsible for  the selection of the most feasible choice within the opportunity set
. Lessig's model (1995) of regulations and constructions of social meaning offers many basic elements for Myers-Scotton to elaborate essentially her concept of "rights and obligations set", she explains bilingual's linguistic choices on the basis of their expectations and acceptability. She has been inspired by Lessig when he defines context as "the collection of understanding or expectations shared by some groups at a particular time and place" (1995:958). Then, she coins the notion of social meaning that Lessig presents in his works defined as "the semantic content attached to various actions or interactions or statuses within a particular context" (1995: 951). Thus, in rational actor models, everything lies on speakers' understanding of the situation, and their capacity to synthesize the information they acquired from the social context through which they are engaged in CS. This point has been reformulated in the markedness model in terms of speaker's degrees of understanding markedness as follow: "Based on information supplied by their markedness evaluator, participants in any exchange 'know' what reading on a continuum of markedness any linguistic choice has for the current exchange"  (1999:1267).

The MM model in its extended form like all rational approaches, places the locus of code-choices by individual speakers regarding not only their desires but also social norms which are screened by the filter of rationality. Myers-Scotton &Jake (2001) make it clear that the drawbacks of the early markedness model can be allocated to its incapability of explaining how negotiation leads speakers to translate their linguistic choices into various social meanings. The framing of the new model is apparently reinforced by ideas that match with Myers-Scotton & Jake’s views from other approaches; the relevance theory Sperber&Wilson (1989), the politesses theory Brown&Levinson (1975) and communication accommodation theory Giles (1982). The ideas presented in Sperber&Wilson consider that utterances are loaded with intentional and referential messages and that speakers produce such utterances in a way which guarantees their relevance to the context of speech production. According to the relevance principle ‘every ostensive stimulus conveys a presumption of its own optimal relevance’ (1995:158). This means that the interlocutor or the co-participant to the talk exchange is justified to look for an interpretation optimally relevant to the situation. Within this stream of thinking, the search for optimal solution depends essentially on a given particular stimulus relevant to a particular context as Wilson& Sperber puts it ‘An ostensive stimulus is optimally relevant to audiences’ abilities and preferences’ (2002:167). This relevance theoretic comprehension procedure claims therefore that in an ostensive-referential type of communication, the speaker is licensed to presuppose that an utterance is at least relevant enough to be used in a particular context and the most important point is that it must be the most compatible with the speakers’abilities and preferences. To do so, the speaker is allowed to follow a particular processing in that he can get into the explicit and implications of an utterance and cease following the same envisaged path when he arrives at a satisfaction by realizing his expectations of relevance. On the basis of this  ostensive-inferential cognitive framework, Myers-Scotton explores the idea of speakers’ intentional inferences as part of their communicative competence and thereby suggests that these intentions are reached not through the referential meaning of an utterance but through the code-selection accomplished by those speakers. She recognizes that CS is a conscious act as she puts it in ‘they always are aware of their listeners, and so they communicate with the assumption that their conversational contribution will be available to others for interpretation’ (2001:22). Myers-Scotton draws a tie between intention and code choices that permits the creation of the desired social meaning regarding certain degrees of deviations from the established unmarked rules which govern a particular setting of interaction. For her, it is the markedness evaluator which attributes to each utterance a value which ranges from the expected code to the marked code and consequently plays an influential role in the reconstruction of speakers’ intentions or merely the negotiation of a new rights and obligations set. Therefore, the principle of negotiation postulated by Myers-Scotton is simply the reconstruction of new social norms regarding the speakers’ persona and the types of interaction in which they are engaged. In this particular vein, Myers-Scotton assigns to her MM model the value of ‘a speaker-oriented model’ in which she predicts different types of persona as a pre-requisite for describing speakers engaged in CS opposing the views prevalent in previous studies which qualify these individuals as: 

· Members of linguistic innovative groups.

· Members of upwardly social groups.

· High status individual

The idea that “speakers are purposeful agents who act to minimize costs and maximize benefits” has been deeply analyzed within other traditions including mainly Politeness theory and Accommodation Theory. Within a politeness-theoretic framework, a model person deliberately makes use of positive and negative politeness strategies regarding the costs and rewards of a face-threatening act (FTA)
. FACE refers to persons’ desire to be unimpeded (negative face) and to be approved (positive face). When individual speakers fulfill face-threatening act, they estimate the risk of face loss and consequently select the strategies available among other options that sustain the efficiency of communication and necessarily offer various interpretable intentions. But, sometimes speakers are not really motivated to maintain their interlocutor’s face; they instead use FTA intentionally in order to create interactional power within the exchange at hand. In a slightly different but certainly related vein, Myers-Scotton (1988) states that the performance of FTA challenges the established conventions for role relations. If the speaker conforms to these norms, this means he has to provide the unmarked choice. If he challenges the established social rules to reconstruct new interpersonal relationships, he has to introduce otherwise a marked choice. Yet, within a communication accommodation theory, speakers change their social behavior in their interlocutors’ respect. Their motivations behind CS use are reached via ‘moves of speech convergence and divergence that is; linguistic norms to decrease or increase communicative distance’ (Galois et al.1995:116). Myers-Scotton equates speakers’ desires to associate or dissociate themselves from their interlocutors (Giles) to a direct opposition between unmarked (smooth switching) and marked choices. She is rather concerned with the ways marked/unmarked choices are used in order to decrease or increase social distance and thereby proposes an identity-related explanation for code-selection: ‘…and as a result social distance is created between community and the individuals who made the marked choice, speakers use language choice to portray their perception of who they are,’ their self’ (1993:478).
6. Discourse-analysis approaches to code-switching 

In conversational analysis-oriented approaches (CA), code-switching acquires its meaning from local functionality and stands as a contextualization cue which signals contextual presuppositions, like other features of prosody, gesture/posture, and back-channels. These contextualization cues are used sometimes to complete previous turns or to mark a shift in topic, but shade at other times other meanings such as, seriousness, irony, identity construction and participants’ attitudes.  

P.Auer argues that Gumperz’s conception of situation is problematic and suggests that CS does not derive its meaning from the available codes but rather from the sequential development in which they are embedded. He claims that every utterance changes some features of the situation in bilingual interaction and therefore speakers continuously reproduce new frames in respect with subsequent activities ‘whatever language a participant chooses for the organization of his/her turn, or for an utterance which is part of the turn, the choice exerts an influence on subsequent language choices by the same or other speakers’ (1984:5). Further, he recognizes in a study conducted on Italian migrant children in Germany that the changes in topic do not appear to be influential in explaining code-choices. Nevertheless, he notices a great preference among speakers to maintain the language of the previous turn and therefore posits that code-switching is used to signal a contrast, either to bracket a sequence from the previous discourse (discourse-related code-switching) or to negotiate a common medium of talk
 (participants-related code-switching). Thus, there is a ‘sequential implicativeness’ of code-choices: speakers alternate codes to mark a contrast between what has been said and what they are about to say. 

Auer suggests that speakers are able to construe the conversational context through language competencies and preferences they display to their co-participants or to accomplish several conversational tasks (introducing a new topic, setting off reported speech or signaling dispreferred responses). CA-oriented approaches lie then on the assumption that bilingual speakers establish locally the meanings of CS utterances embedded in discourse and contextualize their conversational activities via the linguistic choices they make. CS derives its signaling value from the contrast created between stretches of talk and the rest of the conversation. Several subsequent studies have examined the sequential organization of utterances and assign interactional functions to code-alternations. 

Sebba (1993) takes issues with Gumperz’s dichotomy ‘we /they’ codes and  considers switches from ‘we’ to ‘they’ as marked choices which index social distance, authority and other interactional tasks. She examines self-repairs, speakers’ initiated insertion sequences, quotations and other mid- or final-turn switches. Sebba and her associates claim also that it hard to establish we/they codes distinction since the boundaries between both languages and communities are not evidently clear-cut. Sebba&Wooten (1998), for instance; identify specific interactional functions of London Jamaican/London English CS and consider particular switches as signaling cues of locally constructed identities of participants. In other words, the interactional functions are connected to identity construction within a specific conversation as Sebba&Wooten put it "Evidence from London Jamaican data suggest that in addition to local, sequential explanations of code-switching, it is also necessary to look at the interaction as a whole, as well as the wider context in which it is located….Interpretations must take into account the shifting and negotiated nature of social identities within talk as well a the values attached to the different codes by their speakers" (1998:281). In a similar vein, Stroud argues that ‘we/they’ distinction is "at best contextually specific one" (1998:335). Furthermore, she considers CS between Tok Pisin and Taiap as a ’double voicing’ or ’polyphony when working on Kros of the speakers in Papua Guinea. She finds a difficulty in recognizing how much of what is said is the speaker’s own words and how much echoes others’ speech in the Kros. She demonstrates the opaqueness of the intermingling of linguistic varieties in the Kros and illustrates the polyphony of the mixed-codes by using a sequential analysis approach. She points out that "the problem of intention and meaning in CS is the problem of knowing to what extent the intentions and meanings that are assigned to switching can in fact be said to be intended by a speaker apprehended by his or her interlocutors" (1992:151). On the other hand, Gafaranga (2001) suggests that speakers use code-alternation to negotiate a locally relevant linguistic identity in their interlocutors’ respect, they may evoke certain membership category devices (MCA). This means that when a hearer understands his interlocutors’ talk, he will respond by placing himself in an appropriate position vis-à-vis the implied categorization device. Yet, the MCA have been heavily criticized for their reliance on prior knowledge of the implications of a current talk in interaction. Positing language preferences as a categorization device does not explain locally-constructed linguistic identity and MCA is not so different from the RO set in Myers-Scotton’s Markedness model. In contrast, Li Wei (2002) considers linguistic identity as isomorphic to social norms and not as a locally constructed positioning. She states that the social meanings that codes index are not simply put together as part of the speakers’ social competencies but rather brought about within interaction. 
It seems that CA approaches to bilingual speech are very different from the sociolinguistic tendencies hitherto presented. CA-oriented models insist particularly on the analytic procedures the conversation participants deploy in achieving meaning. This means that CS is conceived as a set of socially orderly discourse strategies which signals localized norms and indexes certain values. But a question of considerable interest can be raised here concerns how meaning is constructed locally without any reference to social structures since CA models consider conversational structure as sufficiently autonomous from larger societal context and ideological apparatus.

7. Directions for applications and implications 

So far, we have presented theoretical backgrounds on the most influential approaches to code-switching. Here, we are more concerned with practical issues in which we check our data with the empirical predictions of these models and on the basis of which we choose the theoretical framework the most relevant to respond to our prime interrogations. 

The grammatical approaches have largely focused on finding universally predictive grammatical constraints on code-switching. These models are primarily based on a purely formalism which moves from surface structure restrictions to very deep and abstract predictions. But, they ignore completely the variability in the phenomenon under question and neglect the dynamicity of speech situations in which conversational interactions take place. The equivalent constraint stipulates that code-switches can not occur at points where the surface structures of the language pair differ. The major problem with this constraint is that it posits word order of the languages involved in CS as the main restriction. Counter-examples discussed in the literature violate its predictions and restrict its universal validity. The same criticisms are leveled to Woolford’s phrase structure congruence model which states that switches are precluded if phrase structures of the participating languages do not map. Let us test the empirical adequacy of these constraints to our data: 

(10)   Algerian Arabic/French CS

        (((((   ((: (  les deux options est clair  
        ‘The difference between the two options is clear’

This example gives support to Poplack and Woolford’s constraints. This switch takes place because French PP (prepositional phrase) shares similar structure with the corresponding Arabic PP (/(((((( (((((((((((  ((((((/). Word order maps in both languages and therefore the sequence of words in this string could be either in French or Arabic: (la différence entre les deux options est claire ( or /(((((   ((: ( ((((((  (((((((((((  ((((((/, respectively. 

(11)   Algerian Arabic/French CS

         (((((((((   (((((  la pièce manquante (( le dossier. 

        ‘Excuse me; this is the missing patch in the file’.

In this example
, the switch between an Arabic head preposition and its French noun complement is permissible. This switch occurs at a point where the phrase structure of French and Arabic are identical. Yet, counter-examples to the two constraints are linked to switches between nouns and adjectives. Both models disallow switches between nouns and their adjectives if they exhibit different constituent order in the language pair. Consider the following examples from our corpus: 

  (12)   French/Algerian Arabic CS 

   Ils ont acheté une voiture  ((((((  ((((((( 
  ‘They have bought a very nice car’.
The example (7) does not corroborate with the predictions of the two constraints. Fr/AA code-switching operates between the noun ‘une voiture’ and its adjective /((((((/ regardless of surface structure differences between French and Arabic. The switch takes the word order of Arabic though French is the base language in this sentence. The word order in French is that certain adjectives precede nouns while here the adjective /((((((/ follows the noun ‘une voiture‘. This case contradicts Pfaff‘s claim in this respect ‘..must match the surface word order of both languages of the adjective and the language of the head noun’ (1979:306). French adjectives and the Arabic nouns they modify occur also freely despite word order differences as in: 

(13)   Algerian Arabic/French code-switching 

         (((((  très belle   ((((((((    ((((((((  (((((
         ‘The girl is beautiful; you can not say anything about her’.

Other cases of non-equivalence come from the determiner system. In Arabic, a sequence of two determiners is permitted within a noun phrase whereas French grammar rules disallow such a cluster. Despite this difference, CS is permissible at this particular switch-point. The following examples conform to the PS rules of Arabic but not those of French and therefore violate Poplack and Woolford’s predictions: 

(14)    (((((  les étudiants exclus  ((((  (((((
         (These are the students excluded this year).
(15)   (((( le liquide très efficace, ((((( ‘Décap four‘.

        ‘One the liquid is efficient; ‘Décap four’ is good.

Poplack also stipulates other restrictions to CS between a root and a bound morpheme. The free morpheme constraint accounts for examples from our data which illustrate mainly switches between integrated verb stems from one language and the other languages’ verbal morphology. Consider these instances: 

 (16) ((((    (((((((((((   ((((( (Me, I support Italy) 
 (17)  (((( (((((( ((((((((((((((((((  ((( ((i(((((((((
       (You understand, he can not be influenced by defenders) 
In example (11), the French verb ‘supporter’ has been incorporated to the Algerian Arabic system via the affixation process by the insertion of (n….i(marker which represents the 3rd person singular for the imperfective. This integrated verb is attached to the Arabic bound morpheme of negation (((.This means that an inflectional morpheme from one language is prohibited to be linked to a root morpheme from another unless the latter is integrated as stated in the free morpheme constraint. Similarly, the substantive ((i(((((((((( is composed of the stem ((i(((((( ’defender’ into which the Arabic bound morpheme ((((( the marker of plural is related. 

Bentahila&Davies recognize that the restrictions imposed by the free morpheme constraints are not absolute and provide a number of counter-examples which allow the switch between a root morpheme and an inflection, as in: 

(18)    (((((((   (Confronter ses idées   (He keeps opposing his ideas)
(19)    ((((   ((((   (redoubler              (Again he needs to repeat)
These examples are unaccepted by our respondents and therefore the free morpheme constraint holds true for our data. Nonetheless, a great number of counter examples has been demonstrated in the literature. Thus, these variations between the patterns established for CS in different language pairs raise many questions about the universal validity of all grammatical predictions and not only these two constraints. Moreover, Nortier (1990) notices a contraction in these two constraints at the levels of general assumptions and their applications, respectively. Both Poplack and Woolford claim that syntactic rules should not be violated which implies that underlying structures constitute the focus of their investigations whereas the examples given to support their predictions fall within surface structure word order between the languages involved in CS. Similarly, Sebba (1998) suggests that equivalence is constructed by bilingual speakers and can not be reduced to similar surface structure configurations and thereby marks a shift in CS studies. Bentahila&Davies (1993) falsify the equivalence predictions on structural grounds. They share the restrictions of sisterhood relations that hold between lexical elements in CS utterances with the government constraint (DiSciulo et al. 1986). The sub-categorization principle allows a switch in which a French prenominal adjective is followed by an Arabic noun and disallows a switch in which a postnominal Arabic adjective precedes a French noun because the rules of Arabic adjectives would be violated in this particular placement. Our data corroborate these predictions, as shown in the following examples:

(20)  J’ai jamais vu un professeur (((((((((((((((  (i((( 
       (I didn’t se a teacher very modest like him) 
(21)  *J’ai jamais vu un   (((((((((((((((  professeur  (i(((   

      (I didn’t see a modest teacher like him)

Government-based approaches rather contend that there can be no switch between elements which hold government relations. MacSwan  considers that the government constraint ‘moves us closer to a system in which code-switching may be explained in terms of the same principles as account for grammaticality judgment in monolingual speech, a much more parsimonious approach than either Poplack’s and Joshi’s’ (2000:39). In this respect, government constraint predicts that a verb or preposition must be in the same language of the complement. This is shown to be non-functional for the following cases from our data: 

(22) (((((((   ta mère (((((((    (I have met your mother yesterday) 

(23) (((((( (( lmariage (((( ma nièce (I have seen her in my niece’s marriage).
Although the government constraint models permit CS between language pairs with different word order, it fails to account for many common switches when tested on our data, like those between verbs and adverbs (24), subjects NP and main verbs (25), verbs and direct objects in the VP maximal projection (26), and copula-type verbs and their predicates (27): 

(24) Elle n peut pas mettre ses bijoux (((((((  (She can’t make always her jewels) 
(25)   Les policiers  (((((((((((( (((((  (Policemen do nothing against them) 

(26)  (((((( une analyse sociocritique    (She has made a socio-critic analysis).
(27)  ((((((  vacataire l’an dernier ((((((((((   (((((((  permanente 

 (She was a part-time teacher last year, this year she becomes a full-time teacher)

The empirical problems posed by this model have led MacSwan to question how grammar operates in different languages, he argues ’We are left wondering why government, in particular, should be related to be an operation of universal grammar that invariant cross-linguistically’ (2000:40). Gardner-Cholors et al. also point out that neither the relatively ad hoc approaches of surface adjacency, nor those based on deeper theoretical motivated concept of government, can predict the type of switches that take place or at which specific points they occur.

The main finding to be accounted for in the ‘functional head constraint’ is that switches can not take place between a functional head and its complement but it is permissible between lexical heads and their complements. The FHC has been criticized in regard with the conceptual and empirical problems it poses. At the conceptual level, the checking- feature has been put into question. MacSwan (2000) considers that positing a label for a particular language as a prerequisite in syntactic theory triggers ordering paradox. On the other hand, Rubin&Toribio (1995) argue that the FHC become code-switching-specific constraint barring language mixture in functional head-complement configuration. At the empirical level, the literature provides several counter-examples. The predictions of the FHC hold true for some of our data, switches between a quantifier and its complement, inflection and VP, and negation and VP. Nonetheless, this constraint is incompatible with the following cases where Arabic complementizers take French finite clauses: 

(28) Ils l’ont ramené  ((( drivers (They have brought it without drivers). 
(29) Elle a confirmé (((((elle a eu l‘examen (She confirmed that she‘s got the exam) 
(30) Je me demande ((((( elle fait ça    (I Wonder why she makes that)
Joshi (1985) has developed a model based on asymmetry of CS in which he defines the matrix and the embedded languages with a ‘control structure’ that permits switches from the matrix language to the embedded language in a uni-direction. Joshi further predicts that switches between closed-class items and open-class items are inhibited. The following examples taken from our data violate Joshi’s constraint: in (26), the complementizer /(((((/, a closed-class item; vehicles the switch into the embedded language. In (27), ‘parce que’ begins also a switch to the embedded language and hence the two examples mark a violation to Joshi’s predictions. 

(31) De toutes les façons, je voix (((((l’étranger c’est mieux pour lui.

       (Anyway, I think that abroad is living abroad is better for him)

(32) (((( Parce que  ((((((  (((((((  (((((   

       (Yes, because she‘s made what they wanted)

Contrary to many approaches relying on Chomsky’s generative framework, the minimalist approach centers around syntactic issues in relation to feature-checking. It reduces mixed codes to feature mismatches and non-converging derivations. Jake et al. (2004) argue that only a modified minimalist approach can account for CS variations.  

Like Klavans (1985) and Joshi (1985), Myers-Scotton (1993) has posited a frame into which elements of the other language are slotted. But, she opposes word-based distinctions of morphemes (Joshi’s closed-and open-class items) and distinctions primarily linked to lexical categories, Abney’s (1987) thematic/functional categories, to explain the process of bilingual language production. She assumes that language processing involves the building of a frame under the directives of either language. The MLF is presented as a psychological model since it tackles the process of activation at the conceptual level. Yet, no explanation of how activation is relevant to structural frames is presented in Myers-Scotton’s works. In addition, the notion of the base language itself is problematic: Myers-Scotton suggests that the base or the matrix language is the unmarked choice, but still the link between the unmarked choice as determined by the RO set of a particular community and the mixed-code produced individually at a particular moment remains unexplored. Many researchers tested the empirical validity of the matrix-based models of Myers-Scotton, they recognize potential problems related to system/content morphemes’ distinctions, and word order ambiguities. The first problem concerns utterances in which system morphemes come from both varieties within a single CP, a violation of the system morpheme principle. The second problematic issue has to do with utterances in which system morphemes are from one variety; the sub-categorization and word order restrictions are from the other variety. By contrast, Muysken (2000) concludes that the many constraints fully discussed in the literature fall under four definable primitives. On the basis of these primitives, he identifies asymmetries at the level of alternations, insertions and congruent-lexicalizations. Alternations are considered as true switches in which both grammar and lexicon are respected, there is no embedding of one language within the frame of another but only the juxtaposition of the two codes. In alternations, the surface linear equivalence at switch-points is equivalent to Poplack’s equivalence constraint. 
The following example illustrates alternation between French and Algerian Arabic: Voilà (((( (((((( cet après-midi pour récupérer CD (((((( (Right, I’ll come to see you this afternoon to recover my CD). In this example, surface structure configurations are identical between French and Algerian Arabic (Fr equivalent: Voilà, l’après midi je passerai chez toi pour récupérer mon CD) and the structural elements are not slotted within a matrix langue, both languages are equivalent. With insertions, the mechanism is rather different, items are embedded in the framing language which provides functional elements and determines syntactic order. In insertions, the matrix langue is then filled by items coming from the embedded language, as illustrated by this example: tirs au but l’avantage    n’a jamais perdu  les quarts de finale  aux tirs au but (penalties advantage for Germany Germany they say that it never lost from the quarter-final and on in penalties). Insertions, indeed, correspond roughly to Myers-Scotton’s MLF model. In cases of congruent lexicalization, on the other hand; the languages involved in CS must ‘share a grammatical structure which can be filled lexically with elements from either language’ (Muysken1997:326). The following example may illustrate this type of CS: ((((((( (((((( quand même ((((  (((((((((((  elle aurait du me le dire  (((((( (((((( la brosse (((( (() séchoir  (((((( elle m’en a pas parlé (She is free at least she’d rather told me when I‘ve seen her, I saw her she gave me the drier-brush but she didn’t telle me anything). Here, AA and Fr share the same word order constituents and the string contains items lexicalized from both languages. 

These typologies illustrate Muysken’s eclectic approach of intra-sentential code-switching in which he advocates a different categorization of CS utterances from a purely structural point of view. He also fleshes out that grammatical approaches fall into two sets, those focusing on checking uni-directionality in terms of categorical equivalence as opposed to those which posit the bi-directionality checking features in terms of linear order. 

Considering the various limitations presented at this point, we adopt Myers-Scotton’s MLF and its sub-models, namely the 4-M and the abstract-level models. Regardless the idiosyncrasies, Myers-Scotton’s models provide satisfactory explanations for many language-contact phenomena. We do not test the MLF at this level, in-depth analysis will be given later since it constitutes one of the components of our theoretical framework. We conclude that grammatical approaches alone are insufficient to depict the nature of the underlying structures of bilingual speech, a multi-disciplinary investigation may offer a comprehensive treatment of the phenomenon under question. We share Gardner-Chloros when he states that ‘although syntax plays an important role in CS, it cannot be assumed a priori that the construct of syntacticians are the best means for characterizing the processes of performance data such as CS’ (2004:126). 

The sociolinguistic framework is characterized by two tendencies: macro- and micro-sociolinguistic approaches. The premise of macro-sociolinguistic approaches is that code-choices are at large determined by societal norms. In contrast, micro-sociolinguistic approaches examine closely switches as strategic cues which carry social meanings and fulfill certain conversational functions locally-identified. From a micro-sociolinguistic perspective, Bloom &Gumperz (1972) distinguish situational CS from conversational CS. While, situational CS falls into switches commonly determined by shifts in speech events’ constituents such as topic and participant, conversational CS defines the alternate use of multiple codes within the same conversation, without any change in social situation. An illustrative example of situational CS will be drawn from a conversation between students discussing various topics at I.L.E. Here, the switch into French is triggered by a change of interlocutors with AA and Fr/AA being the varieties used between male speakers as opposed to Fr and Fr/AA codes when addressing to female speakers.  

1 A : Les défenseurs                   (The defenders) 

2 B:   les défenseurs       (OK, the defenders)
3 C:    Magister       (And the Magister)
4 D:   trois options       (There are three specialties) 

5 B: ET toi                                  (And you?) 

6 D : Je passerai en littérature   (I pass literature) 
7 C : C’est un petit peu délicat   (It’s a little bit delicate)

8 B:         (What are you going to revise?) 

9 C :   le programme des trois  années ou les quatre années qu’on a …

      (But the program of three years or that of four years that we….?)

10 B : Ça dépend les modules que ..tu  veux  faire     la la l’option que tu veux   faire  (It depends on the modules that.. You want to pass like we say the special field that wants to pass).

Conversational CS is illustrated by a switch between Algerian Arabic and French:  Sciences du langage   linguistique   scientifique (I like language sciences it is something linguistic something it is scientific).  On the other hand, metaphorical CS concerns the communicative effect the speaker intends to convey with such a use; associating it with social meaning (quotations, sentence-fillers, reiteration of sequences for clarity or emphasis, etc.). The use of MSA in the following string illustrates this type of CS since this particular switch signals an ironical use and indexes an attitudinal behaviour vis-à-vis MSA:  deux jours     le téléphone   la cassette  (..)       tu sais  (It’s two days I phoned you without answer,  just the cassette saying  ‘it does not work there can’t be..I don’t know how to say it, you know). 

Auer (2000), one of the proponents of CA analysis, proposes a sequential approach to CS adopting interactional perspectives. He comes to the conclusion that CS serves many functions in the negotiation of footing in bilingual interactions. In other words, the speakers engaged in bilingual situations either have certain expectations about their exchanges and therefore opt for an unmarked choice if acquainted with each other or carry a negotiation process to establish a medium of interaction in distant cases. In this vein, Auer points out that the significance of CS does not lie in the social meaning associated to the participating languages (as we, solidarity and informal codes in opposition to they, formal and deference codes) ‘Although the languages involved in code-switching may index some kind of extra-conversational knowledge, code-switching can never be analyzed as a mere consequence of such indexing, without taking into account the sequential position in which it occurs and from which it receives its meaning’ (1998:2). He considers then that the contrast between the codes involved in CS is meaningful in that the speakers interpret it as a contextualization cue which signals either some aspects of the situation (discourse-related switching) or some relevant characteristics of their switches (participant-related switching). In discourse-related switching, CS signals ‘otherness’ and indexes a change of footing as in the following example: On a changé de thème   c’est plutôt la justice pendant la période coloniale (We have changed the theme, it becomes justice; it’s rather justice during the colonial period). In this exchange, the speaker inserts the Arabic constituent / / to report the theme of her research work in Arabic since the thesis is conducted in Arabic. Hence, the juxtaposition of the two co-occurrent structural elements within a single interactional episode indexes an emphatic effect which aims at providing more clarity for the co-participant who has a preference for French. The interpretation of this new footing is linked to the local organization of this conversational sequence where three discourse strategies are used to fulfil the desired effect: self repair, the discursive marker (c’est plutôt) and the translation of the embedded element into French. Thus, the switch is related to the internal organization of the string and there is no need for extra-knowledge to interpret the inferential meaning allocated to this switch. In contrast, in participant-related switching, the speakers negotiate a base code in relation to interlocutors’ preferences and competences. In the following part of a conversation between two students at the Islamic Institute, a negotiation process takes place to establish a common medium between two speakers who share at least two codes.

1 D: Tu changes carrément le sujet mais tu gardes le même intitulé. 

      (You change completely the subject matter; you keep only the same title).

2 B:              
     (No, I will keep (the title) that I’ve given them the first time)

3 D:      (s)            (No, you didn‘t understand me, you have not to change it, you don‘t have the right to change for second time)

4 B : Ah !  (Ah ! OK)
5 D : Donc tu gardes le même  intitulé et tu changes uniquement le contenu 

      (So you keep only the title, you change solely the same content) 
6 B:         (Yes, I keep ‘justice‘)

7 D : C’est beaucoup plus mieux  comme ça tu n’aura pas de problèmes au CS
        (It’s better, this time you’ll have no problems in CS)  

In line (3), the speaker converges to her interlocutor’s preferred code (Algerian Arabic). She uses it temporarily in order to explain to her co-participant what she did not grasp from the previous turn-taking when addressing her in French. Although the content of the French sequence is clear since speaker B is competent in French, she responds in AA which marks her preference for such a linguistic choice. After this brief language negotiation sequence in which both speakers find a common language of interaction,, speaker D diverges again from this medium and carries out the current conversation in French. This extract demonstrates participants’ orientations to their preference for multiple codes within the same discourse.  

Myers-Scotton (1993) differs in her perspectives from the taxonomies of social meaning and discourse functions associated to CS developed in interactional models to explain linguistic dualism inherent in bilingual interactions. She posits the notion of markedness as an organizing device which may explain code-choices and describe the social motivations behind code-alternations. She proposes four types of code-switching: sequential unmarked CS in which speaker’s alternate codes when the speech situation determines such a change, as in this conversational sequence: 

1 A : C’était bien passé                      (Was it good?) 
2 B : Oui c’était très bien passé        (Yes, very good) 

3 A: Des Tlemceniens                       (Tlemcenians?) 
4 B:  des Mascariens  ((((((  (No, Mascarians of Oran) 
5 A:       la salle   (Where did it take place? In a marriage hall) 
6 B: La salle Et Bahia                      (The Bhia’s hall)

7 A:   Saint Eugène          
  (That of Saint-Eugène, I‘ve made my marriage ceremony there; it‘s good)

8 B:   aérée  c’était très bien passé      tu me connais (Yes, it’s nice and airy, it was very well but I don’t support noise. You know me) 

The speaker B uses an unmarked choice through an AA/Fr switch in line (4). This choice does not affect the RO set established for this particular situation. The nature of the subject discussed determines such a shift without necessarily establishing new norms for participants’ rights and obligations. Being the unmarked-codes in this particular social context, alternation to AA indexes the sequentially of this switch. In linguistic choice, CS is the norm for the whole conversation, without any change in neither prosodic features nor hesitation. In this part of conversation between two students at the library of I.L.E, the use of French is the unmarked choice since it conforms the RO set in this speech situation. 

1 A : Dommage j’ai aimé que tu t’en profite  mais bon ((…))

        (It’s a pitty, I‘d preferred that you make use of it, but)

2 B : Non il traite de l’intonation uniquement des marques linguistiques  mais pas l’analyse de  l’oral proprement dit (No, it deals with intonation only linguistic markers but not neatly conversational analysis). 
When CS is the marked choice, speakers renegotiate the RO set common for the current situation and thereby this change in footing may index social distance or proximity. The example drawn from a conversation that takes place in a town hall illustrates this type of CS. The switch into French by speaker B can be interpreted as a signalling device to decrease the social distance with the administrative agent.

1B : Le dossier pour refaire la carte d’identité (The file to renew the identity card)

2 E : (Silence)       (wha:::t  her file)
3 F :     (That of photos) 

4 B :           

        (It only that radiation from the election list)
Finally, exploratory CS in which speakers are uncertain of the most feasible code for the current exchange. This ambiguity concerning the unmarked choice can be related to uncertainty about settings’ conditions or unfamiliarity with interlocutors’ preferences and competencies. In the following sequence, the choice of AA is exploratory since the participants do not share previous experiences with each other. The interlocutors’ switch into French which becomes later the medium of interaction shows that  AA has been used  just to explore the participants preferred codes since  they ignore whether all of them master French or not.  

1 A:    les papiers  
       (Excuse me, can you give her the papers) 

2 B: D’accord   (OK)

3 B: Des nouveaux bacheliers? (New holders of Baccalauréat) 

4 A: Oui série lettre (Yes, Letters series).
Myers-Scotton (1990) proposes also two other maxims regulating code-choices, the deference and virtuosity maxims. The deference maxim states that speakers defer languages to mitigate FTA, they converge to the preferred code of more powerful interlocutors. This is the case of students whose preferred code is AA but they switch to Fr when addressing their teachers. The virtuosity maxim, on the other hand, states that speakers make use of marked choices since the unmarked choice is inappropriate for a situation regarding the linguistic ability of ones’ interlocutors. The example of a girl who converges to the taxi driver’s preferred code illustrates this maxim. She uses first French in (déjà çà fait pas longtemps ((((( (( ((((((((  ((((i(((  ((((((((( ((((((((((  on lui a volé ses boucles d’oreilles(, then she converges to AA after her interlocutor’s response (((((( (((((((((( ((((((((((( ((( by her accommodation to AA; as in: /(( ((((((((/. Thus, the Markedness model can answer many social questions related to bilingual speech despite of his drawbacks. 
On the basis of the theoretical approaches that we have discussed earlier in the review literature and the empirical findings from our data, we opt for the MLF and its sub-models, these will constitute our theoretical framework. We try to demonstrate that CS is used as a communicative device focusing mainly on the socio-pragmatic mechanisms underlying bilingual speech in an Algerian context. Most of our informants share at least three varieties in common, namely Modern Standard Arabic, Algerian Arabic and French. In this research work, we call for the model of bilingual access (the Abstract-level model) and endeavour to explain the structural dimensions of the co-occurrent elements in mixed-codes in light of the MLF and the 4-M models.  


      Contact-induced change is a complex process which covers various phenomena that are not necessarily inevitable results of language contact. Yet, it includes a wide range of linguistic processes, such as code-switching, code-mixing, borrowing, interference and convergence. Broadly speaking, contact-induced influence manifests itself in the transfer of linguistic material which varies from terminal entities like sounds and combinations of phonemes to higher-level categories like grammatical combinations and syntactic relations. There are seemingly many terms to cover the varying aspects of language contact which trigger the most hotly debates in the literature. In this chapter, we are more interested in the different strategies adopted by our bilingual informants to convey a specific meaning and the motivations behind these particular linguistic choices. To clarify the difference between these mechanisms, we consider the different adaptation routines [used in the same sense as in Heath (1982)] used by these speakers to fuse lone-other language items in their repertoire with specific attention to the psycholinguistic routines that underlie the process of word-selection when borrowing is involved. These cognitive schemes may help us to draw a sort of parallelism between the ways conceptual and phonemic levels are articulated in both borrowing and code-switching. For this purpose, classificatory and socio-/psycho-linguistic approaches will be invoked to portray adequately the different typologies of code-switching, code-mixing and borrowing. But, before defining these phenomena; the notion of ‘code’ should be clarified. 

In an attempt to define particularly the blanket term ‘code-switching’ which covers the juxtaposition of different codes within the same discourse, the question of the terminological and definitional considerations of the notion of ‘code’ has been raised by many scholars who put off the main controversies by considering codes simply as languages or varieties of languages. In this vein, Algerian Arabic is a code; Modern Standard Arabic is a separate code as well as French. Meeuwis&Blommaert propose a monolectal definition of code-switching in which the co-occurrent variables constitute a code suis-généri when they consider that: ‘the overall code-switched variant used by speakers is not seen as a product of blending between two or more languages...but as one code on its own right’ (1998:76). Influenced by Jacobson (1971) who has pointed out that languages do not comprise codes but rather have codes, Alvarez-Càccamo (1990/1998/2000) develops the notion of ‘communicative codes’ according to which speakers use linguistic and paralinguistic features to communicate with their interlocutors while addressees make use of their own codes to interpret and infer what is intended in their co-participants’ speech. The alternative use of codes may be used as a cue to contextualize communication, i.e. to signal a shift in topic, or to index a negotiation of social roles and other communicative effects. He expresses this idea in: ‘Internal individual codes (senders’ and receivers’) must necessarily differ, as they belong to different minds. But all human minds are also uniquely alike: they produce language and communication, which are formidably universal. Therefore, the question whether each person possesses ‘different’ codes is parallel to the question whether speakers of the ‘same’ language share a grammar, or whether culture, ideology, etc.., is also shared. There are no absolute answers to this, only a pragmatic one: does communication between two persons sufficiently work?). Alvarez-Càccamo (1998) shares Romaine’s (1995) extended meaning of code-switching to cover the alternation of dialects, styles and registers. Auer goes even further and considers code-alternations as ‘sets of contextualization cues’ (1999:313) following Gumperz’s steps. He claims that speakers may consider apparently distinct codes as non-distinct and apparently similar codes as distinct. Hence, he provides an ‘interpretative approach’ to bilingualism and language-contact phenomena in which he argues that the alternation of two codes is not meaningful unless it indexes an interactional contrast in bilinguals’ conversational episodes, as he puts it ‘In CS [code-switching], the contrast between one code and the other (for instance, one language and another) is meaningful, and can be interpreted by the participants, as indexing (contextualizing) either some aspects of the situation (discourse-related-switching) or some features of code-switching speaker (participant-related switching) (1999:310). We adopt this interpretative approach at this level because it will be useful for us in differentiating code-switching from code-mixing. Moreover, the question of defining code-switching and how to distinguish it from other language contact-induced phenomena constitutes the center of this section. We present at this level the main approaches which provide the most accredited typologies in the literature.
1. Code-switching: integrated definitions 

Grosjean defines code-switching as ‘the alternate use of two or more languages in the same utterance or conversation’ (1982:145) and considers different categories to be switched: single words, phrases, and even sentences can be alternated. Another useful definition of code-switching points out that code-alternations are significant since they show a shift in forms of communication that  index a context in which linguistic choices must be understood and inferential mechanisms should be interpreted by the participants. Gumperz, for instance, stresses that conversational code-switching is ‘the juxtaposition within the same speech exchange of passages of speech belonging to two different grammatical systems or sub-systems’ (1982:59). Furthermore, he argues that the meaning assigned to alternated-codes is not fulfilled a priori but rather constructed within a particular context in interaction. He describes the analysts’ task as follows ‘If instead of attempting to discover direct and stable linguistic reflections of social categories in clause level phonology, morphology or syntax, we begin by looking more closely at the clustering of co-occurring variables in situated everyday discourse, in terms of linguistic signs are involved and how they are distributed, we soon discover regularities that are demonstrably socially conditioned’ (1992:40). Like Gumperz, Myers-Scotton focuses on the interlocutors’ degree of proficiency as a prerequisite in the production of bilingual speech. She further highlights this aspect of bilingualism on the basis of the delineation between code-switching, lexical borrowing and inter-language in second language acquisition. She states that ‘When the speakers are sufficiently bilingual to produce monolingual utterances in either of the languages, although they may well speak one language better than the other, the product is called code-switching’ (1998:91). These theories focus principally on the alternative use of two codes or more within the same discourse depending mainly on external factors to explain CS occurrences, but what about the mental processing that hinder intertwined varieties? It seems for us, however, that the salience of the linguistic forms used alternatively resides specifically in the underlying structures combined, selected and articulated in a mixed-code and not in the surface configurations of structural elements picked up from grammatical systems or sub-systems and embedded in other systems at different slots. Yet, it is noteworthy to mention that one of the enduring theoretical objectives of the main studies in contact linguistics has been directed to elaborate different typologies of code-switching. We attempt here to consider the main types of CS established by the most influential approaches and illustrate them with exemplified comments drawn from our data. 

1.2. Types of Code-switching                    

Many typologies of code-switching have been proposed regarding the switch-points at which CS occurs and the way the different codes are juxtaposed within a sentence as well as the length of the slotted stretches. Poplack (1980/2004) has divided CS into three types in connection to the distribution of the switches within a sentence: tag-like switches which include interjections and idiomatic expressions, where the bilingual speaker uses a tag from one language and the whole string from another language. According to Poplack, this type of CS does not need proficiency, only a limited knowledge in the language of the tag allows the speaker to produce such a switch and therefore it acquires a lower frequency index in Poplack’s scale. The example that illustrates this tag-switching from our corpus is: Style, couverture de balles une maîtrise (((((((((( (Style, ball covering, mastery; you understand). This utterance is mainly in French, except for the expression /((((  ((((((/ which comes from Algerian Arabic. The next type is extra-sentential switching, commonly referred to as inter-sentential switching. This category includes full sentences and larger segments and therein requires a competence in the languages involved in CS, as in.: Il y a du monde (((( (((((( ((((( (there are a lot of people, we’d rather come earlier). The last category necessitates a higher level of competence since the switches take place within sentences or clause boundaries, as in: (((( (((((  (((((((( didactique parce que  (((( ((((((  ((((  Mme x ((((( (((((  ((((assidu (me, I will revise didactics because I used to attend with Miss X; I was assiduous). Other researches list other typologies depending on functional categories. Baily (1999), for instance, talks of three categories of code-switching: a situational switch in which linguistic forms are alternated at a transition triggering a change in situation. In contrast, a metaphorical shift occurs when the role of the speakers engaged in a bilingual situation changes. Discourse contextualization, however, indexes the context of proliferation, i.e. the context in which the interlocutors infer information from what is said and consequently understand the speech of interaction.  Auer, on the other hand, distinguishes between turn-internal and turn-external switches, taking the turn as a unit of analysis and not the sentence. Contrastively, Alkhatib (2003) proposes a reflective approach to catalog CS types; she identifies six categories applying Poplack’s and Myers-Scotton’s frameworks: 

1. Intra-sentential unmarked language alternation: It is characterized by the insertion of topicalized items from the other language context to subsume discourse and referential functions. The slotted elements follow the templates of the matrix language and obey to the rules of the equivalence constraints.  In the following extract taken from our corpus, the speaker uses French items to refer to key concepts when talking about a particular topic (football) which is guided in French, another language context that denotes the topicalized referential function of CS: Tirs au but l’avantage (l) (((((( (((((( (((((((  n’a jamais perdu (((  les quarts de finale  (((((  aux tirs au but (penalties advantage for Germany Germany, it seems that it never lost from the quarter-final and on in penalties). 
2. Intra-sentential marked language alternation: in marked intra-sentential switches, language alternations fulfil interpersonal functions and signal mainly changes in the interlocutors’ role-relations. In this type of switching, the mapping of surface configurations between the two codes is not necessary and the inserted elements may or may not follow the syntactic rules of the matrix language. The following example illustrates this type of CS: (((((( ((( Non c’est non c’est un non catégorique ((((((((. The speaker takes the inserted elements from French to mark an emphatic effect to her utterance and therefore redefines her relation with her interlocutor. She uses CS to index a shift in power-relation with her co-participant. What is of a paramount importance in this utterance is the interpersonal function associated to the mixed-code and not the inherent internal structures co-existed within the same string. The same remarks can be made with regard to the next extract in which the speaker re-defines the micro-situational factors through code-alternation. The speaker alternates to French to express her annoyance vis-à-vis a particular act, she insists on her decision via the contrastive code (French) which signals a change in the macro-situation end consequently a shift in power-relationship with her interlocutor: ((((((((( l’examen pas question elle aurait du nous prévenir (We don’t pass the exam never she should’ve informed us before).      
2. Intro-morphemic unmarked language alternation: The combination of stems and affixes illustrates this type of switches in which stems follow generally the templates of the matrix language and may or may not be phonologically integrated into the language of the prefix. Moreover, the inserted elements come from content words in contrast to the alternated segments referring to topicalized insertions which serve discourse referential function without any change in the macro-situation.  In the following example, the combination between the reduced form of the Arabic definite article {((} and the respective French nouns it identifies {feu rouge} and {rond-point} illustrates intro-morphemic language alternations: ((((( (feu rouge ((((( (feu rouge ((( ((( ((((((( Castor ((( rond-point (right, the traffic light you’ve seen the traffic light near Castor city at the roundabout). In opposition, the next example displays a double intro-morphemic shift where the French noun ‘defenseur’ is linked to the prefix {e(-} and the suffix {-aat}. The insertion that comes from the embedded language is affixed with inflections carrying grammatical loads (system morphemes), the prefix specifies the nouns it refers to and the suffix marks gender and number. This complies with the ‘system morpheme principle’ in Myers-Scotton’s MLF model (1997/1998) which states that all syntactically active system morphemes come from the matrix language (ML):c’est à dire (((( (((((((((((((( ((( ((((((((((((( (this means that he’s not influenced by the defenders). Here, the speaker makes various linguistic operations to produce this form: the selection of the most appropriate functional category to be affixed to the inserted stem morpheme and the transformation of its internal structures to comply with the matrix language. These linguistic mechanisms are indicators of a high competence of the bilingual speaker who selects the relevant category (the masculine plural marker {-aat} among the existing alternatives in his mental lexicon to be correctly matched with the French noun {defenseur}. 
 3. Intra-morphemic marked language alternation: In intro-morphemic marked switches, the stem and affix combinations follow the rules of the matrix language and the switched-codes share surface structures’ equivalence at a particular slot. The stems in these combinations are not necessarily phonologically integrated into the system of the matrix language or simply the language of the stem.  Furthermore, the embedded insertions are generally content words, more specifically adjectival nouns, and alternated segments refer to an adjectival carrying an inferential meaning triggered by a change in the macro-situation. In the following extract, the speaker (B) uses a prestigious alternated segment (les vieux) as compared to the AA form   /(((((/. The substitution of the adjectival stem by its equivalent in Algerian Arabic indicates interpersonal and social implicativeness: the speaker’s choice of a particular lexical item displays a repositioning of interlocutors within the macro-context. Thus, the grammatical considerations and syntactic implications in marked intro-morphemic language alternations are functional at a secondary level, the focus is mainly based on the lexical choice at the syntagmatic scale to reveal discourse referential purposes.        
1A: ((((( ((((((((  (((((  ((  ((((( (((((((  (((((((((  (((((((  
       (Please, both old and young people can subscribe with you?) 

2 B: ((( c’est réservé (((( (() les vieux  (((  (((((((((  ((((((((( 

      (No, it is reserved only to old people who didn’t finish their studies)

4. Inter-sentential marked language alternation: It occurs in sequential position regarding the first utterance or at utterance-boundary. In this type of switching, the speakers change the footing initiated by their interlocutors. They use different linguistic means when responding to their co-participants, they either reply with another statement to change power relations and social roles or choose another code different from that initiated in the first turn to signal linguistic autonomy. In the following extract that takes place at town- hall, the speaker (B) uses an AA/Fr mixed-code to express her linguistic preferences. Speaker (E) shifts to AA to signal an emotion (annoyance) while (B) carries on the conversation by using French as a preferred code. Hence, changing linguistic codes in this switch is associated with socio-pragmatic effects: speaker (E) uses linguistic choice as a means to express his mood (non-acceptance of others’ behaviour) and therein positions herself within a new macro-context in which shifts in footing are coupled with changes in social behaviours.     

1B : (((((((((  (((((  la pièce manquante   (( le dossier 

     (Excuse me, is this the missing patch in the file?)
2 E: Hein ((((  ((((((  

      (Hein, what do you say?)

3 B : Le dossier pour refaire la carte d’identité

      (The file to renew the identity-card)

Thus, the reflective approach to code-switching typologies focuses basically on the discursive significance of code-alternations within an interactive episode. Bilingual speakers use CS as an unexpected code to signal new social interpretations of two intertwined separated codes, such as the re-definition of role-relations. They also use unmarked code-choices to comply with the norms dictated by the macro-situation for conversational interactions. So, the compliance and non-compliance to the context may be exhibited through the juxtaposition of different varieties in intra-sentential points or across sentence-boundaries. Despite the fact that a single string of speech may show all these patterns, we use the first typology in the structural analysis that will be presented in the third chapter. Instead, the second and the third categorizations are more appropriate for conversational-analysis approaches and therefore will not be used in our work. The last categorization that inter-mingle grammatical and social perspectives seem adequate for the description and analysis of code-switches sentences help to better understand the empirical examples discussed in the review literature when testing marked and unmarked choices developed in Myers-Scotton ‘Markedness model’ on our data. 
1.2. Code-switching vs. code-mixing                   

Auer proposes an interpretative approach to distinguish between code-switching and code-mixing in which he proposes a continuum
 across which contact- phenomena are placed (Cf.71). According to Auer this continuum can trace the different developmental paths that lead to the elaboration of a mixed code. He claims that ‘both on the level of the individual and on that of the community, there is a tendency to move from CS (code-switching( to LM (language matrix(, but not in the opposite direction’ (1998: 319). He uses the terms mixed code, language mixing and code-mixing interchangeably to refer to one single phenomenon. Yet, a slight difference might appear important in that code-mixing (CM) is seen as a process and therefore continuously changing; and mixed code as a product and hence considered as a static result. With this regard, CS fulfils local and global functions while CM displays global functions only. The meaning locally attributed to CS may mark closeness, emphasis or humour whereas global meaning denotes ethnic identity and therefore assigns to the switch a social meaning. He suggests that ‘CS (code-switching) will be reserved for those cases in which the juxtaposition of two codes (languages) is perceived and interpreted as a locally meaningful event by participants. The term LM (language mixing), on the other hand, will be used for those cases of the juxtaposition of two languages in which the use of the two languages is meaningful (to participants) not in local but only in a more global sense, that is, when seen as a recurrent pattern’ (1999:310). Furthermore, Auer (1999) reduces the distinction between CS and CM to speakers’ perceptions of the codes involved and their use. This means that speakers’ intentions when juxtaposing different codes go beyond their current usages and therein participates in the process of meaning construction. This view suggests that the meaning assigned to different switches relies on speakers’ intentions that interact in interpretative situations based on negotiations and construct senses collaboratively. In addition, Auer sketches the prototypes of language mixing (LM) and distinguishes insertional from alternational LM. 



Figure. 3 From code-switching via language mixing to fused lects: towards a typology of bilingual speech.
Alternational code-mixing is a switch in which the prediction of the return into the language used before the switch is impossible whereas in insertional LM singly   occurring items are inserted into a surrounding passage in the other language. The first example is clearly definable as an insertional type of LM where some single French stems are slotted, nouns and nonce borrowings are inserted within the matrix language (ML); considered here as Algerian Arabic (AA). Inserted French nouns are accompanied with definite article (la), and sometimes with modifiers (deuxième). The second example, however, illustrates the alternational type in which larger constituents are juxtaposed within the same string of speech:  

(33) ((((((  (((((((   sommaire  (((((  (((((((  sommaire   ((((  
       (Wait, how many (space) for the table of content, you see how many space 
        (((((( ((((( la deuxième page (((( (s) sommaire(((((( ( une page  
        and I’m afraid to have a second page, I’ve made my content in one   page    
        ((((((((  ((((((   ((((  ((((((((  ( deux pages 

        and I’ve tightened it to get less than two pages). 

(34) (((  (((((   ((((((  les filles ((((((  elle les a pas invitées tu sais 
       (No, the girls were with me but she didn’t invite them. You know what  

       ce qu’elle a fait  (((  elle a été pressée  ((((((  ((((((( (( la même 

      she’s made, she was in a hurry, and she’s made her ceremony in the same 
       salle ((((((((  (((((((( le mariage donc j’étais obligée de rester  
      wedding hall in the morning and in the evening the marriage, so I was 

      (((((((  t(((( le soir 
       obliged to stay in the evening.   
The criteria used by Auer in his interpretative approach to categorize instances of CS and CM can be reduced to the speakers’ preferences for one language of interaction, frequency of turn-internal alternations and the types of meanings assigned to these codes’ juxtapositions (Cf. table 73). These classificatory features indicate that Auer’s model relies heavily on two conceptions; ‘language of interaction’ and ‘local meaning’ as apposed to ‘global meaning’. A language of interaction is defined as the base language which is established in the course of a conversation after different sets of negotiation and changes in footing. Auer assumes that “Speakers orient to a preference for one-language of interaction which is accepted until language negotiation sets in, or until discourse-related switching changes the ‘footing’ of the conversation, and with the language of interaction” (1998:16).  This distinguishing trait seems to be appropriate because it is difficult to identify the base language in language-mixing. The bilingual speaker moves from one code to another in a way that the boundaries limiting the first code from the second are far from being clear.    

According to Auer, switching codes is often used in a meaningful way. The meaning attributed to code-alternation operates at different levels. Local meaning concerns those cases of CS where the significance of juxtaposing two codes lies in the conversational episode itself with no reference to external factors. CS is also characterised by having global functions. Instances CM on the other hand cannot exhibit local meanings since the boundaries between the participating languages are not clear-cut and therefore the meaning is global.  
	Criteria for categorization

	Code-switching
	Code-mixing

	Preferences for one language of 

interaction


	            Yes 
	No 

	Frequency of turn-internal 
juxtapositions
	Less frequency 
	More frequency 

	Types of meanings assigned to 
alternations
	- Interactionally local   meaning

       - Global  meaning
	-No local meaning

-Global meaning 

	Frequency of inserted elements 
	Less  use of nonce borrowings
	More use of  nonce borrowings

	Use of language B material 
	Less use to the exclusion of equivalent forms in language A (discourse markers)


	More use to the exclusion of equivalent forms in language A (discourse markers)


Table    Auer’s criteria categorizing code-switching and code-mixing

2. Borrowing: causes and mechanisms 

2.1 Epistemological evolution of the term ‘borrowing’ 

It is assumed that when there is contact between two communities whose members speak different languages, certain linguistic and other cultural materials will be transferred from one language to another. These changes subsequent to this situation of contact result in conspicuous structural changes that will affect tremendously the system of the recipient language via borrowing and diffusion.  

Recent inquiries in contact linguistics depend largely on Haugens’ understanding of the term ‘borrowing’. In fact, Haugen
 (1950) considers borrowing as a blanket term which covers the different processes of adoption by which some linguistic features are taken from a language to another. In his classical study of borrowing, Haugen distinguishes between borrowing and the mixture of languages, stressing that “The introduction of elements from one language into the other means merely an alteration of the second language, not a mixture of the two. Mixture implies the creation of an entirely new entity and the disappearance of both constituents, it also suggests the jumbling of a more haphazard nature” (1950: 211). Haugen defines borrowing as a process involving reproduction not as a state, he insists on the fact that bilingual speakers reproduce patterns
 previously found in another language to form new forms. He says “If he (the speaker) reproduces the new linguistic patterns, not in the context of the language in which he learned them, but in the context of another, he may be said to have ‘borrowed’ them from one language to another. The heart of our definition of borrowing is then the attempted reproduction in one language of patterns previously found in another” (212).   

It seems that Haugen’s framework is taxonomic in nature. This is clear because of the classificatory features proposed to catalog types of borrowings. He emphasises mainly on loan words in their evolutionary processes and their results. He claims that 

“Most of the terms used in discussing it are ordinarily descriptive of its results rather than of the process itself” (1950:213). 
Another important work in the field of borrowing is that of Weinreich (1967) which may be more influential in depicting the effects of one language on another. He uses the term ‘interference’ to describe contact-induced phenomena. The heart of his definition is the lexicon, the intermingling of one vocabulary with another, he defines linguistic interference as: “Those instances of deviation from the norms of either language which occur in the speech of bilinguals as a result of their familiarity with more than one language, i.e. as a result of language contact” (1967:1). 
Weinreich’s basic distinction between borrowing and interference has been refined continuously by other scholars working on language contact situations like Thomason&Kauffman, Croft, Van Coestsem, Johansson and Langacker. They attempt to bring new insights to classic frameworks which fall short to distinguish the major mechanisms of contact-induced changes. They relate the drawbacks of traditional models of borrowing and language change to the vagueness and the inconsistency of the classificatory features to handle linguistic contact phenomena. Van Coestsem (2000) considers the social factors to be the ultimate causes of change while Croft (2000) insists on the intentional causal mechanisms of selection and innovation relying on Langaker’s cognitive foundations of grammar (1987/1991/ 2000). Johansson (2002) points out that the structural factors appear to play a primordial role in borrowing. This idea is deeply anchored in Thomason & Kauffman’s (1988) reflections on the scales of borowability and Weinreich’s (1968) constraint problem. Johansson rejects contextual determinism on language change and assumes that while certain structures are more easily borrowed, some others more resist to change far from any influence of social circumstances. 

The question of asymmetries in terms of borrowability has largely been discussed in the literature. It has been noticed that the rate of borrowed nouns is higher than that of verbs. For instance, Meillet (1921) observes that French cannot borrow verbs from other languages because of their elaborate inflections. Despite of this restriction, the assimilated verb ‘shooter’ is taken from English, the verb ‘to shoot’. Field (2002:38) proposes the following scale: content item(functional word(agglutinative affix( fusional affix. In this vein, nouns are borrowed more easily than other word classes. One explanation comes from Van Hout&Muysken (1994) who attribute this hierarchy to reference: “A very important factor involves one of the primary motivations for lexical borrowing, that is, to extend the referential potential of a language. Since reference is established primarily through nouns, they are the elements borrowed most easily” (1994:42).  Myers-Scotton, however, gives another explanation for this phenomenon. According to Myers-Scotton, nouns are more borrowed because “they receive, not assign thematic roles” and this is the reason why “their insertion in another language is less disruptive of predicate-argument structure” (2002:240). 
2.2 Types of borrowing 

Various typologies of loans have been proposed to differentiate the different mechanisms of lexical borrowing. P. Hermann (1920) draws a classification of borrowings separating the borrowing of the external material of foreign items from the borrowing of the internal structure of loan words. This distinction has been labeled importation vs. substitution in other works. Haugen (1953) hypothesizes that lexical borrowing involves two processes, namely importation and substitution. Importation consists of taking the foreign word with its sound and semantic patterns intact while in substitution the bilingual speaker tends to substitute certain habits of the receipt language by other features from the donor language. Weinreich (1953) suggests another classification focusing mainly on interference. He considers interference as those instances of deviation resulting from the co-existence of two languages. He also assumes that interference triggered off by composite elements appear in different realizations. These elements are either transferred in one form, reproduced via semantic extension of words from the primary language or through a mixture of the two procedures. On the basis of these traditional approaches to borrowing, Van Coestsem proposes imitation and adaptation to be distinct processes of lexical borrowing and assumes that imitation precedes adaptation. In other words,   imitation resembles importation and adaptation results in the alteration of the imported items to the phonology and morpho-syntax of the recipient language. 
Influenced by Betz’s (1949) terminology, Haugen provides a typology of loan words which has been modified by Duckworth (1977). We adopt this revisited typology in this work because it seems that it encompasses the major resulting patterns of the outcomes of language contact.  
                                                  LOANS

                                                            

A. Importation          B. Partial substitution                                      C. Substitution 

(1) Borrowed word      (2) Loan blend        (3.1) Loan coinage                  (3.2) Loan meaning 
                                                                                                               (Extensions(

(1.1) foreign word    (1.2) loan word     (3.1.1) loan formation    (3.2.2) loan creation                
(Unassimilated(  (Assimilated(                                       (Creations(
                     (3.1.1.1) Loan translation        (3.1.1.2) Loan rendering  

                                         (Exact(                       (Approximate(
                                                                             (Homonymous(      (Synonymous(
Figure 4: Duckworth’s revision of Betz’s and Haugen’s terminology for borrowings (1977)
We shall consider here only the main recurrent types of borrowing in our corpus, specifically cases of lexical and structural borrowings: 
Singly-occurring lexical items are of two kinds. The bilingual speaker can borrow non-integrated words which overwhelmingly surface with the phonological, morphological and syntactic properties of the language from which they are incorporated. These are cases of adoption or importation, they are considered as nonce borrowings in Poplack and as non-integrated transfers in Myers-Scotton (1998). Instances of this category of loans from our data are nonce-borrowings like ‘dérogation’ (exemption), ‘intervention’ (medical operation), ‘passerelle’ (footbridge), ‘fraude’ (cheating), ‘doyen’ (chairman) and ‘hommage’ (homage). There are also other French elements which seem to be used systematically by most of the  speakers such as, ‘donc’ (so), ‘à part’ (apart from), ‘au lieu (de)’ (instead of), ‘y compris’ (including) and other French construction like ‘jusqu’à’ (until) in the utterance ((((( (((((( jusqu’à une heure du matin (( (I spent all the night working until one a clock). The motivation behind such forms is not a matter of   ‘systemic gap’ but a question of preference. The bilingual speaker has the choice to use the exactly AA equivalents. We think that the choice is rather determined by the context of situation that the participants co-construct permanently. The bilingual speaker can also borrow integrated words from the lone-other language which receive a nativisation process. The speaker attempts to adjust the loan words in compliance of the receipt language rules to fit into its patterns. This is adaptation or substitution, but “the choice of adoption vs. adaptation is not, however; an all-or-nothing one” (McMahon, 1994:204). Speakers introduce alien features to their primary language for various reasons. They may adopt lexical items because of a loss of effectiveness of words or a feeling of insufficiently differential conceptual fields (Weinreich: 1953), in other cases due to the rise of a specific conceptual field (Grzega: 2002).  
Another less used type of borrowing concerns composite words in which a part of the item comes from a language and the other part is substituted from another language. Illustrative examples are((((((((‘unemployed’,((((((((( ‘self-seeker’ and (((((((((‘spy’ which consist of nominal stems from AA (/((((/ ‘a wall’, /((((/ ‘bred’) and /(((((/ and the French bound morpheme (-((((. The created form has new meaning very distinct from that of the original constituents that construct it.    
The influence of the French language on AA is far wider than mere insertions of singly-occurring items, it touches another important component of language, namely the structural constructions. Structural borrowing encompasses calques or loan translations. Calques comprise translations of word combinations, they may involve the combination of just two words. The bilingual speaker translates words from another language regarding their word order and semantic content, thereby creates an innovation in the language. In other times, the syntactic pattern is not kept intact but the semantic load is maintained. The selection of loan translations is highly motivated by their degree of entrenchment. Here are few instances of calques elicited from our corpus: 
(35) (((( ((:((( (((:(  (((:((  ( À chacun selon ses oeuvres (We judge the man by his work).  
(36) (((:((( ((((( (((( (((:( (((((( ( IL attend que les alouettes lui tombent toutes rôties dans le bec (To expect everything better just to drop into one’s lap). 
(37)  ((:((((  ((  (((:( (On connaît le véritable ami dans le besoin (Friend in deed is a friend in need) 
(38) ((((  (((((((  ( ((((  (((((((Je ne sais pas si je dois rire ou bien pleurer (I don’t know whether to laugh or to cry).             
(39) ((((  ((((:( ( Mettre bas les armes (To lay down one’s arms).
(40) (((( (((((  (((((( ( Rire s’en tenir les côtes  (laugh until one cries). 
(41) ((:( ((:(( (((:( ( Se jeter (sauter) au coup de qqn (To fling oneself around sb’s neck). 
(42) (((( ((:(( ( Se mettre la corde (to get married). 
2.3 Linguistic adaptation routines: from teleological explanations to structural manifestations 
In any contact situation in which the primary language borrows a large number of linguistic items from a secondary language, some regular patterns will be established at different language components (phonemic and morphological). In their classificatory works on language change and more particularly on loanwords, Haugen (1950) and Weinreich (1953) emphasise on the identification of models (patterns) and the regularities they exhibit within adaptation/ adoption processes. The interpretations they have presented are made on purely structural grounds. They have considered borrowing as a diachronic process and therefore opted for historical methods to compare older linguistic forms with their later equivalents. 

Haugen
 (1953) uses the term ‘diaphones’ to describe “interlingually identified variants of phonemes” and ‘diamorphs’ for “interlingually identified variants of morphemes or groups of morphemes”. That is, both terms are used to describe regular relationships between elements from the source language and their adapted forms in the guest language. These regularities appear in different manifestations, they may show one-to-one correspondences, splits or mergers in accordance to the immediate structural context in which they occur. Both Haugen and Weinreich point out that the only way to predict dia-phonic or dia-morphomic rules for adapted words is to make an analogy between elements from the primary language with other items from the secondary language. The bilingual speaker acquires the models of the guest language and introduces them in his host language system, he perceives first these foreign elements and reshapes them phonologically and morphologically in a way to fit into the structural conditions of his primary language.  It is this prior knowledge which allows the individual speaker to establish the regular patterns for borrowing outputs. Haugen and Weinreich have been also interested in constraint problems, they have attempted to identify the linguistic categories which could not be borrowed. They have noted that functional elements or bound morphemes (inflections) could not be borrowed from one language to another. But the explanation they provided for the scored irregular patterns is but teleological. They point out that these aberrant patterns of loan words can be traced back to the restoration of pre-existing systems.  
After these brief historical insights, we move now to explain what is meant by adaptation routines and how they do function in AA system. By adaptation routines, Heath (1982) means the most productive processes by which individual speakers transfer linguistic materials from the secondary language into the guest language. This concept is used in the same way as Haugen's diaphonic rules with slight differences. The analysis of transfer in the AA nominal and verbal morphology shall proceed as follows: we identify first the different variants of a particular adapted word and then we select the model or the pattern through which adaptation occurs, then linguistic routines will be established for French noun and verb borrowings.  
The assimilatory process of French borrowings is more complex than it appears, there are certain linguistic items which can receive a complete integration, some can only be partially incorporated and others resist to dia-systemic conversion rules. This inter-lingual variability reveals the problematic issues at work when the grammars of two typologically different languages are in contact, namely AA and Fr. So, we try at this level to provide some generalisations with regard to the productive assimilatory processes at the phonological and the morphological levels when French verbs and nouns penetrate to AA system.
2.3.1 Phonological assimilation   

Before dealing with the different vocalic and consonantal conversion rules of French borrowings operating in AA system, it seems appropriate to give some general remarks about a language-specific feature that distinguishes AA from Fr at the phonological level, namely emphasis. Emphasis receives a multitude of appellations which reveal controversial interpretations regarding its definition and its status. It is commonly known a Mufaxxama, velarisation or pharyngelisation. We are not going to give here historical background about this language property, we rather use emphasis and pharyngelisation interchangeably in this work. 

AA possesses a number of pharyngealised coronal consonants /( ( (/ which are considered as a secondary articulation added to a primary articulation /( ( (/. Pharyngealisation affects preceding and following vowels, it exerts a co-articulatory effect on adjacent segments. That is the lowering of the vowels /( (/ to /( (/ and the backing of the front vowel /(/ to surface /(/. The latter is a surface realisation of both vowels /(  ( / since AA displays four vowels system as opposed to CA which is characterised by a triangular vocalic system. 

The French system lacks pharyngealised consonants and therefore a problem will be raised with regard to French borrowings comprising coronals. On the other hand, the French phonemic system consists of vowel oppositions which may solve the problem linked to the absence of pharyngealised sounds in its consonantal system. Let us first look at few examples to see how conversion rules will operate at the vowel and consonant levels, following Heath’s steps: 

2.3.1.1 Vocalic conversions between oral vowels and nasalized vowels 
The French vowels /( ( ε/ are generally realised as /(/ in borrowings penetrating to AA system. This surface realisation does not appear in the context of pharyngealised sounds. Instances of this phonetic treatments are, /((((((((ε/ ‘a mechanic’, /((((((( / ‘he defended’. But most of the time our informants retain the French pronunciation of such vowels and therefore they can add these elements to their phonetic inventory as allophones of the phoneme /(/. The French vowel /(/ is mostly realised as AA (((or(((. Another reflection is ((( in a pharyngealised environment. Few examples of these allophonic variations are the verb(((:(((( ‘he kept’, (((:(((( ‘he enlisted’ and the noun(((:(((( ‘table’. In some other French loan words, the back vowel (((occurs though no adjacent pharygealised consonant appears as (((((((((( ‘he organised’. 
French vowels /(  (/ do not have similar equivalents in AA system. The bilingual speakers tend to use the rounded vowel ((( and retain((( or replace it by (((  , as in (((((:((for ‘fauteuil’ (armchair), ((((( for ‘bus’ (bus) and (((((( for ‘bureau’ (office). There is one possible case where the French vowel /(/ is realised as(((, namely(((((:((. The motivation behind this loan is to create humour since the context determines such an internal motive. The speaker can produce the French pronunciation  ((( R(:(( ‘stoplight’ and therefore this use has an aesthetic effect.  The French vowel /(/ exhibits some irregularities. It is treated as ((( in certain contexts and (((in a restricted number of adapted French items. Illustrative examples are(((:((( and((((:(( from French ‘assurer’ (to insure) and ‘usine’ (factory) in which the initial vowels are syncopised. The French vowel /(/ 
is generally reflected as an ((( in AA system, as in (((((((‘retrait’ (withdrawal) and ((((((’repos’ (a rest-time). In other cases, it is realised as (((in pharyngealised context(((((:(( ‘en retard’ (late) or retained as in (((((((((( ‘tournevise’ (screw-driver). Another possible realisation of the French /(/ is the vowel ((( like the loan(((((:((( ‘a week’, a variant of ‘semaine’(((((((. 
 The nasalised French vowels do not have equivalents in AA, namely /ã/, /õ /, /(/ and /(/. When borrowing these types of vowels, the bilingual speakers use different strategies, they either retain the same pattern as the source language or convert the nasalized sound into a cluster of a vowel and a nasal consonant. The French /ã/ has different variant in AA, either it is reflected as (õ(, ((((or((((. On the other hand, /õ / can have (((( as an allophone. For the French /(/, the borrowed outcome is pronounced as (((. There are also other cases with –ment ending which undergo a denasalisation process by which the nasalised vowel /ã/ becomes a back vowel(((. 
2.3.1.2 Phonological processes in borrowing
After listing the various phonetic variations of French vowels when borrowing takes place, we discuss the productive phonological processes operating when French loan words are simplified and reduced to fit into the requirement of AA rules. These internal modifications are mostly motivated by the canonical-shape norms as noticed by Heath (1989). 
We observe a tendency among our informants to use a set of phonological processes such as truncation, consonant-cluster simplification and disyllabification. Some examples appear to involve vowel centralization like in((((((((:((( (certificate) for the French item ‘certificat’, (((((((((for French ‘brouette’ (wheelbarrow) and((((((((:(( ‘surgical operation’ for French ‘opération’. A similar loss is captured in old borrowings which are still used because of their historical load. The individual speakers use these linguistic items in particular contexts when discussing particular topics. This loss concerns truncation, a segment or a syllable is lopped off. Illustrative examples may be(((((((((:(( ‘military leave’ (permission), (((((((((for ’cessez le feu’ and(((((:(( for ‘transmission sans fil’. Other cases of truncation do occur in AA, as in (((((((( ‘male nurse’ for (infirmier) and  (((((((((( ‘electricity’ for (éléctricité). 
In general, consonant clusters do not receive intensive variation because AA syllable structure is different from that of classical Arabic which is based principally on CV recurrent structure. Nonetheless some reductions take place, mainly in stem-final position. For example, the French word ‘arbitre’ (refree) involves a consonant loss and therefore realized as((((((((. In-depth analyses are needed to depict all the phonological processes relevant to borrowing such as epenthesis and metathesis. 
2.3.2 Morphological assimilation 
2.3.2.1 Morphological assimilation of verbs 
In attempt to identify the regular French to Moroccan Arabic dia-systemic segmental conversions, Heath (1989) looks for the verbal paradigms that should be taken as the prototype for French verb borrowings. The observations of the morphological behaviour of the basic inflected forms of the conjugations –er, -ir and –re have led him to opt for the participle as a prototype form. For instance, the French borrowings /(((((((/, /(((((:((/ and /((((/ produce varying morphological patterns and therefore raise classificatory problems. For the verb ‘déclarer’, the form /(((((((/ stands for the infinitive ‘déclarer’, the participle ‘déclaré’, the polite form and the imperative ‘déclarez’ and the imperfective déclarais/t and déclaraient. The regular choice for the verb ‘réagir’ would be the forms lacking the iss- augment. In general, the French /(((((:((/ takes the iss-augment in the imperative ‘réagissez’ and the imperfective ‘réagissait’. In the case of the verb ‘courir’, the regular weak paradigm /((((/ would be the prototype form. These observations and other structural considerations have led Heath to consider the participles (réagi, choisi, couru) as prototypes because they are consistent with all forms. Contrary to Heath, we opt for the French verbs with phonetic zero suffix as the prototype, i.e., the invariant stems ((((((-,(((((:(- and (((-, respectively. AA has a non-concatenative morphology structure and therefore the formation of verbal and nominal constructions do not follow the linear French patterns. That is AA morphology is insertional in which vocalic patterns are inserted among radicals. Conversely, French morphology depends mainly on the addition of affixes to the stem and therefore different variants form the various categories in French. So, the selected forms ((((((-, (((((:(- and (((- receive phonological and morphological incorporations relevant to AA structure and will be treated as part of the receipt language’s lexis. The morpho-syntactic integration of these verb borrowings occur via the insertion of the cyclic affixes corresponding to different morphological markers, mainly gender, number, tense and aspect. Table (1) illustrates the integrations of French verbs (1st, 2nd and 3rd groups) into AA systems:  
	
	French verbs 
	AA loan words
	Significance

	
	
	perfective
	imperfective
	

	1st group

	Abonner 
Arranger 

Bricoler 
Briller 
Bronzer 
Déclarer 

Déranger 

Foncer 
	((((((-((
((((((-((
(((((((
((((((((
((((((((((
(((((((-((
(((((((-((
(((((-((
	(((-((((-((
((-((((((-((
(((-((((-((
((((((((-(( 

((((((((((((
((-((((((-((
((-((((((-((
((-((((-((
	‘he subscribe-s/d’
‘he sort-s/ed out’

‘he block-s/ed’
‘it shines/shone’
‘get/got sun-tan’
‘he annoys/ed’
‘he charge-s/d at’


	2nd group

	Choisir

Découvrir 

Élargir 

Épanouir 

Envahir 

Fournir 

Servir
	(((((-((
(((((((-((
(((((((-((
((((((((-((
(((((((-((
(((:((-((
(((((-((
	((-(((((-((
((-((((((-((
((-((((((-((
((-((((((((-((
((-((((((-((
((-(((:(-((
((-((((-((
	‘he selects/ed’ 
‘he discovers/ed’

‘he extends/ed’
‘it flourishe-s/d’
‘he invade-s/d’
‘he provide-s/d’
‘he serve-s/d’ 


	3rd group

	Éteindre
Joindre 

Peindre 

Reprendre
Recevoir 

Rendre
Suivre  
	(((((((-((
((((((-((
((((((((
(((((((-((
((((((-((
(((((-((
((((:(-((
	((-((((((-((
(((-(((((-((
((-(((((((
((-((((((-((
((-(((((-((
((-((((-((
((-(((:(-((
	‘he switches/d off’
‘he joins/ed’

‘he paint-s/ed’
‘he takes/ took back’

‘he serve-s/d’

‘he favour-s/ed’
‘he follow-s/ed’




Table.1 Morphological integration of Borrowed French Verbs
2.3.2.2 Morphological assimilation of nouns  
Adapted French nouns are constructed via a combination of a nominal stem and affixes marking gender and number. In AA nouns, gender depends largely on the presence or the absence of a final (-a( in nouns. The same pattern is applied on French borrowings: those items showing a final (-a( are masculine and those lacking this morphological marker are feminine. But gender is not predictable all the time in French words. Some cases show several fluctuations and many irregularities, certain masculine words ending in /-a/ in French become feminine words in AA. Thus, these linguistic items follow the AA regular segmental conversion rules and consequently a categorization ambiguity is generated. The example(((:((((’table’ for French (table) illustrates this regular conversion rule.
In AA, the genitive is constructed on the basis of the possessive affix attached to the noun like ((((((( ‘a word’ ( (((((((( ‘my word’. Fr borrowed genitive constructions are produced following the same pattern, as in (((((-((( ‘my car’, ((((((-((( ‘my family’ and ((((((-((( ‘my suit-case’.          
Nominal French borrowings are produced in accordance with morphological regular patterns productive in AA. Both regular and irregular plurals (suffixal and ablaut plural in Heath’s terminology) are widely attested in AA, they either receive the suffix (-(((( or an internal change. Illustrative cases are: (((((õ((((((((( (((( (a lorry(Lorries) for Fr singular ‘camion’ which become ‘camions’ in the plural, and (((((((((((((( (a car(cars) for Fr singular auto-(mobile) to produce plural auto-(mobiles). Other plural suffix (-(((((or(-((((( are allomorphs of the suffix (-((((.They generally occur in words which end in /-(/ and are morph-phonemically motivated, as in(((((((((((((((:(( (sweater, sweaters) for French (tricot, tricots); and(((:(((((((((((:(( (copybook, copybooks) for French (cahier, cahiers).
Another less productive pattern is the suffix /-(/ which occurs mainly in cases of the plural of agentive /CVCC(C/ and /CV CC(/, as in ((((((((( ((((((((((beggar, beggars) for French (mendiant, mendiants),(((((((:(((((((((:(((. The morphological scheme is followed in the formation of the plural of ((((((:((((((((((:(((.  
There are instances of nominal stems formed on the basis of a historical linguistic form
. The initial borrowing in these cases is the plural form of an item while the loan word is constructed by analogy. The masculine noun(((((((’a playboy’ is formed on the basis of the French plural noun (les ouvriers). A similar case is that of ((((((((( ‘match’ which is based on the French plural (les alumettes).   
3. Code-switching vs. Borrowing 

One of the central questions tackled in the structural approaches to CS is whether lexical borrowing should be considered in code-alternation analyses. In fact, the problem of drawing clear-cut boundaries between borrowing and code-switching can be traced back into Weinreich, Labov&Herzog‘s (1958) discussion of the ‘transition problem’. They have recognized that it is difficult to determine when a particular lexical item can acquire the status of a ‘lone-other language item’ in the recipient language since language is continuously in a diachronic change. There are two opposing approaches as to consider single-item insertions as loan words or instances of CS. Poplack and her associates argue that ’lone-other language items’ insertions are cases of borrowing and are hence fundamentally distinct from longer switches of speech. They suggest that borrowing and code-switching are distinct processes and propose morpho-syntactic and phonological integrations as criteria for differentiating loans from switches. In cases where lexical items exhibit phonological, morphological and syntactic integration, they are considered as instances of borrowing. On the other hand, the lexical forms that show only syntactic integration or only phonological or no integration at all constitute real switches. Poplack has recognized later that phonological integration can not be a reliable criterion in establishing borrowing and code-switching differences. In contrast, other scholars (Myers-Scotton 1994, Treffers-Daller 1994) do not consider lexical borrowing and CS as different processes. Myers-Scotton (1993), for instance, claims that borrowed items begin originally as CS occurrences and places both concepts on a single continuum. She further proposes ’frequency’ as a distinguishing element, and suggests that borrowed forms show higher frequency as opposed to CS forms which are considered as lower frequency occurrences. But how can frequency determine the borrowability of linguistic material from a language to another? This is a strenuous question which should be fully discussed in language contact studies with convincing arguments and empirical evidence. Myers-Scotton also rejects the idea that loan words are used to fill gaps in the recipient language and therefore draws a line of demarcation between cultural and core borrowings
.   
Cultural borrowings are items new to the recipient language culture as defined by Myers-Scotton ‘words for objects and concepts new to the culture of the matrix language’ (2002:21). The most common motive for such transfer of linguistic material is merely a question of necessity: speakers may refer to objects or concepts for which there are no equivalents in their own languages. Instances of cultural borrowings in our data concern objects of technology, diseases, utensils and mainly administrative concepts, such as (imprimante multifonctionnelle (multi functional print), portable (mobile), radio (X-ray), pique (high blood-pressure), allergie (allergy), asthme (asthma),  relevé de compte (statement), compteur (meter), spatule (spatula), mixeur (mixer), pétrin (fix), photocopie (photocopy)(.These concepts are generally used in particular contexts maintaining their original form and significance within the cultural frame of the donor language. We consider that the motivations behind these linguistic copying go beyond a mere fact of non-equivalence or necessity, they are rather used by our bilingual informants as communicative strategies to accomplish different social and discourse functions and sometimes they are loaded with a symbolic value like ‘la lois des indigènes’ (autochthonous’ law). 
Core borrowings, however, are lexical items which have been taken into the language though the matrix language has viable equivalent elements to express the relevant concepts as defined by Myers-Scotton ’words that more or less duplicate already existing words in L1’ (2002:41). It is only this type of borrowing which counts as CS in Myers-Scotton’s continuum since cultural borrowings are in essence used to meet lexical needs in the base language. Myers-Scotton’s view then attributes different statuses to cultural and core borrowings and hence a preference for the notion of ‘asymmetry’ is expressed again in borrowing’s classifications. Illustrative examples of core borrowings are (carte d’identité instead of /(((((/
 (identity paper), la mairie instead of /(((((((((/ (town hall) and other concepts designating names of food and other objects like (la menthe for /(((((((/ (mint), choux for /(((((/ (cabbage), betterave for /((((((/, casserole for /(((((/ (saucepan), measure for /((((/ (measure)(. 

Another controversial subject connected to the difference between borrowing vs. code-switching heals the nonce borrowing hypothesis
. Sankoff&Poplack (1988) respond to the counter-examples provided in the literature to refute the ‘equivalence’ and the ‘free morpheme’ constraints by re-introducing the nonce borrowing hypothesis which is formulated as follows: ‘An inflection from one language on a word from the other could automatically be classified as a nonce loan transfer rather than a violation of the free morpheme constraint, while one of a bilingual pair of words on each side of a prohibited, nonce loan rather than as participating in a violation of the equivalence constraint’. They give the example of certain English content words attached to Tamil morphological inflections, as in (28) in which the genitive marker is related to the English noun(religion( and the locution into the noun (being(: 
(43) Relgion-uDaya main purpose vantu oru supernatural being-la oru belief create    PaNNaratu (The main purpose of religion is to create belief in a supernatural being)

According to the nonce hypothesis, nonce borrowings are single lexical items or bound morphemes integrated morpho-syntactically into the system of the base language, but not necessarily phonologically. In contrast, established borrowings are fully integrated into the recipient language but do not meet the criterion of frequency. Accordingly, this approach places different single lexical items on a continuum which ranges from established to nonce borrowings neglecting completely code-switching. This view considers code-switching and borrowing as two distinct mechanisms but neither CS is placed in this continuum nor are nonce borrowings classified as instances of code-switching, as illustrated in figure (1). Yet, it may explain how single items taken from the borrowing language can be established as part of the borrowed language’s lexis through conversion and adaptation routines. The partial and complete adaptations that these lexical items receive lead to their fusion via intensive frequency of occurrence and acceptability by the individual speakers of a certain community. 
Working on Fongbe/French code-switching, Poplack&Meechan (1995) suggest what they call ‘constituent insertion’ to explain contact-induced changes. They have noticed that French multi-word insertions take place at syntactic boundaries compatible with Fongbe. They claim that ‘to qualify as a constituent insertion, the French constituent should be embedded in Fongbe syntax while retaining the internal structure of French’.  For instance, the insertion of the French phrase (N+ modifier) in an AA frame in (29) illustrates the notion of ‘constituent insertion’. The French constituent (en lin) modifying the noun (veste) is compatible with Fr internal constituency but slotted at a point which fits perfectly into the syntactic structure of AA system: 

(44)  ((((((   ((((((((((((   la veste en lin   (((((((
         (Right, you didn’t bring me the flux jacket to see it)

It has been observed that the notion of ‘constituent insertion’ is similar to Myers-Scotton’s ‘internal EL islands’ in the MLF model. These islands follow El rules of well-formedness though they are embedded in the maximal projection of the matrix language (ML). As noticed, each time we discuss a controversial issue we try to relate it to Myers-Scotton’s models. The distinction between borrowing and code-switching seems to be essential for us since it will be needed in our structural analysis of the data when testing the MLF and the 4-M models. As a result, we follow Myers-Scotton’s approach that views borrowings and code-switching as the same process and that they fall across a single continuum. The criterion of integration proposed by Poplack et al. appears to be inadequate to cover many structural areas which still remain unsolved. In contrast, Myers-Scotton’s typology may explain the occurrence of non-integrated longer stretches within a mixed CP in cases like the following string: (((((((((( ((((u( (((((( normalement la décision (( ((((((  ((((( / you know they are late; normally we get the decision today). Thus, we get along with Eastman’s (1992) idea who states that the ‘efforts to distinguish code-switching, code-mixing and borrowing are doomed’ and that the ‘need to characterize any instance of seemingly non-native material in language as a borrowing or a switch’ is not of paramount importance for understanding the socio-pragmatic mechanisms relevant to the production of inter-mingled varieties.   


Figure 5. The continuum for levels of borrowing in code-switching utterances (Poplack, Wheeler & Westwood: 1987)
4. Psycholinguistic conversion rules in borrowing 

The bilingual speakers resort to different communicative strategies to accomplish certain conversational tasks, they refer either to borrowing or code-switching. What is important to know is that when borrowing is involved, not only the abstract structures of the donor language are compared with the recipient language’s morpho-syntactic frames but a non-conscious socio-pragmatic scheme will be at work. Bilingual speakers are aware not only of the dia-systemic rules but also know the socio-psycholinguistic associations connected to the selected linguistic items. Under such circumstances, the individual speakers follow the same regular patterns upon which there has been an agreement in the speech community. At this level, we are concerned with the mechanisms that the bilingual speaker undertakes when borrowing, code-switching and other types of language change are involved in discourse despite of the difficulties to treat the psycho-linguistic aspects of language-contact outcomes. Haugen points out this fact, he says “Unfortunately, we are unable to watch the mental processes directly, and can only guess at them by observing their results and comparing those results with what the speakers themselves report about their own mental experiences” (1953:383).  
One way of approaching the psycholinguistic aspect of borrowing is Myers-Scotton’s model (2002). The assumption that underlies this model is that ‘all lemmas in the mental lexicon include three levels of abstract lexical structure, namely Lexical-conceptual structure, Predicate-argument structure, Morphological realisation pattern” (Myers-Scotton, 2002: 194). What is interesting in this model is the distinction that Myers-Scotton has made between the processes involved in code-switching and borrowing. She treats both phenomena as processes and outcomes. 
This approach can explain the different mechanisms relavant to adaptation in borrowing. In lexical borrowing, a new phonological element is introduced into the receipt language with its semantic pattern. These lexical items mostly keep their structural properties and hence illustrate cases of borrowing and single inserted words in classic code-switching. 
Lexical borrowings often introduce lexical entries
 with new phonological shapes and sometimes with a rough change in their semantic content. In cognitive terms, what happens in borrowing is that part of the abstract lexical structure mainly the morphological properties derive from the host language and the other part preserves the formal structure of the donor language. For instance, the adapted verb /((((((((((((((/ ‘he is influenced’ preserves the formal properties of the stem ‘influenc- (er) and imports the phonological representations. These outlines about Myers-Scotton’s model of bilingual language processing will be used to unravel the main psychological procedures explained in other approaches. Some concepts associated with Myers-Scotton’s theories of information processing and markedness principles will be exploited to revise Croft’s scheme to interpret some of contact-induced phenomena.   
Croft’s scheme (2000) treats contact-induced changes insisting presumably on some aspects of borrowing and code-switching in connection to the formation of new linguistic entities. At the beginning, the individual speaker wants to use a concept. He has various options, either he chooses an already-existing word and patterns for that concept (normal replication), uses a word and a pattern which did not exist before (altered replication) or opts for a new form rather than an old pattern (propagation). Croft signals that the two processes (innovation and propagation) are similar to weinreich’s (1968) dichotomy actuation vs.transition. 

A change takes place when speakers introduce elements to their primary language, it begins as an innovation. The items that catch on will be propagated in the whole speech community. Once a new item penetrates to the host language, a competition between old and new forms operates. The individual speaker has to select among competing items the appropriate form suitable to the context of situation. In case the new form is selected, the propagation process starts. 
A set of possible causes lead to propagation, creativity and analogy are the most recurrent. Code-switching illustrates this competing process of selection. At the conceptual level and more specifically at the mental lexicon level, lemmas from ML and EL find themselves in on-going competition.  

Croft considers CS as a possible cause of innovation and propagation, he insists on what he has termed ‘causes and mechanisms’ of change. He distinguishes between the various causal mechanisms on the basis of their outcomes (stability, innovation or propagation) and the way they are achieved; intentionally or non-intentionally. This distinction may be operative in differentiating code-switching from borrowing. 

For ‘normal replication’ (the maintenance of the uniform structure of the system), the intentional mechanism is to conform to the conventions or the set of rights and obligations established for the whole speech community. Croft calls this non-intentional mechanism ‘entrenchment’
. The example that illustrates the distinction between the intentional wish to conform to the conventions and the non-intentional selection of what is most entrenched is the use of core and cultural borrowings. The words /((:((/ and /((((/ are AA on-the spot items to refer to some symptoms of a particular illness. This use is entrenched in the grammar of the individual speaker. Here, the selection process is non-intentional since the use of the above elements is random. Under other circumstances the bilingual speaker uses rather words like ‘vertige’ (dizziness) and ‘bourdonnements d’oreille’ (buzzing) to express a certain degree of proficiency in French (university students). These innovations may be intentional or non-intentional. But, what is certain is that the causal mechanisms that trigger off such use are likely to be intentional. The bilingual speaker feels that these are the appropriate items to be used in a medical surgery. The same mechanisms operate at the lexical-conceptual structure in Myers-Scotton’s model; the selected items appear in a way to correspond to the speakers’ intentions. Thus, the frequency of occurrence of the AA items increases their degree of entrenchment and hence achieves normal replication. In the same way, the recurrence of French equivalents achieves the propagation of the innovation. The motivation for borrowing these new categories is generally explained through the notion of ‘lexical gaps’.    

The intentional vs. non-intentional distinction seems to adequately explain loan translations or calques. Most of structural borrowings may start as non-intentional innovations. The influence exerted on the recipient language lead speakers to imitate unconsciously the structural patterns of the prestigious language (the case of AA and French). These borrowed grammatical patterns will acquire a stable status and establish themselves as an integral part of the receipt language. Other works adopt a functional explanation. The explanations of these types of borrowing are referred to as functional motivations. Borrowing occurs because of ‘systemic gaps’, i.e., because a language possesses a function expressed through a particular form that the other language lacks. These cases are considered as ‘replacements’ or ‘morphological renewal’ as observed in Weinreich (1953).  For instance, the expression  (((((((( (((  ((( ( ((:(( ((:( (((( (( is based on a French pattern ‘chercher une aiguille dans une botte de foin’ (look for a needle in a haystack/haymow) but this does not mean that it occurs to fill systemic gap but rather because of a structural compatibility (Heath, 1978) between AA and Fr. It appears for us that Croft’s intentional causal mechanisms for selection and innovation explains better the occurrence of lexical and structural borrowings. 

Croft’s approach adopts also a functional or communicative explanation of code-switching. CS serves several motivations such as accommodation, identity construction and expressiveness. Bilingual speakers may resort to CS in order to identify themselves with a certain group (the case of Berber speakers in an AA context). What about the distinction between borrowing and code-switching? Does the model offer any insights? 

The difference between code-switching and borrowing is related to the word’s degree of entrenchment and its intentionality. In fact, Croft suggests two dimensions in his suggestion, diachronic and synchronic. He does not question the how and why of the occurrence of loans and real switches but focuses mainly on the previous dimensions. According to Croft, a conventionalised foreign word is a borrowing whatever the motivation behind its use and an intentionally used foreign word is a code-switch no matter the degree of its conventionalisation. If the process of selection is intentional, the causal mechanism will be the motivation for lexical choice. Bilingual speakers may choose a particular item because either of its appropriateness to fit the desired meaning or because of the indexical value loading that item. 
The analysis of contact-induced changes reveals several remarks, both on the theoretical and empirical sides. Our aim is two-fold; we have tried to discuss some ambiguous theoretical findings and test their empirical validity on our data. 
We have noticed that adaptation strategies are not sporadic dia-systemic rules but rather regular analogical conversions. Our informants’ linguistic behaviour shows regular patterns of imported French words and larger constructions. They adhere to variable routines when adapting nominal and verbal French stems. These adaptation routines reveal certain asymmetries and hierarchies, nouns are more borrowed followed by verbs and then come the other categories which range on a continuum. A predominance of the morphological adaptation in verbs has been observed. The same remark holds true cross-linguistically. Haugen explains this tendency on functional grounds “the centrality of the verb in the sentence supplements the fact that tense is an obligatory category in (at least) the Indo-European languages” (1973:536). 
Our bilingual informants have different alternatives at their disposal. They produce more adoption in certain contexts when discussing specific topics. In fact, adoption is used when treating topics related to studies and university problems. Adaptation, however; is used consciously or unconsciously to fulfil certain communicative functions such as humour and emphasis (the case of the word that denotes ‘light stop’ and most of the repetitions noted in the corpus). Instead, the degree of adaptation varies considerably from one speaker to another. Several layers of French loans display the degrees of adaptation: our informants resort sometimes to full integrations, partial and intact French items in other cases. It seems that the degree of adaptation is determined by the speaker’s degree of proficiency. Proficient speakers in French (mainly girls) use French because of prestigious connotations. Hence, attitudes and beliefs play a role in shaping speech patterns. Boumans (1998) points out that there is a correlation between the degree of integration and the degree of bilingualism. This joins the Al Khatib‘s reflective approach of CS typologies in which the macro-sociolinguistic level influences the bilingual’s behaviour. 

Many approaches have attempted to demonstrate that code-switching is not an accidental behaviour and therefore a set of structural constraints has been elaborated to explain the formal restrictions that rule out the alternative use of codes within the same discourse. 
This chapter aims to offer some of these grammatical aspects of code-switching observed in an Algerian context, mainly in the speech of bilingual speakers at university. Our prime objective is to explain the different manifestations of the formal properties of two typologically different codes; Algerian Arabic and French and their implications in shaping the syntactic/pragmatic structures in mixed codes. Our aim is not to attribute each switch a function since our frame of reference is not functional but we try to explain the ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions differently. The centre of our interest is the socio-pragmatic reality of syntactic constituents in bilingual speech. The analysis of our AA/Fr CS and MSA/AA code-switched data is based on Myers-Scotton’s MLF and its supportive models. In the MLF approach, there is always an asymmetry between the languages involved in CS. The Matrix language (ML) sets the syntactic frame in the bilingual utterance in which elements from the embedded language will be inserted in these empty slots. In this chapter we endeavour to explain how this language hierarchy is manifested in the asymmetry of syntactic constructions, how the psychological information processing connects the units of language with the units of thought. We begin this chapter by giving an overview of the Matrix-Language and its sub-models. Our aim is to test the theoretical findings of these models on our data and to explore their implications for understanding the psycholinguistic mechanisms underlying bilingual language processing. At first, many conceptual notions are explained with illustrative examples taken from our data like the notion of the CP (the projection of the complementizer), the mental lexicon and the lemmas and the lexical entries at the level of the conceptualizer. Secondly, some syntactic configurations are interpreted in the light of the matrix-language models. Thus, we try to provide some generalisations regarding the regular patterns utilised in bilingual speakers’ speech observed in their communicative interactions in an Algerian context.   
1. An overview of the Matrix Language Framework (MLF)
The MLF model, first introduced in Myers-Scotton (1993b), has been refined continuously to end up with two supportive extended models, namely the 4-M and the Abstract Level models. It is a linguistic model designed to account for the different structural configurations and syntactic structures in ‘classic CS’
. Contrary to Jackendoff (1997), Myers-Scotton reconsiders the relationship between the lexicon to the different components, namely the syntactic and the phonological components. In Myers-Scotton’s perception, this means that the MLF model is not primarily a Phrase Structure model: the ML constitutes the grammatical frame or simply the abstract structure and not the surface realisations in discourse. Thus, the MLF is a model which tries to make explicit the notion of the Matrix language ‘as a theoretical construct’. In fact, two interrelated concepts ‘oppositions and asymmetries’ are the keys to the nuts and bolts of the MLF model. The more dominant language is the ML
 and the other one is the embedded language (EL).  
The main aim of the MLF model is to identify the matrix language within a string of speech and therefore identifying its abstract structure. For this purpose, a unit of analysis has been proposed to account for the structural constraints on intra-sentential CS: the unit of analysis in the earliest version of the MLF model was discourse. Myers-Scotton states that “the ML is the language with the higher frequency of morphemes in a discourse sample in which CS occurs” (1993:232).But, the question raised is whether discourse sample is really adequate for the analysis of mixed-codes, is it really capable of depicting the boundaries between possible and non-possible code-alternations? It seems that the notion of discourse sample is hazy since it does not really take into account the specific elements to be analysed. This is because the sentence can have many structural configurations (matrix clauses, subordinate clauses, interrogative phrases…). The MLF model has been criticised because of the vagueness of this idea of ‘discourse sample’. Myers-Scotton re-articulates her understanding of discourse sample and tries to give more specific definitions; she considers “a discourse sample of at least two sentences (within the same turn or across speakers) is a minimum” (1995:238). In other words, the sample to be analysed implies “minimally two sentences, either from a single speaker or from an adjacency pair produced by two speakers” (1997:96). This definition appears to need more specification as well since it identifies matricity only at discourse level and does not depict syntactic constraints intra-sententially. Hence, a new articulation should be proposed for CS analysis. Myers-Scotton&Jake (2001) posit the CP (the projection of the complementizer) as the unit of analysis not the sentence. For them, a CP comprises a constituent containing a proposition-expressing part and a complementizer-like element that may or may not be null. This complementizer-like element can be any of the clause peripheral words, particles, morphemes used with subordinate clauses or clauses with non-indicative mood. For example, there are two CPs in the following sentence: [I am very scared] [because I have seen an ugly toad].  
According to Myers-Scotton, the CP “is the syntactic structure expressing the predicate-argument of a clause, plus any additional structures needed to encode discourse-relevant structure and the logical structure of that clause”. It is only within the CP that the grammars of the two languages are in contact as explained in Myers-Scotton (2001:88-89). Thus, the unit of analysis is intra-CP code-switched sentences; neither inter-sentential code-switching nor inter-turn switching. Let us take the following example from AA/ Fr CS to explain and illustrate the notion of CP:   
(45) didactique  polyvalent    les modules   (Who studies didactics is polyvalent, he can teach all modules). 
The unit of analysis in the above example is not the whole sentence but the different clauses that it comprises: # didactique  polyvalent # is the first bilingual CP which contains an external argument /didactique/ (subject) that carries the thematic role of a ‘patient’ denoted in the predicate  polyvalent. The second bilingual CP is #   les modules ## in which the grammars of both AA and Fr are in contact. This CP is the highest unit projected by the lexical items (verb and noun), it is the maximal projection of the node I (inflection) where the verb // is the head, the auxiliary // is the specifier and the noun phrase (NP=les modules) is the complement. This example shows that taking the sentence as a unit of analysis would miss many structural details necessary to the understanding of the functioning of mixed sentences.   

1.1 Oppositions and hierarchies in the MLF model 
1.1.1 The matrix language vs. the embedded language distinction

Myers-Scotton posits that the participation of the languages engaged in CS is not equal. One of them sets the grammatical frame for the structuring of the CPs (word order), this frame-setting language is the ML and the other is the embedded language EL. The ML morphemes occur frequently while EL morphemes are restricted. This major role distinction between the two participating languages indicates that the ML is a grammatical frame which provides functional elements while EL constituents fill the slots within that frame. Example (46) is an illustrative case: AA is the ML with a French NP inserted, it is responsible for the word order of constituents and supplies system morphemes (the inflection for the passive participle and the coordinator ({w} signifying ‘and’) :

(46)   la deuxième page  (And I’m afraid to make two pages)  
The identification of the ML is not so easy, there are cases where the surface structure obeys to the rules of a particular language but the abstract lexical structure belongs to another, as seen in the following example: the bilingual speaker here produces an utterance like, tu voulais les mettre où? (literally, you wanted to put them where? meaning=where did you want to put them?).Though all surface morphemes come from French, the morpho-syntactic structure that underlies this CP is AA /(((:((  ((((((:(((  ((:(/. So, the identification of the matrix language relies principally on the syntactic role played by such a language within a bilingual CP. 

1.1.2 The content morpheme vs. system morpheme distinction

The second distinction established in the MLF model is related to functional elements and content morphemes. Myers-Scotton proposes some features to set a universal line of demarcation between these morphemes regardless their different behaviour cross-linguistically. These properties are [±Quantification], [±thematic role-assigner] and [±thematic-role receiver]. Any categories which show the property [–Quantification] are prototypical content morphemes. Verbs, for instance, are potential content morphemes; they assign thematic roles
. Nouns are also content morphemes because they show the properties [–Quantification,+Thematic-role receiver]. Most nouns and verbs are potential content morphemes in most languages, these elements constitute the predicate-argument structure and hence they either receive or assign thematic roles. Adjectives are content morphemes within the thematic grid, most obviously as predicate adjectives and in other constructions. For example, the adjective intéressée [à] assigns the role of stimulus to NP1 la literature comparée and the role of experiencer to the NP2 la major de promo in the bilingual CP, La major de promo est intéressée ( literature comparée (the head of list             is interested in comparative literature).Some prepositions only assign case and not thematic roles, they are considered as system morphemes in Myers-Scotton’s typology. In the CP département de français (department of French), the preposition ‘de’ is a system morpheme because it assigns objective case to the noun ‘département’. Contrary to the [±thematic role-assigner] and [±thematic-role receiver], the feature [Quantification] is a construct that specifies the quality of individuals across variables. For instance, determiners (a, the) specifying particular individuals; numbers or definiteness, quantifiers (any, no, few, many, all) and possessive adjectives (my, its, her, their) are system morphemes as well. Tense markers which specify a special time-frame within discourse appear at the specifier position of NP and therefore belong to the category of system morphemes. Similarly, adverbs of degree or intensifiers such as very, extremely and rather are system morphemes; they specify the extent of a quality or the degree of a frequency, as in very nice or extremely important. But, Myers-Scotton assumes that the mapping of thematic roles onto morphemes varies cross-linguistically. The assignment of certain (-roles is language-specific, what is considered as a content morpheme in a language can be a system morpheme in another language.    

1.1.3 Constituents of the CP

The MLF model predicts three types of constituents: mixed constituents which include elements from both the matrix and embedded languages, i.e. ML+EL constituents. Matrix language islands that are composed entirely of ML morphemes and are under the control of ML grammar. Embedded language islands are composed entirely of morphemes from the EL and are well-formed by EL grammar but inserted within a ML frame. In other words, these constituents are well-formed in the EL but their appearance in the code-switched CP is under the control of the ML. In the following discourse-sample, there are two French EL islands (sous la direction de la fac, l’année dernière), a mixed island (((((((( (((l’autonomie de l’institut), then appear /(((((((/, /((((((((/ as ML islands. #((((((( sous la direction de la fac (((((((( ((((((( ((( l’autonomie de l’institut l’année dernière (They work under university I’ve heard about the institute’s autonomy last year. 
1.2 Principles of the MLF model 

Myers-Scotton proposes two interrelated principles relevant to the MLF model, namely the morpheme order principle and the system morpheme principle: 

· The Morpheme order Principle: in ML+EL constituents which consist of single EL lexemes insertions and any of ML morphemes, surface morpheme order will be that of the ML. Myers-Scotton&Jake (1995) claim that the ML determines the surface syntactic relations in ML+EL constituents. For example, (47) follows AA morpheme order because the French noun livre is accompanied with the definite article le in accordance with AA morpheme order. This means that the modifying demonstrative((((:( (that) is followed by the definite article and this is obviously an AA grammatical pattern. This is not identical to French morpheme order which disallows a sequence of two determiners in this particular syntactic distribution. The French counterpart would be: Le livre sur la table appartient à mon père. 
(47) ((((:(  le livre ((( ((:( sur la table appartient à mon père 

       (That book on the table belongs to my father)  

· The System Morpheme Principle: this principle predicts that all system morphemes which exhibit grammatical relations external to their head constituent will come from the ML in mixed constituents. This means that all syntactically relevant EL system morphemes will not occur in code-switched sentences containing ML+EL constituents. However, syntactically relevant ML system morphemes will occur. According to Myers-Scotton’s criteria of morphemes classification mentioned previously, determiners, quantifiers, copulas, do verbs, complementizers, structurally assigned agreement and dummy pronominals fall under the category of system morphemes. Thus, on the basis of the system morpheme principle, all these functional elements should be sourced from the ML. Consider the following example in which the complementizer //// come from AA, the matrix language in this CP, with an inserted content morpheme from French (N=‘marketing’):  (48) marketing (to do marketing as well?)  
A set of interrelated hypotheses have been proposed under the MLF model to make predictions for special cases when an EL morpheme appears in ML, the blocking hypothesis, the EL island trigger hypothesis and the Implicational hierarchy hypothesis:  

· The Blocking Hypothesis proposes that the matrix language blocks any EL content morpheme which does not satisfy certain congruency conditions with ML to appear in ML+EL constituents. The Blocking Hypothesis is formulated as follows: “In ML+EL constituents, a blocking filter blocks any EL content morpheme which is not congruent with the ML with respect to three levels of abstraction regarding subcategorization” (Myers-Scotton 1993b:120). According to Myers-Scotton, two linguistic items are congruent if they correspond to certain qualities. This means that ML blocks EL content morphemes if they are realised as system morphemes in ML. For example, prepositions can either be content or system morphemes depending on the internal structure of the languages involved. The English preposition for is a content morpheme since it assigns a thematic role to its complement in a construction like for+NP. The Swahili counterpart, however, does not meet the same conditions of congruency. It is realised as a postpositional suffix and therefore the English preposition for can not occur in mixed islands. One specific example is taken from Swahili/English in Myers-Scotton (1993b:140):

     (49) Nikam wambia anipe ruhusa niende ni-ka- check for you  

             (And I told him he should give me permission so that I go and check for you)  
      * Nikam wambia anipe ruhusa niende ni-ka- check for wewe. 


· The EL Island Trigger Hypothesis: It claims that the access of any EL morpheme that does not satisfy the conditions of both the ML and the blocking hypotheses will trigger an obligatory EL island. Myers-Scotton states that “Whenever an EL morpheme appears which is not permitted under either the ML Hypothesis or the Blocking Hypothesis, the constituent containing it must be completed as an obligatory EL island” (1993:7). An illustrative example will be (50): 
In the following example, the unexpected activation of the demonstrative ‘that’ characterised by the feature [+Quantification], a system morpheme from EL, triggers off an EL island to occur cet après-midi pour récupérer mon CD: (50) (((( (((((( cet après-midipour récupérer CD ((((((  (I‘ll come to see you this afternoon to recover my CD).  
It seems that the notion of ‘congruence’ is central to the understanding of the construction of EL islands within a ML frame. Congruence refers to “a match between the ML and the EL at the lemma level with respect to linguistically relevant factors” (Myers-Scotton&Jake 1995:985). In Myers-Scotton’s model, congruence is manifested at two levels. The first level is related to the status of syntactic categories and the matching between system and content morphemes. If a syntactic category shows incongruency with its EL counterpart, the EL content morpheme cannot occur in ML+EL constituents. For instance, pronominal pronouns are realised as system morphemes (clitics sourced from the ML) and their EL counterparts are content morphemes, ML clitics can occur in ML+EL constituents but not the EL’s content pronouns. The second level of mismatching which prohibits an EL content morpheme to appear in ML+EL constituents is linked to thematic role assignment. If EL content morphemes are not congruent with ML morphemes in terms of subcategorization, these morphemes cannot occur in mixed islands. One specific example concerns prepositions, certain prepositions are considered as content morphemes because they assign thematic roles. The preposition for in English assigns the thematic role of goal to Jane in the sentence She sent a letter for Mary. It can therefore appear in ML+EL constituents. In Swahili, however, it is the verb which assigns the thematic role of beneficiary or goal through the verbal suffix which is not congruent with the English preposition for.
Myers-Scotton&Jake (1995) reconsider the notion of congruence and relate it to the matching between the ML and EL at three levels: the lexical-conceptual structure (intentions and semantic features), the predicate-argument structure (the mapping of syntactic categories to their arguments), and morphological realization patterns (syntactic relations and surface word order). They assume that the appearance of EL islands is due to some problems of incongruency between the structures of the languages involved in CS at some levels (the three levels mentioned earlier). The occurrence of EL islands might be explained at the conceptual level so that the bilingual speaker’s intentions could not be realised in the ML. According to this adjusted version of the MLF model, if there is congruence between competing items from the participating languages to code-switching at the conceptual level, the activated EL system morphemes will be incorporated into the grammar of the frame-building language (ML). In cases of incongruency, on the other hand, two compromise strategies will be called (Jake&Myers-Scotton 1997). If the EL inserted morphemes are single words, they appear in EL islands as bare forms
. For example, in the CP, (((:(( table de nuit (And this is (.)bedside table);the AA system morpheme (ML) equivalent to the French indefinite article ‘une’ is required with the EL content morpheme (table de nuit). The noun surfaces here in its bare form because of an incongruency at the lexical-conceptual structure. The second strategy is an EL island which meets the requirements of the well-formedness in EL inserted within the frame constructed by an ML. The EL Island in #  les milieux défensifs ## is a French well-formed inserted constituent since the adjective ‘défensifs’ is in postposition in accordance to French grammar rules.     
Besides the blocking and the EL Island trigger hypotheses, Myers-Scotton proposes the Implicational hierarchy hypothesis which proposes that peripheral constituents, idiomatic expressions
 have more tendencies to appear as EL islands. Prepositional phrases (PPs), time adverbials and idiomatic expressions
 appear most of the time as EL islands. (e.g. in fact, for that purpose, every day, very late, old habits die hard). 

2. The abstract Level model
Myers-Scotton&Jake (1995) have revised slightly the predictions of the MLF model and proposed the Abstract Level model. This model accounts for classic CS as well, it has been elaborated to explain the nature of the abstract morph syntactic frame in bilingual CPs and how sufficiently congruent constructions occur in code-switched sentences. The major premise underlying this model is that language production in bilingual speech is made through three stages of abstract lexical structure (Cf.p 109):  

· Lexical-conceptual structure: at this pre-linguistic level, the bilingual speaker forms a pre-verbal intention in the conceptualizer, activating language-specific semantic/pragmatic feature bundles. Theses bundles select lemmas
 in the mental lexicon. Myers-Scotton&Jake (1997) posit that the matrix language is selected at this level and that directly elected lemmas supporting content morphemes and indirectly elected lemmas supporting early system morphemes are activated. 

· Predicate-argument structure: when the frame-building language is selected, the ML morphemes become activated at the conceptual level. The ML supplies all late outsider system morphemes and other content morphemes in mixed islands. So, the hierarchies in regard to the participating languages and the status of morphemes will be established at the lemma level (the predicate-argument structure). This level provides information for the mapping of thematic roles on grammatical relations, the mapping of Agent to the subject, for instance, and Beneficiary to the indirect object. 
· Morphological realisation patterns: at the third level (the formulator), the morpho-syntactic procedures are activated and realised on the surface. This level includes grammatical relations (word order, agreement morphology). Case marking and subject-verb agreement are also examples of morpho-syntactic realisation patterns. 
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Figure 8. Production process diagram: lemma activation and abstract lexical structure based on Myers-Scotton & Jake (2001)
3. The 4-M model: the MLF model revisited 
More recently, Myers-Scotton&Jake (2000) have proposed a new sub-model to the MLF model, namely the 4-M model. This model is a redefined version of the content vs. system morpheme opposition. It identifies the features for morpheme classification, specifically thematic role assignment, maximal projections, and coindexing elements. According to the new classification, morphemes fall into four types (Cf.p.113): content morphemes and three types of system morphemes which include early system morphemes and two late system morphemes, namely bridges and outsiders. 
· Content morphemes: They occur at the conceptual level, they assign or receive thematic roles. Thus, the properties defining content morpheme are [± thematic role-assigner] and [± thematic role-receiver]. Together with early system morphemes, the content morphemes satisfy the speaker’s intentions and unlike other types of system morphemes, they are directly elected and can appear independently from other elements. 

·  Early system morphemes: They are conceptually activated. This means that together with content morphemes, early system morphemes activate the bundles of semantic and pragmatic features which express the speaker’s intentions. Specific cases of early system morphemes cited in Myers-Scotton (2000) are plural affixes, most determiners and verb satellite prepositions. The difference between early system morphemes and content morphemes is related to the thematic role-assigning features. Unlike content morphemes, early system morphemes neither assign nor receive thematic roles. Moreover, they cannot occur independently of other items, they rely on their heads (content morphemes) of the maximal projection. For instance, the occurrence of the AA definite article {((-} does not depend on the speaker’s communicative intentions; it depends rather on the content morpheme (the noun that elects it) that needs further conceptual information (definiteness or other information).This needed information is supplied by this early system morpheme. The following example illustrates the feature [+ conceptually activated] that separates early system morphemes from late system morphemes: (51) feu rouge    Castor   rond point (The traffic-light nearer to Castor in the roundabout). In (51), the French nouns (feu rouge and rond-point) elect indirectly the reduced form of the AA definite article {(-} to complete the grammatical information that determines its form and position. It adds then definiteness to these nouns expressing by this the semantic/pragmatic features called by the speaker.  

·  Late system morphemes: They are activated at the level of the formulator. Their occurrence meets other requirements different from that of early system morphemes. They contain grammatical information and therefore are not activated conceptually. They are rather structurally assigned and activated when the lemma sent directions to construct larger constituents. Thus late system morphemes are selected to assemble clauses and sentences. Late system morphemes are further subdivided into two categories, bridge system morphemes and late outsider system morphemes:
· Late bridge system morphemes: These are ‘bridges’ which connect morphemes to build up larger constituents, showing their hierarchical relationships. They occur when their maximal projection (content morphemes) requires them. They are different from early system morphemes in terms of their relation to their heads, they do not depend on the semantic/pragmatic properties of the content morpheme. Examples of bridge late system morphemes include the possessive ‘of’ and the expletive ‘it’ in English. The form of bridges is different from a language to another; rather, they depend on the grammatical configurations that the language-specific grammar requires of that projection. A bridge connects, for instance, two adjacent nouns without any reference to the semantic bundles associated to the head of this particular structural configuration, the relation is purely grammatical. The partitive construction peu+N in French requires the presence of the preposition ‘de’ (of) before the noun. Thus, the presence and the form of  the bridge system morpheme ‘de’ in a sentence like, peu de gens réflichissent (few people think), is determined by the structural requirements of such a  construction in French.

· Late outsider system morphemes: Outsiders are structurally assigned at the positional/surface level. That is, the information required for their occurrence is available only when the formulator sends directions to unify maximal projections contracting a larger constituent in the matrix language. Like bridges, outsiders connect morphemes into larger constituents but differently. They depend; however, on the grammatical information outside the immediate maximal projection
 in which they occur. Therefore, they are outsiders because their form is determined by the information available outside the maximal entity projected by the lexical head. Examples of outsiders include subject-verb agreement markers, tense-aspect, case and object clitics among others. The example (52) illustrates late outsider system morphemes. The affix {-a} (third person singular), attached to the stem ‘influencer’ incorporated into AA system, is a late outsider system morpheme marking subject-verb agreement. The prefix {((-} is also a late outsider system morpheme which marks the imperfective. Although this aspect marker is a morpheme which occurs within the verb projection, it takes its surface form from the noun. Thus, it looks outside its maximal projection to get its surface form in language processing:  (52) -- --   (He is not influenced by defenders). 
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Figure 8. Feature-based classification of morphemes in the 4-M model (adapted from Myers-Scotton and Jake 2000b)

The 4-M is considered as a supportive model because it contributes to refining the MLF model. Several problematic issues have been tackled in the light of the 4-M predictions, such as cases of double morphology. According to Myers-Scotton, the system morpheme principle only identifies the types of EL system morphemes which are prohibited to appear in mixed islands (late system morphemes). Some early system morphemes, however, occur in mixed constituents with their content morphemes (i.e. their heads) resulting in what is called double morphology. Myers-Scotton posits that this problem is due to ‘mistiming’. The reason behind this mistiming is that early system morphemes occur in the same maximal projection as their content morphemes. Myers-Scotton&Jake (2000) relate mistiming to three major reasons: firstly, the content morpheme and its early system morpheme are characterised by the feature [+conceptually activated]. Secondly, the system morpheme provides the information needed to complete the speaker’s intention conveyed by the content morpheme. Finally, both morphemes occur in the same maximal projection.  

4. Testing the matrix -language models on the data 
Since the aim of the current research is to test the MLF models and its supportive models with data from AA/Fr, AA/MSA and Fr/AA code-switching, the first point to be tackled is to analyse the bilingual ML patterns on the light of these matrix-language models. We try to identify the ML in bilingual clauses according to two criteria, namely; word order and the source of system morphemes. The analysis follows two lines: single word insertions comprising (nouns, verbs, adjectives, prepositions and adverbs) and multiple word insertions which include noun phrases, verbal, prepositional and adverbial phrases. 
4.1 Single word insertions  
The single word insertions are classified according to their grammatical word categories. The ML is identified on the basis of the predictions of the MLF model and its supportive 4-M and Abstract Level models. The structural analyses of single word insertions focus mainly on nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and pronouns. 
4.1.1 EL nouns in ML+EL constituents

Nouns are content morphemes and therefore can come from either the ML or the EL in mixed islands. When inserted, these nouns follow the word order of the ML and can take different shapes. They can be either morphologically or phonetically incorporated into the ML rules or appear in their bare surface forms. French nouns inserted into AA framed-CPs follow AA word order, they are post-modified. In these cases, AA as a frame-building language provides late outsider system morphemes. Consider the following example from our corpus: 

(53)  AA/Fr code-switching
      [((:(((][  (((((  la voiture ((:(((  (((:((  (((((:(] 

     ‘She told me that her car is very old’

The first island is monolingual and exhibits an AA pattern. The second island is a mixed constituent, it is of interest for our analysis because it is within bilingual CPs that the grammars of French and AA intermingle. AA is the ML since its morpheme order is respected at this level. The French noun ‘la voiture’ is also post-modified by the AA possessive
 /(((((/ (her). Late system morphemes are also sourced from AA in the entire CP, such as subject-verb agreement markers. They comprise the marker of the third person singular masculine subject (-((. The complementizer /(((((/ (that) is in congruence with its French counterpart ‘que’. Both complementizers satisfy the sub-categorisation conditions, they can introduce a clause. Concerning the internal motivation for such a choice, it seems for us that the AA item is selected because of its appropriateness with the maximal projection of the first verbal phrase /((((((/. The complementizer is therefore sourced from the ML (AA). This corroborates with Myers-Scotton’s assumption which state that complementizers can be sourced from either the ML or the EL since they are considered as discourse content morphemes.  
The speaker’s intention is constructed at the conceptual level. AA is selected as the ML and therefore system morphemes are frequently activated at the conceptual level compared with EL content morphemes. The processing of the bilingual CP starts at the lemma level where competition between content morphemes takes place (complementizers /(((((/ and ‘que’, Fr noun (la voiture) and its AA counterpart /((((/, the adjective /(((:((/ and its French equivalent ’ancienne’). Lemmas underlying the inserted French item will be checked for congruence with their AA equivalents. ‘Une voiture’ is congruence matched with /((((/, but the French noun will be selected, it may correspond to the formal setting in which the conversation takes place (university) and the interlocutors’ level of education (university students from French department). In addition, the AA possessive adjective seems sufficiently congruent with its French equivalent ‘sa’ though the morpho-syntactic pattern is that of AA (ML). This means that the French item is in congruence with the early system morpheme /(((((/ despite of their distinct syntactic position within this CP, ‘sa’ pre-modifiers its head (voiture) and /(((((/ appears in a postposition. The adverb /(((((:(/ is selected on syntactic grounds, the French equivalent ‘très’ can not collocate with the AA adjective /((((((/ and the whole pattern surfaces as in (53). 

Another example taken from AA/Fr code-switching confirms the predictions of the morpheme order and the system morpheme principles: 
(54)  AA/Fr code-switching
 [(((((:( les gens] [((( (((((((((:(] [(((:( (département] [plutôt ((((((((:( ((((((( (Many people do not understand in this department rather they don’t want to understand)
This sentence comprises four CPs: the first one is bilingual, the second is monolingual, the third and fourth are bilingual. The third bilingual CP #(((( le pays # is interesting in that it contains elements from AA and French to which we try to allocate syntactic statuses. The ML is AA in which French fills the slot with a noun. AA supplies all late outsider system morphemes and frames the word order in this CP. The lexical item ‘(département’ in the Prepositional phrase (PP) [(((:( (département] is affixed with the definite article (l( which assimilates to the coronal /(/, and modified by the determiner /((((/ ‘ce’ (this) in accordance with AA grammar rules. The mixed island is well-formed with AA morpheme order and system morphemes being sourced from the ML. The French pattern does not allow two consecutive determiners ‘ce’ and ‘le’, therefore the surface form realised in the above CP does not comply with the French structure (dans ce département). AA permits, however, this scheme ((((:(  (((((((). 
At the conceptual level of speech production, the intended meaning of the speaker is formed at the early stage of lexical-abstract structure. AA is chosen to be the ML. Then, the congruence matching procedure begins at the lemma level. Language specific semantic/pragmatic bundles are activated: ML elements are in competition with their EL counterparts. The inserted French noun ‘département’ elects indirectly the early system morpheme (l-( to express definiteness. A phonetic incorporation takes place and this definite article assimilates to the dental consonant at the predicate-argument structure since larger constituents are constructed at this stage. The EL noun is preferred to its AA equivalent /((((((/. The ML determiner appears without violating the MLF predictions. 
The relative frequency of occurrence of EL morphemes is remarkably high in various language pairs involved in CS. Data from AA/MSA switches supports this claim: 

(55) AA/MSA code-switching 

[]  [        ( ]   
     (If I didn’t find I will add with (him) two judges) 

This sentence includes two CPs. The ML in both CPs is AA. The bilingual CP follows AA word order since it shows a pattern different from that of MSA. The equivalent CP would be #((((( ((((:(( (((((( ((:((((((##. Firstly, the only late outsider system morpheme is sourced from AA, namely the prefix ((-(, the subject-verb agreement marker. Secondly, the island # ( ## is a typical ML+EL constituent which consists of a numeral and a noun-head. Again word order is that of AA in which the dual is expressed by a numeral and a noun.     

The intention of the speaker is elaborated at the conceptual level and AA is selected to be the ML. Language processing occurs at the lemma level where congruence matching between the ML and EL morphemes in competition happens. First, the ML auxiliary // matches with its equivalent from MSA /(((((/ to indicate the future tense. In this specific context, the speaker talks about the subject of his mémoire. The mémoire is conducted in Arabic and consequently the item /((/ is selected on the expense of ‘juges’. Among the competing equivalents, the EL content morpheme appears effective in expressing the speaker’s intention. Then, comes the numeral which is checked for lexical-semantic congruence against its ML equivalent /(((((:((/. But, the dual in MSA is expressed by the early system morpheme (-((((. The ML item is taken because it does not violate the abstract structure of the framing-language and the entire CP takes the surface form in (55). Let us see the last example from AA/MSA CS:   
(56)  AA/MSA code-switching 
       [( chouaîb]  [(   ] [    (]
       (Comes chouaîb (he) wrote an article in the newspaper ‘Lawyers’)  
This sentence consists of three CPs. One is monolingual and the two others are bilingual. Two languages participate into the shaping of the morpho-syntactic realisation but only one supplies system morphemes. Both languages, MSA and AA, largely have similar morpheme word order. Sometimes, they also exhibit similar syntactic positions for system morphemes within in a CP since they are genetically related. The EL inserted content morphemes follow the morphological and phonological patterns of MSA. In the first bilingual CP #(  ##, the ML is AA, it provides the late outsider system morpheme, namely the zero morpheme to mark the accomplished verb (the perfective tense). The trilateral verb /((((((/ of MSA receives internal vocalic conversion in AA, the vowel /( / of the inserted pattern /-/ becomes a schwa /(/ via a phonological process of vowel centralisation. In addition, the inserted EL content morpheme, the complement / / complies with the abstract structure of the CP. 
The intention to produce this CP is formed at the conceptual level where AA is selected as the ML and MSA as the EL. At the lemma level, lemmas underlying content and system morphemes are activated. These lemmas compete for selection with those underlying the MSA and French counterparts, namely /((((((/, /((((/, /(((((((/and /((((((/. Hence, there is congruence matching between AA, MSA and French items. But, it is the MSA noun which is selected because it better expresses the speaker’s intention. The student talks about the theme of his memoire and therefore French items are excluded in regards of their inappropriateness to the context of situation.  
4.1.2 EL verbs in ML+EL constituents 

Verbs are the second category which will be treated as EL insertions in mixed islands. Single French verbs inserted into AA-based CPs appear frequently in our corpus with some restrictions. Hence, the late outsider system morphemes appear as a determining criterion for the identification of the matrix language. For French verbs, there is no case where a verb stem is affixed an AA inflection or an inflected verb appears as a single insertion within an AA-framed CP. The only way is to incorporate French verbs into AA morphology. So, we follow Myers-Scotton’s criteria for distinguishing borrowing from code-switching; assimilated verbs into AA system are considered as instances code-switching
. 

 (57) AA/Fr code-switching 

        ((((:(  (((((:(( ((( ((( ((((((  (puis elle a changé d’avis(
        (She wanted to let off steam then she changed her mind)  

This sentence comprises two CPs, one bilingual and the other is monolingual. The first CP has AA as the ML and French as the EL. AA morpheme order dictates that the pronominal verb is expressed by a verb and the reflexive pronoun  which varies for gender and number, here /(((((/ ‘herself’. Thus, AA word order is respected since the pronominal verb in French, expressed by the pronominal clitic ‘se’ that precedes the verb, is not selected. The switched French verb (se défouler) is inflected for number and tense with AA suffix (-((. At the conceptual level, the speaker is in the AA language processing mode
 since the whole CP is syntactically framed by AA. The pronoun ‘se’ is a late outsider system morpheme according to the 4-M classification of morphemes. This morpheme should be activated from the ML. This holds true since the PP #((( (((((# is selected to fulfil the desired effect. Lemmas underlying the French verb ‘se défouler’ are checked for congruence with their AA equivalents. The morpho-syntactic realisation patterns show distinct syntactic forms and positions since some assimilation processes have taken place. The intended meaning, however, can be expressed by either ML or EL elements and the selected morphemes appear as in (57). Thus, the only way to have inserted French verbs within an AA-framed CP is the assimilation of the French verb to AA morphological patterns. 

At the lexical-abstract level, the intention to produce the bilingual CP in (57) is made and AA is selected as the ML. When speech processing passes to the next stage, lemmas underlying the content morpheme “let off steam” are activated. This act is expressed by the French verb – (se) défouler-. Its AA equivalent is not so clear, so the speaker opts to use the French item. The AA equivalent does not really express this action with a specific verb, may be a whole phrase can explain this state of mood. This means that the structural mapping between the languages involved in CS is not enough to construct well-formed utterances, but there are other socio-pragmatic mechanisms that underlie language processing. When producing the above utterance, the bilingual speaker does not have only a tacit prior knowledge about the abstract structure of the participating languages, he is also aware of the psycho-linguistic adaptation routines (the conversion routines) that allow him to insert the inflected verb stem /(((((((/ in the appropriate slot within the AA-patterned CP.  
Muysken (2000) discusses in details similar cases and other strategies of complex verbs’ formation. He notices four types of verb compounding strategies and identifies some problematic issues in regard to the outcome of bilingual complex verbs. He raises the problem of a third grammar for CS sentences. He says “Is there such a thing as a special bilingual grammar needed, or is the collaboration of the two contributing grammars in accordance with general principles or constraints of mixing sufficient to account for the patterns found?”
The answer of this question is not clearly evident but the reason behind such a questioning is how to account for bilingual outcomes, especially at the verb system level. Typological dissimilarities between AA and French reveal certain morpho-syntactic adaptations and semantic adjustment operating on the two verb systems. AA is a variety of Arabic which cannot receive alien inflected verbs in its system. The formation of integrated verbs neutralises the incongruency in verb paradigms. The AA verb paradigm is very rich with regard to inflectional morphology compared to its French counterpart. At semantic level, a French verb stem directly affixed with AA inflection cannot express the same concept used in AA. Simply because, the inserted French item operates at a sole component in the lexical structure that patterns semantic and pragmatic bundles associated to the mental lexicon. The semantic connection between the two lexes, those of AA and French, is made through a process of analogy. Weinreich (1968) calls this connection inter-lingual identification. The bilingual speaker is endowed by an innate capacity to link the system-internal elements of two languages by virtue of their external properties, i.e.; semantic/functional in the case of grammatical/lexical units. Croft (2000:146) argues that inter-lingual identification is the establishment of a cognitive link between the corresponding lemmas of the two languages with respect to their identity in substance. In other words, inter-lingual identification forms connections between forms in the two linguistic systems in the speaker’s mind via a common external substance (external properties). In our case, the insertion of the incorporated French verb creates a connection in the mental representation between the two systems, namely AA and French. Verb paradigms exhibit differences at the morpho-syntactic realisation patterns and some adjustments take place since the language pair does not share verbal inflections.  
In a number of CS data from different language pairs discussed in the literature, the ‘do-verb’
 is the only strategy to integrate EL verbs on to matrix languages. Generally speaking, these language pairs are pro-drop languages. Arabic is an exception, it is a pro-drop language but it prohibits Arabic inflectional markers on French verbs. It does not allow do constructions as supporting verbs to incorporate EL islands in the entire CP. Jake (1999) illustrates this case from Arabic/English data. According to Jake, English verbs can not be inflected with Arabic verbal morphological markers within an Arabic-framed CP in which Arabic supplies system morphemes. In this case, a strategy will be adopted; an English IP will follow an Arabic item, as in: (58) ana I don’t like it (Me, I don’t like it) (Okasha 1995:1. 22). 
Jake also proposes another strategy which involves the use of a bare verb stem and its complement where an inflected verb would occur, as illustrated in the next example:  (59) ((((( (((((  (((((( get early retirement (Him, he is trying to get early retirement) (Okasha 1995:2. 33). 

Jake states that the lack of congruence at the level of the morphological realisation patterns explains this type of EL islands. This means that in a bilingual CP; having Arabic as ML and English as EL, the system morphemes under inflection INFL should be sourced from English. Hence, the English IP island follows an Arabic element in an Arabic-framed CP. One similar case in our data comes from AA/Fr code-switching: (60) (((( Je travaille plus que les autres (Me, I work more than others). 
4.1.3 EL Adjectives in ML+EL constituents 

AA and French have different sub-categorisation frames for adjectives. French adjectives must come before the noun that it modifies while adjectives from AA must take a postposition. These adjectives may take the agreement affixes of the noun upon which they depend (the lexical head). According to the ML predictions, adjectives are classified as content morphemes. So, they can be switched as EL tokens. The following example illustrates adjective insertion:

 (61) AA/Fr code-switching 

         (La crème bonne( (((((((  (((( mousseuse(  

         (The cream is good but not frothy)

The two CPs in (61) are under the control of AA as the matrix language while French provides content morphemes. The inserted French adjectives (‘bonne’ and ‘mousseuse’) follow AA word order since they occur after the modified noun (‘la crème’ ‘the cream’). The morpho-syntactic pattern in both CPs well-formed and conform to AA grammar. The choice of AA as the ML is elaborated at the lexical-abstract level when the intention to produce the above utterance activates semantic bundles. Then processing moves on to the lemma level where the activation of lemmas underlying the French adjectives and their AA equivalents /(((:(( / and the expression # ((:((( (((((# take place. Those lemmas underlying the French adjectives are selected on the expense of their counterparts. The two French epithets convey really the speaker’s intended meaning, generally culinary terms and utensils are used in French and the motivation behind such a choice is to fill semantic gaps. 

(62) Fr/AA code-switching 

      (Elle a acheté un chemisier( (bleu turquoise (((:( (((((:((
      (She bought a very nice blue turquoise blouse) 

The sentence (62) consists of two CPs. The first monolingual CP is well-formed in accordance to the French syntactic rules while the second CP is bilingual. The latter is structured in AA patterns, it is an adjectival phrase which follows AA word order. French morpheme order is followed in the first CP, namely all late outsider system morphemes for subject and tense affixed to the French verb ‘acheter’ (to buy) are in line with Fr morpheme order. The accomplished tense is well-formed where the auxiliary ‘avoir’ is conjugated in the past and the suffix for the third person singular is attached to the French stem verb ‘achet-‘. In the second CP, however, the AA adjective /(((((/ is appropriately inserted in accordance with AA morpho-syntax. In addition, the adverb /(((((((/ post-modifies the adjective in conformity with AA patterns. At the lemma level, congruence checking between AA and Fr items takes place. Then, the selected items form the frame to be filled by the inserted alternatives. This choice is made on semantic-pragmatic grounds. 

4.1.4 EL Adverbs in ML+EL constituents 

Adverbs occur frequently than adjectives. They can take pre-or post-positions when modifying other elements, they can modify a verb, an adjective or even another adverb. Our corpus shows a high frequency of inserted adverbs within noun and verb phrases. The types of adverbs recurrent in the data concern general adverbs (adverbs of time, location, manner...), and degree adverbs. The set of prevalent inserted adverbs is presented below with examples: 
	Types
	Examples
	Meaning

	Adverbs of time
	((((( hier
	‘She came yesterday’

	Adverbs of degree
	(((((( les étudiants
	‘Many students’

	Adverbs (direction)
	((((((((( en face (((((
	‘The neighbours in front of us’

	Adverbs of  manner
	(((((((( soigneusement
	‘She made it carefully’


Consider the following example: 
(63) AA/Fr code-switching 

         (((((( normalement ((((((  ((( ((((((
        (She normally contests) 
The CP is AA-framed since AA morpheme order is respected syntactically. AA as the ML satisfies the conditions of the morpheme order and the system morpheme principles. French contributes only with the adverb ‘normalement’ (normally) while AA supplies the frame with word order and system morphemes. The adverb pre-modifies the verb as required in AA syntax. The late outsider morpheme, the prefix ((-( for subject-verb agreement complies with the predictions of matrix-language models since it is sourced from AA. The content morphemes and system morphemes are checked for congruence at the lemma level of speech processing. The surface realisation of the whole CP supports the selection of AA as a frame-building language. The French adverb can appear either in initial or in final position because it functions as an adjunct. In this CP, it occurs between the disjunctive pronoun and the verb and therefore complies with AA morpho-syntax. The French syntax does not allow such a distribution within the phrase (Elle normalement se conteste. 

Let us test an AA inserted adverb, as in (64): 
(64) AA/Fr code-switching
       ((((((((  (((((:((( (( mon ordinateur((il y a (( une seule lecture( 
       (It cannot read ((them)) my computer there is only one unique type of reading) 

This sentence comprises three CPs. The first CP is monolingual with AA as a ML. AA provides system morphemes and word order. This is well-formed in accordance to AA morpho-syntax, the subject-verb agreement marker ((-(, the discontinuous negative marker (((…(( and the object clitic pronoun (-(((( are sourced from AA. The second CP is a French EL island which conforms to the French standards, it consists of a definite article and a noun. It is triggered by a system morpheme (the possessive adjective (mon) ‘my’) that would not be allowed to appear within the ML projection as a single insertion. When this EL morpheme is blocked, the whole constituent is triggered off at this switch-point when language processing takes place. The alternatives  ( mon (((((( or ( mon ((((((((( are not accepted because the possessive adjective takes the specifier-position in the noun maximal projection and therefore it depends on its lexical head (here the French noun ‘ordinateur’). The third CP is bilingual and it is of interest to our analysis. It is under the control of French since ML provides the auxiliary verb (avoir ‘to have’) which serves as a non-thematic assigning copula (a late system morpheme), and the content morphemes (the adjective ‘seule’ and the noun ‘lecture’). This CP complies with the canonical rules of the MLF and its supportive models. The AA element is inserted in the appropriate slot, it is checked for congruence with its French equivalent ‘uniquement’ and therefore selected at the lemma level to realise the speaker’s intention, morpho-syntactically  patterned as in (64).
4.1.5 EL Pronouns in ML+EL constituents 

The pronouns
 have different status in the morpheme classification established in the MLF and its supportive models. Let us see whether instances of pronouns support the predictions of these models:

(65) Fr/AA code-switching
       (On ne peut pas voir (((( :(((((( logiciel WINRAR( (les documents)  

         (We cannot see those (them) without the WINRAR software)  

This sentence consists of two bilingual CPs. The first CP illustrates the insertion of an AA single item, the free morpheme pronoun /((((((/ (those), in a French-framed CP. This pronoun is a content morpheme because it is characterised by the feature [+ thematic role-receiver] in the thematic grid and therefore can be sourced from the EL. In this particular position, this free morpheme is an exophoric pronoun since it refers to an already mentioned linguistic entity in the utterance. It occurs in the same position of its French equivalent (the missing NP; les documents). Thus, the code-switched CP conforms to the French syntax. This exophoric pronoun can be also replaced by the French object clitic ‘les’, an outsider clitic pronoun in the 4-M morpheme classification. The equivalent sentence would be (on ne peut pas les voir).  According to the supportive Abstract Level model, the lemmas underlying the pronoun /((((((/ and their French equivalents are activated at the lemma level. In fact, competition between lemmas begins at this level. The demonstrative pronoun /((((((/ can also be classified as a system morpheme since it takes the specifier position in the NP, as in (((((( les livres (those books). It seems that status of demonstratives depends on their location, whether they are located to the right of the modified NP or to its left. In our case, the exophoric pronoun is a content morpheme since it looks to the left of the missing NP. The different constituents of the CP are subject to a process of congruence checking. The frame is constructed in French with a single inserted AA word, the pronoun for (those) which is a substituting paradigm of an overtly missing NP (les documents). The selection of the AA pronoun may be attributed to the speaker’s intention at the semantic level. He may express focus or emphasis through his choice since the contrast established between the two codes (French and Algerian Arabic) triggers off a new meaning.  

Myers-Scotton points out that possessive adjectives are thematic role-receivers in certain languages and therefore they are content morphemes. However, she considers the possessive adjectives involving agreement suffixes as system morphemes. This is the case of possessive adjectives in Algerian Arabic and therefore they should be realised in the matrix language if the CP is AA-framed. Consider the following example: 

(66) AA/Fr code-switching 
       ((Didactique) ((((((-(((  (la veille de l’examen(
        ((Didactics) he revised it the day before the exam)
In the first CP, the assimilated French verb ‘réviser’ is affixed with an AA pronominal pronoun
 which functions as a direct object. This outsider system morpheme is sourced from AA (the ML in this CP) and therefore this example supports the MLF prediction. French nouns are also affixed with pronominal clitics which serve as possessive pronouns. The next example illustrates this case: (67) ((((((-( ((:(  ((((((((Your coat is dirty).
Switches between French personal pronouns (je, tu, il…) and AA verbs are very restricted. An utterance like (Je ((:((( (I eat) is prohibited. The same remark applies to switches between AA disjunctive pronouns and French verbs, as in ((((( voulait (I wanted). Backus (1996) tries to explain the non-existence of switched pronouns within a framework of cognitive grammar. He proposes the specificity hypothesis. According to Backus, pronouns are characterised by their generic meaning, i.e., they do not possess specific meaning and this is the reason why they are not used in code-switching.

4.2 Multiword switches 
We have so far analysed code-switched CPs consisting of only single EL words inserted within an ML-framed CP. This time, we shall deal with constituents where the EL insertion consists of larger constructions, such as NPs, VPs, PPs and Adv Ps. 

4.2.1 Noun phrases

According to the 4-M classification of morphemes, the multiword NPs are also thematic role receivers. Testing the predictions of the MLF and its sub-models requires identifying whether the structure of noun phrases conforms to the morpheme order and the system morpheme principles. 

 (68) AA/Fr code-switching 
       L’un des étudiants (((  (((((  ((( :(( 

        (One of the students comes and talks to her) 
In this sentence, the inserted noun phrase is syntactically well-formed and thereby conforms to AA grammar rules. Thus, it satisfies the predictions of the MLF model. The French NP (l’un des étudiants) is headed by the noun ‘étudiants’ (a content morpheme). The speaker’s intentions are realised at the conceptual level, he selects lemmas for the French pronoun ’un’ and the preposition ‘de’ to provide the information needed to complete meaning. The sequence of embedded French island and the AA verbal clause follow AA patterns. The absence of the personal pronoun ‘il’ is appropriate for AA frame since the French pattern requires this pronoun, as in (l’un des étudiants est venu et il lui a parlé). The 4-M and Abstract Level model explain language processing at the three levels. The selected items are preferred to achieve the speaker’s intentions. The activated lemmas for the content word ‘étudiant’ and the numeral ‘un’ and the definite article ‘le’ are checked for congruence matching. The outcome for these mental operations is realised in the sentence (68).  
4.2.2 Adverbial phrases 
The inserted EL adverbs are islands since they do not receive phonological nor morphological conversion rules in AA system. Consider the following example: 
(69) ((:( ((:(((  l’autre jour elle a tourné le dos 
      (When she saw that day him she’s turned her back). 
The French adverbial phrase l’autre jour is inserted in an AA-framed CP (((:( ((:((( l’autre jour). The verb is sourced from AA which provides system morphemes, the object clitic (-(( and other markers of tense and gender and sets the syntactic frame (word order). The inserted French adverbial phrase in the verbal phrase is a French EL island which conforms to the French rules of well-formedness though the CP is AA-based regarding sentence framing. The embedding of this adverbial phrase can be explained in the light of the 4-M and the abstract level models’ predictions. Lemmas underlying the word-head of the CP (the pronoun ((((((( which is implicit in the verb through agreement markers) and the verb compete with their French counterparts. Lemmas of the adverbial phrase in both languages are checked for congruence. The selection of the French phrase may be determined by the temporal values associated to ‘l’autre jour’ and ((((:(  ((((:(, respectively. The bilingual speaker chooses the French adverbial phrase because it conveys more the meaning that he has in mind. In fact, the morpho-sytactic pattern realisations are faithful representations of the bilingual speaker’s intentions activated at the conceptual level. The mental lexicon bridges between two abstract structures which can be juxtaposed, alternated or inserted to produce varying patterns of mixed-codes. The frequency of occurrence of French adverbial phrases in our corpus indicates that congruence between AA and French motivates code-alternations. Moreover, the directionality of switches is not problematic in case of multiword insertions. AA Adverbial phrase may occur fairly easily in French-framed CPs. Instead, the insertion of French verbal phrases in AA-based CPs is very restricted because of the pro-drop feature characterising AA. An utterance like ((((( acheté une maison (I bought a house) is disallowed whereas instances like les enfants  (((:( (((:(( (children came with her) are abundant in our corpus. This leads us to conclude that verbal paradigms are subject to syntactic constraints when larger constituents are inserted in another language frame. AA and French display different verbal morphologies and thereby mosaic patterns of CS are generated in respect to the common deep structures combining hybrid elements.  
4.2.3 Verbal phrases 
Before explaining the rarity of the occurrence of French verbal phrases within an AA frame, it would be better to make explicit the divergences between the two morphologies. In general, a French verb phrase consists of a finite verb (an inflected verb) and a subject pronoun with or without direct or indirect objects (internal arguments) like ‘j’ai quité’ (I left). On the other hand, AA verb phrase consists minimally of a verbal word like ((((:((( (I went) in which the preverbal particle (((:(((expressing the future is redundant, as in ( ((:(( ((((( ( (I will go). 
Most of French verbs display canonical-shape patterns not in compliance with AA canons and therefore several cases of incongruency appear when complex French verbal paradigms are inserted within AA-framed CPs. From a syntactic point of view, a verb phrase like j’ai quité can not be embedded in AA syntactic frame without overt phonetic changes. That is the basic verb has to receive dia-systemic rules of conversion to fit into AA morphological patterns. Certain borrowed forms like (((((:((, ((((((((, (((((((( and ((((((((((( (I left, I changed, I started, I intervened, respectively) receive several morphological processes and hence general via analogy of existing-AA patterns. 
On the basis of the observation of our informants’ social behaviour and the analysis of our corpus, we conclude that the embedding of a French verbal phrase in an otherwise AA syntactic frame is uncommon. In other words, hypothetical utterances like  ( ((((( m’a envoyé un mail et je (((((:( (((:(( ((  (She sent me a mail and I have answered her) are never heard or uttered by our informants. Instead some other interspersed French verb phrases are much more likely to occur in AA-bases utterances. That is French verb phrases are more likely to appear in an alternational type of CS and not in an insertional pattern. Instances like ( Si :: je me donnes à fond   i l faut que je me repose     ( la        (( (Su::re  I work hard but I should take a rest you know I do task after another) are very productive in our corpus. 
4.2.4 Prepositional phrases 
Instances of code-switching involving inserted French prepositional phrases within AA frame are abundant in our corpus. Consider the following example: 
(70) ((((((  ((((:(( ( l’avion( (finalement  (((:(( par train(  
The above utterance consists of two bilingual CPs. The second CP is important for analysis since it includes a French PP inserted in the AA-patterned complement phrase. AA supplies the late outsider morpheme, the plural masculine marker (-(((, and sets morpheme order. The ML revolves around the verb’ inflections while EL is inserted freely within the base language frame. The rationale behind this insertion is elaborated at the conceptual level where the speaker’s intentions activate the lemmas underlying the content morphemes (par, train, /((/ and /((((((/). The French PP and its AA equivalent share similar surface equivalence and thereby this type of switch appears to have occurred because of congruence matching between these elements.   
This chapter has shown that CS occurrences are constrained by the 4-M model’s predictions and that inserted elements are more likely to occur between AA and French despite the typological divergences between the two languages. It has also been revealed in mot cases of switched utterances that the ML is AA and that the directionality of the switch is significant at both the syntactic and the semantic levels. The French verbal paradigms are subject to restrictions when larger constituents are called to be embedded in a different frame. Adaptation routines are mostly the appropriate strategies to which bilingual speakers resort to neutralise syntactic clashes between French and AA. Regardless the formal divergence between AA and Fr, code-mixing is very frequent in the speech of our informants. Instead, when the two participating languages to CS are largely identical or share similar abstract structures as is the case for MSA and AA, the analysis shows that the morpheme order principle and the system morpheme principle do not work effectively. Thus, differences in terms of grammatical typologies appear to play an influential role in shaping CS patterns and motivate internal morphological restructuring of the language involved in code-alternations.          
5. Potential problematic cases to the MLF and its supportive models 
Many criticisms have been made against Myers-Scotton’s models on the basis of data observed in different language pairs involved in code-switching. One of the major shortcomings of the MLF model discussed in the literature is the inadequacy of the notion of the CP as a unit of analysis. Reducing the matrix language to a property of a CP restricts the constraints on code-switching into purely structural limitations and therefore ignores other determining factors in shaping code-switched sentence patterns, be they socio-linguistic or psycho-linguistic. Boussofora-Omar claims that “The CP as a structural unit of analysis raises more issues than it solves in identifying the ML, especially in cases where both languages/varieties participating in switching supply system morphemes within the same CP” (2003:35).        

Myers-Scotton has revisited her models continuously; she points out, for instance, that the appearance of the Moroccan clitic((((:((within French-framed CP as a no longer problematic since this morpheme is considered as a bridge late system morpheme under the predictions of the 4-M model. The same remark holds true for AA in which the clitic(((:(( which occurs freely in a French matrix, as in # j’ai ramené le livre(((:((## (I have brought my book). 

Myers-Scotton admits in her revisited versions that EL early system morphemes and bridge late system morphemes can occur in mixed constituents. She introduces the Uniform Structure Principle to account for such cases. This principle states that all constituents should satisfy the well-formedness requirements for the language from which they originate. Hence, the ML system morphemes are preferred in a bilingual CP because they ensure this uniformity of structure. Myers-Scotton adds the notion of ‘sufficient congruence’ to explain the occurrence of EL system morphemes in mixed constituents. That is EL system morphemes can appear in mixed constituents provided that the structures of the languages involved in CS share similar formal properties. The illustrative example concerns the occurrence of a sequence of an AA determiner and French because the French determiner occupies a distribution nearly identical to that of AA: (71) ((((:( l’enseignant est infecte (That teacher is horrible).  
A close observation of AA/Fr code-switching in our corpus shows an asymmetry in the occurrence of the participating languages and hence complies with Myers-Scotton’s criteria for the identification of the matrix language. ML+EL constituents in which AA is the ML and Fr is the EL, occur frequently compared with mixed constituents with Fr as a ML and AA as an EL. Particular constructions are those which consist of an AA noun phrase and a French verb in contrast to Fr verb followed by an AA noun phrase. A remarkable asymmetry is noticed regarding these types of constructions. The former is abundant in the corpus while the occurrence of the latter is very restricted. 
Myers-Scotton presents the MLF model as a universal theoretical device though it is known as a model of morphemes classification. The model relies heavily on criteria distinguishing different content and functional elements embedded within a syntactic frame. No consideration, however, is given to the typological differences of language pairs involved in CS. Hence, this asymmetry is predictable in the MLF, content morphemes occur freely within single utterance with no blocking filter that neither disallows the appearance of French NPs in complement position of AA verbs nor prohibits the insertion of single French verbs in an AA noun+ Fr verbal construction. A similar asymmetry has been observed in other several works. Stolt (1964) has noticed earlier that Latin nominal and verbal constructions can be embedded in German-framed sentences without restrictions whereas German insertions into Latin are very restricted.  
Other shortcomings and inadequacies have been analysed in Boussofora-Omar (2003) when revisiting Arabic diglossic switching in light of the MLF and its sub-models, namely the 4-M and the abstract-level models. She has noticed several problematic cases, mainly problems of word order, sub-categorisation clashes, instances violating the system morpheme principle and the co-occurrence of system morphemes from both varieties of Arabic (Fu((a and Tunisian Arabic) within a single CP and tries to see how the 4-M model handles these cases. Though our main concern in this work is AA/Fr code-switching and Fr/AA code-switched sentences, we try to illustrate these problematic issues from data elicited from context (3) which involves patterns of MSA/AA and AA/ MSA instances of CS. 
Consider the following example: 
(72) (((((((((  ((:(((  (( (((((((( (((((((((((:(
       (I don’t think (he) participated in the congress of the orientalists)
The verbal form (((((((((((( consists of the AA discontinuous affix marking negation (((…(( and the MSA prefix (((( which expresses the 1st person singular imperfective. Both morphemes are attached to the verb stem /(((((/ ‘he thought’ and the sub-categorisation frame is that of AA. The identification of the ML is not clear, the verb /(((((/ can not be considered as an MSA EL system morpheme because it does not satisfy the requirements of sub-categorisation principle. Under the MLF predictions and according to the blocking hypothesis, when EL content morphemes are not congruent with ML morphemes in accordance to the sub-categorisation rules, they are blocked. Both verbs have different sub-categorisation rules: the AA verb subcategorises as a verb followed by a verbal phrase with a finite verb. Conversely, the MSA equivalent calls for a complementizer ((((((-( to which is affixed a criticized pronoun (-(((. So, the formal properties of the above sentence are ambiguous in regard to the MLF restrictions. Both participating languages supply system morphemes and hence the syntactic frame is doubly constructed; MSA provides system morphemes indicating tense, mood and subject agreement markers and the sub-categorisation frame and AA supplies the negation marker. When congruence does not match between elements from ML and EL, two compromise strategies takes place to neutralise these abstract clashes. None of these strategies occurs here to disambiguate the surface realisation of this utterance. 
Another crucial problem challenges the empirical evidence of the MLF predictions, it is the ‘double morphology’. Double morphology is referred to as a single head that “affixes from the ML and the EL marking a feature” (Myers-Scotton, 1993:61). The problem of the double morphology has been widely discussed in the literature (Kamwangamalu (1990): Lingala /Chiluba/French, Crawhall (1990): Shona/English, Bokamba (1998): Lingale/French(. Myers-Scotton (1993b) has given a number of examples from Shona/English code-switched data, mainly double-plural affixes to explain what is meant by double morphology. In the following example in Myers-Scotton (1993b), the noun ‘game’ is affixed with affixes from both ML and EL, (ma( comes from Shone to mark the classic 6 pluralizing prefix and the pluralizing suffix (-s( comes from English.   
(73) dzimwe dzenguwatinenge  tichiita ma-game-s panze 
       (Sometimes we will be doing games outside). 

The double morphology has not been observed in any of the works made on Arabic/French or Fu((a/Colloquial Arabic code-switching. Boussofora-Omar (2003) observed another phenomenon which raises problems to the MLF model, the co occurrence of system morphemes from both varieties signalling different grammatical functions. She has called this ‘dual morphology’ to explain cases like # ((((((((((## where the bound morpheme (((-( is attached to the Fu((a verb stem /(((((/ instead of the free particle (((((((which should precede the verb. Moreover, the discontinuous marker of negation (((…((is attached to this complex form. Hence, the ML is always unclear.  
Other similar potential problematic cases to the predictions of the matrix-languages models are very productive in our corpus.  Here is a set of utterances from MSA/AA code-switching and vice versa:  
(74)             
 (I should take (him) only in one case if I found the material that corresponds to it)    
(75)        
       (The administrative papers will pose a problem)
(76)       ( 
 (But  if  the information about that you missed it)

(77) ( chouaîb       
       (Chouaîb came and wrote an article in ‘The Lawyers’ newspaper)
(78)    
 (‘The Lawyers’ newspaper firstly I didn’t find it)

In the present work, we have attempted to test the universality of Myers-Scotton’s matrix-language models (the MLF and it supportive models) by examining the grammatical aspects of some instances of CS between two topologically divergent languages AA and Fr, respectively. The MLF model claims to predict patterns and surface configurations of CS utterances. It is an insertional model as it assumes that the matrix language constructs the syntactic frame into which elements from the embedded language are slotted. This means that this model is predictive in nature and thereby imposes structural constraints on mixed-codes through a hierarchical framework. The primary distinction between content and system morphemes has undergone substantial changes. The 4-M and the Abstract level models provide grammatical and psycholinguistic insights to explain bilingual speech production.   As opposed to earlier constraint-based approaches, these newly-established models supply explanations with regard to morphemes classification, stressing mainly upon the distinction between content morphemes and early system morphemes, bridges and outsiders at the grammatical component. From a psycholinguistic point of view, a set of cognitive processes determine the differential levels of activation when several types of morphemes are put together within a mixed utterance. 
The application of Myers-Scotton’s models on our data led us to conclude that CS is syntactically governed. The data revealed that CS occurrences are regulated by certain hierarchies. Code-alternations consist of small constituents (determiners, nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs and prepositions) and larger constituents (phrases and clauses). Data also revealed that single insertions can be switched more easily than larger constituents. This result corroborates with Treffers-Daller’s (1990) findings which assume that single words are more easily switched than full constituents because there exist dia-systemic rules of conversion to facilitate the incorporation of these particular categories. These adaptation routines do not exist for determiners, prepositions and demonstratives and hence fail to be switched easily.  
Another asymmetry has been noticed when applying the 4-M model on our data, it concerns the status of AA and Fr when involved in CS utterances. AA appears to be more likely the base language which frames the grammar of mixed-codes with inserted elements from Fr. Thus, AA provides system morphemes (inflections, negation markers, affixes expressing tense, mood and aspect) and set word order in the bilingual CPs while Fr supplies content morphemes to be slotted within AA-framed CPs. The directionality of switches appears also to be significant, there are cases where a French element is inserted in some environments and receive specific restrictions in others.   
It has been argued in several structural approaches that switches are permitted only within structures which share similar surface configurations. Counter-examples from our corpus violate such restrictions. Instances of non-equivalent structures of AA and Fr which participate to bilingual utterances are numerous. Myers-Scotton proposes a congruence matching procedure which filters possible from non-possible switches with regard to the equivalence of surface structures. We conclude that mixed-codes can not be explained by differential surface configurations but there is a complex network of language processing that underlies the production of bilingual utterances. Every thing begins at the conceptual level where mental processes build up formal frames and structure merged elements to be reshaped in structurally-governed clauses and sentences.   
The distinction between code-switching and borrowing was subject to many controversies. There are two approaches to consider the relationship between CS and borrowing. Poplack and her associates suggest that single item insertions integrated morpho-syntactically into the rules of the receipt language are instances of borrowing. They propose the nonce-hypothesis in which nonce-borrowings are incorporated into the host system and place single lexical items on a continuum which ranges from established to nonce-borrowings. The second view postulated in Myers-Scotton’s works and other studies considers otherwise both borrowing and code-switching as one single mechanism. We have followed in this research work Myers-Scotton’s interpretations and rejected Poplack et al’s criterion of integration as a distinguishing feature between borrowing and code-switching to avoid structural problems generated by such a separation.  
It does appear that Fr and AA exhibit many structural divergences with different segmental phonological properties and distinct morphological canonical shapes. Despite this wide gulf between these two languages, our informants develop some generalisations about the conversion rules that facilitate the inauguration of French items into AA system. A large number of French items has undergone significant changes to fit into AA system, be they morphological or phonological. Our informants develop these dia-systemic rules through analogy; they form regular patterns about AA/Fr correspondences. 
These conversion routines discussed in the second chapter; reveal two important factors to play an influential role in shaping CS patterns or instances of borrowings. These are intentionality and the degree of proficiency. Proficient bilingual speakers in our recordings tend to use more intra- and inter-sentential code-switching where French constituents follow alternational types of mixing. On the other hand, less proficient individuals resort essentially to AA/Fr intra-sentential CS and borrowing. It does appear also that the speakers’ intentionality seems to be the trigger of either CS or borrowing. The speakers’ consciousness of their linguistic acts reveals that CS or borrowing is socially motivated. Otherwise, the patterns that the utterance takes vary considerably from one speaker to another. Our informants select lexical items among other alternatives at their disposal. They introduce alien phonetic features and morphological structures to their repertoire in accordance to the context of situation, a context which does not pre-exist speech production but a component in continuous reconstruction. They also resort to non-integrated transfers when adopting cultural borrowing and other French prestigious lexical items. But, the motivations behind adaptation/adoption procedures are far from being so clear. It is difficult to attribute each utterance or a single word their functional meaning. We rather guess about the intentional causal mechanisms that underlie such social behaviours. 
Our informants borrow certain elements more easily while other items are very restricted. Thus, we adopt the explanation of hierarchies to describe the borrowability of lone-other language items stipulating that nouns are more easily borrowed, followed by adjectives, prepositions and coordinating conjunctions. These results corroborate Muysken’s (1981) assumptions. Muysken advanced structural principles to explain the hierarchy in borrowings. Single items which form part of a structural paradigm like prepositions, for instance; are less easily borrowed than words which make part of a structural paradigm like nouns. Thus, restrictions on lexical borrowings can be explained by structural principles that ensure the syntagmatic/paradigmatic cohesion in the internal system of the receipt language. Myers-Scotton (1993b) assumes that abstract structures may explain borrowability hierarchies. She suggests that nouns are more borrowed because they are thematic role-receivers and claims that their insertion within another language-framed sentence does not disrupt the predicate-argument structure and therefore no violation of ML restrictions will be attested. The analysis of our corpus led us to conclude that the degree of knowledge in French determines the different realisation patterns undertaken in loans. Our informants are not only conscious of the regular generalisations about conversion rules but take into consideration other parameters. The inauguration of French single items passes through a comparison stage where old and new forms are in competition. Our informants select among competing items the most appropriate to the situation to be entrenched in AA system.    
Several important issues can be raised in relation to the psycholinguistic aspects of code-alternations. An interesting explanation of sentence planning in bilingual speech production is provided in Myers-Scotton’s Abstract level model. The idea is that a preverbal message activating intentions underlies sentence patterning of various linguistic constituents of different sizes at different levels. The construction of larger mixed constituents occurs at the lemma level where speakers’ intentions activate semantic and pragmatic bundles. These units of thought are put together to form coherent mixed constituents to receive morphological realisation patterns at the formulator level. The selected elements to be combined in larger constituents are checked before for congruency matching. Elements from the two languages involved in CS are checked for congruency. Various system and content morphemes co-occur at the conceptual level after the activation process takes place. These co-occurrent variables may display different realisation patterns when the two languages are typologically divergent. Regardless these divergences mixed constituents are formed.      At this intermediary stage, syntactic constituency and morphological realisation patterns may be checked for compatibility between the two participating languages to CS. Moreover, mixed sentence production involves structural filters which block ill-formed constituents to be realised at the surface structure.   
Myers-Scotton’s models adopted in this research work undoubtedly provide insightful account about the functioning of bilingual speech but several problematic issues have been raised in many studies to draw the shortcomings of the MLF and its sub-models. The fundamental problem is related to the identification of the matrix language and the criteria used for its definition. From a purely linguistic level, the MLF model is insertional in which the ML is considered as a theoretical construct that provides the grammatical frame in the bilingual CP. This definition fails to restrict the roles attributed to the ML, sometimes two languages are the source of system morphemes and consequently structural clashes occur. At the Psycho-linguistic level, the ML is supposed to be the more activated at the conceptual level. The transition from an activated code into a grammatical structure which frames the mixed speech is, however; not so clear. How can we explain the relation between a code that is more activated and sentence planning? This question and other problematic issues related to the organisation of the mental lexicon and its translation into well-formed syntactic constructions remain unexplored in Myers-Scotton’s models. At the social level, the ML is said to be ‘the unmarked choice’ in any interaction. Again, the same problem appears as to what link is established between bilingual language processing and the markedness of the preferred code of interaction. As noted in this work, the notion of ML is ambiguous and needs further investigations. 

The overall conclusion to be drawn from the present work is that a comprehensive framework of bilingual speech should take into consideration language topologies, discursive markers, social factors and pragmatic mechanisms to better understand and describe the multi-faceted nature of language processing. The complexity of issues related to cognitive operations at work when two codes are intermingled within the same utterance reveals the necessity of multi-disciplinary inquiries in CS studies. 

The analysis of our data bears implications for other empirical applications. An interesting field of research would be the study of composite code-switching where trilingual codes are put into contact, namely MSA, AA and Fr. Myers-Scotton’s models may provide effective accounts of what happens in the mind of the trilingual speakers engaged in interactive conversations.    
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� The concept of ‘ecolinguistic structure’ has been invoked to describe instances of language change. It is used in the same sense as in Cadora (1992) who suggests that the radical linguistic changes that mark the spoken varieties of Arabic are roughly paralleled by changes in the ecolinguistic structures (bedouin, rural and urban). He points out that several factors exist to bring about noticeable changes in the Arabic language like permanent water sources, draught and natural disasters.  





� Weinreich uses the term ’switching codes’ to describe bilinguals’ social behaviour. But, it is of considerable interest to mention that the notion of switching codes appears to have been borrowed from information theory. Weinreich refers to R.M. Fano (1950) when he defines switching codes as a mechanism by which speakers alternate different representations of phonemes in order to identify accents. In 1954, Hans Vogt suggests the cover term ‘code-switching’ to rub off completely ‘switching codes’ usage in the literature.  


� The types of CS espoused in Poplack& Sankoff are similar in this respect to the types proposed in Myers-Scotton’ MM model (1993). ‘Smooth CS’ is likely similar to’CS itself as the unmarked choice’ and the ‘Flagged CS’ equates ’CS as a marked choice’.   


� The issue of code-switching and borrowing will be discussed in details in chapter two. Many theories have been put forward to offer clear-cut distinguishing criteria adopting diversified methodologies and procedures of analysis.


� The projection principle has been revised by Chomsky who considers the thematic structure as a part of the formal syntactic representation of elements within a sentence. The principle states that: ‘representations at each syntactic level are projected from the lexicon, in that they observe sub-categorisation properties of lexical items’. 


 


� The government principle states that: X governs Y if first node dominating  X also dominates Y, where  X is a major category N, V, A, P and no mixed boundary intervenes between X and Y.  


�Haegeman (1998) proposes that X-bar relations can account for the process of feature checking of the constituents that build up different sentences: to check a feature is to verify if a head contains the same features associated to its specifier and its complement. When lexical items are put together within the same string of speech, feature checking appears to be a prerequisite since lexical or functional heads are loaded with features or simply morpho-syntactic information (number, gender, case and agreement). Hence, a head whatever its nature comprises the necessary features that belong to its specifier and its complement: as put by DiSciullo et al. (1986), the head projects its features within the phrase. 





� The FHC is formulated as follows: ‘The language feature of the complement F-selected by a functional head, like all other relevant features, must match the corresponding feature of the functional head’ (Belazi et al.1994: 228). So, the FHC rules out switches between determiners (quantifiers and numerals) and nouns, switches between complementizers and their clausal complements. 


� ‘The word grammar integrity corollary’ principle has been introduced by Belazi et al. as a corollary to the assumption that words are loaded with morphological and syntactic features. It sates that ‘a word of language X, with grammar Gx, must obey grammar Gx’ (1994:232). 


� By syntactic properties, Mahootian &Santorini (1996) mean a bundle of grammatical features such as, syntactic categories and finiteness. 


� One of the earliest scholars to make reference to the ML is was Wentz (1977) who has called it the ‘language of the sentence’. ML is the language which contains the determiner and the verb. Stridhar&stridhar (1980) reproduce the same idea using other terms ’host /’guest’ languages. They define ML in terms of constituents’ order in the sentence according to the dual structure principle. They also insist on the difference of both languages in terms of internal structure “so long as its placement in the host language obeys the rules of the host language” (1980:412). Meanwhile, Pandit (1986) identifies ML as the ‘governing language’, the language of the verb in the sentence.


� The complement phrase (CP) is the unit of analysis in the MLF model since its first revision (Myers-Scotton &Jake: 1995). A CP is ’the syntactic structure expressing the predicate-argument  structure of a clause, plus additional structures needed  to encode discourse-relevant structure and the logical form of that clause’ (Myers-Scotton&Jake, 2000: 1071). This simply implies that independent or dependant clauses rather than sentences constitute the unit of analysis.


� X° signifies a word level category, be it nominal or verbal. It may be a simple noun (ball), a complex noun (basket-ball), a simple verb (order) or complex like (ordered) or re-ordering. 


� (Cf. Levelt’s speech production model p. 30). 


� (Cf. Production process diagram: lemma activation p. 31). 


� The metaphorical use of code-switching in the clerk-resident exchange alludes to Erving Goffman’s (1981) notions of ‘Front stage’ and ’Back stage‘.  In Goffman’s terminology, the separate use of standard and local dialect in this particular context can be explained as follows:  Bokm(l is associated with front stage behaviour while Ranam(l is loaded with symbolic values such as in-group solidarity and therein triggers islands of back stage within the community administration office.


� The extract is taken from Sanchez (1983), D(nde trabajo tu paapEn el HiltonQué hace ahi?  Es un manager y un bartender.


� Gumperz (1982) notices that CS is often associated with changes in attitudes attached to linguistic forms. These attitudes depend largely on the status assigned to the codes involved : the ‘we code’ expresses a set of attitudes such as ‘personal’, ‘subjective’ or ‘involvement’ in opposition to the ‘they code’ which expresses  ‘objective‘, ‘detached’  and ’distanced attitudes‘. According to this view, the inference to be drawn depends on the sociocultural context couched as Gumperz‘distinction ‘we code’/ ‘they code’. Further, some researchers consider this distinction as a powerful explanatory device that brings into fill the vacuum generated by the notion of ‘contextualization cues’. The drawbacks of such a notion lies in its limited predictions of what exactly interpretations or inferences to be intended from various utterances.


� Grice states in this principle that ’Make your conversational contribution such as is required at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged’ (1989:26).


� The ‘allocation of languages to social domains’ plays an important role in the shaping of Myers-Scotton’s (1993) ‘allocation paradigm’. According to this principle, languages are allocated to specific domains and the linguistic choices by speakers engaged in CS depend on the social situation. 


� Elster (1979) points out that structural constraints operating on the speakers’ opportunity set or simply on linguistic repertoire in Myers-Scotton view determine their linguistic choices, making by this point other constraints rather constant and focusing mainly on the macro-societal factors. Myers-Scotton, however; stresses on rationality as the primary mechanism that directs speakers (perceived as potential actors) to choose the best code regarding their understanding of the costs and benefits information gathered via their calculations in order to optimize their rewards. 


� Brown&Levinson (1987) attempt to explain the salience of interactional power measures in social interactions. To do so, they  assert that all model persons possess positive and negative FACE wants that they exploit  to maintain other model persons’ face when engaged in a social interaction:  ‘Since further, since all model persons are rational actors, it is the mutual interest of the model persons engaged in an interaction to maintain others’  face’ (1987:60). 


� Gafaranga (1997) argues that the participants negotiate a base code or a medium for their exchange talk because they need a scheme of interpretation to make sense to the interaction in which they are involved. The participants conduct are significant, if they deviate to a given social norm without being noticed by other interlocutors; deviance become noticeable as a preference for the same medium talk. 


� This example is identical to what Muysken (2000) calls ’congruent lexicalization’. In this type of    CM, a shared structure (word constituents) can be lexicalized from either language. 


� In Auer’s continuum, the terms proposed do not signify purely categorical phenomena but rather as a blanket terms to cover solely different prototypes of phenomena. Auer suggests a scale from code-alternation which encompasses code-switching and insertion, to mixed code. 





� Paul Hermann (1920:393) proposes a typology of borrowings. He draws a distinction between the borrowing of external forms (actual foreign borrowings) and the borrowing of the internal structure of foreign words. This classification is identical to importation vs. substitution. 





� By pattern, Haugen simply mean a model, ‘largely lexical elements from one language to be reproduced in another and not grammatical patterns’ since the typology he provides relies mainly on single linguistic items.


� Haugen uses the terms ‘diaphones’ and ‘diamorphs’ in relation to what he has named interlingual identification. He points out that “Interlingual identification occurs when speakers equate items in one language with items in another language because of their similarities in shape, distribution or both. When the items involved are phonemes, the identification leads to the phonemes of one language becoming diaphones of phonemes in another, when they are morphemes, the identification makes the phonemes of one language into diamorphs of morphemes in the other. Identifications can be established a priori by linguistic description and unable the linguist to predict certain types of interference, since identification is the necessary but not the sufficient condition of interference. A complete language switch is possible at any lexeme boundary and may embrace only one lexeme, it avoids the necessity of interference, though it may be the initiation of later interference. Language distance is a factor in the promotion or hindrance of interlingual identification…Integration of a diffused item into the new language is a process which is differently accomplished by different speakers, resulting in some vacillation of form” (1956: 67-68).     


� The silent orthographic e in French (le e-muet) in final position is not taken here into consideration since normally it is silent and thus can not have phonetic realisations when French words containg this (e) are borrowed in AA system. 


� There are loans which are constructed via a process of back formation. According to Heath a back formation is a historical process by which certain forms are morphologically derived from initial borrowing. That is once back formation occurs, the original form functions as a marked form. 


� Myers-Scotton argues that not all established borrowings take place because of the absence of equivalences in the recipient language culture and therefore shares Haugen’s idea which states that ‘borrowing always goes beyond the actual needs of language’ (1953: 373).


� The lexical form /(((((/ is the reduced form of the ill-formed French expression non quoi? carrying the meaning  ‘what is your name?. Thus, this form originates as a switch and becomes part of the lone-other language lexis. 


� Nonce borrowing has been inaugurated first by Haugen (1950) and taken up by Sankoff&Poplack later. They define it as ‘incorporation from another language uttered a single time by a single speaker in some reasonably representative corpus’. Sankoff&Meechan also state that ‘Nonce borrowing differs from code-switching in all but its extralinguistic characteristics of recurrence and diffusion’ (1998:173).  


� A lexical entry consists of a lexical item and its morphological properties. These morphological shapes are associated to lemmas in the mental lexicon. Lemmas comprise then all the morpho-syntactic and semantic properties associated to a word form. In monolingual mode, once lemmas are accessed at the formulator level, they activate the corresponding morpho-syntactic information (number, gender, tense …) connected to such items. In bilingual language processing, however; lemmas associate two different abstract lexical structures belonging to two languages. The resulted lexical entry depends on the degree of adaptation of the source language item. It depends on whether phonological representations are mixed solely, whether stems are partially integrated or singly occurring donor language items are adopted.      


� Entrenchment in cognitive theories and frameworks refers to the degree of the speaker’s knowledge about an element, be it a single item, a whole construction or a syntactic frame. 


� Myers-Scotton distinguishes two types of intra-sentential code-switching: classic and composite CS. In classic CS, only one of the participating languages provides the morpho-syntactic structure of bilingual CP as opposed to composite CS in which two languages are the source of the structural frame. Myers-Scotton& Jake define classic CS as “code-switching by speakers proficient enough in all participating varieties that they could engage in monolingual discourse in any of them” (2000:   ). 


 


� ML is identified as the unmarked code and the language which provides more morphemes in bilingual speech. Myers-Scotton defines it as “a label for the abstract morpho-syntactic frame of an utterance” (2002:58). 





� Here is an inventory of the common semantic roles:  


Agent: causer or initiator of events e.g., ((((( (((:((( de bonnes notes (The teacher gave them good marks)                                                  Agent                       theme   


Experiencer: animate entity which perceives a stimulus or registers a particular mental or emotional process or state e.g., sa soeur ((((( ((((  (((:((( (Her sister heard noise yesterday) 


                                  Experiencer           A stimulus 


Recipient: animate entity which receives or acquires something e.g.,


Beneficiary: entity (usually animate) for whose benefit an action is performed e.g.,(((:( (((((((((  un cadeau d’anniversaire (She gave her friend a birthday present). 


   Beneficiary 


Instrument: inanimate entity used by an agent to perform some action e.g., ((:( la clé  (( ((((( ((((:(   (This key does not open the door)                                                       Instrument 


Patient


Theme: entity which undergoes a change of location or possession, or whose location is being specified 


Patient: entity which is acted upon, affected, or created; or of which a state or change of state is predicated


Stimulus: object of perception, cognition, or emotion; entity which is seen, heard, known, remembered, loved, hated, etc.


Location: spatial reference point of the event (the source, goal, and path roles are often considered to be sub-types of location).e.g.,  les voyageurs   ((:((   l’escale ( la turkie ((:((  (( Alger (  


                                                Theme                   path                                                     Source 


(((((((((  (The passengers in Turkey they went from Algiers to the Saudite Arabia). 


Goal 


Source: the origin or beginning point of a motion 


Goal: the destination or end-point of a motion


Path: the trajectory or pathway of a motion accompaniment, entity which accompanies or is associated with the performance of an action 





� According to Myers-Scotton&Jake “Bare forms are EL content morphemes that lack the requisite ML system morpheme that would make the well-formedness in a ML frame. They are often nouns” (2002:21). 


� Myers-Scotton proposes the following implicational hierarchy in which formulaic expressions are on the top of the scale, followed by time and manner expressions. Quantifiers, non-time NPs as VP complements come after, then agent NPs and thematic role and case assigners at the bottom. 


� Wray&Perkins (2000) consider formulaic expressions as a sequence of words or elements which appear to be prefabricated, stored or retrieved as a whole rather than being subject to analysis by the language grammar. 


� Myers-Scotton&Jake (2000) consider lemmas as what mediate between intentions and conceptual-lexical level. This means the predicate-argument structure in which thematic structure is mapped onto grammatical relations. In fact, lemmas expresses the same meaning posited in Levelt (1989) “Lemma are abstract language-specific entries in the mental lexicon which contain all structural information regarding lexical-conceptual structure” 


� Under the X-bar theory, the phrase is understood as a maximal projection. It is represented in a tree XP headed by X, where X stands for any lexical head N, V, P, A or Adv. The specifier is a sister of the node that dominates the Head+complement string. The phrase is schematised as follows: XP(Spec X +´X, ´X (X° + complement. For instance, the phrase veut manger une pomme  (wants to eat an apple) is headed by the lexical head (V) ‘manger’ preceded by a specifier ‘veut’ and requires a complement (NP: une pomme) to complete its meaning, as shown in this representation:








XP


�


Φ (spec)         ´X  (V)


                        �


                  (              X°  (V)        φ (NP)


                              (                    ∆                                           


                                                          


                 


                  Veut      manger         une pomme


                                               


� Possessives in AA take two construction-types, namely synthetic and analytic. Synthetic constructions consist of the juxtaposition of the possessed and the possessor, as in: #(((((((:(( (((:((  (((((( # (the Cadi’s girl is very young). Analytic constructions use genitive exponents to express the relation between the head and its complement, such as (((:(). In analytic constructions, the noun is marked for definiteness by the prefix(((. In synthetic constructions, however, this prefix can not precede the noun it modifies. (eg.  ( ((((  ((:( ((:(( ‘my uncle’s car’). Both constructions may be marked for indefiniteness through the use of the indefinite article /((:(((/, as in: #((:(((         (((((# (a friend of mine). 


� Myers-Scotton considers any single guest-language morpheme inserted within a host-language discourse as an instance of CS, be it assimilated or unassimilated morpho-syntactically but not phonologically.  


� Grossjean defines mode as “a state of activation of the bilingual’s language and language processing mechanisms” (1997: 136)  


� According to Thomason&Kaufman (1988), some languages do not borrow verbs because their inflectional morphology makes assimilation difficult. But, with do-constructions, this problem will be solved. For instance, Mayan can borrow a Spanish infinitive used with a Mayan auxiliary ‘do’. This combination creates a syntactic verb functioning as a lexeme.  Romaine (1998) also notices the same strategy in Punjabi/English CS, the verbs ((((( and (((( ‘to do’ are used in new constructions to form complex verbs, as in: ((((((language learn ((((( (I want to learn my language).


� Jake (1994 :279) divides the class of  pronouns into four distinct categories : 


Discourse emphatic pronouns (me): me, I don’t like it. 


Dummy pronouns (it, there): it seems that she is angry/There is a mistake. 


Indefinite article (a, someone): someone is coming. 


Personal pronoun (I,she…): she can live without him. 


� Arabic expresses possessive pronouns through a process of affixation. Algerian Arabic makes use either of independent pronouns like /((((( / ‘my’ or attaches a pronominal pronoun to the noun as in /(((((-(/ ‘my book’. While independent pronouns are always topical, their corresponding clitics equivalents are not. Here is a list of clitics illustrated with examples:  





�
Pronominal clitics�
Examples�
Significance�
�



Singular pronominal


Clitics �
-(�
/ ((((((/�
‘My book ‘�
�
�
-((�
/ ((((((( /�
‘Your book’�
�
�
-( / -((�
/ (((((( /�
‘His/Her  book’�
�



Plural pronominal 


Clitics 


   �
-((�
/ ((((((( /�
‘Our  book’�
�
�
-(((�
/ (((((((( /�
‘Your book’�
�
�
-(((�
/  (((((((( /�
‘Their book’�
�
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