CODES AND CHOICES

Chapters 2-4 of this book have dealt mainly with the operation of languages at large in
society — with scenarios of multilingualism, the nature and repercussions of language
shift, the impetus for language maintenance, and the making and unmaking of languages
as a result of drastic social change. In this chapter and the next we turn to a more micro
level of enquiry, to look at how speakers choose different language resources in different
circumstances, including not just what are regarded as separate languages but also
varieties within those languages. This leads on in Chapter 6 to considering different
facets of the interaction of speakers and audiences in conversation,

5.1 VARIETIES, CODES AND REPERTOIRES

The foundation of all sociclinguistics is hat speakers have choices when they tafk,
Their choices range from the macro to the micro, from the wholesale choice between

different languages to scarcely distinguishable alternative pronunciations of the same

consonant. A macro choice can be between the Xhosa, Afrikaans or English languages

for a South African. A micro choice can be between a glottal stop and a [t] consonant

in the middle of the English word butter for a Cockney in London. ‘Language choice’
usually refers to the choice between different languages rather than mi i
within languages.

Sociolinguists use the term variety to cover afl kinds of differences within a single
language. A variety is a relatively distinguishable form of a language, often based on
geographical or sociai differences ~ Chilean versus Castilian Spanish, African American
versus Erropean American English. Variety is a less loaded term than ‘dialect, which lay
usage tends to equate with substandard or exotic language forms. Tt also enables us to
encompass concepts such as ‘genres' or registers’ of a language without having to commit
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ourselves to defining them precisely. It remain(si : a serviceable label even though, as we shall
aricties have very porous boundaries.
it La;ifr:_hmguages :’_Z’ggjﬁig{@ within them can be called linguistic codes. The
terg..%;a;;ﬁis» nseful in sociolinguistics because it corrals the w.ho.ie range of language
resources that speakers use, whether these are regarded as distinct languages f(zr as
varieties of a language. In this book I often use ‘code’asa cover *ferm .wh.en -as 80 O ?hA
a generalization applies equally to whole languages or t? var=1etles wx.tl'fm ,languages. &
word is used particularly in the terms code switching’ or ‘code mixing, wherle tm;o or
more languages or varjeties are intertwined (see later in this chapter). Recall al s.‘.o lror.n
the discussion in Chapter 1 that although distinguishing langu.ages from varieties is
useful for some purposes, there is no absoluteness in that distinction. . N
The suite of codes which a speaker is able to draw on makes up t.hm.r _].mgmstlc
repertoire. The term may be used to describe the linguistic range ofan mdl}nduai or ;
small group, but not of larger, more diffuse entities such as a nation or ethnic group,h
the codes are varieties of the same language — such as dialects of Urdu or Japanese - ¢ ?
speaker’s repertoire is said to be ‘monclingnal’ If the codes are two separate languages,
as for Kazakh and Russian in Kazakhstan, the repertoire is bilingual. I three language)s
or mote are involved, such as Mandarin, English and Hokkien in Singapore, the speakir s
repertoire is muttilingual. However, by focusing on the linguistic resources that a speak gr
draws on, the concept of repertoire tends to break down attempts to 'm:ake._ too-ready
tinctions betwee: s, Contemporary sociolinguistics particularly uses the

gistinctions between those cos

idea of repertoire to cover the fluid language mixes used by young‘speakers in e.thn’ically
diverse urban situations and described with terms such as ‘translanguaging and
i2‘,‘metro]ingu:glism’ {Busch 2012).

1
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In some situations the resources may conﬁgﬁi'g in unusual ways, with participants
happily using different languages from each other in the same interaction, In the rural
situation of Misién La Paz in northern Argentina, three indigenous languages are spoken
(Campbell and Grondona 2010), and marriages are typically’ between speakers of
different languages. Each person in a household speaks in their own fanguage, and
everyone understands, but replies in their own (different) language, creating a linguistic
situation that the researchers consider unique,

All languages include a range of varieties, and all normal adult speakers can control

-more than one variety of their language. Among the most striking types of variety are the

so-called ‘mother-in-law’ codes which are a feature of many Australian aboriginal
languages, but are also known in North Americar and African Bantu langunages. In the
Dyirbal language of northern Queensland (see Example 4.3 in previous chapter), the
everyday speech style Guwal is replaced by an_ ‘avoidance’ stvle, Jalnguy, when certain
opposite-sex relatives, especially in-laws, are present. Avoidance speech s used because
the everyday language is regarded as taboo in the presence of those relatives (Dixon
1983}. The avoidance code tends to maintain the phorology and syniax of the everyday
tanguage but uses alternative lexical items.

3.2 THE SPEECH COMMUNITY

You cannot go far in sociolinguistics - or even linguistics itself - without meeting the
notion of ‘speech community, which now becomes important to our discussion. It has
been applied to all scales of human groupings, from an entity as small as a jury or a single
tribal longhouse, to entire major cities and even to all women. Not surprisingly, it has
also been defined by many sociolinguists and in different ways — Exercise 5.2 shows
some of these. The temptation s to jettison a term which has such a broad and
incondlusive range of definitions. Nevertheless, many research articles begin by laying
out their authors’ idea of what a speech community is for their particuiar study. Although
nobody has been able to define it conclusively, it remains a widespread term which socio-
linguistics seems to need. Alternative concepts have also been suggested, particularly
sogial networksandcpmmumty 9f practice, which we deal with in Chapter 8.
* The notion of the speech community goes back at least as far as Leonard Bloomfield,
whose 1933 book Language was the foundational text of American linguistics. The concept
was picked up into sociolinguistics in the 1960s by three of the field’s founders, Hymes,
Gumnperz and Labov. Each had his own inflection on: the concept, reflecting his particular
Yresearch interests - ‘multilingualism for Gumperz, linguistic evaluation and style-shifting
[ for Labov, ways of speaking and communicative competence for Hymes’ as Peter Patrick
lucidly summarizes it in an overview article (2002: 575).

Perhaps the most basic and intractable issue is whether the speech community is
based on social or linguistic criteria - or both. Gumperz's was the original definition and
was largely social (1962). It assumed some cohesion among members as well as a shared
linguistic repertoire, although not a single language. Later he added the linguistic
criterion that the speech community is differentiated from adjacent groupings by its
language usage {Gumperz 1968).
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Hymes (1962) uses the term but initially does ot define it, preferring ‘the speech
ecﬁn{r of a community’ He feaned explicitly towards the speech community being
then exarnines their lingu'i“s"ﬁ*; repertoire. However, elsewhere Hymes implies the speech
community is defined by language-refated criteria (1972).

For Labov, shared lingnistic norms were central (1972b), although his work was based
in a geographically defined area ~ the Lower East Side of New York City. He found that
community members all evaluate linguistic features similarly and behave accordingly in
using them (see my examination of Labov’s New York study in Chepter 7.1).

Tt seemns, then, that for these three scholars, both social and linguistic criteria are needed,
but that generally the social comes first. What is true is that in actual research practice,
sociolingnists tend to start from a social basis, then add lingnistic characteristics. They
identify some grouping - a gang, profession, 'ﬁﬂiagé, chatroo-rnjxeighbourhoed, nation -
and research its linguistic repertoire and behaviour. But in looser discussion about large-
scale language commonalities, they will be more liable to use shared linguistic repertoire
asa criterion for treating something asa speech comrrunity - the francophone community
of Canada, the German-speaking comrrunity in Australia, or even ‘the speech-community
which consists of all English-speaking people’ (Bloomfield 1933: 42), In these cases, the
constituency of people involved is 5o scattered and diverse that most social criteria for
recognizing them as a community would fail (although: see the very broad definition by
Kachru 2001, Exercise 5.2). But overall, Patrick’s summarization seems apt, that the speech
community is ‘a socially-based unit of linguistic analysis’ (2002; 577),

The speech community concept must allow for difference and divergence as well as
for commonality or it becomes inoperable (see the rider in Labov’s 1966 definition). The
knotty question remains of how much difference is tolerable before the boundaries
dissolve {cf. Bolinger’s definition, 1975). A second and linked issue is how different
speech communities relate to each other. Patrick (2002) suggests that there are at least
two kinds of relationships among speech communities:

speech community in its own right, but it also nests within a community definable as
all such gangs in New York, which again is nested within the speech community of
the city as a whole.

* Overlapping, where different speech communities partially cross with each other. In
contemporary London, immigrant youths from 20 or more ethaic backgrounds are
members both of their separate groups of origin and of wider, pan-ethnic networks,
as studies of multicultural English there show (Cheshire et al. 2011).

Unlike many early sociolinguistic concepts, the idea of speech community has not
progressed much since it was proposed. It has been criticized for its indefinability,
deconstructed and set aside on theoretical grounds {e.g, Rampton 2009), but still often
comes back into discussions as a working concept which scholars cannot do without. Tt

has also been challenged on ideological grounds. Labov’s definition of shared norms in
| New York City has been regarded as assuming the existence of agreement between

J/disParately placed social groups. Milroy and Milroy (1992) argue that a model of society
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that takes account of conflict between groups is more appropriate than a consensus
model, Given this level of debate, focus has shifted to alternative concepts that have been
proposed for dealing with the nature of linguistic community. These include the Milroys”
Social Network model {e.g. Lesley Milroy 1987}, and the Community of Practice frame-
work associated in sociolinguistics with Penelope Eckert (e.g. 2000). We return to these
approaches in Chapter 8.

5.3 DIGLOSSIA

The concept of diglossia has to do with the way in which different language codes tend
to be stratified in a society. The term dates from the earliest days of sociclinguistics. It
derived from the French diglossie {itself taken from the Greek for ‘bilingualist’), was
adopted into English by the American Charles Ferguson, and later extended by Joshua
Fishman and Ralph Fasold.

In 1959 Ferguson published an article with the one-word title ‘Diglossia’ It became the
most cited and influential single paper in the history of sociolinguistics. Even older
bibliographies {e.g. Fernindez 1993) show literally thousands of publications that
reference the concept, which has been applied to language situations all over the world.
Central to diglossia is the concept of differential language functions that we first metin
Chapter 3.2 in relation to multilingualism. Ferguson observed that there exist societies
which have two related varicties of a language that are used.in quite different sets of
functions, These varieties and functions can be stratified into ‘Low’ and ‘High' and are in
complementary distribution. The Low variety is used in everyday functions such as at
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horne., in the market and in conversation among"ﬁ@lds. The High language is used in
prestige functions such as education, media and government. The two languages are
clearly related linguistically, but rather distantly.

Classic diglossia
Ferguson offered an extended definitior and four defining cases of diglossia;

s Greek has Demotiki as the Low, everyday, local form, alongside Katharevousa

Classical Greek, which is the High, prestige, universal form. ,

e The Caribbean nation of Haiti has the local Haitian Creole that has grown up there

I;ased tfmrﬂy in French and partly in African languages, alongside standard Europear:
rench.

» In Switzerland there is Schwyzertiitsch, Swiss German, which is a cluster of jocal

dialects. Superposed is the pan-Germanic standard, Hochdeutsch or High German.

e Across the Arab world, varieties of colloguial Arabic are spoken alongside Classical

Arabic. Colloquial Arabic is not itself a single variety but differs greatly from place to
place, e.g. between Jordan and Morecco. Classical Arabic is the language of the Koran
and is constant. Despite differences among varieties of Colloquial Arabic, Celloquial
and Classical Arabic stand everywhere in a constant relation to each other.
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In all four of these cases, the two codes are distinct enough to jeopardize cloglpriﬁer;i(;:;
of one code for a listener who knows only the other. 'i.“hfey tend.te be lailael ed asthe
language but are divergent enough to have charficterlf;txc:s of c.hfferent ang}uafels). et

Ferguson laid out characteristics he saw in diglossic situations (Exam}; }: L k;_n 1
language has overt prestige, it is openly regarded as the good 1a1nguage. ‘_éeommugr'luTtis
may be regarded — including by its own speakers - a8 2 _19_§§¢¥,,.%n2i,1u%ge- .
may even deny the existence of the L language. In some arcas H has 4 more St
grammarﬁr‘.h'zrazl L. It has a literary heritage of classically established wor! hvlv 1(c) orm o
cultural deposit and serve as standard-setters for .the Iangu.ag'e asa wl ;) e.ArabiC e
epitome of the literary heritage is the society’s primary religions te)rt.b.xé : efﬂ;mer
standard is the Koran itself. In German th:):l star;c;zzd was the Lutherbibel, 1

i s original translation of the Bible . S

ME’EI{E: I;tﬁl‘:;uzzf lrl;l!ossesses codifying prescriptive texts. such as d1c}tlu1)nanes ;11112
grammats. The L language may not have these, or may acguire them m{lc a;er,f:ence
spelling may not be stable. Thus in Switzerland there may be a full slate of re

worlss for High German, but relatively little en Schwyzertﬁtsch.' And whereas chi{lidren
grow up naturally with L and learn it as their mother tongue, His generally learne afb a
subject through school. It is superposed and often external, s home base may be
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geographically outside the society itself (e.g. in Frace not Haiti) or be identified with an
earlier historical period (e.g. classical Greece). Diglossia may also be stable over a very
long period. In Switzerland, Hochdeutsch and Schwyzertiitsch have co-existed in a
diglossic relationship for centuries - although in the period since Ferguson’s article,
Schwyzertiitsch has made inroads into prestige domains. N

Fishman and Fasold extend diglossia

In the 1960s, Fishman brought together diglossia with his own sociology-of-language
concepts, He noted (1967) that the stratifying of the H and L functions alse occurs in
societies where uarelated languages co-exist. That is, languages which aze linguistically
quite unrelated may still be in a socially diglossic relationship of H and L to each other.
One of his examples was_Spanish and Guaran{ in Paraguay. These undoubtedly stratify
socially in a High/Low reletionship, althougl: one is a native South American language
and the other European. Fishman therefore argued for extension of the concept of
diglossia to bilingual situations where any two languages are stratified.

Later stili the American sociolinguist Ralph Fasold {1984) applied the term to the
stratification that also occurs within single languages. Even when the linguistic codes

involved are closely similar varieties of the same language, there may be a diglossic.-

High-Low relationship between them. A typical example is that of a standard version of
many of the major European languages as used in public speaking, alongside the ver-
nacular variety used in conversation. Fasold therefore proposed extending the concept

" of diglossia yet again to include all situations where language codes stratify socially,

regardless of the linguistic relationship between the codes. Thus repertaires which are
monolingnal (Fasold), bilingual (Fishman) or somewhere in between (Ferguson) could
all be labelled diglossic if they fit the stratifying criteria, forming a continuum ke this:

Monolingual styles Classic diglossia Bilingual switching
Fasold Ferguson Fishrman

My view of these extensions is that, while I agree on the commonalities across the three
cases, it makes for an unhelpful dilution of Ferguson’s originally much more sharp and
specific concept. I prefer to reserve the label ‘diglossia’ for the classic in-between lan-

| guage situation that Ferguson defined, Where parallel processes are evident in fully
| monolingual or bilingual situations, T would refer to those as ‘in a diglossic relationship’

rather than actual ‘diglossia

Diglossia: caveats and critiques

Diglossia has been a very productive concept for sociolinguistics. Ferguson’s original

article is full of lucid and insightful generalizations and has been republished
many times {(e.g. in Coupland and Jaworski 2009z, volume 4). However, both the

ct

betl's s Fone
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i i i initi icaft i ious issues and have
concept of diglossia, and its definition and application, raise serio

been challenged:

Scholars who are specialists in the four defining cases have questifmed ffe?rguson’s
characterizations of them (e.g. Kaye 1972 asked how stable Arabic diglossia is}. .
The sitaations in the four cases have changed over time (which Ferguson assum.ed). His
description is now mere than 50 years old and may no longe'r a.pply (sete Exercise 5.:4)‘
Much more basically, the dichotorizing involved in diglassiais ques_ﬂonable {Dorian
2002). Sociolinguistic situations are scarcely ever clear-cut in this way; and the 1_ab;1-
ling invelved in diglossia implies w0 static and monolithic a situation to suit the
on-the-ground reatity.

o The model presents the ‘High/Low’ terminology as a very unconte
commensense view, but the labels are not neutral (Exercise 5.5} o
Overall the description of diglossia reflects an crientation i0 these socml.n.lgmstlc
situations which reflects and serves the status quo {Williams 1992}. The siting z{nd
valuing of the language codes is uncoupied from the social pc?s'mon and evaluation
of their speakers, which treats a very palitical situation as apolitical.

stable,

These are real and principled objections mof'a kind which are addressed in some of

the attached exercises and which we will return to later in discussing language ideologies
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{Chapter 10). Despite the problems, I myself fnd that iglossia’ captures a_ basic
sociolinguistic generalization about a near-universal relationship between linguistic
codes in societies. However, we need to be constantly aware of and question the social
and political positioning and power that underlie such a situation, and not just adopt
descriptive phrasings that endorse linguistic inequities. -

Diglossia contirues to be frequently referenced and forms the basis of some
sociolinguistic work in the twenty-first century (e.g. Snow 2010}, but probably less than
formerly. In origin it was a very structuralist/functionalist concept, in accordance with
American social science of its time, and is less congenial to the fluidity of postmodern
approaches. The issues of language choice which the concepts of repertoires, domains
and diglossia seek to address underlie most of the matter in the rest of this chapter — and
indeed in later chapters in the book. Understanding the social embedding and signifi-
cance of language choices is arguably the key question in sociolinguistics, and we will
address it in a number of ways as the book develops, including in relation to the concept
of ‘style’ (Chapter 11) which overfaps with Fasold’s monclingual digiossia.

5.4 CODE SWITCHING

Code switching is one of the choices available to bilingual and multilingual speakers. It
occurs when speakers switch backwards and forwards between distinct codes in their
reperioire, often within the same sentence or utterance. It is a complex and skilful ¢ype
of language choice, and involves the accomplished handling of two or more languages
simultaneously - structurally, psychologically and socially. Code switches often carry a
lot of social meaning, and attempting to interpret and explain them can be a challenge.
Code switching is simultanecusly one of sociolinguistics’ most interesting and most
demanding areas because of the complexity of the linguistic structures it creates, The
challenges begin with radical disagreement over what counts as code switching.
Definitions will often differ even between different authors in the same publication.
Milroy and Muysken {1995: 12) record that a major European research collaboration and
its ensuing publications had to abandon the attempt to find consensus on code switching
terminology. One distinction that many researchers agree on s between inter- and intra-
witching — what occurs between sentences versus within the same sentence.
g inside the one sentence is also sometimes distinguished as ‘code mixing! The

qas;ntiéatii;e sociolinguist Shana Poplack who studied Spanish-English switching in New

sentence tag, like you know in English. A basic issue is what s

taken info account - the sentence, the utterance, the turn, the conversatior
""Much of the research on code switching focuses on the structural linguistics of
switches. One approach comes from the American contact linguist, Carol Myers-
Scotton. The Matrix Language Frame model was put forward in her 1993(a} book
Duelling Languages, and developed in later publications particularly with Janice Jake
(e.g. 2009). Myers-Scotton’s main contention is that in code switching, one or other
language will always be dominant. This is called the ‘Matrix Language, and it sets the
structural frame of a code-switched sentence: the order of elements will be that of the
matrix language, which also provides all the necessary structural material. The other
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language is the ‘Embedded Language, which provides only-content material, Although
widely used, the Matrix Language Frame model has recewed. many challenges from
other scholars (e.g. Auer 2007). They point out that the matrix }anguage.ca.m change
from sentence to sentence, and it may not be easy to decidc‘j{\r_}_}_i_ghﬂlgpﬁgqgg_g_{pm{ag’g};}g
matrix or how all morphemes should be classified, Example 5.2 shows a sentence w1fh
four code switches, drawn from Myers-Scottons extensive Swahili—Engiish research in
Kenya. Extended switching among several languages simultanecusly is by no means
unusual, as shown for example by Migge’s research (2007) on the languages of the

rainforest of Suriname and Guyane in the north of South America.

5.5 THE SOCIOLINGUISTICS OF CODE
SWITCHING

Code switching is often socially meaningful, and mary sociclinguists have exar:.ﬁned how
this worles. Tt also triggers strong reactions from audiences. MH‘J@.I&_}%@Q‘E&!%&@Ed by
popular opinion from inside as well as outside the speech co.mmu.mtses wl.lere %t occurs,
and is often regarded as a corrupted semi-language. This gives rise to pe]orz.ttwe 1a.bels
such as Spanglish (or Espanglés), Franglais or ¢ Chinglish, which represent var'10u.s mz.xes
of other languages with English, However, the research sh0w§ that coqe switching is a
routine behaviour in all bilingual and multilingual communities. Exercise 5.§ sh?ws an
extended passage of switching whose topic, ironically, is the practice of switching itself.
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Here is a Panjabi~English
code switching:

I rmean Pm guilty in that sense'ke ziadd- wsi English i boide: fer ode nal sef b
twhadi jeri zeban & na? Odec har ik senténce ic je do fin Eniglish: de word fopd
I think that's wrong. | mean, ma kPad &aha me ke, na; jodc Panjabi bolda & pre
bola wsi mix karde réne &.| mean; unconsciously; sub-consciotsly, keri |

English words in' edch sentence ... biit | think that's wrong. T ma;
fo_speai pure Panjapt wheriever |"speak’:Panjabi. We'kéép m
sciously, subconsciousty, we keep daing it you kriow, But | wish; you: kno
speak pure Panjabi.

1 Inthe passage identify the three kinds of code swit
et e

» inter-sentential (at sentence of.clause Doun
e intra-senfential (within the senterice).
» tag switching (such as fmean):’

attitudes he expresses. Evaluats then
3 Consider the speaker’s expressed attitudes to tode 5w
amount he uses in the excerpt itself 5

Gumperz: interactional code switching

The way code switches operate in conversation was a focus of the American anthropo-
logical linguist John Gumperz, one of the founding figures of sociolinguistics. Gumperz
was the originator of ‘interactional sociolinguistics, which we will deal with in more
detail in Chapter 6.6, He studied bilingual situations in places as diverse as India, Austria,
Norway and California, summarizing mauch of his work in a 1982 book. His interest was
in the operation of switches in the flow of conversation regardless of whether the codes
involved were distinct languages or rel the same language,
Gumperz noted that the conversational code switches he observed occurred in
interactions that were as fluent and unitary as monolingual exchanges — except that they
involved two languages not ene. The switches might be salient to outsiders or to linguists,
but the participants scarcely noticed them, being immersed in the meaning of the
communjcation not its linguistic form. Seeking to identify the interactional triggers for
switching. Gumperz (1982a) found that they include:

¢ introducing direct quotation or reported speech
» picking out a specific addressee
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s interjections
e reiterations
o qualifying messages.

Take this English/Hindi switch by a bilingual university student in Delhi:

T went to Agra, to maine apne bhaiko bola ki, if you come fo Delhi you must

(then [ said to my brother that) buy some lunch
(Gumperz 1982a: 76)

The switch introduces a quotation — a common use, GUmMperz found. A message in one
code may also be repeated or modified in the other, to dlarify or amplify or en?pham.ze
what has been said. This switch involves a repetition by a Chicano professional in
California who generally speaks Spanish at home and English elsewhere:

T got to thinking vacilando el punto ese  you know? T got to thinking well this and

{(mulling over that point) that reason.
{Gumperz 1982a: 78)

Gumperz suggested that in bilingual situations there tends tobea we-code and a they-code
- one of the languages will generally be associated with the minority ingrou

and the other with the outgroup, that is the wider society (similarly to diglossia). To inves-
Ei—g.ewtjté what code switches mean in their speech community, Gumperz played ba‘.:k r.ecord-
ings of switches and asked members to interpret them. Listeners reported that flipping the
order of the languages in a code switch could make a difference because of the they/we-
code reversal, A Puerto Rican mother was heard calling to her child ina New York street:

Ven acd. Ven acd. Come here, you-

{Come here. Come here.)
(Gumperz 1982a: 92)

The listeners interpreted the switch to the they-code, English, as a wazning to the child.
But when the order was reversed and English came first followed by the we-code,

Spanish, it sounded like an appeal:
Come here. Come here, Ven acd.

One of Gumperz’s most fruitful insights was the distinction between _si‘[_ua_tjgngl“qx%gl
metaphorical code switching, based on research in the settlement of Hemnesberget in
northern Norway (Blom and Gumiperz 1972). In situational switching, there is a regular
association between language and social situation, and the switch lasts as long as t}}e
situation lasts. The researchers observed that the entry of outsiders to a local group in.
Hemnesberget triggered switches from Ranamdl, the dialect, to standard speech,
Bokmal. A move from business io personal subjects also caused a switch from standard
ta dialect. These sitnational switches reflect accepted norms of what is appropriate
or topics, Metaphorical switches trade on such

language choice for certain aud

CODES AND CHOICES 117

regular associations, actively using language to inject the flavour of one setting into
another, alien context. So in an otherwise standard language conversation, local forms
were introduced to provide anecdotal celowr. Conversely, standard forms surfaced asa
claim to intellectual authority during a conversation conducted in dialect. Gumperz’s
situationai/metaphorical distinction has been widely applied in the study of sociolinguistic

style, which we lock at more closely in Chapter 11.

Myers-Scotton: the Markedness Model

Myers-Scotton has developed an approach to the social operation of code switching
which has parallels to Gumperzs, Her Markedness Model ~ detailed especially in her
1993(b) book Secial Motivations for Codeswitching — classifies switches into either marked
or unmarked choices. Unmarked choices are the default choices that tend to be expected,
usual or frequent. They contrast with the ‘marked” choices, which are more unexpected,
unusual or rare, Markedness can be hard to tie down and assign, but the concept does
capture something important about the social significance of language choices.

The Markedness Model maintains that many interactions carry the expectation of
certain ‘rights and obligations’ which mean that one of the code choices is unmarked.
Other choices in the situation are more marked because they do not meet those rights
and obligations. Many of Myers-Scotton’s examples (1988, 1993b) come from trilingual
exchanges in Kenya, where English, the national lingua franca Swahili and various local
languages interact. Swahili would normally be the unmarked choice for addressing
another, apparently local African. If the person turns out to be from the same cthnic
group, then the shared ethnic language is expected. But if the setting is a white-collar
office in the capital, Nairobi, the unmarked choice is English. Note the similarity again
to the approach through domains and diglossia.

based on their own interactio

onal goals, the social situations they are in, and the wider
sodiolinguistic ecology surrounding them. Markedness works because societies have
norms which - although they do not control the speaker’s choices — frame the interactional
and social consequences of those choices. All choices indicate a particular interpersonal
balance between the participants, Marked switches usually redefine the identity of a
speaker and her social distance from the addressee. They may, for example, exclude
outsiders from an ingroup by switching to a language the outsiders do not understand.

As well as its similarity to Blom and Gumperz’s situational/metaphorical distinction,
the Markedness Model parallels other theories of sociolinguistic styling that we shall
deal with in Chapter 11.3. Myers-Scotton argues that there are situations where code
switching itself can operate as the unmarked choice. In these cases continuing code
switching is the norm, with no specific social meaning adhering to the individual
switches. It is the interplay of two languages that indicates the speakers acknowledge
affiliations to, for exampie, both national and local identities. So young men in Harare,
the capital of Zimbabwe, may keep on switching between English and Shona, the national
language, because they want to affiliate with the prestige of English as well as the indigen-
ous value of Shona (Myers-Scotten 1993b: 123).
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Auer: code switching as practice

ow code switching is embedded in the flow of bilingual interac-

Gumperz's focus on h o b schots prete

tion, and what it means to community members, has been picked uj by
n analyst, Peter Auer. Conversation Analysis is an app.mach Fo
gual) conversation that T will not have space t.o discuss in
ce to say that it focuses on the orderly minutiae of every-
day conversations through close analysis of, for example, hovs," t.urns are t;ken.. -

Auer's original research was conducted with a group of bilingual Italian mfl}@g"ﬁl- ‘
children in the German city of Konstanz on Lake Geneva. Example ?.3 comes from o is
study. Aver found tha eir_leagggge_.__a_kts:z%tis?p_am,r,e.,in_..t.er_-_ssnt.ezlt.lai - between ra tﬂ;
than within sentences — and proposed a four-part classification of how they operate
(Auer 1988), which I diagram like this:

the German gonversatio
the study of {usually monolin
its own right in this book, Suifi

Transfer Code switch

X
X

Participant related
Discourse related

sfers (which were mostly lexical} or code switches.

First, the alternations were either tran ¢ : .
Transfers tended o be followed by a refurn fo the previous language, while swiiches
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usually stayed with tle new language choice. For thede students, German was dominant.
Almost all the code switches were from Italian to German, and the transfers inserted
German words into Ealian discousse, Secondly, the basis of the alternations was either
participant related (e.g. due to a speaker’s language preference or capability) or discourse
related, that is signalling what the speaker is doing in the interaction such as changing
the topic. Code switching is therefore what Guimnperz called a ‘contextualization cue’
{1982a: 131} - one of the means by which speakers signal, and listeners interpret, their
interaction and its content.

The conversational take on code switching proceeds from radically different
assumptions than structural approaches such as Myers-Scotton’s Matrix Language Frame
model, It takes bilingualism to be not a capability but a behaviour, and being bilingual as
something that speakers do rather than are (Auer 1988). The unit to be analysed is the
discourse itself, and code switches can be understood only in the light of the choices that
have preceded and followed. This has the advantage of emphasizing that in code switch-
ing cne choice leads to another.

Auer questions whether bilingual conversation can be reduced to ‘two-sided mono-
linguat talk’ {2007: 321), partly because of the difficulty of telling where one language
stops and the other starts in mixed discourse. What is more, speakers can intentionally
use the ambignity of an item from related languages to trigger a switch. This example
from Kathryn Woolard (1999) presents the standard opening gambit used by the Catalan
comedian Eagenio in the 1980s, a period when the choice between Spanish and Catafan
was particularly salient: ’

el saben aquel ...
him know this-one ...
‘do you know this one ...

The first word is Catalan and the third is Castilian Spanish, but saber ‘know’ is either —
or both. Woolard describes saben as ‘bivalent - that is, belonging to both codes. Its
hybridity is the source of the humour and makes it impossible to pin down precisely
where the transition 1 the tworlar{g_-_i_l_ ! m:curs “Woolard's later work looks at
whole texts that are bivalent: they could be read as either Spanish or Latin, intentionally
composed as a strategy for enhancing the standing of Spanish from the sixteenth century
(Woolard and Genovese 2007). Recall Heller's stress (in Chapter 2) on the fluidity of

languages and their boundaries.

5.6 THE CASE OF OBERWART

Susan Gal’s study of the bilingual community of Oberwart is one of the classics
of research into individual and community code choice. The American anthropologi-
cal lingnist conducted her doctoral research in this town on the Austria~Hungary
political border in the 1970s. It also lies on the German-Hungarian language
border and has been bilingual for centuries. The name is the German translation
of the Hungarian Felsifr, meaning ‘upper sentry. It shified politically between
Austria and Hungary as state boundaries changed but has remained part of Austria
since 1921,
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‘Peasant men can't get wives’

Since the Second World War Oberwart has received many German-speaking immi-
grants and undergone expansion, urbanization and industrialization, in a pattern typical
of post-war Europe. This has turned it from a rural, farming-focused community into a
more city-like environment. Gals study (published 1979) offers a rich and winsome
characterization of the social traiis of the town and its peoples, telling a story of social
division that is manifested in history, architecture, urban planning, lifestyles - and lan-
guage. Although the bilinguals of Oberwart control a range of styles in both their lan-
guages, and use this range for varicus social functions, their main linguistic cheice is
between their two languages: ‘The choice between languages is more salient linguistically
and more important socially than style differences within each language’ (Gal 1979: 97).
In i%

crwart, Hungarian symbolizes peasant status and is deprecated because
peasant status itself is no longer respected. Gal characterizes the label ‘p'eas:mt'_vé;s_ a
‘native cultural category’ — it is a label that the people use to describe themselves or oth-
ers, Bauer in German, Young pegple want the newly available status of being employed
workers, not peasants, and the world o speaks German, For this reason, German
carries more prestige than Fungarian - “you car’t go far without German' is a frequent
local saying that applies geographically and socioeconomically. In diglossic terms,
German is the H language and Hungarian the L. One consequence of the growing social
and linguistic divide is, in the lucid titie of a 1978 article by Gal, ‘Peasant men can't get
wives! The young women of Oberwart do not want to ‘shovel cow manure, and this
affects their marriage decisions. Another consequence is that children of a marriage

1 / between a monokingual German and a bilingual learn enly German, not Hungarian.

Language choice in Oberwart-Felsdor

In this context the choice between the two languages is socially meaningful. Table 5.1

shows the choices that Gal observed for 14 individual bilingual women (in the rows) in
their interactions with 11 classes of interlocutors (columns) - in her 1978 article, Gal
concentrated particularly on women and their role in the language shift. The table is an
implicational scale, a technique not much used nowadays but which in skilled hands
such as Gal’s offers an enlightening way of displaying individua} sociolinguistic behav-
jour on a continuum (1979: 19). Each celt represents one set of speaker x interlocutor
relationships and the language choice favoured for them. For example, the cell where
row 12 intersects with column ¢ represents the language choice of a 64-year-old woman
when talking to her children - in Hungarian. ‘Implicational’ means that the occurrence
of the languages in the cells is expected to pattern so that if H {Hungarian), for example,
oceurs in a particular cell, alt cells below and to the left of that will also have H (as hap-
pens for the cell at row 12 % column 9). And if G (German) occurs in a cell, all the cells
abave and to the right should also show G {as for row 2 x column 5). As a result, one
corner of the table will have only Hungarian (here, the botiom left) and the opposite
corner only German (top right). If the scale were perfect, the Gs and the Hs would meet
in between. Both might eccur in the same cells where they meet, but in a perfect scale
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. , . . y
Table '.-?v.l Women's choice of German or Hungarian whefi speaking te different interlocutors
according to researcher’s observation o ,

Speaker Interlocutors
No. Age 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 -8 9 10 11
1 25 H BG HG G G G G G G -
2 15 I HG HG G G G -
3 23 - H HG HG - HG G HG -
4 27 - H HG G - -
5 39 H HG - HG G G G -
6 52 H H - HG HG - - HG G - G
7 17 H H HG - HG - -
8 59 H H H H B H H HG - HG
9 43 H H - - - HG HG -~
10 54 H H H H H - H HG - -
11 63 H H H H H H - HG
12 64 H H - - H H H
13 66 H H H - H _ HG
14 71 H H H H : HG
Interlocutors
1 God 7 salespeople

2 grandparents and their generation 8 spouse
3 black market clients
4 parents and their generation

9 children and their generation
10 government officials

5 peers 11 grandchildren and their
6 siblings generation
Notes:

Empty cells=no data, not applicable
Dash - =not enough data
Source: Adapted from Gal (1979), table 4.1

they would never cross over. The scale is ordered to produce the best fit, that is with the
le.ast number of crossover cells showing an H in G territory’ (as in row 3 x column 9) or
vice versa. The number of cells that are out of order tells how good the fit is. In Table 5.1
the fit is good, with only three deviant cells (empty cells do not count). ‘ -

Looking at the ages shown in the table, notice that the scaling has produced an
approximate ordering from younger to older speakers from top to bottom. And the
f)rder across the page for interlocutors who are relatives is cleanly from the oldest
interlocutors on the left (column 2) to youngest on the right (11). The speakers are
arranged this way to produce the most consistent pattern of Gs and Hs, n cth
QQ@SQQ{ their age. This means that the age orde.ri.ng d]splayedm the table is actuall z
finding from ata not a prior decision. That is, the table gives the evidence that i'}lr)e
younger you are, the more German you are likely to use. And the younger your addressee
is, the more German is likely to be used to them — and vice versa for Hungarian

As well as the age paitern, there is also a gradient from left to right across ti’lE table
from more intimate contexts to more public ones. This horizontal ordering can be
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reduced, Gal writes (1979: 126}, to a single association - that of ‘urban’ or ‘Austrian,
age. Gal’s

as opposed to_peasant/Hungarian - although this correlates closely with age. GGa
with language

conclasion - and one that we will have reason to return to when we d
style in Chapter 11 - is that ‘only the identity of the participants determines language

choice’ (1979: 120). In many sociolingnistic situations, such as this, who is the speaker

and who the addressee is the overwhelmingly important factor in code choice.

o an issue whether Oberwart represents a case of diglossia (see Exercise 5.7). In

terms of its social standing, Hungarian has many of the characteristics of a High
language - dictionaries, grammars, literature, etc. (Ga} addresses the sociopolitics of
Hungarian in later work, Gal and Woolard 2001). Within Hungary, it operates as an H
Janguage to minority languages which are Ls. Can it simultaneously be an I, language to
German as “H in Oberwart? The situation reminds us that the social positioning of
Janguages is not immutable across space or time. The same Janguage may be regarded as
presiigious in one > place and denigrated in another. In Mexico, Spanish is the H language
to Mayan languages as L; while next door in the United States, Spanish becomes the L
language to English as H.

The social valuing of languages can differ over lime as well as between places.
The use of Hungarian in church (interlocutor 1) remains as a reminder of the former
sociolinguistic norms of this society. Until after the First World War, Oberwart was
part of Hungary, and Hungarian rather than German was the national language.

Itisals
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It oPerated as the superposed language in education, bureaucracy, media and church
uatil 1921 (Ga]_ 1979: 161), when the area was transferred to Austria, and German
b}t:ca;me the national language. The religious standing of Hungarian is the residue of
the language’s former prestige. Chapter 10 will focu language ideologies,
. ) estige, s on such language ideologi
including Gal’s Jater work. - e HRoowe

Finally, Gal notes that in this speech community, code switching is rare (1979: 118}, in
c01.1tra.st to the extreme level of switching shown in Exercise 5.6, for instance. Code
switching is not rife in all bilingual situations.

5.7 RESEARCH ACTIVITY
OBSERVATION VERSUS SELF-REPORT

The standard method of gathering langnage choice information in the sociological and
social psychological traditions is, as we saw in Chapter 2, the survey questionnaire. The
.data in Table 5.1 however, are the resuli of Gal’s observation of pecple’s language cl:loice
in Oberwart. This involved a year spent living in the community, for example sitting in
farm kitchens noting the language behavicurs that were going on. Her long-term
involvement with the community enabled this and is typical of an anthropological
research approach, as we shall see in the next chapter. However, in the middle of that
year of participant observation, Gal also conducted a survey with these same people,

are shown in Table 5.2.

Table 5..2 Women’s choice of German or Hungarian when speaking to different interlocutors,
according to self-reported questionnaire

Speaker Interloeutors
No. Age I 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 6 11

1 25 H HG HG HG G G G G G G

2 15 H HG G G G G G

3 23 H H H HG H G HG G

4 27 H H HG G G G G

5 39 H H H HG HG G G G

6 52 H H H HG H H HG G G G

7 17 H H H HG G G G

g 59 H H H H H H H H H H

9 43 H H HG  HG G HG HG G
10 54 H H H H H H H H H H
11 63 H H H H H H H H H HG
12 64 H H H H H H H H H H
13 a6 H H H H H H H H H HG
14 71 H H H H H H H H H H

Source: Adapted from Gal (1979), table 4.3
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Gal’s use of both these methods offers the opportunity for a rare research activity. We
can ‘triangulate’ the two approaches, that is, compare findings about the same issue
gathered by different means. We focus here on identifying and understanding any
differences between the results of direct observation and of self-report. Gal does not
rmake this comparison herself, but T have extracted from her tables those 14 speakers who
could be clearly identified in both (by means of their unigue age). Although self-report
is the main source of language choice information, researchers know that as a method it
must be handled with care a ervation. Recall Figure 3.1: this showed a steep rise in
Maiori fluency in a short time, which interpreted as representing increased motivation
to report fluency more than an increase in fluency itself. The comparison in Oberwart
enables us to calibrate self-report against what the researcher has actually observed.

“The most obvious difference between the two tables shows up ata glance: the self-report
table has many more filled cells than the observation table. You can count them and cal-
culate the number of cells that are filled in each table out of the maximum possible total
of 154 cells (14 speakers x 11 interlocutors). The reason for the difference is also obvious
but worth making explicit: whereas you can ask informants about what they do in any
situation, you are unlikely to be able to observe everyone in all situations. Thus, Gal did
not observe all 14 speakers in church, but all of them reported on their chuerch usage.
There are also some kinds of situations {e.g. with government officials or black market
clients) which will routinely occur behind closed doors. Other situations may no longer
be observable — a rescarcher can ask someone how they used to talk to their grand-
parents when they were alive, but cannot observe that for herself. The coverage of
the questionnaire was therefore much more complete than was obseryation.

The key question to ask about the two sets of findings now is this:

e Are there differences between the information Gal obtained about language choice
through direct observation {Table 5.1) compared to the choices speakers reported for
themselves when interviewed {Table 5.2)? If so, what do they mean, and how can
they be explained?

Fxercise 5.8 addresses this overall issue through a number of specific sub-questions,
after working through a method for comparing the two tables.

Ongce the comparison exercise has been completed and your conclusions drawn, we
can close by comparing the pros and cons of observation and self-report. The central
issue between them is a trade-off between time and reliability. It is much quicker o
administer a qu nnaire than it is to sit and observe. We also presume that observa-
tion is more reliable than self-report in the sense that people may offer inaccurate
reports, either because they are unaware of their behaviour or are misleading the
researcher, But remember that observation is itself partial, in both senses of the word - it
is incomplete and represents one observer's viewpoint.

The comparison we have run here shows differences between the two methods - but
more striking is their close fit. About 85 per cent of the cells that are filled in both tables
are the same through both methods. When you factor in the amount of time the two
methods take - a year devoted to the community versus the much shorter and easier
time for doing a survey - it is understandable that researchers tend towards using
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To make & detailed comparison of the two tables Uise Tabla 5.2
basis. ignore cells that aré empty i ohé of that.tablé; mark o
in both tables. Go carsfully along each row.in Table 5.2, marking dny ce
ferant from Table 5.1. For exarnple’ speakér 1% infatlocttor 4 drops jo
in Table 5.2 to G only in 5.1; and speaker 10 % inferidéutor 9 atids G 16 the 8x
H to create an HG cell. Althotigh this' exéreise’ ioks Somplicated; iE s in pré
quite straightforward if not rushed; and cari readily bé dorie in class’t
Groups. R e S v 1.Cle
This comparison should. identify just 12-cells that ar
tables. Look at these differences, and address the following guissiions:

1 Which language was obseérved: more than it: was selfreported? T
many Gs does your comparison between Table 5.2 and 5.1 add; afi
Hs? |s theve a pattern? if so, what do:you:think:is the:explanatic

2 Conversely, which language. was observed:less itwas se
is, how many Gs wete lost in: yotir. comparison; and. how ma
pattern? Explain, - . - i : :

3 Was more or less mixed_—lang'uagg.u ?
does your comparison find more HG ¢élis in Table
can work this out by calculating the rumber of HG cells
this mean people’s reports are’ more Variabie or their actis
you think this is? o e

4 Taking these comparisons, relate - them
locutors for whom there are 4 ot of differences between observatio
TopOrt? Explalin. <o e et D0 R

5 Ovarall, what is the key generalization :
Oberwart from the above comparisons between: obsarva
And what do you take to be the reasons behind the differenc

6 What can this comparison tell iis about ob
methods, and the relationship between t

self-report. It is rapid and, at least in Gals study, apparently quite accurate. It offers a
ready means of first approach to language choice in a speech community. What it does
miss out on ~ and many researchers would argue this is central to understanding, not
peripheral — js the texture of ethnographic context and.detail that participant observa-
tion garners, and that Gal presents so richly in her beok. B -

5.8 SUMMARY

s Linguistic choice is foundational to all sociolinguistics. “Language choice’ usually
refers to the option between different languages rather than between varieties — a term
sociclinguists use rather than dialect’ to cover all kinds of differences within a single
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language. Both varieties and whole languages can be covered by the term ‘code’ The
range of codes which speakers are able to draw on makes up their linguistic repertoire,

o The speech community is a contested notiots, with three founding sociolinguists pro-
posing different definitions. At one end the term has encompassed small, specific
groups; at the other, enormously broad categories like ‘English speakers’ It remains 2
widespread concept which sociolinguistics seems 1o need, and has been best defined
by Peter Patrick 2s a socially based unit of linguistic analysis.

e TFergusor's concept of diglossia describes situations where two linguistically related
codes are used in different sets of social functions, stratified between ‘Low and
‘High' In classic diglossia, the two_codes are related linguistically, as for Arabic,
Greek, Swiss German an ian Creole. Fishman extended the notion of stratifica-
tion to—clea_';iy 7d1ff:3r_ent~1anguages, “and Fasold extended it further to varieties in
monolingual situations. Diglossia has been a very productive potion, although it can
be criticized for its status-quo implications.

» Code switching occurs when speakers switch back and forth between distinct codes
in their repertoire, often within the same sentence or utterance, and often carrying
social meaning. Myers-Scotton originated the Markedness Model to describe the
sociolinguistics of code switching, and argues that in some situations code switching
itself is the socially unmarked choice, Gumperz proposed an interactional approach,
distinguishing a we-code from a they-code, and situational from metaphorical
switching. Auer sees code switching as organized conversational practice, which is
either participant-relaied or discourse-related.

s Gals stady of the Austrian town of Oberwart shows how the choice between German
and Hungarian there patierns according to the age and urbanness of speakers, and
the effect of different interlocutors. Her use of both observation and a self-report
questionnaire enables us to calfbrate these two methods, showing that self-report
gives broadly similar findings to observation.

5.9 FURTHER READING

Farly work by Gumperz (1962), Hymes (1962) and especially Labov {1972b) dealt with
the notion of the speech community ~ Labov’s view is critiqued in Milroy and Milroy
(1992). Peter Patrick’s overview article (2002) offers the best available coverage; see also
Rarpton (2009}, which deconstructs the concept.

Ferguson’s original article on diglossia {1959) has been republished often, including in
Li Wef’s reader (2000) alongside Fishman's 1567 paper that extends the concept. Ferguson
became founding Director of the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) in Washington,
DC, under whose umbrella some of the most influential early sociolinguistic research
was conducted or published (e.g. Labov 1966; Shuy, Wolfram and Riley 1968). CAL
remains an important focus for socio- and applied linguistic research in the twenty-first
century, with a useful website. Hudson {1997} is an accessible bibliography with 1,000
veferences to diglossia-based work up till that time. [ssae 157 of the International Journal
of the Sociology of Languege (2002} is devoted to diglossia, with a long introductory
overview by Hudson (2002). Glyn Williams’s detailed evatuation of diglossia comes as
part of his more general sociological critique of sociolinguistics {(1992). The book is a
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useful exposé of the ideological underpinningsfc‘fémcepts and approaches that man
sociolinguists have taken for granted. ’

In code switching, the most accessible presentation of Myers-Scotton’s approach is in
her twa 1993 books, one dealing with structural and the other sociclinguistic aspects
Later developments are found in e.g. Myers-Scotton and Jake{2009). Gumperz (1982aj
is the main text on interactional work, plus his 1982b edited collection. Peter Auer’s
deconstruction of code switching and multilingualism is encapsulated in his 2007 article
and Auer (1988) summarizes his research on Italian/German alternation in Konstanz,
Gafaranga {2007) offers a considered overview of the three approaches to code switchiné
distinguished earlier, building mainly on Auer to stress code switching as orderly
alternation. Gardner-Chloros's 2009 text is a useful introduction. Collections include
Auer.(1998), Milroy and Muysken (1995), Bullock and Toribio (2009), and two edited by
Monica Heller (1988, 2007a). Volume 3 of 1i Wei (2010) republishes leading papers on
the sociolinguistics of code switching, with the linguistics covered in volume 1. The
collections on overall bilingualism referenced in earlier chapters, such as Li Wei (2000}
and Bhatia and Ritchie (2004), carry chapters on code switching. Many papers on the
topic appear in the main journals of sociolinguistics and bilingualism (e.g. De Fina 2007}

Gal’s Oberwart research is detailed in her 1979 book, with a distillation in the 1975;
Language in Society article. As we shall see in Chapter 10, her subsequent work has been
foundational in the investigation of language ideologies (e.g. Gal and Irvine 1995, Gal
and Woolard 2001). !
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