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Abstract

This study investigated the nature of SMS messaging, by focusing on gender
differences in the amount and types of Code switching, on the one hand, and
differences in language use between male and female texters, on the other hand.
The study involved English Department students who evolve in an Algerian
multilingual context. Data for the study was collected by using two research
tools: a corpus of messages sent by the students and a questionnaire. Instances of
Code switching and language use in these messages were identified, counted and
analyzed. The study showed that there were two types of code switching
occurring in messages. Extrasentential and Intrasentential switching types, with
the last mentioned as the most frequent type. In terms of gender, the results
showed that there were significant differences in code switching behaviors
between males and females, with females code switching more and using
Intrasentential Code switching type more than men. As far as Extrasentential
Code switching type is concerned, the results showed that both males and
females rarely use this type when texting. In terms of language choice, English
was the most frequently used language by both male and female texters. Despite
the fact that both sexes use English in their messages, the data showed that males
and females use languages differently and for different reasons. In fact, the
results revealed that French was more popular among females who mostly use it
to maintain socia relationships, while males tended to avoid French and use
English instead for practical and cultural reasons. More specifically, the results
showed that texters linguistic and cultural backgrounds are crucia in
determining language choices with both female and male Berber speaking texters
switching to French more often than their Non standard Arabic speaking male

and female peers.
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General I ntroduction

Given the new technological advances that prevail all over the world today,
online interactive media such as SMS (Short Message Service) messaging or
texting (used interchangeably to refer to both the medium and the language
variety) is surely one of the most influential and important inventions that have
greatly influenced human language. Language with the use of mobile phones is
becoming neither speech nor writing, a novice and intelligible linguistic form
that is evolving slowly but surely into a sort of pidgin variety that has succeeded
in imposing its rules and mode in a highly distinctive way (Tagg, 2009).
Consequently, SMS messaging has created a new language that is becoming an
integral part of the multilingual world and one of the best reflections of language
change and innovation.

The revolution of SM'S messages as a new way of communication started
in the late 1990’'s with the rapid growth of the mobile telephony. In 2009, the
United Nations reported that more than 60% of the world' s population-about 4.1
billion people- had access to mobile phones (Thurlow and Poff, 2011). The SMS
texts unobtrusive, asynchronous and non-expensive aspects, made messages
very popular among people, mainly teens, “surpassing therefore instant
messaging, e-mail, voice mobile telephony and even traditional fixed line
telephone calls’ (Ling, 2005:1).

In this respect, this study is intended to contribute to the field of digital
communication by analyzing the nature of SMS messaging practices among

multilingual English students at the department of English of the University of
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Algiers. The use of several languages, we believe, will possibly result in various
switchings that highlight the dynamic phenomenon of languages in contact.
Thus, the study focus will be on the identification of the amount, the types of
code switching and languages used in messages. Besides, the overall results will
be considered from a gender perspective as an additional attempt to account for
mal e and female differences while switching languages in SMS texts . It is worth
noting at this point that the topic of SMS texting in multilingual contexts and in
connection to Code switching and gender , has received very little attention in
today’ s research agendas, and further research is needed to throw additional light

on the subject.

Theoretical Groundings
Within the late two decades, growing research from different countries
pinpointed the importance of SMS texting as a new mode of communication, by
investigating its properties from sociolinguistic, pragmatic, cross-cultural and
meta-linguistic scopes. The main objective of all these studies was to account for
language change and bring evidence for the dynamic aspect of human language
and its potential creativity and variation.

One of the most investigated aspects of this variation focused on the use of
SMS texting among youngsters considered to be the heaviest users of messages
when compared to older people. The linguistic data analysis confirmed this
assumption in many cases and countries by disclosing also differences between
men and women texting styles. Indeed, youngsters are prone to SMS use in

general, but research showed that among youngsters, females outpass their male



counterparts in both the number of messages they daily send and the syntactic
structures used in the texts produced. While boys prefer using short and brief
messages occasionally, females seem to prefer using longer sentences, including
phrases and clauses, as frequently as possible.

One major problem with these studies though is that the majority of the
reviewed works missed to bring explanations for these differences by focusing
mostly on the linguistic forms of messages and by discarding the social, cultural
and psychological aspects underlying these differences.

Substantial light came out of studies conducted in other fields such as
Sociolinguistics, Cognitive Psychology and more importantly Feminist
Linguistics, called also Language and Gender . That gender differences emerged
in SMS texting is not surprising mainly for Language and Gender scholars who
firmly claimed that sex variable is a significant factor in language use and
choices (Lakoff, 1973; Trudgill, 1998; Tannen, 1994). Additionally, many
sociolinguistic studies accounted for these differences by providing several and
varied explanations that highly contributed to the understanding of gender
linguistic differences. In fact, for many researchers (Brown, 1980; Cameron,
2003; Tannen, 1997), these differences are attributed to psychological, symbolic
or socio-cultural factors that make women and men use language differently in
communication.

Further arguments for the communicative differences between men and
women emerged from studies on gender and talkativeness which highlighted the

fact that men talk (i.e: communicate ) more in public contexts where they see the



opportunity for negotiating status and preserving their social identity of the
dominating sex. In contrast, women seem to be more interested in establishing
connections and discussing inter-relational topics. This is what Deborah Tannen
(1997) caled rapport talk, which means talking about persona experience in
order to establish connections, as opposed to men’s report talk that am at
exchanging information about impersonal topics.

These arguments can rightly be used to explain the differences in SMS
texting between women and men. In fact, many works showed the heavy use of
texting by girls, often placing greater emphasis on providing emotional
exchanges and maintaining inter-persona relations by using longer and more
syntactically complex sentences. Conversely, males place greater emphasis on
speed with messages that tend to be brief, informative, practical and facts-

oriented (Kasesniemi, 2003; Ling, 2005).

Statement of the Problem

Based on these findings, research says very little about SMS texters and their
language use and choices in multilingual contexts where more than two
languages are used. Indeed, when reviewing the literature on SMS research, we
noticed that most studies were carried out in monolingua contexts (where only
the native language is used) , or bilingual contexts (where two languages are
used: the native language in combination with English as a second language).
The very few studies conducted in bilingual contexts, referred to as multilingual
cultures by Thurlow and Poff (2011) concerned countries such as Kuwait, South

Africa, Finland and Nigeria. For these particular bilingual countries, research



displayed heavy use of code switching that was characterized by a mixture of
English with the national language by the users of SMS.

In Kuwait for example, Haggan (2007) found that texters heavily use
English in addition to a mixture of English and Arabic. Similarly in South Africa,
Deumert and Masinyana (2008) reported about the use of a blended form of
isiXhosa (an indigenous language) with English by writing English nouns with
isiXhosa prefixes. Likewise , Kasesniemi (2003) displayed the Finnish teenagers
mix of Finnish with a medley of foreign language words and expressions from
any language mastered by the user. Conversely, Chiluwa (2008) found that
Nigerian texters completely avoid using their national language or any
indigenous languages, even in their persona texts and prefer using standard
(British) English. This striking finding revealed that even in bilingual contexts,
code switching may not occur and SMS users may decide to adopt different
texting strategies and language choices for reasons that deserve deeper
investigation.

Summing up, it goes without saying that the contrasts in results reported in
these studies bring evidence that further research is needed to set a clear and
comprehensive picture on the topic on the one hand. On the other hand, we
believe that the obtained results and the drawn conclusions remain specific and
limited to those particular social and linguistic contexts and cannot, therefore, be
generalized to include multilingual contexts where more than two languages are
used. In fact, it is not wrong to assume that in multilingual contexts, one can

possibly predict different and specific language uses such as a mixture of two,



three or four languages at the same time, a mixture that comes as a natural
consequence of languages in contact on the one hand, and/or a consequence of
the texters selected strategies for communication on the other hand.

Many linguistic features that are inherent to speakers evolving in
multilingual social environments are generally represented by code switching,
interferences or borrowings. Nowadays, these aspects are extensively studied by
sociolinguists in bilingual and multilingual contexts but then have received very

little attention in SM S texting research.

Purpose of the Study

In the light of what has been stated so far, and in regard to the growing
significance of messaging as a social phenomenon and as a subject of academic
interest in many countries in the world, further investigation in the field that aims
at understanding the mechanics of SM S texting within a multilingual context can
represent a significant contribution to the research area. Moreover, analyzing
SMStexting in relation to gender and code switching is motivated by our interest
to deal with the topic of SMS texting from three different lenses and exert the
benefits of adopting an inter-disciplinary approach in research.

By exploring the three sided link between the three topics that are usually
studied independently or one in combination with another: Code switching with
SM S texting or SM S texting with gender, the interaction between the three topics
will hopefully bring an in-depth understanding and a more comprehensive view
of the topic. As noted earlier, SMS messaging has extensively been studied in

many countries and from different angles , and by conducting the present



research, we wish to argue that studying it in a multilingual country like Algeria
can throw alot of additional light on the subject.

For this purpose, a case study that concerns multilingual female and male
university students mastering four languages. Non standard Arabic or Berber,
Standard Arabic, French and English, is carried out. Meanwhile, it isimportant to
mention that this linguistic situation is specific to the participants of our case
study and any generalization of results to include all the Algerian people is not
possible in this case.

Indeed, Algerian people in their everyday life interactions evolve in a
linguistic environment where both diglossia and multilingualism are present.
This environment is characterized by the existence of socia and regiona
varieties being used in ways that reflect a forma as well as a functiona
separation of these language varieties. The diglossic feature is represented by the
functional specialization of two varieties of the same language. In the Algerian
context, Standard Arabic and Non standard Arabic are respectively the High
variety and the Low variety of the same language. Non standard Arabic is
therefore functionally restricted to informal conversations (i.e. friends, family
and work conversations) whereas Standard Arabic is used in literature, the media
and is also restricted to administrative and instructional purposes.

In paralel, French language which is studied early in the elementary
school, is limited to conversations between French language users in some
particular fields such as the media (mainly newspapers) and among intellectuals

in general. Regional dialects are also present in the Algerian context to include



Berber, Chaoui, Chenoui, Chelhi and Mozabit which are varieties of Tamazight
language. These latter are functionally restricted to informa conversations
between family members and friends of the same speaking community. As
should be clear, in diglossic settings, the selection of which language to useis not
free, but determined by community norms whereas Code switching is understood
“as an individual phenomenon where in a speaker chooses when, why and how
to alternate between languages’ (Bullock and Toribio, 2009:6).

At this point, it is worth noting that the participants involved in our case
study share this linguistic background but with one additional particularity which
is the fact of being advanced learners of English. English language, which is
compulsory starting from the middle school, is taught as a foreign language till
the end of high school studies. After passing the Baccalaureate examination,
some choose to follow graduation studies in English language and literature.
Given the length of time covered in studying this language, that isto say from the
middle school (four years in the middle school and three years in high school) up
to university (four years of university studying English as a major), our
participants who are 4" year graduate students can be considered therefore as
advanced learners with excellent command of the English language.

As a consequence, it is not uncommon to find these students using French
and English between friends and classmates, Non standard Arabic or Berber
among friends and family members also and standard Arabic at school or in the
media. In addition, this linguistic diversity gives rise to language contact which

in turn provides a favorable environment for Code switching to take place.



Societal multilingualism (Sridhar, 2009) thus emerges from various social and
linguistic forces and historical events including colonization and Algerian
migration to France among others. These factors may be responsible for “ short
terms or sustained language contact, which can have different outcomes in terms
of language dominance and linguistic practices’ (Bullock and Toribio, 2009:13).

In this scope, our aim is to analyze multilingual texters language behaviors
by looking deeply into their messaging practices and uses in terms of Code
switching types and language choices and in terms of differences in gender
texting styles. As mentioned, the topic of SMS texting in multilingual contexts
and in connection to Code switching and gender has received very little attention
in today’s research agendas either in or out of Algeria and therefore, further

research is needed to better understand the nature of SM S texting.

Research Questions Statement

As a matter of fact, our study seeks to fill this gap in research on SMS
messaging, and in order to reach this aim, four research questions are asked:

. Do female students of English texters code switch more than male student
texters?

. Do female students of English texters differ in their code switching from male
student texters in terms of Intrasentential code switching type vs. Extrasentential
code switching type?

. Do female students of English texters differ from male student texters in terms of

language choice? If yes, how?



4. Do female students of English texters differ from male student texters in terms of

Code switching practices and language preferences? If yes, why?

Organization of the Dissertation

The thesis is organized around the four research questions stated above. The
remainder of the study consists of four (04) chapters. Chapter one deals with the
theoretical background of the study which isareview of literature that covers the
three fields: SM S messaging, gender and Code switching, including the different
streams and approaches adopted in each domain. We believe in fact that going
through the different moves in every area by describing the early concerns and
the more recent ones, is an essentia step to help the readers of our work have a
general view of the possible correlations between the three topics and eventually
account for the need for a multidisciplinary approach to study the topic under
scrutiny.

Despite the fact that the majority of the research studies reported in this
chapter dealt with Code switching in oral production, the theoretical background
will serve as a standing stone for al the explanations and arguments to interpret
the findings. As research on written Code switching is at its embryonic state, we
believe that insights from early studies on the topic, be it in spontaneous speech,
can help , to a certain extent, to understand some aspects of written Code
switching in particular, and written discourse in general.

Furthermore, operational definitions concerning Code switching types are
provided in this chapter. Code switching will be analyzed according to Poplack’s

distinction between Intrasentential code switching type which involves the
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inclusion or use of Nouns, Noun Phrases , Verb Phrases , Adjectives, Verbs,
Complements, Relative clauses and Sentences ; and Extrasententia code
switching type which refers to the use of tags, idiomatic expressions,
interjections and exclamations.

Therefore, both Intrasentential and Extrasentential switching types will be
used to refer to all the movements from one language (or languages) to the native
or matrix language (or languages) and the insertion of complete sentences or
single words within sentences from the target or guest language to the matrix
one. Hence, the two concepts will be adopted in this study and will constitute the
major tenets of our research methodological framework.

Chapter two presents the methodology used in the present work. It first
starts with the rationale underpinning the choice of exploratory/ qualitative
methodology and data collection instruments used in this study. This is followed
by detailled descriptions of the participants linguistic and educational
backgrounds and the procedures adopted to analyze both the SMS corpus and the
guestionnaire’' s data.

In chapter three, the results obtained by SMS corpus examination, are
presented in conjunction with the discussion and analysis of the findings. This
gives more consistency to the results' reading and interpretation in the light of
what has been discussed in the review of literature , on the one hand, and in the
light of our research questions, on the other hand. The chapter ends up with a
summary and conclusion that are provided in connection to the research

guestions.
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In chapter four, the results obtained through the use of the questionnaire
are presented. Again, the results are analyzed and discussed hand in hand and
accordingly. All the results are categorized and tabulated to facilitate the reading
of the responses in percentages. This is followed by the discussion and
interpretation of the findings in the light of the review of literature and the
research questions stated in the introduction. As it is the case in chapter three, a
summary and conclusion is provided at the end of the chapter.

Last, agenera conclusion that contains a general account of all the results
obtained in relation to the research questions raised in this study is presented.
Besides, possible research directions are proposed to invite further scrutiny and
deep exploration in the field of SMS texting as an attempt to pave the way to

future research studies in Algeriain particular.
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Chapter One

Theoretical Background of the Study

I ntroduction

SMS texting as a new communication medium and phenomenon cannot be
understood independently from the social context in which it unfolds mainly
when we know that variables such as Code switching and gender are involved in
the shaping of this phenomenon . Obvioudly, these variables are relevant for
analyzing texting behaviors as they are often inter-related and their relative
importance may change according to the social context they pertain to .
Henceforth, reference to some of the principal works in which SM'S messaging,
gender and Code switching have been investigated , is required as a first step in
investigating and illuminating the different facets of the topic.

The purpose of this chapter then is to present an overview of SMS
texting field from the different research perspectives with an additional view
towards delineating the various approaches to the study of Code switching and
gender. Thisis done by presenting every field' s concerns and directions that will
help cover properly the subject of our study and, eventualy, build bridges

between the three research areas.

1.1. SMS Messaging in Research
The term SMS refers to the brief typed messages sent using the Short Message
Service (SMS) of mobile/cell phones, Personal Digita Assistants (PDAS),

Smartphones or Web browsers (Thurlow and Poff , 2011). Because of its
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technical restrictions, allowing only 160 characters per message, texting does not
aways follow the standard rules of any language and limits its production to
simple sentence structures or abbreviated linguistic forms in communication. For
that reason, text messaging is broadly defined as an asynchronous text based
technological mediated discourse that pursues simple sentence structures in
writing messages (Thurlow, 2003; Baron, 2005).

Growing interest in the SMS language use started in the late 1990's by
several attempts to look into the linguistic properties that define texting as a new
language variety. A number of studies were conducted in many countries and in
different topics that covered scholarly and public concerns. The research covered
a wide range of disciplines such as medicine, business and commercial uses, to
extend to political campaigning and media broadcasting. In many studies,
research addressed the role of texting as a social-communicative resource in
people’s everyday life, where sociolinguistic, pragmatic and discourse analytic
research attended to messaging.

In this line, and in order to understand the interplay between what
technology offers and what the user himself or herself brings to the technology,
different strands of investigation tried to highlight the extent to which texting
differs from standard language and how SMS users, by fulfilling interpersonal
goals, actively and creatively shape their interactions. Henceforth, interactional,
metalinguistic, pragmalinguistic and cross-cultural studies were conducted and in

each context, afocus was placed on a particular aspect of the subject.
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Many scholars for example were interested in interactional aspects that
deal with the social functions of messages and the ways they are used to build
and maintain relationships. Aspects such as speech styles and their relation with
different types of social relationships, privacy considerations (Weilenmann and
Larson, 2002) and thematic contents or functional orientations of SMS users
messages (Chiluwa, 2008) received considerable attention from the researchers.

Moreover, particular attention was given so far to the linguistic context
in which messages evolve. Referred to as the ideological debate to define the
public reactions to the medium, texting was questioned for its negative impact on
good communication and conventional literacy. While a few scholars (Sirg and
Ullah, 2007) claimed that texting have a negative impact on standard language
writing, many empirical studies supported the view that texting do not affect
standard English learning and use. According to Chiluwa (2008), this was
justified by the fact that message users in general do not view texting as formal
writing because of their awareness of the communicative intent and pragmatic
contextuality of the messages.

Another area of research that received equal attention was the
Pragmalinguistics domain. One of the favorite topics of Pragmalinguistics
researchers was the investigation of the validity of the stereotyped assumptions
of messages for being collections of abbreviated forms. The focus therefore was
on the anaysis of lexica and stylistic features represented in abbreviations,
number homophones, non-standard spelling and the use of emoticons.

Interestingly, the reported results showed that even at that level of analysis, many

15



cross-cultural differences were noticed. In Sweden for instance, research (Hard af
Segerstad, 2005) reported the texters alteration of standard language by spelling
phonetically, splitting compounds and omitting vowels. In contrast, their
Norwegian peers (Ling, 2005) displayed a weaker tendency toward alteration or
abbreviation for instance.

In addition to lexical and stylistic features, syntactic and textual
properties were investigated by looking into the composition, the organization
and the coherence of messages. Research showed that Swedish text messages are
longer than German ones (Doring, 2002 cited in Thurlow and Poff , 2011)
whereas American and Norwegian messages are the same length (Ling and
Baron, 2007). At the level of complexity, i.e. messages containing multiple
clauses, Norwegian teenager girls messages were revealed to be more complex
than their male counterparts (Ling, 2005). Additionally, the omission of auxiliary
verbs, personal pronouns and function words were very common in most
research results conducted either in Germany, Sweden or Norway.

The fourth and last research strand concerned cross-cultural studies,
where research particularly focused on lingua-cultural (Agar,1994), age and
gendered differences. Many researchers were interested in social/demographic
groups within countries such as Italy (Spagnolli and Gamberini , 2007) and
Kuwait (Haggan, 2007), where texting behaviors were said to be tightly
connected to the local norms where sending formal and eloquent messages (
Kuwait), or lengthy and elaborated refusals to invitations (Italy), were more a

matter of culture than any linguistic practices.
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In addition, many researchers were interested in examining SM S texting
in terms of age and gender differences. Comparative studies that targeted
differences in texting between teenagers and adults were conducted to find with
no surprise that both categories used texting differently (Spagnolli and
Gamberini, 2007; Ling, 2005). The second point of interest was the examination,
within the category of teenagers, of possible differences between males and
females. Conclusions showed then that female teenagers and young adults text
more frequently, with more than 40 % of females texting daily (Ling, 2005). In
fact, Ling reported that young Norwegian women send a greater number of
longer and more syntactically complex messages, with 52% containing complex
sentence structures compared to 15% of boys messages. In addition to that, they
use capitalization and punctuation more prescriptively and prefer to coordinate
events in the immediate future contrary to boys who prefer coordinating events
in the middle future. Besides, females likely use more messages to manage
emotionally loaded communication when compared to males (Ling, 2005).

In Finland, Kasesniemi (2003) for example, found that Finnish teenage
girls are heavy texters who place greater emphasis on providing emotional
exchanges and discussing how incidents affect them , contrary to their male peers
who place greater emphasis on speed, with messages that tend to be brief,
informative and facts oriented.

In sum, the four strands have greatly helped shedding light on the
various facets of SMS messaging by displaying many disparitiesin results from a

study to another, and by displaying one major point which is common to the
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four strands, that SMS texting is highly marked by culture and gender
differences. In fact, though the medium is the same all over the world, the use
made by the texters will considerably differ from a culture to another and from
one sex to another. More and more studies are corroborating the view that both
males and females use messages differently and most of them have shown that
females are heavy users and tend to use longer, more sophisticated and complex
language compared to their male counterparts.

However, one major problem with most of these studies lies in their
tendency to describe SMS use from a linguistic point of view which is actually
dominating the whole field. More insight can be provided by looking into the
subject from a psychological, sociolinguistic and cognitive standpoints to drive
more explanations about SMS texting behaviors. The complexity of the subject,
therefore, would require a more nuanced, multi-faceted approach in order to

provide plural perspectives and draw aclear and overall picture of the subject.

1.2. Language and Gender in Research

Language and Gender as a field is probably one of the most illuminating and
appropriate fields that can serve SMS research to explain gender differences
reported in many investigations mentioned earlier. The field's contribution
consists of the varied and valuable research findings and works provided by
many researchers from different disciplines. From the second half of the
twentieth century, many social science researchers among them scholars in
Linguistics, Anthropology, Speech communication, Social psychology,

Sociolinguistics and other disciplines, have been concerned with documenting
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gender-related patterns of language use, years before Language and Gender
stands as a distinct field in its own right.

Starting in the 1960's, sociolinguists, working as urban dialectologists
and concerned initially with socia and class differences, started drawing
descriptions of characteristics that were said to distinguish women’s and men’'s
speech. Labov’'s (1990) works are the best representation of the sociolinguistic
approach to gender. Labov found that men and women use different forms at the
phonological level and within every social class and that, unlike men, women use
more standard and prestigious forms of language. Labov’'s findings were
confirmed by Trudgill (1974) study in Norwish , who found that women tend to
use more standard forms because of their prominent status consciousness while
men prefer using non-standard forms to convey masculine solidarity such as
toughness.

It was only in 1973 that Language and Gender was established as a
distinct field right after the publication of Robin Lakoff’s (1973) “ Language and
Woman's place” . This work’s importance resides in the fact that it emerged as a
reaction to the predominance of the identification of male norms as human norms
and the biological attributions of women’s and men’s behavior. Additionally, the
work was acknowledged for representing one of the major starting points to
explore the complexity of gender and discourse by pointing at the linguistic
inequality as areflection of the social unequal distribution of roles.

For Lakoff , girls learn to use a non-forceful style because

unassertiveness is a social norm of womanhood and doing otherwise will expose
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girls to shame and ridicule. His analysis of women’s language was interesting
and relevant in the sense that it displayed the weakening of linguistic force
tendency of women, which was due to men’s distribution of roles and denial of
power that reinforced social inequalities. In his study, he referred to linguistic
forms such as weaker expletives in sentences like: oh dear instead of damn or
trivializing adjectives in words like divine instead of great or the use of tag
guestions, to express speakers opinions (Lakoff 1973).

Lakoff’'s (1973) work was criticized by O’Barr and Atkins (1980) who
examined features of women’s language in courtroom discourse and argued that
women use Lakoff’s identified linguistic features in everyday interaction because
of their lower-status position. By arguing so, both researchers shifted the
attention from women language differences as a sex attribute to socia class,
occupation or experience as a witness. Later studies , however, showed that this
was not necessarily the case. The examination of conversational facilitators
(Cameron, 1991) and women managers discourse (Tannen, 1994) showed that
even high status position women tend to use more tag questions, more
tentativeness features and more strategies including indirectness to save face for
subordinates when making requests and delivering criticism (Tannen and
Kendall, 2003).

Subsequent attempts to consider gender language differences dealt with
socia behaviors by examining everyday conversational practices. In an early
study conducted by Zimmerman and West (1987), the researchers found that men

interrupt women more than the reverse in thirty one dyadic conversations tape-
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recorded in private residences, in coffee shops, stores and public places. The
researchers concluded that these asymmetries in everyday conversations are but
perfect mirrors of the male dominance through their control of the micro and
macro ingtitutions in society (Zimmerman and West, 1987).

In this line, further research was conducted by Fishman (1983) who
examined naturally occurring conversations, tape-recorded by three heterosexual
couples in their homes. The study revealed that women perform more
conversational support work by producing more listening cues such as : mhm,
uhuh and by actively pursuing topics raised by men. In contrast, men are more
likely to not respond to turns and topics initiated by their female partners by
using more declarative statements than questions. Fishman concluded that
women’ supportive role in private conversations reflects and reproduces sex-
based hierarchies of power within the public sphere. Further support to Fishman
arguments was provided by Tannen and Kendall (1997) who suggested that this
imbalance is due to “the central role of conversation in establishing intimacy
among women, in contrast with the primacy of co-presence and shared activity in
creating intimacy among men” (Tannen and Kendall, 1997: 550).

However, research starting in the early 1980’'s extended its scope by
shifting from a focus on women’s speech, sex discrimination through language
and asymmetrical power relations, to a focus on gender , language and social
differences as a new paradigm in language and gender research. Many different
innovative perspectives were proposed and several attempts explored gender and

discourse with one maor commonality, that of considering gender and discourse
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as an organizing component of socia interactions. This new perspective paved
the way to many ethnographic, anthropologic and linguistic investigations that
highly contributed in the understanding of the different facets of gender and
language.

In an ethnographic work carried out by Brown (1980) to examine the
politeness phenomenon in a Mayan community, data revealed that Tenejapan
women use strategies that are qualitatively more polite than those used by men.
Moreover, women tend to use irony and rhetorical questions in place of direct
criticism more often than men. Men’s communicative style was characterized by
“a lack of attention to face and the presence of such features in sex-related
joking” (Brown, 1980: 129). Brown explained that women’s and men’s linguistic
choices are communicative strategies that lift humans to be * rational actors who
choose linguistic options to achieve certain socially motivated ends in particular
circumstances’ (Brown, 1980: 113).

As a consequence, Brown’s contribution marked a real breakthrough in
the field because it shifted the framework from a system one acquires to a set of
strategies one devel ops to manage social interactions. Within this scope, relevant
descriptions of males and females' discourse revealed that language functions not
merely as a medium but more importantly as a symbolic resource to create and
manage personal, social and cultural meanings and identities. The representation
of male vs. female distinctions brought about the recreation of gender through the
social and cultural changes that are salient in the reshaping of gender selves. The

notion of image and identity has become, therefore, unstable because mainly of
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constant attempts to challenge and break social and cultural norms via language

manipulation.

1.2.1. New Directionsin the Field

In the 1990’s, a noticeable move in the field occurred through the exploration of
new perspectives and directions from its earlier focus on women’s language to
include the language of men and the language of other social groups that had not
been included in earlier studies. Many sociolinguists, anthropologists, experts in
communication extended the field by investigating unexplored areas such as
gender in literary texts (Livia, 2003), gender and family interaction (Tannen,
2003), gender and power in on-line communication (Herring, 2003) and gender
and ethnicity in children’s peer negotiations (Goodwin, 2003). Research reported
less typical cases including those which Bucholtz (2003) described positively as
bad examples. These examples concerned gay, lesbian and transsexual categories
that assume social and sexual roles differently from those attributed by their
cultures.

At last, while considering the current moves made by research in the
field, most researchers ended up with many similar conclusions. First, that
gender is sociadly constructed, second, that there is an indirect relationship
between gender and discourse, third, that gendered discourse is used as a
resource, and fourth and last, that gendered discourse is used as a constraint.

In sum, most of the studies mentioned earlier briefly traced the
enormous amount of progress realized in the field of Language and Gender and

the significant move from the ideological gender perceptions to a more realistic
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use of language in everyday practices. In fact, from Lakoff's (1973) basic
conception of a unified women's language to today’'s highly elaborated
theoretical configurations of a socially constructed gender , individuals ( males or
females) seem to be involved in the creation of gendered identities by constantly
negotiating power and connections on the one hand, and by opting for specific
linguistic choices and strategies to maintain pragmatic and interactional goals on

the other hand.

1.3. Code switching in Research
Switching codes , whether it is a language, a dialect, a style or a register is a
habitual and often a necessary part of social interaction in many bilingual and
multilingual communities where two (in bilingual communities) or more than
two languages (in multilingual communities) are daily used. For many years,
Code switching has been considered as a sign of linguistic decay, evidence that
“bilinguals are not capable of acquiring two languages properly or keeping them
apart” (Hoffman, 1994: 109).

According to Wardhaugh , Code switching is described as “the move
from language A to language B” (Wardhaugh, 1992: 107) . To Hoffman (1994),
Code switching is defined as “the alternate use of two (or more than two)
languages or linguistic varieties within the same utterance or during the same
conversation. In the case of bilinguals speaking to each other, code switching
can consist of changing languages; in that of monolinguals, shifts of styles”
(Hoffman, 1994. 110). Likewise, Poplack (1980) defined Code switching as “

the alternation of two languages within a single discourse, sentence or
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constituent ..... and it is categorized according to the degree of integration of
items from one language (L1) to the phonological, morphological and syntactic
patterns of the other language (L2)” (Poplack, 1980: 581).

Therefore, and based on these definitions, CS switching will refer to all
the moves from a language to another as well as the alternate uses of two or three
languages or linguistic varieties within the same utterance, which will stand as
the operational definition of Code switching in this present study.

Three major approaches to the study of Code switching (hereafter CS)
have been reported by Bullock and Toribio (2009) to represent the three major
concerns and directions in studying the issue of CS. The three strands are the
structural, psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic approaches.

The structural approach as the name suggests, refers to the linguistic
analysis of CS in terms of structure at all levels: lexical, phonological,
morphological, syntactic and semantic levels (Bullock and Toribio, 2009). From
the structural perspective, CS is not a mere “random phenomenon” (Montes-
Alcala, 2001:281) but a highly systematic and rule-governed linguistic

phenomenon as supported by Bullock and Toribio (2009) who claimed that :

Just as monolingual speakers possess intuitions about what constitutes
well formed utterances in their native language, bilinguals have the
capacity to differentiate ill formed from grammatical patterns of
Cs...... CS does not constitute a distinct or third grammar, instead CS
forms emerge from and conform to the constraints of both language
systems ( Bullock and Toribio, 2009: 15).

In paralel, the psycholinguistic strand attends to the cognitive and
neuro-anatomical features of bilingual speech by looking into the

psycholinguistic mechanisms involved in the control of two languages. Basically,
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this is achieved via “the simultaneous activation of two languages commonly
examined through language switching tasks which can be used to assess lexical
access, working memory, bilingual control and attention” (Bullock and Toribio:
15), that account for the bilinguals production, perception and acquisition.

The third and maybe the most prolific and diverse strand is the
sociolinguistic approach. In fact, maor sociolinguistic studies situated code
switching behavior within the bilingual social contexts that are in turn highly
related to the societal norms. This involves “the integration of external factors
such as age, class, gender social networks, community norms, identity and
attitudes that offer insights into social constructs such as power and prestige”
(Bullock and Tribio:16).

CS captured researchers' interest from the beginning of the 1960’s, who
were firstly concerned with a variety of other contact phenomenon such as
Borrowing, Interference and Syntactic convergence. Gumperz (1971) was the
first researcher who focalized on CS by looking into language socia functions
and linguistic constraints. In his works, he took up CS as a conversational
strategy through which two types of CS were distinguished: the Situational and
the Metaphoric code switching types.

According to Gumperz, situational code switching occurs to account for
language alternation when changes in language choice coincide with change of
interlocutor, setting or topic. This is demonstrated in cases of French speakers
living in English dominating countries, who use French at home, in school and

church, and English in the workplace and in government offices. The Metaphoric
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code switching, which is motivated by factors within the conversation, is used by
minority groups as the “We code”, for identifying themselves as belonging to a
certain community that speaks that language. This sociolinguistic orientation
helped determine motivations for CS as well as its function and relation to
identity and solidarity.

In this line, many scholars (Wardhaugh, 2006; Gumperz, 1982; Gal,
1988; Myers-Scotton, 1995) seem to agree on the fact that CS is obviously not a
mere linguistic play and interplay of the systems. Instead, it serves other
individual, social and symbolic functions that are highly complex. CS for
Wardhaugh (2006) for example can arise from individual choice or be used as a
major identity marker for a group of speakers who must deal with more than one
language in their common pursuits (Wardhaugh, 2006). Moreover, Gal (1988)
views CS as “ a conventional strategy used to establish, cross or destroy group
boundaries, to create, evoke or change interpersonal relations with their rights
and obligations’ (Gal, 1988, Cited in Wardhaugh, 2006: 102).

Many subsequent sociolinguistic studies conducted in bilingual contexts
have stressed this complexity by highlighting the impact of social factors and
norms on Code switching production. For Gumperz (1982), the norms vary from
a group to a group, even within what might be regarded as a single community
and whereby factors such as region of origin, local residence, social class and
occupational status are involved in defining these norms. Additionally, Myers-
Scotton (1995) has pinpointed the face dimension in the situations the speakers

are involved in. Speakers know who they want to be identified with, how they
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want to appear to others and how they want others to behave towards them. As a
consequence, speakers by using CS can do many things such as asserting power,
declare solidarity, express identity and maintain a certain neutrality when both

codes are used.

1.3.1. Why do Bilinguals Code switch?

Given this multi-faceted definition that enclose individual choices, social
motivations and conversational strategies that aim at building or rejecting group
boundaries, CS was revealed to be interestingly complex. As a consequence,
many researchers in the 1960's and 1970’ s restricted themselves to analyzing the
social meaning of the occurrence and non occurrence of CS in interactions in
general.

Grogean (1982) stated that when a bilingual speaks to a monolingual, he
will use one language only, but when he or she speaks to another bilingual, he or
she can choose to speak either of the two languages or code switch between
them. As a matter of fact, what makes a speaker choose a variety of a language
instead of another or even a language rather than another, or switching from a
variety to alanguage, becomes a difficult question to answer.

Nonetheless, tentative answers were suggested by many researchers who
attributed the choice of language in a bilingual or multilingual to a variety of
factors such as context (Wardhaugh, 1998) or domains , that include the genera
subject area under discussion, commonly referred to as topics ( religion, family,
work), the role- relationships between the participants, whether intimate or

formal as between mother and daughter, boss and secretary or friends, and the
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setting of interaction including local and time of days and places such as church,
home office, which are generally culture specific ( Saville-Troike, 2003: 42).
Additionally, Hymes (1967) argued that besides the factors mentioned
above, CS can occur because of the functions that it serves. To Hymes, CS can
be used to attract attention, impress people, give an equivalent term in the matrix
or guest languages, persuade or joke. Eventualy, in a more recent work,
Hoffman (1991) has added a few more reasons underlying CS. Hoffman added 1)
quoting somebody else, 2) being emphatic about something , 3) interjections, 4)
repetition used for clarification, 5) intention of clarifying the speech content for
the interlocutor and last 6) expressing group identity (Hoffman, 1991: 116)
However, one major issue with CSis that speakers motivations are not
systematically conscious, for many speakers are not aware that they have used
one particular variety of a language or even that they have switched languages
either between or within utterances. For Wardhaugh, CS is often quite
subconscious:. “people may not be aware that they have switched or be able to
report, following a conversation, which code they used for a particular topic”
(Wardhaugh, 2006:105). As a matter of fact, these two opposing parameters
reveal the particular additional complexity to deal with CS as a variation in the

linguistic systems.

1.3.2. Types of Code switching
At the linguistic level, numerous attempts to provide a precise linguistic
characterization of conversational CS ended up with the establishment of various

and distinct types. Hoffman (1991) in an attempt to summarize these types of CS
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pinpointed two major types that most literature agreed on: Intersentential and
Intrasentential CS types. By Intersentential CS, Hoffman refers to what is
acknowledged in CS literature as the bilingual capacity to switch above and
between sentences, by including complete sentences and that comprise a
complete shift in language (Myers-Scotton, 1995) as in the following example:
Example 1: Puerto Rican- English bilingual: (....But | wanted to fight her con
los punos (with my fists), you know. (Poplack, 1980: 589).

In contrast, Intrasentential CS type involves the insertion of single words
in a sentence as in the following example:

Example 2: Puerto Rican- English bilingual: (....Siempre esta promising cosas
(he is always promising things).(Poplack, 1980:589)

Nevertheless, it isimportant to mention that these proposed types are not
the only ones suggested by the researchers. In fact, Poplack distinguished two
types of CS: the Intrasentential and the Extrasentential CS types. To Poplack,
Intrasentential CS involves languages switching by using Nouns, Noun phrases,
Verb phrases, verbs, Complements, Relative clauses and full Sentences.
Conversely, Extrasentential or Emblematic CS type refers to the inclusion or use
of tags, idiomatic expressions, exclamations and interjections. To Poplack, tags,
idiomatic expressions, exclamations and interjections are freely moveable
constituents which may be inserted almost anywhere in the sentence without fear
of violating any grammatical rule (Poplack, 1980). Besides, they serve as an
emblem of the bilingual character by introducing items such as sorry, hey or ay,

as demonstrated in the following example:

30



Example 3. Puerto Rican- English bilingual: (..Vendia arroz (he sold rice) ‘N

SHIT). (Poplack, 1980 : 589).

1.3.3. Code switching and Language Proficiency

For many years, CS has been regarded as a deviation or distortion from the
bilingual norms and a sign of language incompetency and decay. This attitude
towards CS has stemmed from the Structuralist domination that has supported the
view that bilingualism implies the easy move from one language to another
where switching within the same sentences is not tolerated. To Weinreich (1963):
“an ideal bilingual switches from one language to another according to
appropriate changes in the speech situation.....but certainly not within a single
sentence” (Weinreich, 1963:73).

Myers-Scotten (1995) argued that the demonstration of one language or
the other, mainly at the Intersententia level, is generally due to the bilingual’s
degree of language command. To support Myers- Scotton claims, MC Clure
(1977: 10) reported that children tended to use more Intrasentential type by using
only English nouns in their Spanish, whereas older children opted for
Intersentential type by switching over phrases and sentences in addition to the
words switches.

In the same line, Poplack (1980) , by comparing the fluent Puerto Rican
bilinguals and the non fluent ones, assumed that in the bilingual cases she
studied, the fluent bilingual Puerto Ricans used both English sentences and single
words , that she called Intrasentential CS , much more than the Extrasentential

CS type. The examination of the data showed that full sentences were the most
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frequently used constituents, making up 20% of the data , followed by single
nouns to be the most frequently switched categories when compared to other
constituents such as tags, idiomatic expressions or exclamations (Poplack , 1980:
603) .

To Poplack, this denotes high knowledge and command of syntactic,
morphological and phonological systems that govern both languages to allow the
speakers to draw from each system only those rules which the other shares when
alternating one language with another “ since a code switched segment and those
around it, must conform to the underlying syntactic rules of two languages which
bridge constituents and link them together grammatically” (Poplack, 1980: 589).
In contrast, the Extrasentential type is mostly used by non-fluent bilinguals
“which requires less knowledge of two grammars since they are freely
distributable within discourse ...and their insertion in discourse has few , if any
ramifications for the remainder of the sentence” (Poplack, 1980: 589).

Building on these contributions, many researchers reached a consensus
on the fact that bilingualism is a distinctive sign of perfect bilingualism and a
mark of language competency whereby “Code switching remains a verbal skill
requiring a large degree of linguistic competence in more than one language
rather than a defect arising from insufficient knowledge of one or the other”

(Poplack, 1980:581).

1.3.4. Code switching, Code mixing, Borrowing and I nterference
Code switching involves a broad range of contact phenomena and is difficult to

characterize definitely. Firstly because its linguistic manifestation may extend
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from the insertion of single words to the alternation of language for larger
segments of discourse. Given these factors, it is not surprising to find that there
exists debates in the literature concerning the precise characterization of CS and
how various kinds of language contact varieties are to be classified.

Indeed, while reviewing CS literature, a clear definition of the term has
proved problematic because it is mostly found in conjunction with other
terminology such as Code mixing, Borrowing or Interference. What followsis an
attempt at clarification that will hopefully help explain the differences that exist

between these concepts and establish clear cuts among them.

1.3.4.1. Code switching and Code mixing

Code switching and Code mixing are both products of Bilingualism. Nonetheless
one should not confuse between the two. In fact, the proliferation of definitions
and labelings blurred the distinction between the two in many aspects. Hoffman
(1991) reported three types of CS.

The first CS type is referred to as the true CS that occurs above sentence
level, when using two languages and stopping using one language to move to
another, as in cases of Intersentential CS type. The second type is referred to as
Intrasentential  CS that occurs within sentences, including either small
constituents such as nouns, verbs or complements, to include longer and more
complex constituents such as phrases and clauses. The third and last type is the
Extrasentential or Emblematic CS type that occurs when bilinguals use tags,

exclamations, interjections and idiomatic expressions (Hoffman , 1991: 104).
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However, Code mixing is widely equated in the literature and in many
instances to Intrasentential CS. To Wardhaugh, CSis defined as “ the move from
language A to language B, whereas any mixing of languages at the sentences
level and within the sentences are referred to as Code mixing” (Wardhaugh,
1992: 107). Similarly, Sridhar (1996) defined Code mixing as “a common mode
of Code switching which is the switching of languages within sentences which
many researchers refer to as Code mixing” (Sridhar ,1996: 57) .

As we can read in the cited definitions, the proliferation of types and
definitions has made the distinction between the two concepts quite difficult but
not impossible. A more recent tendency in research literature seems to agree on
this distinction of CS and Code mixing by reserving the word Code switching
when moving from one language to another, that is above the sentence, and Code
mixing to refer to code switching within sentences either when using clauses,

phrases or single lexical items.

1.3.4.2. Code switching and Borrowing

Another terminological problem in this study area lies in the differentiation
between CS and Borrowing. One common evidence, though, is that it is not
very easy to tell whether aword is a switch or aloan when it is ‘imported’ from
one language to another by a speaker. However, some attempts have been made
to distinguish between the two. To Sridhar (1996) , Code mixing ( used
interchangeably by the author to mean Code switching as well ) is distinguished
from Borrowing in the following respects: 1) Borrowing is usually restricted to

single lexical items while CS involves both lexical and syntactic structures
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including words, clauses and sentences, 2) Borrowing can occur even in the
speech of monolinguals whereas code mixing supposes a certain degree of
bilingual competence, 3) CS is not used to fill lexical gaps, but Borrowing is
used in cases where alanguage do not have the adequate terminology for an item,
4) Borrowing occurs mostly with nouns and occasionally a few adjectives and
other categories, where as CS draws on every category and constituents in
grammar ( Sridhar, 1996:58).

Further, Grogean (1982) added one magor characteristics of borrowing
which consists of the morphological and phonological adjustments. Unlike CS,
borrowed items undergo morphological and phonological changes that make
them distinct from switches as illustrated in the following examples:

Example 1. Caa poppé (from the verb popped) meaning “It popped”.
Example2: Cam’ éonnerait qu on ait code switché autant que ca ( It would really
astonish me that we had code switched that much” ( Grosjean, 1982: 308).

Additionally, Poplack (1980) noted that some borrowed items can result
from the fact of using repeatedly one item that ends up to be “habitualized”
(Poplack, 1980:598) into the host language unlike code switches that are never
assimilated into the Matrix language. The frequently repeated items, therefore,
become integral parts of the native language. Examples of Borrowing in the
Algerian society are: petit pain, croissant, pizza, les unites, le portable for the
items that would probably not find equivalents in the host language, and other

items such as Slt, Bonjour, or tomobile / tomobil/ ( meaning automobile) for
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items that are so much repeated that they integrated the native language and

become very common in conversations.

1.3.4.3. Code switching and I nterference

Interference was firstly defined by Weinreich (1953) as a deviation to the norms
of both languages which occurs in the speech of a bilingual speaker. Interference
can be observed in al language levels. phonological, morphological, syntactic,
semantic and lexical. Thisis perceived when the bilingual speakers include some
aspects of another language into the ones he or she is speaking, under the form of
a foreign intonation or accent, a wrong inflection, an unusual word order that
made many researchers refer to as an ultimate demonstration of a negative
transfer ( Selinker, 1969 , cited in Faerch and Kasper, 1983).

An example of interference at the phonological level appears when the
speaker transfers a sound from his native language to the target language as in
the following example: /fip/ for / JIp/ ( Faerch and Kasper, 1983: 5). Likewise,
Interference at the syntactic level is illustrated by the speakers transfer of his
native language system for indirect object pronouns to the target language as in
the example proposed by Faerch and Kasper where the word order in the target
language is affected by that of the native language as the :Dio A ELLOS instead
of LES dio A Ellos ( Faerch and Kasper, 1983: 5). At the morphological level,
the use of the rule to form the possessive for example, may lead the speaker to
use sentences such as The book of Jack instead of Jack’s book (Faerch and
Kasper, 1983: 5). In lexicon, Faerch and Kasper referred to the speakers use of a
word meaning in his native language and how it can be used for an aready
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existing word in the target language as in the case of : Je sais Jean instead of Je
connais Jean ( Faerch and Kasper, 1983: 5).

The distinction between CS and Interference, however, is not always clear
as Interference may lead the bilingual speaker to activate his/ her bilingual
language mode and therefore activate interlanguage or communication strategies
that are part of language acquisition processes and production ( Faerch and
Kasper, 1983).

Yet, one major difference between CS and Interference is suggested by
Grogjean (1982) who has assumed that Interference is different from CS because
it entails the involuntary influence of one language on another. The important
point here is that CS is commonly regarded as a voluntary behavior whereas
Interference is taken to occur involuntarily due to the influence of one language
on the other along the process of the target language acquisition and production.
Grogean has added that such interference is particularly observed in
conversations between a bilingual and a monolingual where the bilingual
consciously avoids code switching, which may impede communication, but

cannot avoid unconscious interference.

1.4. Code switching Research in Algeria

Noticeable research works were conducted in Algeria as a multilingual context
where a shift from Non standard Arabic to French and Berber, mostly in the
region of Tizi — Ouzou , was reported in many studies conducted by Kahlouche
(1981; 1992), Rahal (1992) and Zaabot (1990). One major concern of the four

studies consisted in examining the different linguistic behaviors of multilingual
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speakers and determining the characteristic of these when evolving in a culturally
multilingual linguistic environment.

All the researchers ended up with the conclusion that in a multilingual
context, using three languages at the same time could only be a reflection of
languages in contact and the expression of naturally occurring linguistic
behaviors with all the complexity that it held in terms of the motives behind the

use of CSin that particular context.

1.5. Code switching and SM S Texting

CSin SMS messaging has emerged recently as an attempt to look into language
deviations in what is broadly called CMC (Computer Means of Communication)
as a new means of communication. The early attempts have firstly been
concerned with the study of internet language via the analysis of email texts and
chat groups’ language on the net (Crystal, 2009) to determine the characteristics
of this newly adopted medium.

Crystal has concluded that, in addition to the peculiarities that are typical
to CMC which consist of the extensive use of abbreviations and emoticons, some
CMC texts have more commonalities with writing and others with speaking.
Most studies on CMC data have corroborated Crystal’s findings and have ended
up with the conclusion that CMC language has the characteristics of both spoken
and written genres that help to define CMC language as a “third medium” (
Dorleijn and Nortier, 2009: 129).

Accordingly, research has extended to cover SMS language in both

monolingual and bilingual countries as mentioned earlier. The very few studies
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carried out in bilingual countries such as Kuwait, South Africa, Finland and
Nigeria, have focused mainly on the examination of the use of English in
connection with the national language of each country. In Kuwait for example,
Haggan (2007) has reported the texters use of a mixture of Arabic and English
in their messages. Similarly, South African texters mix English with isiXhosa by
writing English nouns with isiXhosa prefixes (Deumert and Masinyana, 2008).
By contrast, Chiluwa (2008) has found that Nigerian texters completely avoid the
Nigerian language even in their persona texts and prefer using exclusively
standard British English.
In multilingual contexts, Ait Mouloud (2011) has investigated the use of
SMS among Algerian youngsters belonging to the region of Tizi Ouzou, by
looking into the Code switching types and languages used. The results have
shown that French is the language which is mostly used in SMS texts, followed
by Non Standard Arabic and then Berber (which is spoken by 69% of the
population under study). The study has shown also gender differences in CS
type's choice by demonstrating females’ extensive use of Intersentential CS type
when compared to male texters. Ait Mouloud has concluded that despite the fact
that participants are Berber and Arabic speakers, the participants use French
language in most SMS messages as a communicative strategy to guarantee a
wider communication among young texters.
Last but not least, it is important to add that CS is also found in
written communication and it is not confined to speech (Sridhar, 1996). Tay

(1989, cited in Sridhar, 1996:65) reported the use of two or three diaects of
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Chinese in the written media investigated. The evidence of CS as a speech and a
written discourse phenomenon in language becomes an interesting issue to
observe mainly in SMS writing which is commonly defined as written speech. As
a matter of fact, this study will analyze the nature of SMS texting as a new
written discourse and look upon the different CS types used, and more
importantly account for CS differences among male and female students of

English.

Summary and Conclusion

This chapter covered the theoretical background of SMS texting, gender and CS.
Reference to differences between CS, code mixing, borrowing and interference
was also made. Besides, brief reference to CS in the Algerian context and an
account of SMStexting in relation to CS was provided as well.

Building on this review of literature, we concluded that further research
is needed to distinguish between bilingual and multilingual linguistic behaviors
in matters of CS and SMS texting. Indeed, any results and conclusions drawn in
regard to bilingual contexts cannot be generalized to multilingual ones where

more than two linguistic systems are used.

Moreover, studying CS in written discourse as it is the case in SMS
texting, can widen the scope of both fields by exploring and defining the
characteristics and peculiarities of both behaviors in regard to written
communication. As the study of digital CSisavery young field, alot is left to be
done to unveil the nature of SMS messaging in connection to both CS and

gender, asitisthe casein thisstudy.
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Besides, the discussion above highlighted the linguistic terminological
problems related to CS when associated with confusing concepts such as Code
mixing, Borrowing or Interference. In addition, the proliferation of CS type
definitions, with the different categories that include Intersentential,
Intrasentential and Extrasentential made the distinction between the three types
difficult. As a result, we fedl it necessary to avoid confusion by adopting one
single terminology throughout this study.

In this respect, CS types will be analyzed according to Poplack’s
definitions of CS types by distinguishing between Intrasentential CS that
involves Nouns, NP, VP, Adjectives, Verbs, Complements, Relative clauses and
Sentences ; and Extrasentential CS type which refers to the inclusion or use of
tags, idiomatic expressions, interjections and exclamations.

Therefore, both Intrasentential and Extrasentential CS types will be used
to refer to all the movements from one language (or languages) into the native or
matrix language (or languages) as being a switch from one language to another.
This will concern the total switch from one language to another, the insertion of
complete sentences or single words within sentences from the target or guest
language to the matrix one. Hence, the two concepts will be adopted in this study
and will constitute the major tenets of our research methodol ogical framework.

At this point, it is worth noting that this distinction is done purposefully
.Building on the discussed arguments on the link between CS types and language
proficiency provided by many researchers ( Myers Scotten, 1995; Poplack, 1980;

Mc Clure, 1975), the use of full sentences, or single lexical items referred to as
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Intrasentential CSin this study, is widely supported by the view that the recourse
to both types requires distinctive language proficiency in contrast to
Extrasentential CS type that requires less language competency. These
arguments may substantially help to draw possible differences between the
proficient and less proficient students in terms of CS type use and choice, and
more importantly answer our research questions properly.

Furthermore, borrowed items are excluded in this study to focus mainly on
code switches per se. This is because we believe that nativized or habitualized
words or expressions are so commonly used and widely spread that they tend to
belong to the native language more than to the guest one and hence create a
certain ambivalence on the real nature of the borrowed items . Additionally, we
believe that the inclusion of such items as parts of guest languages would distort

the findings and thus the interpretation of the results.

42



Chapter Two

Research Methodology and Design

I ntroduction

The present chapter describes the methodological procedures adopted to conduct
our research. It starts with the presentation of the methodologica approach used,
the statement of the research questions, the presentation of the subjects who took
part in the study, the materias used for gathering data and the procedures
adopted to analyze these data.

As mentioned earlier, the main objective of the present study is to analyze
the nature of SMS messaging among English students at the Department of
English and examine gender differences, by focusing on the types of CS used by
male and female texters. For that purpose, an exploratory/qualitative method
through which all conclusions are data driven is conducted. The examination of
the qualitative data obtained goes through the quantification of the results
obtained basicaly via the use of a corpus of students ‘messages and a
guestionnaire. The analysis of the corpus will help to answer three research
questions by presenting and interpreting the findings.

And because the topic of CSistoo complex to be treated with the analysis
of asingle type of data, a questionnaire is designed mainly to answer the fourth
research question of this study, by eliciting more information about the
psychological drives that underpin CS in connection to SM S texting and gender.

By doing so, we wish to demonstrate how incorporation of both linguistic and
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socio-psychological factors into a single analysis is necessary to account

satisfactorily for CS behaviors.

2.1. The Method Choice
Considering the complexity of the topic, the use of an exploratory / qualitative
method is revealed to be crucial and probably the most appropriate methodology
to use .Thisis mainly motivated by the fact that our knowledge of CS and texting
behaviors in multilingual contexts in general and the Algerian context in
particular, is so limited that the use of an exploratory/ qualitative methodology
can highly contribute to a better understanding of the topic under scrutiny . This
is generally made possible through the substantial spectrum it offers by getting
closer to the practices of individuals and groups in a variety of ways as sustained
by Higgs and al (2009):
Qualitative research is increasingly regarded as a powerful and credible
tool for reveding and understanding the inherent complexity and
variability of human behavior and experience. Indeed, pragmatic
approaches to research design actively encourage us to adopt multi-
disciplinary perspectives and mixed methods strategies for studying

situations that involve different and complex layers of individual and
collective practice ( Higgs and al, 2009:8).

Moreover, one of the undoubted strengths of qualitative methodology as
noted by Higgs and a (2009) is that “it can tell us what people believe about
their practice, it can explore the results of what they actually do, and it can
explore the gap between the two” (Higgs and al, 2009:8).

Bearing this in mind, our work aims to explore and account for the

expected and unexpected features of the topic, whereby al the interesting and
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pertinent aspects of SMS texting will be carefully examined. By doing so, we
wish to illuminate our understanding by providing insights into the issue of CSin
SMS in relation to gender by answering our research questions , on the one

hand, and by opening up further possible research directions, on the other hand.

2.2. Research Questions’ Aims

In the light of what has been mentioned above, four research questions have been
asked to address the issue of CS in SMS messaging and account for possible
gender differences between male and female groups. The stated questions are:

. Do female English student texters code switch more than male English student
texters?

. Do female English student texters differ in their code switching from male
English student texters, in terms of Intrasentential Code switching vs.
Extrasentential Code switching types?

. Do female English student texters differ from male English student texters in
their language choice? If yes, how?

. Do female English student texters differ from male English student texters in

their code switching practices and language preferences? If yes, why?

By asking the first research question, our purpose is to determine the
amount of CS demonstrated by both female and male texters. By doing so, our
intent is to see whether any differences can be observed and whether any gender
differences can be reported. Most of the studies conducted and cited in the
review of literature on SMS texting have stressed the fact that females tend to be
prolific and prone to SM'S use more than their male counterparts. Concurrently, it
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will be interesting to see whether they code switch more as they use SMS
messaging. The first research question therefore tries to look into thisissue of CS
by counting down the number of switching occurrences in every group and
consequently draw correlations between male and female students.

The second research question comes as an attempt to go deeper in the
analysis by looking closely at the CS types both males and females use. Most
researchers that have dealt with language proficiency in connection with type
choice have pinpointed the close relationship between the two. As it has been
reported in the literature above, in both Intersentential and Intrasentential CS
types (referred to as Intrasentential Code switching type in this study), a certain
amount of language command in the languages used is an essentia prerequisite
to switch between two or three grammatical systems efficiently. Fluent bilinguals
are the ones who are said to shift from one language to another easily and to use
Intrasentential CS type more frequently than the Extrasentential type (Poplack,
1980).

The third research question is asked to account for the texters language
choices by considering the different aspects that impact on language preferences
when messaging and more importantly, look for language choice among male
and femal e students.

The fourth and last research question is asked to account for the texters
code switching behaviors and language use by highlighting the socia and
psychological motives of CS mainly in a multilingual context. Mgjor attempts to

explain the reasons behind CS have tapped the bilinguals needs to express
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themselves via language manipulation as communicative strategies to assert
power, to show alignment to a given class, to demonstrate language capacity and
so on. The recourse , therefore, to aquestionnaire in our study isjustified by our
wish to look closely into the motives that concern the participants in this study
and bring some light that hopefully help understand the phenomenon of CS and
language preferencesin SM S texting.

In what follows, a detailed description of the participants characteristics,
the procedures used to analyze the corpus data and the questionnaire design and
aims, are provided to explain the different steps followed to answer our research

questions.

2.3. The participants
The informants are 40 English language students at the Department of English of
the University of Algiers, Bouzareah. Twenty (20) of the participants are female
students and twenty (20) informants are male students. The forty students belong
to 4" year classical system, with an advanced level in English. Both males and
females groups include Non standard Arabic speakers (10 males and 10 females)
and Berber speakers (10 males and 10 females) which are considered as the
participants mother tongues. Both groups also master standard Arabic as being
the Algerian official language and language of instruction from primary school to
high school, in addition to French and English which are considered as foreign
languages.

Native or mother tongue variable was carefully controlled for three major

reasons. the first concerns the fact that the majority of students in the English
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department are young Algerian students who speak both Berber and Non
standard Arabic. This study does not contain students belonging to other
nationalities (namely African countries, as a number of them are following their
studies at the English department). By working with this group of students where
Berber and Non standard Arabic co-exist in the classroom, we felt the need to
provide a certain representativeness of the real population belonging to the
Algerian English student classes of the University of Algiers.

The second reason for selecting Berber and Non standard Arabic speakers
lies in our interest to explore additional research paths by looking into the
linguistic behaviors of both, mainly when dealing with language choice and
preferences. The third and last reason is motivated by our interest to work with
ideal multilinguals who use three and sometimes four languages in their everyday
life interactions, which is the case of the students taking part in this study.

Besides, the selection of this kind of population is guided by our interest
in the use of English in the students' messages and tentatively draw correlations
between language command and CS in SMS texting. Indeed, many scholars
(Myers-Scotton, 1995; Poplack, 1980; Mc Clure, 1977) who have observed
bilingual behaviors for years, have agreed on the fact that CS easily from one
language to another or within the same sentence is a perfect mark of the full
bilinguals. Thus, they have concluded that CS requires a certain level of
linguistic proficiency which is undoubtedly a valuable social skill. Additionally,

given the prestigious aspect of English as the language of technology and
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knowledge, students of English will be expected to use it extensively in their
messages.

However, it is worth mentioning that due to the fact that we are dealing
with SMS as a written discourse, many SMS features should be taken into
consideration. In fact, most message texts are not often in the form of standard
written English; as a result, accurate written English is not expected in our study.
And because SMS users usually use written forms of sounds that replace the
ability to hear spoken utterances, the language produced will be unique and very
limited to SM S texting.

Unfortunately, one social variable that could not be controlled was the
participants socio-economic background that informs about the participants
social and economic conditions that certainly have an impact on their educational
level and language choices. Nonetheless, the subjects enrolled in this study have
been selected according to their actual educational level of English, age, mother
tongue and gender, and these are the variables that are taken into account in our

investigation.

2.4. The Sampling Procedure

Given the nature of our study, two distinguished groups according to sex are
made up by using a Stratified Random Sampling procedure. By definition, a
stratified random sampling is a process where the population is divided into
strata or subgroups and samples are drawn randomly from each stratus or group.

The 4™ year Classical System level contains 750 registered students (the official
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number provided by the administration of the English Department) for the year
2011 and 2012.

There are two types of stratified random sampling: Proportional and Non-
proportional. For the proportional sampling, the sample size will be different for
each subgroup because the same proportions are used with reference to the size
of the subgroups. The major benefit in using this type is the possibility to obtain
more precise estimates due to lower sampling error. For Non-proportional
sampling, different proportions are used in reference to the subgroup’s sizes
resulting in a need to adjust or ‘‘weigh’’ the results for any analysis. The
subgroup sample sizes for non-proportional are the same regardless of the
proportion of the subgroup in the population (Schreiber and Asner-Self,
2011:87).

As far as our sample is concerned, the selection of a small group (40
students) obeys to the nature of our research methodology which is exploratory
and qualitative. In most qualitative methodologies, the size of samples is less
important than what the research can tell about the topic under scrutiny. Thus,
any generalization of results is made impossible at this stage and can only be
possible with larger samples and longitudinal studies that can be carried out in
the future.

In sum, and building on the literature, the arguments provided above offer
an interesting starting point in the sense that we are expecting students
participating in the case study to use the language they master best, that is to say

English. Nonetheless, we believe that the topic is far more complex to be limited
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to one explanation and looking deeply into the subject will certainly help explore
the various possible explanations that would justify the texters' language choices

in terms of types and language, provided the data collected.

2.5. Data Analysis Procedures

2.5.1. SMS Corpus Analysis Procedure

The corpus of SMS texts gathered from the 40 students consists of the content of
the last three messages sent by the subjects. This has resulted in a body of 120
messages which have been analyzed, counted and interpreted. For ethical
reasons, the participants were first asked to write the last three messages sent as
opposed to those received. Thisis because it is not possible for any researcher to
ask for messages a respondent has received since implicitly this includes data
from persons who have not given consent to participate in the study. Second, the
participants were requested to write down and reproduce exactly the same texts
without any alteration. This is done to preserve the texts authenticity and,
therefore, give more validity to our research.

However, one maor problem with this type of data lies in the de-
contextualized nature of the messages which make a discourse anaysis of the
data amost difficult but not impossible as far as this case study is concerned. In
fact, a tentative approach to analyze the messages content in terms of the texts
functions, topics and the receiver as important aspects of discourse isinitiated in
this study mainly in connection with language choice, to account for the possible
environment of messages and its importance in shaping CS and language use

phenomena.
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As afirst step then, the content of the messages is analyzed to determine
the amount of CS occurrences, the CS types and last , the language choices
according to gender . For the amount and CS types occurrences, the major
criteria adopted in this study deals with the grammatical categorization of the
switched items. Accordingly, Intrasentential CS type will involve the
identification of Nouns, Verbs, Complements, Determiners, Noun phrases, Verb
phrases, Relative and Subordinate clauses and complete sentences. In contrast,
Extrasentential CS type will concern the identification of tags, idiomatic
expressions, interjections and exclamations.

Based on these two CS types, the second step in our study consists of the
guantification of these types occurrences via the calculation of the number of
sentences, clauses, nouns, verbs and complements that entered the matrix
languages. In this respect, al the words and sentences that enter Non standard
Arabic or Berber are counted and reported. Thereafter, the reported numbers are
cross tabulated to account for possible similarities and /or differences between
the two groups. The comparison between the females and males results will help
to answer our first research question.

Still, as mentioned, unlike in Poplack’s study that deal with bilinguals
using two languages: Spanish and English, our participants are multilinguals and
the nature of switching is far more complex to be equated to that particular
context. Possible configurations of CS behaviors may display sentences where
two, three or four languages are mixed in the same messages. Another option

would be the use of only one language be it the mother tongue or another, the
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fact which is going to be explored in the present study. Nonetheless, the
switching to two or three languages may eventually suggest a certain command
of the languages used as well as a demonstration of languages in contact
phenomenon where al these languages are simultaneously performed.

For stability sake , though, all the switches are counted with regard to the
native language (in our case from Non standard Arabic and Berber) presupposing
that our participants will be using both as matrix languages and any switching
will take place from these two languages into Standard Arabic, French or English
and may be the three of them as guest or embedded languages. This argument is
justified by the fact that most bilinguals generally use their mother tongues as a
base language and then mix up with other languages, be it a second, a foreign
language or a dialect in some circumstances.

Therefore, to answer our first research question: Do female student of
English texters code switch more than Male students? , a chart that represents the
total number of code switches in SMS texts is proposed to help identify the
amount of switching occurrences in both groups. The comparison of the results
will enable us to draw correlations between males and females’ tendenciesto CS.

However, the mgjor limitation when counting the number of switches is
the SMS texts length that varies from a message to another and from a
participant to another. The general observed length ranges from 2 to 25 words in
both groups. By words, we mean all the functional and lexical morphemes, beit a

verb, anoun, an article a preposition or an abbreviation present in messages.
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To answer our second research question: Do female English student
texters differ in their CS types?, two charts are proposed. The first is a
representation of the amount of Intrasentential CS instances by comparing both
males and females' amounts in reference to the total number of CS occurrences.
The second chart represents the amount of Extrasentential CS instances by
comparing both males and females amounts and recourses to this CS type. By
presenting the amount of every CS type and cross tabul ate the results, we will be
able to draw the significance of every type in connection to gender

In the light of the theoretical background on SMS and gender , we can
argue that one of the major expectations of the results may be that females might
outpass their male counterparts in the number of code switches at the
Intrasentential level more than at the Extrasentential level. Females were
reported as being prone to SMS writing and the use of language alternation can
denote a high degree of language command that females consciously or
unconsciously aim at demonstrating.

As far as the third question is concerned, that is. Do female English
student texters differ from male English student textersin their language choice?
If yes, how?, the different language options and combinations are set in
categories, and every category is counted according to the number of occurrence
in the messages. The frequency of every category accounts for the languages
preferred and used by each group and the results are cross tabulated to help

answer our research question properly.
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The next step in our study then concerns the analysis and interpretation
of the results in the light of our findings and review of literature. Again, in the
light of the theoretical background, predictions can be made by pointing the
females possible use of English and French as prestigious and overvalued
languages (Labov, 1990; Trudgill, 1974; Tannen, 1994), more than their male
peers. The females recourse to prestigious languages as assumed by many
scholars will be interpreted as a means to acquire higher status and demonstrate
alignment to a distinctive class in society. Conversely, the use of less prestigious
languages might be observed among males who, for solidarity reasons with other
men, might tend to use Non standard Arabic or Berber in this particular case.

However, evidence for or against these arguments can only be possible
through the analysis of the Corpus and the questionnaire’ s data, which are able to

bring evidence to answer the research questions properly.

2.5.2. The Questionnaire

2.5.2.1. The Questionnaire s Aims and Description

The participants are administered a demographic, behaviora and attitudinal
questionnaire concerning SMS texting and code switching use. The objective of
the questionnaire is threefold: first it seeks to account for the social and
individual behaviors towards this medium and its place in the participants
everyday life interactions, second, it looks into the texters' motives that justify
their use of code switching and third, to identify the students perceptions of CS

and language use in relation to prestigious languages such as French and English.
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The factual questions are used to find out certain facts about the
respondents demographic characteristics such as. age, gender, linguistic
background (that is the number of languages mastered) and mother tongue.
Behavioral questions are used to find out what the respondents do with SMS
messaging, focusing on actions and habits and personal history. Attitudinal
questions are used to find out what people think, covering attitudes, opinions,
beliefs, interests and values (Dornyei, 2003).

For practicality reasons, we have chosen to add a last section in the same
questionnaire’ s worksheet which is devoted to the reproduction of the last three
messages sent by the participants to avoid soliciting them for a second time.

Questionnaires can consist entirely of closed questions, easy to quantify
and open questions that are mostly categorized, or a mixture of both. As closed
questions are assumed to be too direct and limitative in answers scope, the open
guestions are mostly used to obtain more useful information that accurately
reflect the respondents ideas and reflections, a qualitative interpretation which is
not generaly favored by the scientific community. In al cases, some
quantification of the results is needed for the research sake and a compromise is
offered by the semi-structured questionnaires that prone the balance between the
accuracy of the results and the interpretative power of the open questions.

Thus, our guestionnaire contains both close and open questions in a semi-
structured frame to hopefully help to answer satisfactorily our research questions.
Y et, the construction of valid and reliable questionnaires is “ a highly specialized

business and a very complicated enterprise” (Nunan, 1997: 143) mainly for
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novice researchers who are trapped in mountains of data that are sometimes
irrelevant and that do not serve the purpose of the study. For this reason, a
piloting phase was initiated to avoid these kinds of pitfalls and ensure more
validity to the questionnaire.

In addition to that, we are very much aware that explaining motives
behind SMS linguistic choices or CS uses is a hard and difficult task. We believe
in fact that exhaustive explanations require the contribution of other sciences
such as psychology, psycholinguistics, sociology and sociolinguistics.
Nonetheless, the use of a questionnaire in our study has no pretention to fully
answer the question of switching motives but it aims to tentatively approach the
issue to understand the complex causes of CS use and language choice among
Algerian university students.

The questionnaire is edited in English and, as mentioned, contains an array
of open or unrestricted and close ended or restricted questions. This is done to
provide a certain variety in questions formulation to enlighten the questionnaire,
on the one hand, and to elicit as much information as possible from the
informants, on the other hand. At this point, it is worth noting that thanks to
insights and input provided from the pilot test carried out with 43 informants and
the suggestions and feedback of some friends and colleagues who kindly
accepted to proofread the questionnaire's first draft, we opted for more open
ended questions which revealed to be more insightful and rich in data as

compared to close ended questions. In this respect, most restricted type of
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questions used in the questionnaire are followed by “Why” to elicit more data
and provide more insights on the topic.

The only problem, however, lies in the amount of data provided by the
open questions. In fact, researchers usually face huge amounts of data as the
questions comparatively reveal more unexpected varied answers that are difficult
to analyze and therefore score (Nunan, 1997:143, Bell, 1988:59).Nonetheless,
and given the nature of our study which is by definition exploratory and
descriptive, an effort is made to deal with open ended questions as the major
source of data to guarantee more authenticity to the answers and draw as much
information as possible from the respondents. The following examples are

illustrations of the types of questions used in the questionnaire.

2.5.2.2. Types of Questions

a. Open questions: This type of questions is set to give the respondents total
freedom to decide “ what to say and how to say it” (Nunan, 1997:143) as a means
to gather some unforeseen and unpredicted responses and this is what the pilot
phase clearly reveaed.

b. Closed questions. which we wanted in fact semi-closed or semi-open because
of the combination of both Yes/No items with a follow up “Why?’ question, are
used. We believe that this option may hold many benefits of illuminating and
explaining the respondents choices when answering very restricted questions
present in the questionnaire.

c. List questions: this type of closed questions provides the informants with a list

of items from which they can select one or more options. The list questions
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present in the questionnaire are two types. In the first type, the respondents are
asked to tick one or several options provided with the question. Likewise, the
second type of list questions asks for the selection of one or more items from a
list of options provided in the questionnaire. Y et, the mgjor particularity of this
second type is in the form of the questions that are extended by adding “Why”
questions at the end of every option.

d. Category questions: In these closed type of category questions, the informants
are provided with a set of options they are asked to select. The informants
however are asked to “select only one option unlike the list questions’ (Bell,
1988:59) because the respondents cannot fit into two different categories at a

time.

2.5.2.3. Questions Wording and Appearance
For designing a questionnaire, most research methodology books stress on the
importance of words and sentence choice which is crucial for the elaboration of a
good and valid questionnaire. In fact, most researchers (Bell, 1988; Wallace,
1998; Nunan, 1997; Verma and Mallick, 1999; Dornyei, 2007) highlighted the
necessity to carefully write the questions by avoiding ambiguity, imprecision,
ambivalence or using double sentences, leading sentences or technical words in
questionnaires.

Therefore and despite the respondents command of English language,
the selected questions is very straightforward, ssmply stated and contain one-idea
sentences to facilitate the items reading and understanding. The vocabulary for

instance is simplified to avoid any unnecessary confusion as in the choice of
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“mixing languages’ instead of very technical words such as “code switching, or
the use of the word Berber instead of Kabyle to refer to all the Berber speaking
areas in Algeria, including therefore the Chaoui students, the Tergui or the
Chenoui ones.

In terms of appearance or layout, the questionnaire contains 20 items
which are , according to our pilot test respondents , not very long. Additionally,
the questions’ highly structured layout and spacing is carefully designed to avoid
boredom and confusion. All the headings and the questions are written in bold
type to mark a distinction between the questions and the answers that are given
enough space to help the respondents edit their responses at ease. This is to
follow Verma and Mallick (1999) suggestions and recommendations concerning
the importance of both carefully written and attractive questionnaires which are
judged by the respondents themselves as being the ultimate users:

Potential respondents are more likely to take seriously a document that

has been carefully and attractively produced than one that looks as if it

has been casually thrown together. They are in no position to judge its
inherent intellectual quality and they may well take the view that , if it

was not worth the researcher’s time and effort to produce it attractively,
it is not worth their time to complete it (Vermaand Mallick ,1999:120).

In this line, the questionnaire is made as user friendly as possible by
starting with introductory items, common and easy questions to account for the
informants’ background in terms of mother tongue, sex, age and languages
knowledge. More consistent and relevant questions follow by carefully grouping
the same and related questions and by creating five (05) distinct sections which

are called parts. Thisis mainly done for structure and organisation sake and also
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for a better completion of the questionnaire as the respondents would smoothly
move from a section to another with the least difficulty.

The questionnaire first part is devoted, as mentioned earlier to the
guestions related to the respondents personal information as sex, age, mother
tongue or Second and foreign languages studied at school and the different
languages spoken by the informant. Part two, is devoted to the respondents
texting habits and messages use. The third part refers to SMS messaging users
and their language choices and uses. Part four is devoted to the informants
opinions and perceptions concerning gender  differences when using CSin SMS
texting. The fifth and last part is the section reserved for the corpus collection

which represents the record of the three last messages sent by the respondents.

2.5.3. The Questionnaire Analysis Procedure
The guestionnaire contains close questions easy to quantify and open questions
that will be categorized to facilitate their quantitative and qualitative
interpretation. The quantitative data are defined by Nunan (1997) as the data
“which are recorded in numerical form... the type of information that can be
counted or measured in some form or another” (Nunan,1997: 231). The
guantitative data obtained through the use of close questions will be processed
and analyzed using tabular representations and by counting the number of
informants who share the same opinions and the percentages of each group.

In contrast, the qualitative data which are non-numerical and concern
mostly open ended questions will be quantified by generating categories that

stem from key words analysis of the statements made by the respondents. Every
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category presented in one word or a one idea sentence, therefore, is assigned a
score that will help us in the counting in percentages of the data collected. This
procedure will help synthesize big amounts of data in such a way to reved

possible and insightful patterns that will be represented in tables.

Summary and Conclusion
In this chapter, we extensively described the methodology adopted in the
collection of data which is a two step methodology that deals with two main
research tools, the first concerned the collection of a corpus of SMS texts , and
the second refers to the collection of data through the questionnaire intended to
look more deeply into the qualitative side of the research questions. Afterwards,
we explained the analysis procedures used to process the data collected from the
different sources and research tools.

The next chapter is devoted to the presentation and anaysis of the
results elicited from the SMS corpus, to end up with the discussion and
interpretation of the findings. Analysis of the questionnaire’s results are

discussed in a further chapter.
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Chapter Three

SMS Corpus Analysis and Discussion

I ntroduction

This study seeks to examine SMS nature in a multilingual context through the
investigation of messaging practices among multilingual students studying
English. The overall results will be considered as well from a gender perspective
as an additional attempt to account for male and female differences while
switching in SMS messaging. The data collected via SMS corpus are analyzed
and interpreted to answer the three research questions as stated previously.

As mentioned, the corpus content is analyzed regarding two aspects. the
number of Intrasentential CS and Extrasentential CS types and the distinction of
the preferred languages used to switch when messaging. Any other CS
configurations will be reported and interpreted as well. It is worth noting here
that the calculation of the amount of the two types of CS and languages choice
will be done in regard to gender in order to draw possible correlations between
the two groups. Besides and due to the exploratory nature of our study, any
unexpected and salient aspects that may crop up while analyzing our data, will be
reported and interpreted accordingly.

Along with studies on SM S texting and gender, differences are expected
between females and males while texting. And because women are said to use
longer and more syntactically complex messages (Ling, 2003; Kasesniemi, 2003)

, on the one hand, and the demonstration of language proficiency (Poplack, 1980;
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Myers-Scotton, 1989; Mc Clure, 1977) , on the other hand , we would argue that
women might use more Intrasentential type of switching than men as an
expression of language command and supremacy. Moreover, this may be
attributed to the differences in the communicative styles that refer to women’
tendency to use language as a rapport communication rather than a report one,
and therefore use texting in amore prolific and distinctive way (Tannen, 1994).

Concerning language choices and preferences, it is worth mentioning
first that the use of foreign languages in many countries, including Algeria, is
explained by many researchers by users' need to show a certain alignment to a
relatively high socio-economic class and a social sign of education and prestige
(Trudgill, 1974; Labov, 1990). In our case, code switching to English would
supposedly be preferred by female students more than males because of the
language symbolic reference to the American power and technological
dominance over the world which gives the language an acknowledged prestige.
Consequently, their recourse to English more than any other languages in their
messages may denote their need to indirectly assert power and display
symbolically their supremacy over their male counterparts. Males instead , given
the power of social norms establishers might show less recourse to English by
using more Non standard Arabic as an attempt to display solidarity between
peers (Trudgill, 1974; Lakoff,1973; Eckert,1992).

However, the study does not focus on the reasons underlying the use of
Intrasentential and Extrasentential CS types, but we choose to calculate the

number of their occurrences and then compare the results of both sexes.
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3.1. Data Analysis and Discussion

In this part of the study, we analyze and discuss the major findings elicited from
the examination of the messages sent by the English students by returning to each
research guestion that has guided the study and by connecting it to the theoretical

background and literature review presented in chapter one.

Research question 1: Do female students of English texters code switch more
than male student texters?
As mentioned in chapter two, the first research question’s purpose is to determine
the amount of CS demonstrated by both female and male texters. By doing so,
our intent is to see whether any gender differences can be observed and reported.
The first research question, therefore, tries to look into this issue of CS by
counting down the number of switches occurrences in every group and
consequently draw correlations between male and femal e students.

To achieve this goal, the total number of both types of CS frequencies

is calculated and the results are presented in the following table:

Gender TN of CS ON of ISCSand ESCStypes | Percentage
(%)
Male 274 114 41.60%
Female 274 160 58.39%
TN= Total number |SCS= Intrasentential Code switching
ON= Observed number ESCS= Extrasentential Code switching

Table 3.1: Intrasentential Code switching type and Extrasentential type Amount according to
Gender

From this table, we can see that when calculating the total amount of CS,
including both types, the results show that females switch more than their male
counterparts with a number of 160 code switching times compared to 113 times
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for males. These results suggest that females are more prone to language
aternation either at the word level or the sentence one. These findings may also
support and confirm the different assumptions about the females conscious or
unconscious attempts to demonstrate their superiority over men. According to
Poplack (1980) and Myers-Scotton (1995), CS is undoubtedly a good
demonstration of language command, be it at a word level or a the sentence
level, and females in the present study displayed both.

As displayed by the findings, we can answer our first research question by
stating that in fact there is a significant difference between the amounts of CS

where females tend to switch more than males when writing messages.

Research question 2: Do female students of English texters differ in their code
switching from male student texters in terms of Intrasentential code switching
type vs. Extrasentential code switching type?

The second research question comes as an attempt to go deeper in the analysis by
looking closely at the CS types both males and females use. Most researchers
that have dealt with language proficiency in connection with type choice have
pinpointed the close relationship between the two. As it has been reported in the
literature above, in Intrasentential CS type, a certain amount of language
command in the languages used is an essentia prerequisite to switch between
two or three grammatical systems efficiently. Further, fluent bilinguals are the
ones who are said to shift from one language to another easily and use
Intrasentential CS type more frequently than the Extrasentential type (Poplack,

1980).
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Throughout this study, the data show the co-existence of two different
patterns of CS. In the first one, a total code switching to “one language only” is
used by our participants, that is to say messages written exclusively in one
language namely English and French. 19 (out of 60) observed messages are
written in “English only” among females and 18 messages among males. For the
use of “French only” language in messages, 16 messages (out of 60) are observed
among females and only 9 messages among males. The 59 remaining messages
are the ones that contain a mixture of different languages as illustrated in the
second pattern.

The second pattern consists of the use of Intrasentential Code switching
type where simple or complex grammatical constituents such as complete
sentences , single nouns, single verbs, conjunctions are mixed up and
simultaneously used; constituents from French, English, Non standard Arabic,
Standard Arabic and Berber languages. However, borrowed lexical items were
excluded in this study because of the ambiguous and ambivalent aspects of the
borrowed words as noted in the outset. The observed borrowed items found in
the messages consisted of a few words such as. Ok, Iportable, SMS, negosyiw,
profiti, bipiliand les unités.

The two first patterns that are 1) the complete switch to one language only
and 2) the use of a mixture of constituents from different languages, are
considered in this study as parts of the Intrasentential CS type occurring in the
120 messages collected. The following examples are illustrations of the two

patterns:
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Pattern 1. The “ One Language Only” messages which are free of any other
switching or mixing of other languages as in these examples:

Ex 1. Seeyou in the department

Ex 2: How was the day guys?

Ex 3: Hi Rima what’s up, please bring me brit civ lessons. Thanks, see you

Ex 4. St Sofiane, jspr k tu va bl. Je voulais juste te souhaiter bon chance dans

I” examen du bac.

Ex5: 9t, sava, je suistresfatiguée et j’ évite le tel au maximum. Je suis saturée
physiquement et moral ement.

Pattern 2. The use of two, three or sometimes four languages in the same
message including sentences and isolated lexical items as shown in the following
examples:

Ex 1: St Hanouna, tu me mangue grave ma belleseeur , nchalah tkouni mliha,
matensaychtolili winta tji ledar bach natlakaw, ok, je t’aime bokou, bisou

Ex 2:Bonjour mama, comment va tu? bonféte, tu es tout pour moi. Rabi ykhalik
ling, jet’aimetresfort.

Ex 3:Salut, |’ espere que tu aurais un avis favorable a ta demande. Take care of
yourself. a+

Therefore, the observed number of Intrasentential CS type's occurrences

and repartition is presented in the following table:

Gender TN of CS ON of 1SCS Percentage (%)
Male 274 113 41.24%
Female 274 160 58.39%

TN= Total number
ON= Observed humber
I SCS= Intrasentential Code switching

Table 3.2:1 ntrasentential Code Switching type Number according to Gender

The results reveal that Intrasentential CS type, including either the
recourse to “one language only” pattern, or a mixture of several languages
pattern, is more frequent among females than males. The reported number of 274
that refers to the total number of both males and females recourse to
Intrasentential switching helped determine the share of every gender. There are

68




therefore , 160 observed code switches that is 58.39% for females, and 113
switches that represent 41.24%, for males. Broadly, the present study reveals that
females outpass their male counterpartsin this type of CS.

Concerning Extrasentential type's occurrences and repartition , the results

obtained are presented in the table below:

Gender TN of CS ON of ESCS Percentage (%)
Male 274 01 0.36%
Female 274 00 0.00%

TN= Total number

ON= Observed number

ESCS= Intrasentential Code switching
Table 3.3:Extrasentential Code Switching type Number according to Gender

As we can see from the table above, Extrasentential switching type is
inexistent among females and present among males with only one switch where
the use of “Hey” as an interjection is used most probably to mean hello. Yet, the
reported number of one (01) that refers to the total number of both males and
females recourse to Extrasentential switching type helped determine the share of
every gender in this type by demonstrating 0.36% for males and 0.00% for
females. Broadly, the results show that males and females similarly almost never
use Extrasentential CS type in their messages.

This low frequency in the use of interjections, exclamations or idiomatic
expressions in messages is probably due to the fact that these latter may pertain
to the spontaneous speech mode of interaction where simultaneous reactions or
comments come as a natural act of oral communication. According to these
results, texting seems to operate differently may be because of the artificial and

asynchronous nature of messages. People send messages and the reactions to

these messages can come simultaneously or days after, a thing that may alter the
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spontaneity of the answers and as a consequence may result in a more reflective
type of writing which is specific to SMS writing mode.
Henceforth, and in an attempt to compare between the two types of

CSresults, the following table is presented:

Gender ON of ISCS ON of ESCS
Male 113 01
Female 160 00

Table 3.4: Intrasentential Code switching Number vs. Extrasentential Code
switching Number: Cross-tabulation of Results according to Gender

When examining both code switching types as demonstrated in the table
above, the most frequent type of switching occurring in messages is
Intrasentential CS type with a higher number obtained by the female group. This
type of CS, as suggested by Poplack (1980), involves the switch at the sentence
level and above. By above, we can understand the move from one language to
another with no mixing occurrences at al , as it is the case in many messages
found in the corpus.

To many scholars (Poplack, 1980, Myers-Scotten, 1995, Mc Clure, 1977),
this ability to switch at the level of sentences is a good demonstration of
bilinguals, in our case, multilingual’s language proficiency and capacity to
handle language in a very proficient way. The following examples are data
samples of Intrasentential CS type that are illustrations of the type of messages
provided by the participants and where the exclusive use of one language is

observed.
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St sofianejspr ke tu va bl. J | (Hi Sofiane, | hope that you are fine. |
voulais juste te souhaiter bonne | just wanted to wish you good luck in the
chance dans|’exam d Bac. Bacalaureat exam)

Tu me manques beaucoup. Je| (I missyoualot. | can’'t stand being far
supporte jamaisetreloin detoi. from you)

Wash raki khalti. Raki daymen f | (How are you aunt. You are always in
Ibal. my mind)( Berber speaker)
How wasthe day guys. Il I Il

Table 3.5: Code switching above Sentence

From the table above, it can be noticed from example 3 that some CS
variations take place depending of course on the matrix language they moved
from to the guest language they switched into. In this respect, the two matrix
languages are Non standard Arabic and Berber. In this particular context, Non
standard Arabic is a guest language for Berber texters as well as Standard Arabic,
French and English. Likewise, Berber is a guest language for Arabic speaking
texters aswell as Standard Arabic, French and English.

Intrasentential CS type is present also within sentences and this occurs in
the middle of sentences. In this study, SMS users, either in females or males
groups , switch to one, two or three languages to end up with messages that
enclose three to four languages at the same time. The following examples are

data samples of CS within sentences to illustrate this texting behavior.
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Saha amine. Rani nestena fik kima

departement.

(Hi amine. I am waitingfor you at the
department)

Azul a chabiw. Ca va.En fait, j'espere
que tu passeras une belle journée avec
tafamille. Hamlaghkam atas athawizts.

( Hi beauty, how are you. By the way, |
hope that you will spend a nice day
withyour family. Love you so much
precious)

Salam khaled. Wash ca va. Win rak?
3ayatli nahtajk. Ok.See you.

(Hi Khaled, how are you? Where are you?
Call me need you. Ok. See you

3id milad sa3id wa koul 3am wa anta bi
ef Kher. La3koba | 100 ans inchalah.
Happy birthday Salah.

(Happy birthday and best wishes. May you
live a hundred year with God's will.
Happy birthday Salah.)

Saha kho. La soutenance de Billal et
demain a 11h, fi dali Ibrahim. Bonne nuit
et ademain.

(Hi brother, Billal’s viva is tomorrow at
11.00 at Dely Brahim. Good night and see
you tomorrow)

Table 3.6: Code switching within Sentence

Thus, the results help us to answer our second research question by
concluding that females use more Intrasentential type of CS but use almost
similarly the Extrasentential type and , therefore, argue for the existence of both

differences and similarities in male and femal e texting behaviors .

Research question 3: Do female English student texters differ from male
English student textersin their language choice? If yes, how?

This third research question is asked to account for the texters language
preferences when messaging and more importantly, examine the students
language manipulation and use. To answer this question, therefore, we have been
very interested to know what languages male and female texters prefer using
when texting. To reach this am, we have proceeded by counting down the
number of times texters used a given language. The examination of messages

have helped us to set a number of patterns or instances that we have called
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categories. By doing so, twelve (12) categories have been reported along with the
number of frequency for each category and by gender as demonstrated in the

following table:

Gender
Language Choice Categories Male | Female | Total

English only 17 19 36
French only 09 16 25
Non Standard Arabic+ French 12 10 22
Non Standard Arabic only 05 02 07
French+ English 03 04 07
Non Standard Arabic + English 04 02 06
Non Standard Arabic+ French + English 00 02 02
Non Standard Arabic+ French + Berber 01 01 02
Non Standard Arabic+ French + English+ Berber 00 01 01
Non Standard Arabict Standard Arabic +French + 01 00 01
English

Berber+ French 01 00 01
French+ English+ Berber 00 01 01

Table 3.7: Languages used in SM'S messaging by Gender

We can see from the data that the respondents switch to “English only” (36
times) more than any other languages. The reason might be because the data is
taken from English department students who are familiar and comfortable with
the language. This use is noticed in both males (17) and females groups (19) that
help to conclude that there are no significant gender differences at this level.
Therefore, the language repertoire which is most often used in messages among
our participantsis English. The second most used language is “French only” with
(25 times). The familiarity with French as a well implemented language in the
Algerian environment seems to be preferred to Non standard Arabic by both
males and females (only 7 messages were written in this language, 5 for males

and 2 for females).

73




As far as gender differences are concerned, French seems to be used
mostly by girls (16) when compared to boys (09). The third language used by our
participants is a mixture of Non standard Arabic and French (with 22 messages)
with a dlight difference between males (with 10 messages) and females (with 12
messages) . Most of the other languages are rarely used in SM S texting as shown
in the table above.

However, it is worth mentioning here that whatever language used in SMS
messaging, the issue of language choice is far more complex than it seems. In
fact, using one particular language or languages may be explained by providing
possible reasons such as good command of a language, the prestigious dimension
of the language, real lexical need, expressing group identity by signaling group
membership and solidarity with the addressee, but this is still building on
arguments that can rightly or wrongly fit the issue of language choice and
switching in our particular case.

Henceforth, there is no doubt that a deeper investigation concerning the
reasons of language alternation is needed, and chapter four of this study is a
tentative contribution towards the issue of language preferences in SMS texting
where many reasons are provided by the respondents to justify their language

choice and preferences while messaging.

3.1.1. Language Choice and I ntra-gender Differences
While examining the material, one emerging and interesting observation has
concerned the use of languages within gender itself. In fact, we have been very

surprised to notice that significant differences exist between the participants of
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the same gender who speak different mother tongues and between males and
femal es speaking the same mother tongue.

A comparison between males and females speaking the same mother
tongue that is to say Non standard Arabic, shows that males are prone to use
“English only” language (13 Messages for males and 11 for females) in addition
to Non standard Arabic and French with 12 messages for males and 08 for
females. A few references to “Non standard Arabic Only” language are observed
among males and females with 04 messages for males and only 01 message for

females, as shown in the following table:

Gender
. . Arab | Arab | Total

Language Choice Categories male | female
English only 13 11 24
Non Standard Arabic+ French 12 08 20
Non Standard Arabic only 04 01 05
Non Standard Arabic + English 03 02 05
French only 01 03 04
Non Standard Arabic+ French + English 00 02 02
French+ English 00 02 02
Non Standard Arabic+ Standard Arabic +French + English 01 00 01

Table 3.8: Language Choice according to Matrix Language Variable: Non Standard Arabic
Speaking Participants

Following the same approach, Berber speaking participants have been
divided into males and females groups and the analysis of data has shown
contrary results when compared to Non standard Arabic speakers. In fact, Berber
females tend to use more “French only” language (13 messages for females in
contrast to 08 messages for males), the second language used is English and even
when using this language, gender differences are noticed. Females use English

much more than males with 08 messages for females and 05 for males. Non
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standard Arabic is aso used at a third position with males outpassing females

with 05 messages for males and 02 for females as shown in the following table:

Gender
. . Berber | Berber | Total

Language Choice Categories male | female
French only 08 13 21
English only 05 08 13
Non Standard Arabic+ French 05 02 o7
French+ English 03 02 05
Non Standard Arabic only 01 01 02
Non Standard Arabic+ French + Berber 01 01 02
Non Standard Arabic + English 01 00 01
Non Standard Arabic+ French + English+ Berber 00 01 01
Berber+ French 01 00 01
French+ English+ Berber 00 01 01

Table 3.9: Language Choice according to Matrix Language Variable: Berber
Speakers Participants

Interestingly, Berber, which is the participants mother tongue, is rarely
used in SMS messages. No messages are reported when dealing with “Berber
only” language whereas 02 messages containing Berber, French and Non
standard Arabic, 01 message for males and 01 for females are observed in
addition to 01 message that contain both Berber and French which belongs to
males group.

A third salient observation which we deemed worth reporting, deals with
the differences that occur within the same gender. Indeed while examining
gender difference in relation to mother tongue, many differences have emerged

within the males group and the females group and within the same gender.
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Gender
Language choice Arab | Berber | Total Arab | Berber | Total
male | male | Number | female | female | Number
English only 13 05 18 11 08 19
French only 01 08 09 03 13 16
Non standard Arabic+ | 07 05 12 08 02 10
French
French+ English 00 03 03 02 02 04
Non standard Arabic only 04 01 05 01 01 02
Non standard Arabic + English | 03 01 04 02 00 02
Non standard Arabic+ French+ | 00 00 00 02 00 02
English
Non standard Arabic+ French+ | 00 01 01 00 01 01
Berber
Non standard Arabic+ French+ | 00 00 00 00 01 01
English+ Berber
. French+ English+ Berber 00 00 00 00 01 01
. Berber+ French 00 01 01 00 00 00
. Non standard Arabic+ Standard | 01 00 01 00 00 00
Arabic +French + English

Table 3.10: Language Choice according to Matrix Language Variable: Cross- tabulation of
Results of Berber and Non Standard Arabic speaking Participants.

As demonstrated in the table below, males and females similarly switch to
English first , then to French and at a third position to a combination of Non
standard Arabic and French. Nonetheless, when looking carefully, we can notice
that even when using English, Arabic speaking males, with 13 messages, outpass
Berber males (with 05 messages), who themselves are outpassed by Arabic
speaking females (with 11 messages) and Berber females (with 08 messages).
This is may be due to the position of English as a language of instruction that
Arabic speaking boys and girls feel confident to use in everyday life in genera
and in SMSwriting in particular.

Moreover, English when compared to French seems to be culturally
closer than French to Arabic speaking texters, which isin turn closer to Berber

speakers due to historical and socio-cultural reasons. The implementation of the
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French colonizer in some regions of Algeria, mainly in Kabylie, was followed by
the building of schools to teach French language to the natives. The accepted co-
existence of both French and Berber could have an important role in tightening
the relations between Berber and French while the socio-cultural distance has
probably kept French as a language of the colonizer for Arabic speakers in
general.

This possible argument may explain the fact that the second preferred
language used in SM S writing is French. Aswe can notice, French is mostly used
by Berber participants (with 13 messages for females and 08 for males) when
compared to Non standard Arabic speakers (with 03 for females and O1 for
males). Broadly, females outpass their males counterpart in the use of French, but
the Berber males outpass the Non standard Arabic femal e texters.

Therefore, arguments for language superiority which is demonstrated by
females as an attempt to gain status (Labov, Trudgill) , can be partly right when
we know that even linguistic and socio-cultural factors can have asignificant role
to play in language use and choice, as shown by the results obtained in this study.

Additionally, the examination of “Non standard Arabic only” use and
“Berber only” use shows that very few messages are written in these two
languages. Both males and females use a mixture of both Non standard Arabic
and French to convey meaning, much more than “Non standard Arabic only” or
“Berber only” languages. This may be due to SMS texting keypad requirements
of using Latin characters that favors the use of standard languages such as French

and English, instead of Non standard ones. This is on the one hand. On the other
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hand, writing with high varieties of language may consciously or unconsciously
be overvalued more than low varieties such as Non standard Arabic or Berber.
Hence, using these varieties may mean belonging to the lower class of
uneducated people. Thus, and because of the social status of students as educated
people, these latter might want to display and signal this position via language
choice by opting for more standard languages to express their social identity.

As a consequence, the findings come to support Sridhar (1996) arguments
concerning the distribution of languages in multilingual contexts where
differences are highlighted in terms of functionality and context. In fact, to
Sridhar, the phenomenon of “ the Asymmetric Principle of Multilingualism’
(Sridhar, 1996: 50) is very common in the multilingual contexts where all the
languages in the repertoire of a multilingual community are not equally
distributed in terms of power, prestige, vitality or attitude and where some
languages are more valued than others (Sridhar, 1996). This is justified by the
number of roles played by any language as explained by Sridhar in the following
guotation:

The position of a given language on a hierarchy is determined by very

pragmatic considerations. The larger the number of desired roles a

language enables its speakers to play in a given society, the higher its

place on the hierarchy. The more restricted the range of valued roles a

I5a2r;guage provides, the lower its place on the hierarchy (Sridhar, 1996:

In our case, English serves as a medium of instruction at the department of
English of the university of Algiers, and eventualy, as a link with the civilized

world that reflects modern knowledge, science, technology, international

commerce and western culture. Similarly , French is lifted up to the top of the
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hierarchy in conversational settings because of the wide range of rolesit playsin
the media, literature, commerce and administration when compared to the rest of
the existing languages.

In addition to that, multilingual speakers linguistic competence is tightly
linked to what Sridhar called “ Selective Functionality” (Sridhar, 1996: 50). To
Sridhar, every multilingual develop competence in each of the codes depending
on their psychological needs and the context in which each of the languages is
used:

A multilingual might have an excellent reading, writing, speaking,

comprehending knowledge of one or two languages but might be more

comfortable using one language for academic or professional purposes,
and another for intimate or emotional expression. Thisisin part afunction
of differential command of registers (functional variety) but also of

habitual association between language and context (Sridhar: 50).

As a result, every language in a multilingual context has a distinctive
position depending on the roles and functions it fulfills in society which help to

represent distinct identities and consequently serve “ the complex communicative

demands of a pluralistic society” (Sridhar, 1996: 53).

3.1.2. Written Speech in Participants Messages

One additional and interesting aspect that has been observed while examining the
corpus is the high degree of formality used by our texters. Contrary to the
widespread view of messages as being written speech which is full of
abbreviations, emoticons and colloquial forms, we have been very surprised to
find that our texters do not use abbreviations or emoticons very often. The very

few abbreviations concern mostly opening and closing expressions such as Slt,
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Bye. Most of the words are written in their complete forms and with very few
mistakes like in writing where editing mistakes are very rare. Thisis may be due
to the students carefulness to write correct language as a sign of language
command or eventually to avoid misunderstanding in cases of abbreviations use.

In addition, some mobile telephones provide the writer with the ability to
automatically capitalize certain words and suggest spellings which provides
texters with the capacity to reduce mistakes and achieve some kind of accuracy
when messaging as seen in the following examples:

Examplel: I'll call you later
Example 2: I'min class

Example 3: Please, cal me. | don’'t have enough units.

Moreover, most messages use salutations and closings frequently, giving
their messages a tone of being aformally constructed letter despite the fact of the
high degree of persona disclosure in the SMS messages. In our participants
messages, most messages are sent to friends, classmates or family members
where the sender and receiver have a high degree of insight into each other’s
lives. This suggests the use of less formal and less accurate use of language, with
abbreviations and emoticons, but the examination of the students' messages show
the contrary.

Thus, severa features associated with SMS in relation to writing and
speaking have been overviewed in the present study to suggest an additional
research direction that deserves greater attention by looking closely to the

properties of both writing systems.
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3.1.3. SMS Functions, Topics and the Addressees in Messages

In addition to the characteristics that are more like writing or speaking, the
messages collected have provided us with a certain number of directions that are
highly insightful and worth studying. In fact, throughout the analysis of the data,
many similarities in terms of SM S functions, topicality and role relationship have
been noticed among both the female and male groups.

In an attempt to understand these aspects as parts of the social nature of
SMS messaging, we have tried to look into the uses or functions that SMS
texting serve, the topics dealt with in messages and the receivers profiles,
referred to as the role relationship or the addresses, and account for their
importance in determining CS behaviors in general and language use in
particular.

As claimed by Saville-Troike (2003), the use of CS as part of languages
use in communication is highly determined by the functions it serves, the topics
of interaction and the role relationship that refers to the addressee as areceiver of
any message, be it oral or written. In this line and assuming that message writing
with CS as one of its mgjor constituents in a multilingual context is a message
which is delivered by a sender to areceiver asit isthe case in ora interactions, a
tentative exploration and explanation of these aspects is made to better
understand the role and impact of these latter on SMS writing. In fact, SMS
messaging is not an individual enterprise but a highly social one where many

factors come into play to shape the texting production, and obviously, covering
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these factors will represent a significant step in understanding the socia nature of

SMSin our particular context.

3.1.3.1. What do English Student Texters Use SMSfor?

The first step adopted in the analysis of the data has consisted of sorting out the
different functions that SMS serve and that are clearly displayed and shared by
both males and females. In this respect, a table that contains 08 categories has
been elaborated, with some selected examples from the corpus to illustrate these

categories as follows:

Uses or Functions Examples

Coordinating social life I’ll call you later
Where have u been?

Expressing feelings Rah nahbal
Raki dimafi |bal, twahachtek

Informing Saha kho, la soutenance de Billal et demain a 11h fi dali
brahim
IIs ont affiché exams plan, on commence Saturday eng
lit . Good luck

Greeting Hey beauty, how are you?

Salam, how do you do?

Presenting  wishes  and | Happy birthday to u happiness and long life full of joy
greetings on specia events | and ...... whatever
Wish you a good luck for your bachaloriate darling

Discussing school matters Jaura besoin que tu passe a ma chambre pour ce soir
pour qu’ on revise Brit civ

Bonjour, stp demain jebli les cours ta3 heart of darkness
bech ndir 3liha copie. Merci. Bon courage

Requesting Please call me
3ayatli nahtajk

Commenting events Vivereal Madrid, mazel tgoli Barca ma netfahmouch
Je sais que catafait du mal mais ca passera, prend soin
de toi

Table 3.11; SMS Uses/Functions

The second step has consisted of coding these categories and counting

down the number of messages according to each category and according to
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gender .The 120 messages were often only a single reply in an ongoing dialogue.
Given this caveat, the mgor categories that arose from the data are common to

both sexes and the results are cross tabulated asillustrated in the following table:

Use or Function Male | Female | Total
Coordinating social life 10 12 22
Expressing feelings 07 14 21
Informing 10 10 20
Greeting 09 07 16
presenting wishes and greetings on specia events 08 07 15
discussing school matters 03 06 09
Requesting 07 03 10
Commenting events 06 01 07
Total 60 60 120

Table 3.12: SMS Use/Function’ Differences by Gender

When looking across the various categories, the first observation we can
make is that both males and females use SMS texting almost similarly to achieve
specific functions in their messages. When looking closely though, the second
observation is that in addition to these similarities, some major differences
between males and females are noticed. Females, for example, are sightly more
prone to using SM'S messages to coordinate and arrange meetings with friends
and classmates in 12 (out of 60) messages, as it is the case with men who use
messages to plan activities in 10 (out of 60) messages. Women, however, use
SMS more likely than men to express their feelings in 14 messages, where love
and affection are expressed either with family members, classmates and friends.

07 messages only are used to express feelings among men.

84




This distinction comes to confirm the general assumptions that women use
communication more to maintain affective relationships. It is widely agreed in
the literature nowadays, that women tend to focus on their feelings and their
relationships by seeking intimacy and relationship maintenance. In contrast, men
are said to be more prone to display knowledge and experience and to involve in
sports and politics quite frequently (Tannen, 1994, 1997).

This argument again is supported by one distinction we can observe in the
data when dealing with commenting events where males seem to be prone to
providing feedback and comments mainly when dealing with football events.

Besides, differences are noticed in the number of messages sent to dedl
with school issues and requests. In fact, girls seem to be more interested in
school matters by interacting more about their school life and by sending 06
messages in comparison to 03 messages only for males. In addition, women tend
to use half the number of messages than males in asking for favors or help from
their receivers. Both texting behaviors may be explained by the fact that in the
Algerian context and due to the status of the dominated sex, women might seein
school achievements and independent personalities the only way to beat the
powerlessness (Eckert, 1989) imposed by males and society.

Last but not least, less significant degrees are reported when dealing with
informing or telling the news, greeting, expressing wishes for special occasions.
In these particular cases, both girls and boys use messages nearly in the same

way and with the same amounts.
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3.1.3.2. Topicsin SMS messaging

Dealing with topics in SMS messaging has come as an additional attempt to shed
light on the students’ messages contents, on the one hand , and to draw possible
correlations between topic and language choice , on the other hand. To do so, we
have tried to look into the different topics dealt with in the messages and the
languages used to deal with these topics, and finally compare both males and
females results.

The first step, therefore, has consisted of identifying the different
subjects and next the different languages used to deal with these subject. The
second step has consisted of counting down the number of messages with regard
to both parameters. By examining the content of the messages, we have ended up
with seven (07) categories of topics that have been shared by both males and
females . The categories have been put under one major heading as illustrated in

the following table:

Topics Categories Content

Fedlings Love, friendship and affection expressions

Special occasions New year's eve, Birthdays and Aids

Activity Plans, hang out, playing Football, meeting
arrangements, watching football events

Health and welfare Asking about health and welfare

School matters Studying issues and concerns, asking for
copy books and informing about exams
schedules.

Telephoneissues Taking about telephone and connection
problems.

Internet Taking about Internet and Facebook

Table 3.13: Topics Categories and Contents

As demonstrated in the table above, English students use SMS texting to

talk almost about the same topics. These vary from feelings, greetings in specia
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occasions, planning activities, interacting about school issues, telephone
problems or Internet. Throughout the analysis of this issue, we have been
stimulated to know whether males and females use the same languages when
dealing with the same topics or not.

To answer this inquiry, we have tried to examine the main object of the
messages and identify the languages used to deal with every topic. The following

tableisan illustration of the results obtained in connection to gender.

L anguage use variations

Topic categories/ Non

Gender Standard S;arnac:)?;d French | English | Berber
Arabic Totd
F M F M F | M FIM|F | M
Health and welfare| 02 | 02 | 00 | 00 | O5 |04 | 08 | 04 | 00O | OO | 25
inquiries
Activity 02| 02| 00 |00 |0 |04|05(07]|00]00]| 20
Feelings 01| 02| 00 |00 |07 |02|03(02|01]01] 19
Special occasions 01| 01 | 00 |03|06|03[05|02|00|00] | 19
School matters 00| 01 | OO | 00O |0O5|03|06|02|00|00]| 17
Internet 00| OO | OO | OO | OO |OO|02]02|00| 00| 04
Telephoneissues 02| 00| 00|00 | 02|00 00|00|00| 00| 04

Total 108

Table 3.14: Topic, Language Choice and Gender

From the data, we can see that females, more than males, tend to express
their concern about their receivers health and welfare, by using mostly English
then French languages. Further, activity plans and social life is mostly expressed
by males by using respectively English then French as well. In contrast, talking

about feelings is noticed among females who prefer expressing their feelings in
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French. Wishes for special occasions are made mostly by females who use both
French and English to do so. School matters are reported mostly among females
who prefer talking about school and studies life in English and then French.

The findings indicate that in most messages, English and French are used
either to talk about love, socia life or very neutral topics such as birthdays or
telephone issues. Thisis probably due to the fact that students are texting almost
classmates, friends and family members who supposedly understand and master
the languages used by the texters. Therefore, texting in these languages remains a
mark of distinction students of English probably use to identify themselves as
educated students of English.

Further, gender differences are noticed especialy when dealing with
feelings whereby most females prefer expressing in French rather than English or
any other language. By sharing details of lives, women feel intimately and
continuously connected to one another and French language seems to be the only
language that can serve this purpose. Males friendships seem to be more
important and they are mostly maintained via the use of English and French as
well. The use of Non standard Arabic could suggest the texters attempts to
display inclusiveness and solidarity with other male peers as argued by many

researchers, but very little reference to this language is reported in this study.

3.1.3.3. SMS Messaging and the Addressees
The addressees’ feature in communication (or role relationships as referred to by
Saville- Troike , 2003) , is as important as the topic in the determination of

language choice in general and CS in particular. In what follows, a description of
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the receivers profiles and their indirect role in determining language choice in
SMS messaging has been elaborated. To achieve this, the texters at the
questionnaire’s completion level have been asked to write between brackets the
person whom they sent the message to. By doing so, we have been able to
identify three (03) categories of people who received the messages. The three
categories are: Classmates, Friends and Family members. The last category has
included brothers, mothers, sisters, fathers, cousins and aunts. Despite our
insistence to write down the receivers role relationship, only 49% of the
messages contained this mention.

Nonetheless, al the messages that have contained the addressees as
receivers in the 41 messages reported have been analyzed in relation to the
languages used to address the receivers, on the one hand, and in relation to

gender, on the other hand. The following table is an illustration of the results

obtained.
I Addressee categories
L anguage use variations/ Friends <9 Family Total
Gender Classmates
Members

F M F M F M
English 09 | 10 |03 | 08 07 01 38
French 03 | 00 | 10| 03 03 00 19
French + Non Standard Arabic 00 | 01 |O7| 08 03 00 19
English +Non Standard Arabic | 01 | 02 | 01 | 03 01 00 08
English + French 03 | 00O | 00| 00 00 00 03
Non Standard Arabic 0L | 00 01| 01 01 00 04
Standard Arabic + French+| 00 | 00 | 01| 00 00 00 01
English
Standard Arabic 00 | OO |00 | 01 00 00 01

Total 41

Table 3.15: SMS Messaging, Language Choice and the Addressees
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From the data, we can see that both female and male texters address
classmates, friends and family members mostly in English. This is probably
because we are dealing with English students who are comfortable with the
language and want to show it. Additionally, SMS users tend to address their
friends particularly in a mixture of French and Non standard Arabic. Probably,
this is due to the fact that most of the receivers are people who understand both
languages and , therefore, use the languages of the addressee as well. In some
messages, some explanations are provided to explain linguistic options. In fact,
for some texters, language choice is bound to the addressee’s educational level
and language knowledge as shown in the following examples:

Example 1: Il fait chaud donner |’ eau a mes chat (I wrote it to my sister to
take care of my cats, my sister is educated and understand standard

French)

Example 2: Wash raki kheti. Raki daymen fi |bal. Twahachtek (here my
sister isnot educated sheis married and stays at home. | know she does
not under stand French)

In relation to gender, some differences are observed concerning the use of
both English and French in messages. Females tend to use English with
classmates but also with family members such as fathers, mothers and brothers.
This may be due to the fact that girls tend to care more about their image of
English students who are doing well with the language and therefore with their
studies. This may be explained by the face dimension which is supported by

Myers-Scotton in his study.
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To Myers-Scotten, speakers know who they want to be identified with,
how they want to appear to others and how they want others to behave towards
them as parts of socia interactions. Moreover, females contrary to males address
their friends in French more than English. This may suggest that despite the fact
that female students master English, they apparently feel more comfortable with
French when addressing friends.

Thus, the results help us to answer our third research question by
concluding that language choice may be highly influenced by psychological and
social needs but aso by the knowledge texters have of their receivers educational
and linguistic backgrounds , a fact that make both male and female students
choose the appropriate language and adjust the message content accordingly.

However, one major limitation of these results consists of the very limited
number of messages that were used to draw these conclusions. In fact, the
analysis of the addressee in connection to language use and gender concerned the
examination of only 41 messages of the corpus. Henceforth, the results cannot be

generalized to include the whole messages of this study.

Summary and Conclusion

This chapter presented the results obtained by the SMS corpus analysis and
discussion in line with the research questions. At the linguistic level, the results
indicated that similarities and differences exist between women and men and
these similarities and differences highly depended on CS types. Women tended
to use more Intrasentential CS type than men in their messages. Conversely, both

males and femal es used Extrasentential code switching type aimost similarly . At
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this point, we argued that the absence of tags, interjections and idiomatic
expressions in both sexes’ messages might suggest that we were probably dealing
with a unique and distinct mode of communication with its own properties and
which was different from oral or written modes. In addition, this came to
disconfirm the fact that women generaly use tags extensively as a mark of
women’s language as stated by Lakoff (1971).

To Lakoff (1975), women more often use tag switching at the end of
declarative sentences to display politeness but also to indicate lack of self
confidence. Further, the use of Intrasentential CS type either by alternating two
languages or using severa codes in messages suggested that females, contrary to
males , demonstrate higher degrees of language command as an attempt to
socially prove their superiority over men.

At language choice level and contrary to expectations, males and females
used English almost equally in their messages . This was justified by the fact that
the data were taken from English department students as advanced learners, and
al the people they sent the messages to were either classmates, friends or family
members who either know or understand English. They used English naturally in
virtually all domains: academic and social matters to talk about different topics
including activity plans, school issues and feelings, aiming mostly at
coordinating everyday life activities and maintaining social relationships with
classmates, friends and family members.

In addition to these similarities, the examination of the material suggested

that gender differences do exist, by displaying women’s tendency to use mostly
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French especially to deal with feelings. In contrast, males tended to use English
more than French when dealing with activity plans mainly with friends. These
texting behaviors were revealed to be important namely to signal speaker’s

identity and adaptation to the addressees’ linguistic and cultural backgrounds.
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Chapter Four

The Questionnaire Analysisand Discussion

I ntroduction

This chapter presents the results of the questionnaire administered to the
participants of this investigation. The aim was to seek information about the
respondents’ attitudes, texting habits and language perceptions to answer the
fourth research question of this study . The data are presented in the form of
tables which are followed by the analysis and discussion of the results. At this
point, it bears repeating that the piloting of the questionnaire is of paramount
importance and that engaging in this phase is crucia to the questionnaire’s
success. A pilot test has several functions, principally to increase the reliability,

validity and practicality of the questionnaire.

4.1. The Pilot Testing Questionnaire
The first step undertaken in the elaboration of the questionnaire, therefore, was
the testing of the items and layout validity. This testing phase has the great
benefit of revealing possible problems with the content and the form in terms of
instructions, questions wording and practicality, before the final administration.
Before completing the questionnaire, the 43 respondents belonging to 4"
year English students were briefed about the aim of the research and reassured of
anonymity. Explanations about the content of the questionnaire were given.
Answering all the questions was made necessary and important but the

respondents were let free to answer or not answer questions that they feel too
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personal or embarrassing as it is the case with the last section of the
guestionnaire where the respondents were asked to write the three last messages
they sent.

As the respondents were completing the questionnaire, their reactions
and feedback were observed and recorded by moving between the rows to check
the students understanding of the instructions and to make sure that the students
were completing the totality of the form. In addition, the respondents were
provided with compliments and encouragements when completing the
guestionnaire. After 3 quarters time, the pilot tests were collected and the
students were asked if there were any other questions that they think interesting
to ask and not found in the questionnaire. No suggestions were made and the
students were thanked for their collaboration.

While there is no doubt that questionnaire writing and administration is a
labor-intensive activity, it remains worthwhile and critica for the final
administration. In fact, when reviewing the students answers, two major
problems were depicted. The first dealt with the non- conformity to the
instructions especially when dealing with open-ended questions that required
more than checking a box, which were left unanswered. The second problem
dealt with two redundant questions which were found unnecessary and
cumbersome. As a consequence, many adjustments based on these sources of
input and the input provided by the respondents feedback , made the final editing
of the questionnaire possible by suppressing and reformulating some questions

to elicit more comments from the respondents.
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4.2. The Questionnaire Analysis and Discussion

As mentioned in chapter two, the questionnaire’s goal was to answer the fourth
research question, by investigating the social and psychological motives of CS
practices and language preferences. Major attempts to explain the reasons behind
CS behaviors and language choice have tapped the bilinguals needs to express
themselves via language manipulation as communicative strategies to assert
power, to show alignment to a given class, to demonstrate language capacity and

SO on.

Research question 4: Do female English student texters differ from male
English student texters in their CS practices and language choice? If yes,
why?.

To answer this question, the questionnaire’s first part contains demographic
questions that account for the respondents age, sex, mother tongue, second
language, and number of spoken languages. The answers show that the students
participating in this study range from 22 to 28, belonging to Algerian Arab and
Berber communities. All the students belonging to other countries and speaking
other languages are excluded from the study to focus on Algerian students
mainly.

Therefore, 20 female students and 20 male students are selected. In every
group, 10 were Berber speakers and 10 Non standard Arabic speakers. The same
is for the males group where 10 are Berber speakers and the remaining 10 are
Non standard Arabic speakers. The twenty Non standard Arabic respondents

speak for most four languages. Non standard Arabic, Standard Arabic, French
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and English, and five languages that are Non standard Arabic, Standard Arabic ,
French, English and Berber for Berber speakers. The second part consists of
attitudinal questions intended to assess the participants tendencies to SMS use
and their perception of the importance of this latter compared to other means of
communication such as telephone calls, Emailing and social media.

Part I, labeled “ SMS messaging use”’ that include three (03) questions,
used to account for the participants daily use and communication habits while
interacting in everyday life in general and in SMS texting in particular. Most
studies on texting pinpointed youngsters enthusiasm towards SMS use by
considering the number of messages used by both males and females. Broadly
speaking, females were said to be more prolific and more eager to use SMS in
their everyday life interactions, much more than male teenagers or adult males.

However, thisis not the case with our participants who display their lack
of interest in SMS writing by sending only 1 to 3 messages a day for both males
(41,03%) and females(41,03%). Both sexes express their preferences in using
both telephone calls and SMS texting among 19.05% of males and 21.43% of
females. SM S texting as a favorite means of communication concern only 2.38%
(males only) of the participants, less than emailing and social media with 7.14%
for males and 4.76% for females. When considering gendered differences, the
data show that females are prone to both telephone calls and SMS texting more
than males, while males tend to use much more emailing and social media than

females.
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These results are justified by the answers which are provided to the second
question: “Do you think that SMS messaging will replace telephone calls

someday? where 63.16% of the respondents answer “No” , for the following

reasons:

Male Female | Total
Because we need to communicate orally 4% 20% 24%
Because phone calls are more direct 12% 12% 24%
Because phone calls are more intimate and human 12% 8% 20%
Because some topics need to be communicated orally 12% 4% 16%
Too lazy to write messages 4% 4% 8%
Because | need to hear the voice 00% 8% 8%
Tota 44% 56% 100%

As we can see in the table above, 24% of the participants claim that
telephone calls are very important because of the need to communicate orally and
to have direct contacts with people. This communicative aspect seems to be more
important for females (20%) than for males (4%). Males give more importance to
the human and intimate aspects with 12% of the respondents for only 8% of the
females.

Thus, this first section reveal that telephone cals as a means of
communication seems to have an important place in everyday interactions and
that both males and females look for verbal, human and intimate communication
that SM S messaging is lacking.

Part |11, entitled “ SMIS messaging and Code switching” that enclose eight
(08) questions aims to look into the mechanisms of CSin relation with language
preferences, CS practices , mental representations and attitudes towards mainly
French and English . The questions go through the participants' opinions and

beliefs concerning the use of CS in messages and the reasons behind gender

98




differencesin the use of French and English. More importantly, questions 7 and 8
(see appendix A) look into the symbolic features of language use as an attempt to
uncover the unconscious side of language choice in CS, especialy when we
know that the majority of the questions call for the conscious side of CS and
language choice.

In question 1 of part 11 (see appendix A) for instance, the participants are
asked to answer the following question: “ Which language do you prefer using

when writing messages? the following results are obtained:

Male Female | Total
French 12% 17.74% | 30.65%
Non Standard Arabic 14.52% | 12.90% | 27.42%
English 14.52% | 12.90% | 27.42%
Berber 484% | 3.23% | 8.06%
Standard Arabic 484% |161% |6.45%
Total 51.61% | 48.39% | 100%

As mentioned is the table above, 30.65% of the respondents answer
French language, with 17.74% of females and 12% of males, followed by Non
standard Arabic and English with equal percentages that are 27.42% of the
participants, with 12.90% of femaes and 14.52% of males, and last Berber (
8.06%) and Standard Arabic (6.46%).

Surprisingly enough, the results reveal a contrast in the respondents
language preferences as provided by the gquestionnaire’s answers and the actual
SMS practices which have been displayed in the corpus . In fact, in the corpus
data analysis, the results have shown that the majority of the messages examined
are written in English, then French and last a mixture of French and non standard

Arabic.
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Nonetheless, the reasons which are provided to explain the choice of
French as the highest percentage are attributed to the fact that French language is
probably the most language understood by all the Algerian people and because it
IS an easy language to use, a fact that suggests that the respondents high degree
of French language command makes them feel more comfortable with that
particular language and apparently much more than any other languages. The

following table is an illustration of the reasons which are provided by our

participants:

If French, please say why Male Female | Total
Because it is understood by all 23.81% | 33.33% | 57.14%
Because it is easy 4.76% | 23.81% | 28.57%
| useit with friends | know they understand French 476% | 9.52% | 14.29%
Total 33.33% | 66.67% | 100%

English as a second favorite language is used mostly because the
respondents are English students and use English in their messages to signal
membership, to practise and improve themselves in the language as it is

demonstrated in the table below:

If English, please say why Male Female | Total
Because I’m an English student 26.32% | 15.79% | 42.11%
To practise my English 15.79% | 10.53% | 26.32%
To communicate mainly with classmates 15.79% | 5.26% | 21.05%
Becauseit is easy 00% 5.26% | 5.26%
To use it with English speaking friends 5.26% | 00% 5.26%
Total 63.16% | 36.84% | 100%

With similar percentages, Non standard Arabic is said to be used to serve
communicative needs mostly on the basis that Non standard Arabic is the

language which is used by the mgjority of the Algerian people, apparently less
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than French which is their first choice. In fact, the use of Non standard Arabic is
justified by the fact that maximum understanding may be attained by using this

latter while texting asit is shown in the following table:

If Non standard Arabic, please say why Male | Female | Total
Because it is understood by all 33.33% | 12.50% | 45.83%
Because it is the language which isused in everyday life | 12.50% | 29.17% | 41.67%
Because it is easy 4.17% | 8.33% | 12.50%
Tota 50% 50% 100%

Therefore, French and Non standard Arabic (and French more than Non
Standard Arabic) are similarly used as neutral languages to communicate with all
the categories of society, be it Arabic or Berber speakers. In contrast, English is
used as an identity mark and for practicing purposes which is limited to
classmates and some friends who speak the language.

Code switching as a linguistic and social phenomenon is highlighted by
questions 2, 3, and 4, where the informants are asked to answer whether they
code switch languages and the reasons why they do so. In question 2: “ Do you
mix languages when you write messages?, 82.05% of the respondents answer
Yes, with 38.46% of females and 43/59% of males, by demonstrating higher
percentages among males.

However, SMS corpus analysis has revealed that females tend to use more
CS than males. This is may be due to the fact that writing messages requires
more spontaneity from the part of the respondents whereas completing a
guestionnaire may require more reflection from the informants and , therefore,
call for more awareness in language use and choice. Further, the corpus size is

very limited and limiting to generalize to al the messages that students send
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everyday and any conclusions are very difficult to make at this stage of the study.
Nevertheless, we believe that CS is highly complex to rush to easy conclusions
and both consciousness and unconsciousness tenets of language choice and
switching are worth being considered while studying the issue of CSin general.
As far as the reasons for CS are concerned, the respondents are asked to
answer the following question: “Do you mix languages when you write

messages? If yes, please say why?, and the following reasons are provided:

Male Female | Total

To be understood 26.67% | 13.33% | 40%

Because | don’t find a word in one language, so | use | 6.67% | 16.67% | 23.33%
another one

For fun 6.67% | 10% 16.67%
Itisjust ahabit 10% 00% 10%
Because | write as | speak 00% 3.33% | 3.33%
To be quick 00% 3.33% | 3.33%
To intimidate my friends 3.33% | 00% 3.33%
Tota 53.33% | 46.67% | 100%

The majority of the respondents (40%), that is 26.67% of the males
respondents and 13.33% of females answer that they use CS to ensure more
understanding from the part of the receivers. Given the multilingual context of
our respondents, the participants explain their choice of CS as being an attempt
to cover al the speakers of the community as if choosing one single language
would mean taking risks to use a language that will not be understood by the
addressee.

Broadly, the results reveal that CSis used as a communicative strategy
whereby the texters ensure maximum understanding through the use of two, three
or four languages in a message. Further, 23.33% of the respondents explain their
CS recourse by the need of lexical items that do not exist in the base language, be
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it the matrix language or a code switched one. Additionally, 16.67% of the
informants answer that switching languages is done for fun, as a play with
language that make messages more interesting.

Despite the low percentages that are obtained in the answers
calculations, other reasons such as the need to be quick, the use of CS as a habit
in SMS writing and the fact of writing messages as an extension of speech , are
insightful reasons that are interesting and worth considering to understand CS
phenomenon as awhole.

Along this line, question3 seeks to account for the respondents
switching habits and the languages used for that purpose. To the question * what
are the languages you usually mix?, every choice is followed by a why question

to elicit more details concerning the reasons of the selected languages used in CS

Male Female | Total
Non Standard Arabic + French 19.61% | 29.41% | 49.02%
Non Standard Arabic + English 11.76% | 5.88% | 17.65%
Non Standard Arabic + Berber 5.88% | 3.92% | 9.80%
Non Standard Arabic + Standard Arabic 3.92% |1.96% |5.88%
Berber + French 1.96% |3.92% | 5.88%
Non Standard Arabic + French + Berber 00% 3.92% | 3.92%
Berber + French + English 1.96% | 1.96% | 3.92%
French + English 00% 3.92% | 3.92%
Totd 45.10% | 54.90% | 100%

As we can notice in the table below, CS concerns firstly Non standard
Arabic and French with 49.02% of the respondents. The second choice concerns
Non Standard Arabic and English (17.65% of the respondents), then Non

standard Arabic and Berber with 9.80% of the respondents. Other choices are
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disregarded due to the low percentages obtained. In regard to gender, Non
standard Arabic and French CS option is reported with higher percentages among
females with 29.41% against 19.61% of males, whereas in Non standard Arabic
and English, males tend to outpass females with 11.76% of boys and 5.88% of
girls. These percentages again reveal males preference in using English more
than French, in contrast to females who prefer using French either in isolation or
mixed with other languages.

Interestingly, these answers come to confirm partly the results
obtained through the corpus analysis by confirming students' recourse to Non
standard Arabic in their messages. Concerning the use of Non standard Arabic
and English or Non standard Arabic and Berber, very little reference was
demonstrated by the corpus results. Apart from that, one has to acknowledge the
fact that the three messages sent and used in the corpus anaysis cannot be a
complete representation of the usual switching habits of our participants.

Nonetheless, the majority or our participants claim that they use Non
standard Arabic and French, Non Standard Arabic and English and then Non
Standard Arabic and Berber for different reasons. In fact, to the question “ why do
you use Non Sandard Arabic and French?, most of the informants give the

following reasons:
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Male Female | Total

Because they are both used in everyday conversation 29.17% | 29.17% | 58.33%

Because when | don’t find a word in Arabic, | switchto | 4.17% | 4.17% | 8.33%
French

Because they are both acquired at an early age 417% | 4.17% | 8.33%
Becauseit is a habit 00% 8.33% | 8.33%
To be understood 417% | 4.17% | 8.33%
Because | master both 00% 417% | 4.17%
To express our feelings easily 00% 417% | 4.17%
Tota 41.67% | 58.33% | 100%

As seen in the table, 58.33% of the informants claim that they use Non
standard Arabic and French because these are the two languages which are
mostly used in everyday life interactions. The popularity of both languages either
among the Arab or Berber communities is made obvious may be because in the
mind of the texters, everyone knows or is supposed to know both languages.
Other reasons make reference to “lexical need”, “to be better understood” or
“good command of both languages’ with no significant gender differences
observed.

Besides, the use of Non standard Arabic and English is explained by
our participants command of both languages and aso their need to use English
as students’ language of studies and classmates as well ,as it is demonstrated in

the following table:

Non standard Arabic and English, please say why Male | Female | Total
Because | master both languages 22.22% | 11.11% | 33.33%
Because | study English and my friends too 22.22% | 00% 22.22%
Because it is quicker when | mix languages 11.11% | 11.11% | 22.22%
To convey meaning better 11.11% | 11.11% | 22.22%
Tota 66.67% | 33.33% | 100%

One additional important reference is made to “speed” when code

switching both languages. To 22.22% of the respondents, Non standard Arabic
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and English are used because it is said to be quicker and to convey meaning
better. However, gender differences are noticed mainly when dealing with
language command. 22.22% of males claim that the use of Non standard Arabic
and English is a demonstration of languages command whereas only half of the
number that is 11.11% of the females claim so. Displaying language command,
therefore, seems to be important to men more than to women, as a probable
attempt to show knowledge and experience as suggested by Tannen (1995) in the
review of literature.

The third and important choice concerns the use of Non standard Arabic
and Berber. To the majority of the respondents, both languages are limited to the
environment where both languages are used and also as an attempt to recover
lexical shortage in one language which is common to all the other choices made
previoudly.

Thus, CS as a usua practice among English students seems to be used
more for psychological, social and pragmatic reasons that enable the participants
to practice their language of instruction, on the one side, and to facilitate their
interactions with all the receivers of the different linguistic communities in the
Algerian multilingual context, on the other side.

Concerning the participants’ beliefs and attitudes towards CS in general
and CS in French and English in particular, three (03) questions are asked to
assess the texters' opinions concerning CS in messages and the reasons that make

people code switch when texting.
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To the question “ Why do you think people mix languages in messages?” ,

the following reasons are provided and summarized in the following table:

Male Female | Total
Lack of vocabulary in one language 13.15% | 16.22% | 29.73%
To be understood 16.22% | 10.81% | 27.03%
To facilitate communication 811% |8.11% | 16.22%
They write as they speak 541% |5.41% | 10.81%
Because we live in abilingual community 5.41% | 00% 5.41%
To show their languages ability 270% | 2.70% |5.41%
For fun 00% 2.70% | 2.70%
Because it depends on the receiver’ s language 00% 2.70% | 2.70%
Total 51.35% | 48.65% | 100%

As we can seen in the table above, the majority of the participants
(29.73%, 16.22% of females and 13.15% of males) seems to agree on the fact
that the first major reason of CS in messages is the lack of vocabulary in one
language. The second important reason has to do with the texters concern to be
understood by the receivers of the messages. This concern seems to be more
important among males with 16.22% when compared to females who only
10.81% of them provide this argument. The third important reason has to do with
the role of CS in facilitating communication among both males and females
groups. The fourth reason which is provided deas with the view that SMS
writing is just a reproduction of oral practices whereby most speakers code
switch naturally.

Some other insightful reasons are provided including the impact of
the bilingual environment on language use; the texters need to show language
ability; the playful aspect of using a mixture of languages and finally the need to
adjust one's language to the receivers linguistic knowledge to ensure
understanding.
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The next question aims to explore the reasons of the use of French in
messages. To the question “Why do you think students use French in their

messages’ , the following reasons are reported:

Male Female | Total

Becauseit is our second language 15.79% | 21.05% | 36.84%
Because it is alanguage used in everyday life 5.26% | 13.16% | 18.42%
Because they are good at it 7.89% | 7.89% | 15.79%
Because French is like a second mother tongue for us 2.63% | 7.89% | 10.53%
Because mobile phones keypads arein Latin 00% 5.26% | 5.26%

Because using standard languages is better than using | 5.26% | 00% 5.26%
didects

For prestige 5.26% | 00% 5.26%
Because Non Standard Arabic cannot express al the | 2.63% | 00% 2.63%
meanings

Total 44.74% | 55.26% | 100%

As mentioned in the table above, the majority of the respondents (36.84%)
justify this choice by the fact that French is the students second language and
thus a language they are familiar with since early age. This familiarity with the
language helps the students to be comfortable in using it either in everyday life
interactions or in messaging. Accordingly, the second reason comes to confirm
this argument by assuming that French is a language used in everyday life by
13.16% of the females and only 5.26% of the males. French as it is noticed,
seems to be more popular among girls than boys for reasons that further coming
questions will be able to provide. The third reason which is provided by 15. 79%
of the respondents’ concern language command which may be partly due to the
long education background that make French a second mother tongue for 10.53%

of the respondents. Other reasons like “prestige”, “the use of standard languageis
better than the use of dialects’ or “the keypad which is in Latin”, are very

insightful but occur with low frequenciesin the answers.
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A similar question is asked but focusing on English this time and the

motives which are provided are presented as follows:

Male Female | Total
To improve their English 16.22% | 13.51% | 29.73%
Because they study English 8.11% | 13.51% | 21.62%
To show off 811% |8.11% | 16.22%
To look fashionable 541% |811% | 13.51%
Because they are good at it 541% | 2.70% 8.11%
To communicate with English speakers only 2.70% | 5.41% 8.11%
Because they master it 00% 2.70% 2.70%
Total 45.95% | 54.05% | 100%

As seen in the table above, most of the respondents (29.73%) with
higher percentages among 16.22% of males and 13.51% of females, attribute
English use to the students' desire to improve their English. This is supported by
the students second choice with 21.62% of the respondents who argue that this
IS due to the fact that English is the language of studies not more. This argument
seems to find more support among females with 13.51% and only 8.11% of the
males. The third reason refers to the students' need to show off (16.22%) and
look fashionable (13.51%) to demonstrate a positive social image either within
the group or outside the group, that is to say, among friends and family members
for instance. Other reasons are provided to include “the good command of the
language” and “the need to communicate efficiently with English speakers”.

In sum, the most important and recurrent reasons that are provided at this
point either by the questions above or the previous ones, tend to agree on five
major points which are summarized as follows. signaling membership and
marking identity, practicing needs, ensuring understanding , facilitating

communication and demonstrating language ability. These five motives are
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shown either when providing reasons for CS in general, in the use of different
languages in messages, or in the questions dealing with language preferences. In
other words, language choice and languages switching can be driven by the
same motives which are but a perfect manifestation of both conscious and
unconscious drives which are obviously the two major tenets that affect SMS
texting in this study in particular.

In this ling, trying to deal with the unconscious motives that underpin CS
in texting behavior is deemed hard and requires psychology specialists to cover
the topic properly. Still, what follows are questions that are asked to tentatively
look into the symbolic aspects of language use through the participants’ language
mental representations. By asking the question “ what does French represent to
you?’, we have tried to look deeply into the texters attitudes towards French
which is described as a second language in this study , but also for years the
language of technology, education and educated people. The following table

illustrates the different representations that are given by both males and females

to the question stated above:
Male Female | Total

A second language 19.51% | 19.51% | 39.02%
Nothing 9.76% | 7.32% | 17.07%
My favorite language 00% 14.63% | 14.63%
A colonial language 9.76% | 2.44% | 12.20%
Prestige 244% | 4.88% | 7.32%
Language of the administration 244% | 2.44% | 4.88%
Fashion 00% 2.44% | 2.44%
Language of literature 2.44% | 00% 2.44%
Total 46.34% | 53.66% | 100%

As noticed, 39.02% of the respondents consider French as a second

language with the same proportions of females and males. 17.07% of the
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respondents though, answer that French means nothing to them which probably
means that French isjust a language for them not more. Interestingly, 14.63% of
the participants who are exclusively females answer that French is their favorite
language. This may explain the extensive use of French in females’ messages.
Further, 12.20% of the respondents view French language as a colonial language
mainly among males (9.76%) more than females (2.44%). French as a symbol of
fashion, of the administration and of literature is reported but with very low
percentages.

The same question is asked to account for the texters' perceptions and
symbolic representations of English and the following table is a summary of the

answers that are provided:

Male Female | Total
My favorite language 10% 20% 30%
The language of Studies 17.50% | 7.50% | 25%
A universal language 12.50% | 7.50% | 20%
Civilization 7.50% | 5% 12.50%
Language of technology 5% 2.50% | 7.50%
Animportant tool in Businesslife 00% 5% 5%
Total 52.50% | 47.50% | 100%

To the mgority of the students (30%) in the table above, English is
described as their favorite language. Yet, significant differences are noticed
between males and females (20% of females and only 10% of males). This
probably means that females are more prone to languages than their male
counterparts. English for males is much more the language of studies (17.50%)
when compared to females (7.50%). This is may be due aso to the fact that
males are more aware of the practical side of languages and the position of the

language as being a universal language (12.50% of males for only 7.50% of
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females) and the language of civilization (7.50% of males and 5% of females)
and technology among 5% of males and only half the number of females.
Additionally, this may denote the males’ need to be associated to modernity and
the civilized world which both carry a positive and overvalued meaning that
constitute important ingredients in shaping males’ social image.

In sum, the two questions on language perceptions and representations
highlighted many aspects of CS by providing interesting insights that explain the
texters use of languages in their messages. In fact, the findings reveal that
French is considered as a second language which is very close to the students
because of the long years of education and because of the good command that
resulted from their educational background. English in contrast, represents for
most respondents the language of studies which is important to improve and
practice.

Gender differences are observed as well by pointing at the affective
tendency of females who favor French and English much more than their male
peers. Males in contrast, express more practicality in their language perceptions
and use. Males, indeed use French to communicate in society and English to
practice the language with classmates and English speakers as a possible attempt
to display both language ability and alignment to the language of civilization and
technology.

Part IV labeled “ SMS messaging and Gender ” is an additional
attempt to investigate CS in relation to gender by asking the participants who

they think code switch more in SMS texting. The three questions which are
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included in this part , are intended to account for texters beliefs concerning the
sex who switches more and the sex who switches more in both French and
English.

Thus, to the question “who do you think code switches in messages

more?” 53.85% of the respondents answer “Both sexes’ for the following

reasons:
Male Female | Total

Because both want to show their languages ability 18.18% | 6.55% | 24.73%
To express themselves better 9.09% | 13.64% | 22.73%
Because both lack vocabulary 16.18% | 4.55% | 20.73%
Because both livein abilingual community 18.18% | 00% | 18.18%
Because it is agquestion of fashion 00% 9.09% | 9.09%
Because both like using messages 00% 455% | 4.55%
Total 63.64% | 36.36% | 100%

The major reasons that are provided deal with students’ needs to show
language ability (24.73%) and express themselves better (22.73%) with the same
concern of being understood (22.73%). Further significant reasons deal with lack
of vocabulary (20.73%) and the fact that both males and females live in a
bilingual community where switching languages is just a natural consequence of
languages in contact. Fashion is the last reason which is provided, with only
9.09% of the respondents who answer so. Concerning the 38.46% of the

respondents who choose girls as the ones who CS more, the reasons are as

follows:

If Girls, please say why Male Female | Total
Because girls like languages 7.69% | 23.08% | 30.77%
To show off 7.69% | 15.38% | 23.08%
Because they are very talkative 15.38% | 7.69% | 23.08%
Because they are more communicative than Boys 00% 15.38% | 15.38%
Because Girlslike SM S texting more than Boys 00% 7.69% | 7.69%
Total 30.77% | 69.23% | 100%
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To most students who answer girls as a second choice, these latter are
said to use CS more because they like languages. Gender differences are noticed
though with females (23.08%) obtaining higher percentages when they are
compared to males (7.69%). The same differences are observed while referring to
the second motive which consists of the girls' need to show off and for being
talkative (23.08% respectively). Females (15.38%) believe that girls need to mix
languages to show off and attract peopl€’s attention, contrary to their male peers
(7.69%). This may justify the females reactionsto males denial of valued social
status which is probably done via the demonstration of standard languages use
as a sign of superiority and as argued by many researchers ( Labov, Trudgill,
Eckert). Moreover, males beliefs concerning females CS is more attributed to
girls talkative characteristic that make them use many languages at a time. The
third and last important difference lies in the fact that women are thought to be
more communicative than men (15.38%), a view which is provided by females
only.

Concerning the question of “who switches to French more in
messages?” ,the answers show the dominance of girls with 85% of the
respondents. However, 15% answer Both and no answer is reported for Boys
choice. The reasons that justify this choice are summarized in the following

table:
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Male Female | Total
To show off 23.68% | 21.05% | 44.74%
Because it is a feminine language 13.16% | 5.26% | 18.42%
For prestige 5.26% | 5.26% | 10.53%
Because it is trendy 526% | 2.63% | 7.89%
Because they are better than boys at French 2.63% |5.26% | 7.89%
Because it is the language of intellectuals 2.63% |5.26% | 7.89%
Because it is aromantic language 2.63% | 00% 2.63%
Total 55.26% | 44.74% | 100%

To most students (44.74%), the major reason of girls switching to
French in their messages is attributed to their need to show off and attract
attention on them. The second reason is that French is described as a feminine
language for both males and females but with higher percentages among males
(13.16%) than females (5.25%). The use of French by girls in everyday life
conversations make many boys qualify French language as girls language. The
notion of prestige is mentioned this time and reported as a third reason for
females’ CS in French, in both males (5.26%) and females groups (5.26%). This
may indicate the socia value which is attributed to French in the Algerian society
which mirrors a highly positive image.

Besides, the same question is asked in regard to English use more
specifically, and most of the respondents (56.41%) answer that both sexes use

English in their messages but for different reasons as it is shown in the following

table:
Male Female | Total

Because it is an international language 11.11% | 22.22% | 33.33%
A third language used between classmates only 18.52% | 3.70% | 22.22%
For practicing purposes 14.81% | 3.70% | 18.52%
Because they master it 3.70% | 741% |11.11%
For prestige 00% 741% | 7.41%
To show off 00% 741% | 7.41%
Tota 48.15% | 51.85% | 100%
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As mentioned in the table above, English is regarded as an
international language for the majority of our respondents (33.33%). Thisview is
mainly present among females (22.22%) than males (11.11%) who think also that
it isathird language that is used between classmates only (18.52%). Further, the
use of English is done for practicing purposes mostly for males (14. 81%) when
they are compared to females(3.70%). The command of language seems to be
another reason for CS in English mainly for females (7.41%) who consider CSin
a given language as an indication of language mastery and proficiency. Prestige
and showing off are the last reasons that are provided by 7.41% of the females
exclusively. This probably suggests that English is not as prestigious as French
can be for females when comparing the two tables above about French and

English perceptions.

4.2.1. Significance of the Questionnaire’'s Results

In the general process of research data analysis, corpus and questionnaire’s
results contributed a great deal in answering the study research questions and
more importantly, in disclosing many aspects that are inherent to SM S texting in
relation to CS and gender. Yet , there are times where we need to know whether
any relationships exist between the corpus and the questionnaire' s outcomes. To
achieve this goa , we have engaged in a triangulation of both tools results to
draw possible correlations and determine the questionnaire’s significance and
contribution to the understanding of the corpus’ results in general, and the topic

in particular.
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Furthermore, comparing students responses with their actual practices
may reveal interesting correlations in patterns of use which may tell us more
about the students linguistic behaviors and their perceptions and opinions
impact on CS and language use. On the other hand, if the types of data differ, this
in its turn may be revealing of the role of spontaneous vs. planned language
production.

As shown previously in this chapter, the examination of the findings
indicated some disparities between the corpus’ findings and the questionnaire’s
outcomes. The three mgjor contradicting results dealt with CS practices and
language preferences as found in the corpus analysis, and the students' responses
to the use of CS and language choice when messaging.

As such, the first observed contradiction concerned CS practices and
gender. The examination of the corpus displayed girls tendency to CS more than
boys, which is contrasted by the questionnaire’ s responses which referred to the
use of CS by both sexes. In fact, 53.85% of the respondents answered that girls
and boys code switch equally. However, 38.46% of the respondents answered
that girls were the ones who code switch more because of their tendency to like
languages, to be willing to show off and to be more communicative than boys.

The second disparity concerned the corpus's conclusions concerning the
use of English as the most frequent language used in messages and the students
arguments concerning the language they use in SMS texts. To 30.65% of the
respondents, French seemed to be the language which is preferred by the

students, followed by Non standard Arabic among 27.42% of the respondents
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and then English for 27.42% of the respondents. In contrast, English was
revealed in the analysis of the corpus as the most used language among students,
followed by French, and then a combination of French and Non standard Arabic.
Besides, very little reference to Non standard Arabic was found in the corpus of
messages.

The third depicted contradiction referred to the respondents answers
concerning the use of Non standard Arabic and French, then Non standard Arabic
and English and last, Non standard Arabic and Berber as being their three major
options when switching languages. Despite the fact that students use Non
standard Arabic and French , which is confirmed by the corpus findings, recourse
to Non standard Arabic and English or Non standard Arabic and Berber was
revealed very scarce in the messages.

At this point, it is worth noting that these contradicting results take the
issue of CS and language use a step further and leads to consider both the
conscious and the unconscious sides of any written production, mainly when we
know that texting, unlike filling a questionnaire, may involve a great deal of
spontaneity from the SMS texters. This point of view leads to consider both
aspects as the two faces of the same coin that shape CS processes and language
use behaviors.

Besides, it is worth pointing out here that some bilinguals code switch
simply because they can and often may not be aware that they have done so.

Conversdly, it is aso made obvious that although bilinguals may possess the
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linguistic resources that alow for CS, this does not suggest that all bilinguals do
code switch as reported in the review of literature.

Despite al the contradictions pinpointed above, the questionnaire was
revealed as a valuable tool in highlighting many aspects of the topic and
supporting many arguments which were presented to explain and interpret the
corpus findings. In fact, thanks to participants ' answers, we can now firmly state
that students taking part in this study code switch mainly to be understood, to
communicate easily and to remedy to vocabulary shortages in one language, in
addition to both girls and boys using CS to show language ability and
communicate better .

Moreover, and despite the fact that the corpus showed females tendency to
code switch more than males, this switching behavior is supported by the view of
girls tendency to like languages, in general, and their need to show off , in
particular . Again, showing off is justified by the females' need to demonstrate
languages command in society and their genera attempt to demonstrate
linguistic supremacy.

Switching by using French is also attributed to girls and their needs to
show off, as French is viewed as a prestigious, a trendy and a language of
intellectuals by many students. Switching to English in parallel, is attributed to
both sexes because of the fact that English is an international language which is
studied at school and which is used for practicing and improvement purposes.

Additionally, the use of several languages in the same message , namely a

combination of Non standard Arabic and French is supported by the fact that
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both languages are used in everyday life interactions and its use is reveaed
crucial to successful communication mainly in the Algerian multilingual context.
This is arguably used as a communicative strategy that aims to cover al the
linguistic communities that co-exist in society.

Concerning language use, English to most students is used because of
their belonging to the English students community and because of their needs to
practise and communicate with classmates mainly. This is also justified by the
students' needs to show off as English arguably is seen as a prestigious language
by most students. French though, is used for different reasons that include the
students command of the language for being their second language, and for
being a language which is well spread in society and easy to understand by all.
Again , these answers corroborate most of the arguments provided in the
findings discussions mainly when dealing with the corpus interpretation of the
data.

Understanding these arguments went also through the investigation of
students’ perceptions and symbolic representations of both English and French.
This step highly contributed in highlighting the attitudes’ importance in shaping
CS and language preferences. In fact, for most students ( mainly males) , English
is used because it represents the students' language of instruction, and a universal
language that represents western civilization. French, in parallel, is described as a
second language which is widely spread in society, and girls' favorite language,
whereas males view French as a colonial language which almost means nothing

to them.
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In this line, the relationships between code switching behaviors and
attitudes are made prominent, given the research findings of both corpus and
questionnaire’'s outcomes. It should be noted that attitudes about CS and
language choice are just parts of the CS processes whereby social and cultural
factors are integral components as well. We now know that students do choose to
code switch, a decision that is influenced by a number of socia and
psychological factors.

At the community and the individual levels, the use of CS for many
students seems to carry overt prestige in addition to the use of prestigious
languages such as English and French which reflect the covert prestige ascribed
to these latter . In particular, CS is proved to serve as a marker of group
membership and solidarity by demonstrating students code switching mostly with
people with whom they share a dual language identity such as classmates and
friends.

Despite the fact that CS and language choice have been shown to index
multilingual linguistic and communicative skills, CS remains a complex issuein
SMS texting and no definite conclusions can be drawn about the reasons for
language manipulation and the possible disparities between groups , without

considering all these aspects asimportant parts of the data.

Summary and Conclusion
What does all this tell us about the social and the psychological reasons that
made male and female students of English use CS and specific languages in

messages?. First, the data showed that both groups used languages and CS almost
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similarly but for different reasons. In fact, both males and females used CS and
various combinations of languages to signal membership , demonstrate language
ability, to communicate better, to practice English language and ensure
understanding. CS among both sexes was mostly justified by the fact that both
girls and boys live in a multilingual environment where CS comes just as a
natural manifestation of al the languages in contact and as a safe communicative
strategy used to guarantee better understanding within the different linguistic
communities evolving in the Algerian context.

However, the examination of the findings helped to identify gender
differences mainly when dealing with code switching motives and language
preferences. In fact, males tended to believe that CS by both sexes occurs as an
attempt to show language ability (18.18% of males and only 4.55% of the
females believed so), whereas the reason of expressing and communicating better
seemed to be females mgor concern with 9.09% of females giving this reason,
compared to 00% of males.

L anguage choice and perceptions also showed disparities between the
two groups. In fact, French seemed to be girls most preferred language for
affective and socia reasons, whereas English was more popular among males
who saw in the language a good vector of modernity, technology and civilized
world. Moreover, males were more prone to the use of English as an attempt to
show alignment to students social category, to improve themselves in that

language and use it with classmates mainly.
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This practical aspect of language use marked a big difference
between males and femal es texting styles that consciously or unconsciously used
languages apparently for different reasons. These differences were partly
explained by both girls and boys positive and negative attitudes towards mainly
French and English. For females, French and English were positively viewed as
their favorite languages, whereas males viewed French negatively as the
language of colonialism and English positively as an international language.
These psychological attitudes can possibly be responsible for males and females
recourse to one language instead of another when writing messages.

More similarities and differences were reported and tentatively
explained in the light of the literature reviewed in chapter 1. By doing so, the
results helped us to answer our fourth research question and understand, though
partly, the issue of SMS texting in connection to CS and gender in a multilingual

context as the one described in this study.
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General Conclusion

This study raised out of a need to examine the nature of SMS texting as a new
medium of communication among multilingual subjects, represented by Algerian
advanced students of English. While most approaches to SMS focalized on
messaging in monolingual and bilingual linguist contexts, this study aimed to
examine texting behaviors in a multilingual environment. Further, the existing
studies seemed mostly to focus on the linguistic aspects rather than on the social
and psychological factors which , we believe, are crucial in the production of
linguistic variations namely among SM S texters.

Our goal therefore, was to focus on CS behaviors and language choice
which are considered as two natural linguistic phenomena occurring when
languages come into contact, and to show possible differences and similarities
between male and female texting practices. In this scope, we wanted to
investigate the way girls and boys use CS, by focalizing on the types used in their
messages, the languages they prefer texting with and the reasons that justify these
practices.

Such an investigation went through the analysis of a corpus containing
120 messages which made possible the answering of the four research questions
of the study. Concerning the first question: Do female students of English texters
code switch more than male student texters?, significant differences in the
amounts of CS were reported , with females switching more than males when
writing messages. To answer the second research question: Do femal e students of

English texters differ in their code switching from male student texters in terms
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of Intrasentential vs. Extrasentential code switching types ?, the results showed
that females used more Intrasentential type of CS, but used almost similarly the
Extrasentential type. Moreover, the examination of the results helped to answer
the third research question: Do female students of English texters differ from
male student texters in terms of language choice? If yes, how?, by concluding
that language choice might be highly influenced by psychological and social
needs on the one hand, and the knowledge texters have of their receivers
educational and linguistic backgrounds, on the other hand.

Concerning the fourth research question: Do female students of
English texters differ from male student texters in terms of Code switching
practices and language preferences? If yes, why?, the findings showed that both
groups used languages and CS almost similarly but for different reasons. In fact,
both males and females used CS and various combinations of languages to signal
membership , demonstrate language ability, to communicate better, to practice
English language and ensure understanding.

Besides , further conclusions were made essentially when comparing
and anayzing both groups texting behaviors . The analysis outcomes
highlighted several differences and similarities in the ways males and females act
in that particular context while using almost the same linguistic resources.

Initially, by examining the types of CS used by both males and females,
we found that girls used significantly higher amounts of Intrasentential Code
switching than did the boys. Despite this difference, the study found that both

boys and girls similarly use another type which is the Extrasentential code
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switching type by demonstrating amost no interjections, exclamations or
idiomatic expressions. This was basically explained by the fact that Speech and
SM S writing are two operating modes that may differ by taking into account the
particularities of each mode. In fact, the asynchronous character of messages may
explain the fact that spontaneous reactions that result in interjections and
exclamations use, as it is the case in spontaneous speech , may occur less in
messages because of the late reply provided by the receiver.

Additionally, two patterns of CS were reported in both groups that
concerned atotal switching to French and English languages. No exclusive use of
mother tongues such as Non standard Arabic or Berber in messages was
observed. This was mainly explained by the limited roles attributed to both
languages that made their use in messages very restricted, on the one hand, and
the position of both languages as being low varieties of the country, on the other
hand.

Throughout this study, | tried to disclose the power of language use to
mirror individuals social and psychological needs. Many of our participants
were aware of the social and cultural position of every language and this was
obvioudly displayed by the texters' use of the same linguistic resources to create
two different individual identities through language manipulation.

In the Algerian context, using French and English as foreign languages
has a highly symbolic value that refers to higher education and intellectual status.
With thisin mind, it is not totally wrong to assume that in a conservative society

like Algeria where men are dominant, attempts from women to challenge this
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power by demonstrating linguistic competency over men may exist by using
prestigious languages such as English and French. This might be reflected in
women's amount and use of these latter when texting as a sign of linguistic
dominance and intellectual supremacy.

Against all expectations, the study revealed the dominating use of
English , French and a mixture of Non standard Arabic and French by both males
and females. Likely, male and female students used English with ailmost the same
amounts of messages. French was reported as the second most used language that
was followed by a mixture of Non standard Arabic and French which represented
the students third choice. However, the study found gender differences among
the two groups that showed that boys are less likely than girls to use French. In
addition, very rare exclusive references to Non standard Arabic or Berber were
made in this study.

When discussing these findings, we argued that these linguistic choices
were due, in part, to the fact that our participants were advanced students of
English who felt comfortable with English that they produced naturally. The use
of this language, therefore, became natural and evident, mainly when we know
that it remained one of the best representations of their socia identities as
English students and educated ones. French, which was mostly used by females,
seemed to be more popular among Berber speakers, be they males or females as
demonstrated in a closer examination of the results. In fact, while analyzing the
data, we were triggered by the fact that mother tongue variable and socio-cultural

aspects could have an important impact on language choice.
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By examining Intra-gender differences, we found that both female and
male Arabic speakers outpassed their Berber speaking peers in the use of
English. In addition, both male and female Berber speakers outpassed Arabic
male and female speakersin their use of French language. Concerning the use of
Non standard Arabic + French, the analysis showed that Arabic speaking boys
and girls are the ones who mostly use that particular option, far more than male
and female Berber speaking texters. The very rare occurrences of Non standard
Arabic were observed among Arabic speaking boys, far more than their Arabic
female peers or male and female Berber speaking ones.

In the discussion of these findings, we argued that these differences in
the same gender and between the two groups highlight the cultural facets of
language use that are complementary to the social and psychological features
mentioned earlier. Indeed, the results showed that texters who were from the
same speaking community, acted almost in the same way as it was the case with
male and female Arabic speaking participants who demonstrated the same
linguistic behaviors when compared to Berber speaking texters. The cultural and
historical reasons that created distances or closeness towards some languages, in
our case French, showed how these aspects could build negative or positive
attitudes towards the existing language in a society that can , in away or another
, lead to the over use of one language or/ and the rejection of another.

In this study, the Arabic speaking texters negative attitudes towards
French, which was described as the language of colonialism, made most

respondents opt for English language. As seen in this work, this latter might be
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defined as a less psychologically and historically loaded language in comparison
to French.

All aong this work, many salient features cropped up and their analysis
provided many insights that helped understand the sociolinguistic nature of SMS
writing. These features included the writing forms of messages, the functions
they serve in communication, the topics deat with by the texters and the
addressees’ importance in the determination of CS and language choice.

The first striking observation made about SMS texting among students
concerned the written form of messages. Contrary to the stereotyped assumptions
about SMS texts as being collections of abbreviated forms, very few
abbreviations and colloquial forms were noticed. Most messages showed a high
degree of formality that was much closer to the written form than to the written
speech. Students' texts looked much more like letter writings with openings and
closings that entailed very few mistakes. This demonstrated awareness to the
form and correctness when texting in English or French were attributed to the
fact that both girls and boys were consciously or unconsciously performing a
certain ability of language command that was expressed through the use of
academic English and French even when communicating with friends, classmates
or family members.

The second interesting observation concerned the SMS uses in everyday
life communication. The examination of the data revealed much communality
between the two groups. Both girls and boys used SMS to coordinate everyday

life activities and make meeting arrangements, express feelings, give news, greet
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in special events and occasions and discuss school matters. Broadly, girls and
boys used messages almost equally to coordinate and arrange meetings, to inform
the others about some particular news, and greet each other by asking after each
other health state and welfare and also exchange special events greetings and
wishes.

Yet, the study showed some gender differences in the number of
messages used to express feelings, school matters and commenting events. In
fact, girls used more messages than boys to express feelings either towards
friends or family members, as well as messages to ask for school issues such as
schedules, exams and course contents. Conversely, boys outpassed girls in the
number of messages which were used mainly to ask friends to do things for them
or comment sports events.

Broadly, these differences came to support Tannen's (1997) distinction
between “rapport vs. report” uses of language to fulfill two different and distinct
social and psychological individual needs. These needs were represented by
females attempts to coordinate and maintain emotional and affective
relationships with the others, contrary to males who used language
communication mostly for practical reasons and to display knowledge and
experience.

Additional insights emerged from our tentative analysis to deal with the
topics that both sexes dealt with in their messages. More specifically, we tried to
focus on the languages used when dealing with every topic to find out whether

any gender similarities and differences could be drawn. Seven domains or topics
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were set out from the data, and the seven topics were similarly used by both
groups when messaging. A deeper investigation of the languages used in every
topic showed that in most messages, English and French were used by both
groups either to talk about love, socia life or very common and neutral topics
such as telephone issues. Y et, one major finding concerned the use of French to
express feelings among females while boys prefer using English and a mixture of
Non standard Arabic and French to talk about social activities such as hang outs,
organizing football events or meeting friends.

The addressee was aso one of the relevant features that emerged in the
study. Indeed, we were interested to know who the texters address in their
messages and more importantly in what language. Three categories of addressees
were distinguished in both groups. In this study, girls and boys similarly used
SMS mostly to address friends, classmates and family members and both used
mostly English to do so. A mixture of French and Non standard Arabic were also
observed when communicating with friends in both groups. Y et, French seemed
to be more popular among females who used it far more than their male peers to
address friends, classmates or family members.

These options were justified by the possible need of both groups to
display alignment to a distinct group of educated people of English, on the one
hand, and the texters' awareness about the addressees’ linguistic background and
knowledge, on the other hand. The results revealed also that the role relationship
factor played an important role in the determination of the texters language

selection and use.
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The second part of our research concerned the questionnaire’s data
interpretation and discussion. This research tool was essentially used to account
for the socio-psychological reasons that underpinned texting practices mainly
those connected to CS, Language choice and gender. In the first part of the
guestionnaire, the data revealed that SMS use was not the students favorite
means of communication. Both sexes preferred using telephone calls and SMS
messaging in their interactions mainly because both males and females looked
for verbal, human and intimate communication that SMS did not offer.

Moreover, CS was revealed as a usual practice among English students
who used the language mostly for pragmatic reasons mainly to serve
communicative intents and facilitate interaction with the receivers, on the one
side, and reduce texters awareness and anxiety of not being understood by the
addressees, on the other side. Eventually the use of CS with two or three
languages came as an attempt to avoid communication breakdowns and improve
students' English more specificaly.

Again, gender differences were observed at that point by highlighting
the different reasons that made males and females use languages differently in
their messages. The examination of the data showed that French was more
popular among females than males. By contrast, English was more popular
among males than females. That girls preferred using French in messages was
justified by the fact that French language was the only language that could bring
all the addressees together, for being an easy language which was understood by

al. Males in contrast, identified themselves as English students who preferred
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using English to communicate with classmates mainly and to improve
themselves in that |anguage.

By going further in the analysis of the perceptua aspects of both French
and English languages use, the results showed that this could be attributed to the
languages representations in the texters minds. French for females for instance
was represented both as a favorite language and a second language that was well
mastered. Conversely, males viewed French as “just” a second language which ,
in some cases, meant nothing and , in other cases, meant negatively the
language of colonialism. Unlikely, English was viewed by male texters as the
language of instruction which was enhanced by their perception of English as a
universal language and language of civilization and technology. For females
though, English was considered as their favorite language rather than any other
considerations.

Here again, this disparity in language perceptions and symbolic
representations reinforced gender differences by establishing a bipolarization of
motives that distinguished between females as “ an affective gender” and males as
“apractical gender”. By affective, we essentially refer to the females tendency to
place the emotional and personal relationships in the center of their interactions
by expressing feelings and maintaining relationships , mostly via the use of
languages that are understood by all. On the other hand , practical is meant to
refer to the males tendency to provide more rational and practical reasons such as

self improvement and the need to be affiliated to English students’ category or

group.
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Nevertheless, whether these differences exemplify changing norms for
males and females' practices through the use of prestigious languages mainly, the
results interestingly showed that contrary to Labov (1990) and Trudgill’s (1974,
1998) arguments, both males and females use prestigious languages namely
English and French when texting . By way of explanation, these languages were
supposedly used to demonstrate language superiority and alignment to the
socially acknowledged class of students and educated people. Very little
reference to Non standard Arabic was observed among males and females.
Therefore, arguments for the use of Non standard languages by men to display
solidarity among male peers were also disconfirmed in this study.

Further, females seemed to be more concerned with successful
interactions where both French and English were used as important means to
maintain social relationships. By doing so, we argued that both males and
females were involved in a process of identity and image construction which was
made possible viathe different conscious and unconscious uses of languages.

Finally, by concurrently studying SMS texting from sociolinguistic and
structural perspectives, we have been able to shed new light on messaging
practices in connection to CS and gender. By doing so, we have demonstrated
that language use within the same social group can lead to different but
sometimes related structural outcomes which in turn give rise to different

switching and language varieties.
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Limitations of the study

As any other research, this study contains a number of limitations:

First, this study concerned only 4" year students of English , by focusing on
their possible gender differencesin CS practices in SMS writing . Therefore, the
results cannot be generalized to include the whole students of English of the
University of Algiers. Besides, we believe that language choice can be affected
by many other factors such as social status, level of education, the topic and the
person to whom we address messages. Some of these factors have been dealt
with briefly in this study, and can represent interesting and relevant future
research directions.

As stated earlier in the description of this study, our investigation is a
small scale exploratory examination of SM'S messaging in a multilingual context.
Follow up studies, with data collected from a larger sample of students , are
needed to explore the SMS field from different scopes and with the contribution
of other domains. This will undoubtedly enhance our understanding of SMS
practices, in general, and SMS practices in amultilingual context in particular.

Another limitation is related to the incapacity to control both the
participants socia status, on the one hand, and the messages de-contextualized
aspects which may potentially influence SMS texting production, on the other
hand. In fact, we believe that the participants social and intellectual conditions
can shape languages command and hence, CS and language uses .Besides,
taking messages out of their contexts made the analysis of the objectives of the

messages very limiting. Losing the main stream of the messages by limiting
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ourselves to the text as a codified discourse may color the results and weaken the
validity of this study.

Henceforth, further studies are needed to validate our findings by using a
larger sample size, with subjects from different social and linguistic backgrounds
and different age ranges. Furthermore, deeper linguistic and sociolinguistic
studies might reveal stronger patterns of language differences between males and

females covering different informants’ profiles, ages and linguistic backgrounds.
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Future Directions
This exploratory / qualitative study represents a tentative contribution to a
threefold and complex issue. This three way link study that comprises SMS
texting, CS and gender, is unique in Algeria. In fact, every topic has been
extensively studied in its own right and in different disciplines mainly in western
countries and to date, very little attention is paid to the interaction between the
three topics. For this reason, we wish to argue that studying the connection
between the three topics can shed new light on the topic as a whole and/or on
each area of research. The results obtained in this study can only be a baseline for
further studies that will hopefully pave the way to future research directions
mainly in Algeria

Throughout the analysis of both the corpus and the questionnaire, we
have been able to describe the informants texting behaviors, perceptions and
beliefs and in the light of these, we could see how males and females' languages
manipulation is made rich and complex at the same time. In this light, more
research is needed to document actual language use in a wide range of different
settings, with more diverse groups of texters. More importantly, we need to learn
more about the different texting strategies in wider range of communicative
situations. We also need to recognize that |anguage norms and cultural factors, as
reveded in this study, can play considerable roles in actual language uses in
messages.

It goes without saying that social organizations and realities are shaped

by social constraints that define the role of every gender, and language whether
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used exclusively or by code switching to other languages, remains one of the
most indirect routes and strategies to challenge power and socia norms.
Obvioudly, this social dynamic is aso recreated in SMS texting and more
research is needed to account for the sociolinguistic aspects of messaging mainly
the ones that deal with power, gender and social class to achieve socia and
cultural understandings of these categories.

Additionally, this study has revealed some interesting facets of
messaging mainly at the stylistic and the structural levels. The examples shown
in this study concerning the high degree of formality at the stylistic level
represent the performance of adult students with almost the same educational
background. Thus, this writing style and language choice and switches might not
be found in the performance of other multilinguals whose educational
backgrounds or age may yield different linguistic styles and language variations.
In fact, most studies that involved teenagers showed high degrees of
abbreviations and colloquia forms which is not the case with the adult texters
who took part in this study. This instability and inconsistency in the form may
offer promising possibilities in the study of messages' stylistic aspects.

At the structural level, many insights have emerged from the
examination of the use of abbreviations. We need to learn more about the reasons
that make people contract words in messages and also understand the reasons
why the contractions occur in some particular constituents and not others. We
also need to look into the syntactic aspects of messages mainly when dealing

with code switching practices. In fact, Code switching, as described in the
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literature, is viewed more as the speakers capacity to integrate two or three
grammatical systems with the same proficiency. In this light, we need to learn
about the constituents that are mostly code switched and how texters , even when
using two or three languages , manage to keep the languages grammatical
structures intact and the messages understandable and coherent.

Moreover, SMS texting can be considered as a literary device in itself
and further research is needed to validate this assumption by looking closely into
the characteristics of both oral production and written speech, on the one hand,
and written speech and writing mode, on the other hand. These comparisons may
help establish similarities and differences between the different modes and,
hence, determine the characteristics and properties of SMS writing that make it a
unique literary device.

Further, this writing device can be analyzed from a gender lens by
looking into the differences in style in males vs. males and males vs. females
texting practices and, eventually, in females vs. females and females vs. males
interactions. Such approach to the study can provide more insights on SMS
practices on the one side, and more importantly document our understanding
concerning possible differences and similarities in gender texting styles, on the
other side.

Last but not least, varying tools and methodologies is crucial to capture
the incredible ability of the texters to tailor their languages, their CS types uses
and writing styles while messaging. And because of the complex nature of SMS

texting, alot of benefits can be gained by using highly elaborated questionnaires,
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interviews and large corpuses. Moreover, using quantitative and mixed
methodologies to bring stronger arguments to validate research results are needed
to unveil the nature of SM S texting.

Finally, it should be pointed out that the way is still endless for researchers
to disclose more and more detailed differences between males and females as
well as their specific causes either in SMS field or other related fields, mainly in

Algeria
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Appendix A: The Questionnaire

Dear participant,

This questionnaire is part of a research project | am conducting on SMS texting among
young college students and their use of code switching. | appreciate you taking time to
fill this questionnaire as honestly and frankly as possible. The information you provide
will be of great help and importance to answer my research questions. The information
enclosed in this questionnaire will remain confidential and will only be used for
research purposes. Thank you.

Nora Achili Ibersiene, English language post graduate student, Department of English.
Bouzareah, University of Algiers 2

I. Identification questions:

1. Sex:

Male
Female

2. ABE! et

3. Native language or Mother tongue:

Arabic
Berber

4. Second language:

French
English

5. What languages do you speak?(You can tick more than one box)

Non standard Arabic
Standard Arabic
French

English

Berber
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1l. SMS Messaging Use
1. Which means of communication do you prefer most in everyday life interactions?

SMS texting

Telephone calls

Both SMS texting and telephone calls

Other, Please EXPIAiN: ...ttt sbesrr e s bbb resre s

2. Do you think that SMS messaging will replace telephone calls someday?

Yes
NO, PlEASE SAY WY ...ttt et st s s st e e e e e e e benees

3. How many messages do you send a day?

1 to 3 messages
4 to 8 messages
More than 8 messages

lll. SMS Messaging and Code Switching

1. Which language (or languages) do you prefer using when writing messages? (you
can tick more than one box)

Non standard Arabic, Please SAY WHY ...t et er e
Standard Arabic, PlEase SAY WY ...ttt sre st e er e ae
French, PlEASE SAY WRY .....eiiiiieiee ettt ettt es et see st sbe e s aeb e s sresbesrsanneeraes
ENglish, PlEASE SAY WY ..eceeieieiieieee ettt eer e b st sre s eb e saestesnnannaerae
Berber, Please SAY WHY ... sbesas bbb e sre sr e
Other, please specify and SAY WHY ...t eer e terenesresr s aes e e e

2. Do you mix languages when you use messages?

YES, PIEASE SAY WY ..ottt st st st st e b st e nee e en
NO, PIEASE SAY WY ...ttt et sttt st e st e e se e e se e e e e e

3. What are the languages you mix? (You can tick more than one box)

Non standard Arabic and Standard Arabic, please say Why....ccccceeeeiirinrnnnennnnns

Non standard Arabic and French, please say Why.....cciveeeeiiiinininnnesiinnnnennennn.
Non standard Arabic and English, please say Why.....ccoiiireueeiiiiiiiinnnnciiniinnnenn,
Non standard Arabic and Berber, please say Why......ccccovevvevenininnnnvcnicnciiiee e
Other, PlEase SPECITY ..ottt e e e e s e e e e s s sateeeeeenanns

4.Why do you think people mix languages in messages?.........cccivveeiiiiirnennsicinnneennnnens
5. Why do you think students use French in their SMS?........ccccoriiiirirriireeccrreecceeee,

6. Why do you think students use English in their SMS?.......c.cccevviiiiiiiiinniiiiniinnennn,
7. What does French represent t0 YOU?........coivuuueeiiiiiiiinniiiiniiieensiiiniiimmmseesss.
8. What does English represent to you? ........ciiveeeeiiiiiiiieeniiiiininnnneiiinniiensmene.
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IV. SMS Messaging and Gender
1. Who do you think mix languages more in messages?

GiTlS, PIEASE SAY WHY .vriteeiiiecte ettt et eer et sae st e sraeb s e e e nesresansesaesbensenns
BOYS, PIEASE SAY WHY ...ttt ettt et et sae b et san s aeb e b sbesneennens
BOth, PIEASE SAY WRY oottt et et sae b ebesan s aeb e e st sbesnnanneeraes

2. Who do you think use French more in messages?

GIrlS, PIEASE SAY WHY ..ottt sttt r et et b et se e s
BOYS, PlEASE SAY WRY ..ttt sttt st st st e b st e s ne e s
BOth, PlEASE SAY WRY ..ottt st st s s s s e

3. Who do you think use English more in messages?

GiTlS, PIEASE SAY WHY .vvitieeeeite ettt ettt sbe st saeeseebaes e e sae sbesaseebaesbensenne s
BOYS, PIEASE SAY WHY ..ottt ettt ee et et sae b et san s aeb e st sresneennens
BOth, PIEASE SAY WRY oottt et ettt et st ebesan s aes e e sbesbesnsanneerae

V. SMS Corpus

Please write the three last messages you sent. This questionnaire is anonymous and
your messages will be used for data analysis only. Thank you for your cooperation.
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Appendix B: The SMS Corpus
l. Females’ messages
Berber speaking females

Informant 1:

St c Kenza, |’ avais pas assez de credit. Envoyez |e sous le nom de fatima. Merci

CC Kahinacava ? hadi ghiba. Ehi thallay fi rohak, bn soirée et bn n8.

CC c pour te dire kil vaut mieux k’on se parle pas cette semaine, g d exam a passer é
semett 3lik.

Informant 2:

Il fait chaud donner |I’eau a mes chat

Wash raki khti. Raki daymen fi Ibal. Twahachtek
Ok no problem, see u.

Informant 3:

Desolée je peut pas venir demain, j’ai mal au ventre, pardon sceur.

Salam, j’ espere tu vas bien. Please demain rammene moi les cours de Af civ pour faire
photocopie. By

A I’occasion de to anniversaire, je te souhaite une tres bonne anniversaire, plein de joie,
de bonheur et de succeés. By.

Informant 4:

Slt sofiane, jspr k tu va bl. J voulais juste te souhaiter bonne chance dans |’ examen du
Bac. Bye

Akhir ayi, jspr c v. lktsilim, chedhaghkem atas, atas. Tselim fellasen ak d guekham.
Bay

Azul, c Mira. I'm F lafac. 7 semaine adassagh a rou-zeffoun nchallah. Bay

Informant 5:

Cc Meriem sava? Stp ramene moi les cours de af civ. Merci atte. Bisou

Merci. T un ange

Tkt sa va, je suis juste tres fatiguée et j’évite le tel au maximum. Je suis saturée
physiquement et moralement.

Informant 6 :

Clenum 2 Assia Ki thipilek bih okhorji.

Happy Birthday sister. | didn’'t forget you. Supposed to call you at 00.00 but | slept
before. See you next week, by

Morning, we're in the campus.

Informant 7:

Hi Rimawhat’s up. Please bring me brit civ lessons. Thanks. See you.
Hi Nadia .don’'t wait for me. I’'m not coming. Bye

I wish you agood luck for your Bachaloriate darling. Take care.
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Informant 8:

Slit, ca va. Ja essayé de te joindre depuis ce matin, mais j’ arrive pas, enfin bref, |’
voulaiste dire que je suis entrain de t’ attendre devant |e department. a+

Cc fréro, stp informe ma mére que je ne pourais pas venir car j'ai des exams a passer.
By et porte toi bien.

Bsr, cava, )’ voulais te souhaiter b8 et dete dire que demain je vais venir.

Informant 9:

Je t’ aime beaucoup mon amour. Je pourais jamais me séparer de toi. Tu ést mon mari et
I”"homme de mavie.

Jet’aime aussi mon amour. Jet’ embrasse tres fort.

Tu me manques beaucoup. Je supporte jamais étre loin detoi.

Informant 10 :

Iwish you a prosperous new year. No longer | haven’t seen you.
How was the day guys

See you in the department

Non Standard Arabic speaking females:

Informant 11:

Hi . The exams make me tired and | want to have a deep sleep.
| miss you so much my mom.

Happy birthday dady.

Informant 12:

Ils ont affiché exams plan, on commence Saturday eng lit. Good luck.
Hi dad, | finish at 11h.

Kan tu seralibre bip.

Informant 13:

Rani jaia, mantewelch.

Bonne anniversaire, [a39obal 100 sna
The exam started, wherer u?

Informant 14:

Joyeux anniversaire cher frére, je te souhaite une longue vie pleine de joie, argent et
enfants.

Happy birthday.

Bonne année, meilleurs veeux.

Informant 15:

Hi Brother, | wish you good luck in ur Bac Exams. Love you ©
Soum Soum, | ‘min B 310, join me.

Hi, me not coming. May be tomorrow. By

Informant 16:

Salima stp flexili et demain nmadlak adraham.

Y atik asaha mon frére. Ntatasthal tout le respect du monde.

Hi Rana. It's Mazia. Plz matansaych the copy book of American civilization.
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Informant 17:

Have a good luck in your Bac Exam today and trust your information . Take care. Tak
to you soon.

Mr Bensaou asks from us to do: “in the eyes of many readers, Macbeth is less
concerned with the uncovering of the crime of others than with the uncovering of
criminal to himself. Discuss.

Do you know, this is the first time since this year began that | feel really like I'm
attending a class. God bless Mr Bensaou.

Informant 18:

St Sousa, si Hiba, désoli ma chérie. Ki 3ayatili kont ghal9 Iportable, hada win rani jani
SMSS ta3ak.

Happy birthday my sweet friend, nchalah kol 3am wnti bi alf saha and great happiness
inyour life. By

St hanouna, tu me manqué grave ma belle soeue, nchalah tkouni mliha, matensaych
t9olili wintatji ledar bach natlakaw ok, jet’ame, bizou.

Informant 19:

Shah € khir washraki ? gouli rabi3a nkemel les examens w nji liha direct goulha
matert9aledch. Salmi 3lihoum thalay fi rohek, bye.

Salam, washraki inchallah tkouni bkhir twahachtek matgoulish nsatni raki dima fi bali
mais manich neflixi ki neflixi n3ayatlek. Thalay fi rohek. Salam

Bonjour mama. Comment va tu ? Bon fete tu es tout pour moi .Rabi ykhalik lina. Je
t"aime tres fort winchallah yji nhar li nrodelkom khirkoum, bisou.

Informant 20:

Bonjour, désolé ma chére je peux pas venir le matin, laroute est presk bloké chez nous.
Jv lefaire seule au cyber prés de chez moi ok, see you.

St Toufik, ana omamaranafi dar khali. Appelle moi falfix.

Slt, makemel nach hata 5h. Ahhh. By. Rah nahbal

Il. Males messages:

Berber speaking males:

Informant 1.

Good luck in your Bac exam

Please, would you come to revise together.

Happy feast, | wish you all the best and successin your life.

Informant 2:

Hi darling. I miss u so much, tonight, I'll call u plz wait me after the classico.
Salam Amine rani nestena fik kima departement

Salam Salah, kifach rak dayar nchalah tji beslamafi a9rab wadt.By.

I nformant 3;

Merci Paola, bonne sieste atoi et bisou pour ta petite fille.
Merci, nem’ ecrit plus.
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Hello, | find your school’s services in Internet, it pleased to me so much. Now | hope
get more details to be a student in your campus. Thank you.

Informant 4:

Si les portes du ciel souvrirons en me demandant de faire un souhait, je leur
demanderaient de bien veillez sur la personne qui valire ce message.

Jaurai besoin que tu passe a ma chambre pour ce soir pour qu’ on revise Brit civ, a+

Ne m’enveu pas, je te vois aprésok , aplus

Informant 5:

I miss you alot. Je sais que ighadikem Ihal mais bon cava passer. Prend soin. Love u.
Désolé, je suis en class.

| adore u Sarah. Surtout s tu as besoin de quoi que se soit, N’ hesite surtout pas a me
dire.

Informant 6:

Merci bcp chere Rym. Année 2013 plein de joie et de bonne santé. Meilleurs vaeux.
Slt Kami comment vas mon cher, inchallah tout vas bien. Twahachtek ya rabak.

St 3ayniya, cavachwiya, ani hab nchoufek waktach natlakaw.

Informant 7:

Lesnum sont........... et vive larépublique.

Ben demain, je ne les pas compris, ca coute rien de reprendre pour moi.
J espr que tu as compris le message, sinon?

Informant 8:

Salut, |’ espere que tu auras un avis favorable ata demande. Take care. a+

Azul achabiw, cava. Enfin, j’espére que tu passeras une belle jouirnée avec ta famille.
Hemlaghkem atas athwizts.

Bonjour, on vase voir au café, atout al’ heure.

Informant 9:

Twahashtek dj itou les deux tnegosyiw avec les plu bo mec o mond entier.

Chui paen couple t3ayi g dotre truc ate dire yakhi djayah, aya dodo, bo réve, nomni.
Bonjour je ss avec mon ami al’hopital et est asmatik g pa pu aler alafac ma demain
j’y serai surement inchallah. Bye

Informant 10:

Bonne année 2013 boubaker nchallah 3am esaha wlehnaw enajah. All the best for you.
Bonne année 2013 Lamia nchallah 3am esaha wlehnaw engjah. All the best for you.
Que I’aid ferata joie que lafoi soit ta voie que to chamin soit droit que dieu entend ta
voie et teferaroi d’ un paradis de to choix. Saha aidkoum.

Non standard Arabic speaking males:
Informant 11:
Salam, Y acine, there is a new about jobs and application

Salam, saha aidkoum, wa kolo 3am wa antom belkhair.
Salam, how do you do?
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Informant 12:

Please, call me, | don’t have enough units.
I’ll call you later

I’'min class.

Informant 13:

Wech kidayra sahib? Charadi nchoufek lyouma? Aya thalla frassak
How’ s goin bro? hru doin | seeking 4 u.

Where have u been? BCNU....PEACE

Informant 14:

Ok, no problem, take care of yourself you too.

Not at al, it isaduty

| am asking you, | just prefer to talk by phone instead of messages, if you don’t mind!

Informant 15:

Hey beauty! How are you?
In an exam

Créglé

Informant 16:

We meet today?

Ed3ili ©

Thisismy fb page.....send me an add

Informant 17:

Bonjour Ossama. Je suis Seif, répondi ya mossiiiba.

Slt shikh, nchalah rak bl.3andna championnat b el sebt fi € kalitousse besh twajed
rouhk hhhh !

ans hhh, M Mazel tgoli Barca ma netfahmouch. Mdr

Informant 18:

Bonjour, stp demain jibli les cours ta3 Heart of Darkness bech ndir 3liha copie. Merci,
bon courage.

Happy birthday with u happiness and long life full of joy and .....whatever.

Saha kho, la soutenance de Billal et demain a11h fi dali Ibrahim. Bon nuit. A demain

Informant 19:

3id milad sa3id w kol 3am w ntab elf khir w 13kobal 100 ans nchallah. Happy birthday
Salah.

Kiii lyoum machi kol youm profité chouiya. Khlasoli les unites.

Saha Karim nkamal 3la4 khoya

Informant 20:

Saha Khaled, wash cava ? Win rak? 3ayatli nahtajk ok. See you.
Wach chaft Match. Gotlek Real Madrid dimafort.

Sit, cava. Winraki, natla9aw f Bensalem 3la 11:00, ok.

157



158



Cad) padla
4 k) daalad) Al cyy (SMIS) 3l Jiboisll (B (uiad) g clalll yss
Sl daalag 4y ai¥) ARl andy dagl)l) Adud) cOUa Ala Ay
1dadiall @

Al ded, SMS ) "Gl ol Gl U e 5 Alelal) Dley) sieal claan s
Dl Calsedl e SMS Al Jlexind (¢ . dealsill 8 dagall Clelfa¥) an) (e ( 8yl
Aal US4 shee Bl 5 acld 53 aaa (geal Lt g glaly) 5 Bl e duluy) 5l ey
dladl 5 pedl dualsill Gl o Jeud LS Yy 43580 e 3

Y] 83 i i) Ay & JUl Calgdl e JLad apad) gl 3a yela
5 A Calsed) slaninng ¢ padd osli 4.1 s ) alladl S 0 T 60 e ST o Basiall
oo ¢ Jloaiadll Alguss AlSa e Bpeaill Gageaill S0 Law ¥ cgpahall vie dund ST 4
cnlil Calgl) b Ly g i) gl Y Laaias) (35 £ 500 138 Jan

¢ Alelall dleY) bl Jlae b deabladl) 1) Auhall o3a and ¢ shaiall 138 (g
(Uil dasla) Adady) aud ¢ dlaty) dalll Al J8 e SMS Gluples Jilad DA (g
Vil ) Lais o lad sae Jlexin) o diad Cam (Olalll aaatie Jaws 3 Cpaalsiall
SMS J dgsallly Lelaa¥) agiujles e i Lo aag Al J8 (e L Gaatiall culall dalisg
Code ) aysalll bl glgil 5 3uS o Capaill ) duhall oda Caagd cclld ) iyl
SMS J Clemivaall LY 5 S v LY laxiad 5 (switching

sl Bl UaY) e
DA e Jualgill aan Lai€ SMS ol sae 8 pal) sl 3 aLaa¥l Ty

Slo el abes @3Sy Uyl 1 A daaall Al aigd Ayl (ailadl) Calisiul

159



alas) 5 Gl ae 4yl Bl Jiloyll Cplasionall ST anslicly Ll wie SMS Jlexia
UYL A bl 3 Gl 5 S sl Lyl bl dilas jelal aily L &Y
c Al asaill saeall 4yeall)l LSl Jeall dagl 3 SMS Jlexind 38 & 5S35
Al ale 5 Shayl Gl aley g laa¥) ale 8 cyal Gluhy (e e Cild Sela il
oaall e o Gl e las dadgie SMS il 8 5alall dpwiall cliday) of oS ¢ uinl)
I ey dpdilly GpelaaVl Jalsadl ) @l Cira)l 5 Aall) las) 5 Jlexind 3 age Jale
cealsill Calise JS3y 5l () slantiog Jlayll 5 o luall Jaas

Slaia] luyall iy Eum Cpiall o SMS Jlasiadd 3 il oda il il
5 Agilladl VO a5 e glal) Qlle 8 3 Sl LY U8 (e il Bl sl
e 0 ol A e laiat ST 5 Johal Jea Jlaainls daaddl) il e dsilaal)
A Ge el () e A Alee 5 Bppal Jaa SIS Sl Jlesind
A Yy e

Aalll o as — Gl dlal Gl 4 et 8 cluhal) ST ol WhaY aade Tely
Aalll pe ol Akl Aallla L pial Jlastiaaly — A&l A4LS Wl i — Jadh dlextivaal) s ALY
5 L) g 5 ) i Zall) 4805 ol ciled A bl caiy sl 36l 230K 4ylaiy)
SMS axine Jd e dgihagll Glll 5 4pla) G Sl goadl) mhall Ly 5 Julid

e gl Sl Jlexin) (2007) Haggan  S3 «Jball dae o el i
Kasesniemi La¥ ¢ ikl ity Aajally 45da5Y) n zie ) ALYl 45lasy) 4all SMS
5l pe Lpalidl) ARl smey oAl il Gulestisddl JE e Jileall Jleaiu¥) (2008)

SMS Jexine o} ¢ Chiluwa(2008) 83 Jilaally clailid 3 dlasiasal) dpia¥) lalll o puilas

160



Al Jlexind Juafi ge dpaddl) aglilue 3 i Q&I LY Gl Jlexind sl gyl
Y gaen b Agplany)
el 8 bl S Bl 4 olaaiall aals e el e adl il sda cuiliS
(oaid s Juw o agasal b sasly Al oglenivnal i La lldg Gaaad Y a8 4yl
o2l Aenll LY Ma Gl Gl e ST Lelial aies Jualgill 3 atliny) sday
g gadl) LS L)
:anll Calaal @
3ol daaill Jiluyll dande Al saiiad) deaadd Blas 5 odlel <3 L s o
GlapilSia 5 Gligine agd Cargiun M) SMS Jlaw A @asill gl ¢ eldal 5 4yl salls
@y e sdle ¢ alal) Ginill Jlae 8 Gas dealie Jiey (Gl 2aie Blaw (e SMS 4L
DleY) Gae 32l Jdatl) 1 o alall e le Al sgeall Aili) SMS Aal Lllas ey
cowia S die Aggall) eyl 5 by 5 A lBEAY) L 5 Ganalad Calile
o SMS lexise die Lygalll CASGLl Jidad ga )l Ldaa b cmpall 13g]
CHEAY) 5 dga o Glalll a5 e dali e Dyl OV lein] 5 Glupleall I laill DA
(A ea e Aygall
il Al e
(AN VLl 2yl 5 A da Y 5 SMS Aauls agh M Uisy e
8 Alaty) Gl (Dl pe ARG bl e ST mie Gletiog Aalady) Aalll Gldla Ja —1
95 ypalll agia puai
5 «Extrasentential »gsi o ST e Cledieg ApdadY) Al Gl da -2

S5 yuadll apiagal A Lplay) Ll COUa e 46l « Intrasentential »

161



O ) dalady) Aalll O ae 43)lally psadll (enhlial (8 aling dalady) dall ldle da -3
Selld oS cant
Agalany) Aall) (Dl ae A3aall ARl chlidl 5 gl Jaladl 3 ol dy5daty) ARl Gllla Ja —4
S 3Lk, and (S )
¢l dngia @
goasal Aadle SV dmgial) @l n (e ol oY) meiall Jlesinl ey
LLaBl 53 ganall L peal Jylaig g (ha gsainsall 13gd sl g saieal) dagalall ylay @llyslia Liay
(AT dea e Jualsill anl)
Sl daalad dday) Gl ad e W 40 hlE oGl taa Slady : Auball 8 oSl -
Ganall )83 20 5 Bl agie 20 ¢ SIS AUaill Laghyll L) ) ety WU 40, dxg) s
Oty (5 AT 5 (aeie )3 10 5 @l 10) Aseladl Luppall ARl Gfiaaty 1)5€35 BL) (lic sandl)
Aaaly W) Bl ohyias Al 5 Aelall dppel) Balll 5 (meie iS5 10 5 il 10) Ayl dallly
oS liiall
Gan )l ARl a0 SIS Al ARl (09 pSLaall IS O el o adall e
Al eVsa amy WS LAl Alapad) Jin A1 kY e el 8 dletisd) 5 el
L0 Gl Gl 5 13a Wiay & Y1 4l e 327 Laee aly Al Rl 4y50ay s A dl)
P
S (ol 5 A5 28 22 (g tslac] it Ol Apdady) ARl ad 8 Dl el o -1
Apalady) Aall Adl Jase Jiid g3y dlie 2085 (g9 puall (e S8 ()

bl gl agadlod ¢ S Liall A galll culS Ll Y aalll il e Glis) e, culk -2
3 NS ) 3 ¢ R )

162



Agsalll gyl Apmpds Aa i€ gymalll il 3 Agilat)) Aalll Jlesind o Luaie Liolaial (S -3
el Rl 8 WSatl)  Jleiad e

sl Julas dagia ©
ClCE Al g 1Sl Gaa)Y) U8 (e Baal Gageal desane pan o tdiagl) gaa Julat sl
AaeS 3aat) Bl (ggina Jidad ) lsae (ol 5538 5 y0ad Alu) 120 goana o (g5ins 52
e sy Caual (b GRS D) ulee duhall ol g Al 5 Guiall Wil 4gdll )
« Intrasentential » s« Extrasentential » 4,elll )yl

5 Agkedll 5 Lau¥) chlall 5 JledY) 5 eLd) JS  Intrasentential g5 G
g WhoSladl VI abl)l e daall 5 gAYl bl e sdald dLk Jeall
o i) el Glallaiadll calide 5 Gilig)) jua Lis Geiy 43ld « Extrasentential
A Al e dlaall JedV) 5 eland) 5 deal) dae Clus S0 gt culS ¢ Gplaa) (pia
Glaiall J5¥) liay Jl Ao DU @l g 3pmail) Jlu)ll & (Apoal A3l 5 dualall dypall d51)
ol i Leghali)) 5 dgealll il 4paS

« Extrasentential » glsil s Clua & ¢ Sl Way Jhe e LU
Lt uiall Jalas ledayy 5 OV Leaia) 22e 5 A0S il w2 e « Intrasentential » s
a3 A Gl I Jlsadly Gl Lod Wl GlbY) 5 5831 o ¥ lanul) 8 cldlay)
lida Coia IS Gilun g yuail) Jilupl) 8 dlastiasal) clalll Gilial apaas 5 ¢ dygalll clylaal)
5 S G Vet V) Zalll GLES) (e i€l Guin J8 e 3yl Jiluyl) 3 Lhgan aaa]
RENEN

Ol ABfy Jlain) 2 a8 chLal o3 Cluly Gladl 5 bl Jisadl doailly,

Al die bl Y laaiady hLA aad 8 degall QL) Abpee 5 GLISIL (0 WS Al

163



Caal dy s30e 5 Aesiie Logal W Caedd Aagise 2l e gLin¥) gy L OGlll o]
eV Gl 8 pSlaall axe Glua 5 aaad ae dlea JS (ganiae s Al JS il
e gana J dsie G o (it Jlaa (S Lelias
i) g cldanal) A8 g Judas

alatinly da gyl AR e YY) 5 Gl A0KE aaad 2 a8l SAN s LS
lilewind Lain  Jg¥) S A8 e 3O gpuamill Byl gacae Julad Laa g (iiega (il
bl sl e 30Ul 8l

Cun. YD 5 S e Apalll sl sl RSS SV ) e BlsY) o)
LS . Al pe 43)ladlly « Intrasentential » gs5 (e ST L Claxing bl of gl ekl
Aggalll sl e SN gl Aaphall ity (yslaainy GUY) 5 A1 e SIS o Al S
Aliddl) Gligh a5 Ayl LI 50l aladiul ae « Extrasentential » g5 8 Jicial)
5yl aglilisy b

SMS A4S 5 Aysadll Aalll e AS o Guld o Glld Uipud il »3g] Liddlie b
Galigll 5 Al jaall e ed ) AW JldY) agy of dua cilise plaal (Pl o
cal U)ol dase ST SR gsadll aladd) 3 Plasiay

AV Glala e el Al Jlexiad 358w a3 Wola @l ) daleayl
Aad JS 4l 5 dpe Laial1 AV AL daly 450 o 1518 (Sl e 22818 L e LaiaY | Al
LOofidlia e (g Oss (BIAT Apgalll Jaliaall (uds Al Jlexivd ) 5 Lea

e sl 1aa (8 Apaady) 5 Ayl ARl Jlexial B3l (gilndl Gladl (8
AL Zad ) ABLED A3l 5 ) adeil) ) 55 5508 A3ey <Y Jead clalll o3gh ¢ Jual sl

o) e g2n cladll U5 (o cslae Al iliadl (e Jiilae paine b (ohIAN (o Gud 4ild

164



5 Agulaty) e Ay bl Lale Jleaiuly dlld 5«0 Gl i€ Goi dugal el jmpan
iyl alaea b Ayal) ad€ Gl e salyy bl o o luall Gyl Aiaggll uSas ) dgu al)
5 Aalal) Zapal) ARl e e sdny 5 (S LIS il Ll LaalS dgplaiy) ARl cuss
G oS e ST e Gyl LYy A iR dadiall Cpelal LS L @l sl
gyl s daelall danyal) A5l 50l Y Lawtiad ) A8LeaY L A jdl) 6l Jlesiod

O oslad o dae gl chlaayl sda ol Wi il oda Lnddle xe
) Aalany) Aalll A0S Ao LiaY) agiised palyinl Juadl sas Apalady) Zall |peniin) ()Ll
ysae daelaial 5 4l Al Jiad Casal

o2 ol illl erall Auhall Cipelal sild ¢ Apuyall ARl Jlexin) (ady g W
5 A8l Jalall ol S5 Ulas Lea hSY 1 1608 BL) Al W8 oy Al ST 5,80
Jaly A liasd ool ailh Jlially . dualsill A2l Hlaal) e ed 580 Ll ()5S 38 Do L)
Al fianiall anyilas oy gisty Bl sl 1)6S0 Lualal) Zuppal) Zallly cpal€iall o Cali) ) Guiall
Ayl Aallly Galkiall LY 5 oA o plial) iy LS, Agpdaiyl ARl Jleaial 8 BL) 5 1583
Lo Lol o Al Gall agllanind 3 Agaladl Gyl Zall cpnalial) YD 5 oSO aa ey o gdsiy
SSE ol Lyl e o it el Asalall Ayl Balll 5 A dl) A2l e gerde Jlaninly (3lay
gy L pdaatial GBY) 5 eSAl vie 4t daalal) Ay el UL cpfaatd) LY 5 <A Ne

S Ao Laal) Aapdal) agd o ciels dels Clpes Sl 4 Jidadll aale WS
Gupall D3l 5 Apenl 5 Aallaal) ppalgal) 5 Aeniiiusal) Caillagl) 5 A,0SN JS5 Chiacas Al SMS
ALY AR LA 5 eSS agdd)

Loy Cun iyl oSl S8l ) 10 (8 L) deasiall dagall bl G (1

Jlplls ¢ Cluall il ale a0 dpsadll 5 Aeled) JIEY) 5 cpaiaial) (e lax DB laae

165



g gsadll Clladll (e 4t SUSI e ol cal ) IS e Alle Aags cjedl 45l
s J aladin) e SEAY) Ghle; clalidl Lemidl Jlu)l GLE Jie Gl o
Dbl ) ) 5 S et Y Ay sah) ) 4ss BESH IS el 3 o) Lo UadSU
s el 5 e laal) ae Jualsill die s Ll 5 A5alaiy) AR Jleaind DA (e Lysal i)y
LAl o) @l

sac 4yl Jalas el ) 5yaY) Jilill Adhaall e Leaia ) i) Aaadlal cilads
o el 5 Akl slall lhalis Guuiil SMS (sleaion GUBY) 5 SN dulyly S oy
IS byl eal AdBlia 5 Aaldll clusliall vie Ll g suaall LAY e adall 5 e lidll
ale

LY 5 A o Auhall cpedal ¢ Ll 8 Al aalsall (ady led L
Sl Jals 5 aal) 5 LAY Jal ¢ el (anp g Gatl o aa o LyE il o slesiny
Aalall cluliad) 5 abel) 3

e A HSAl 5 GBY) G QBBAY) Gaey e duhall CadS ¢ el e a8l
Olexind lls Llaal) e Galadll 5 Al el A8l 5 e liall e il dlaaiowal) Jilu
SV ALY L Al ol BaaY) i jeliall e uenll S e Alaally il (e ST axe
5 ool Glhgiae 5 Gl Jsla Al Al Llad e Hladia¥l ddaid) Jils)
Oo laad llal oy S8 clenind ) i)l aae 8 5S0 Ba il ¢ callaia|
ol Glanl) e Gl cliaay)

3gas bypadll Jiluyl) 8 dagplaal) apalgal) ciled Al ddliay) cdllanll el LS
Al Jerind Cun Gauinll g 4l Ll jleds] ) ddla) Gllall gie S aalge A

Omial) S die ZHES; Dyl At dlly Apsdad¥) Gl Jlanid sla LS Alaball die puialsall i

166



Ay Jall Calgdl e Jualyl JSUie Jie 38 jilie gaalses Lo lia) slally Cabalsall pe il
Dwall Aals <A e ST EBY) U8 (e At bl Aalll Jleatiad & sl Gl bl cadl
oo aanill daladl Lallly i) e Lanhes diadaiV) Aadl) Jlastid S Jiady Loy e Ll e
e Baayl Allie 5 adal 580 8l aalanis dpe L) cilalial)

@ SO alsall Om 0e dale a4l Jaall O Al cipelil ¢ ey e sl
Osluln Al IS e Adjaa (3 Lalaia)l cuail 28l 4] Juoyally Jepal) o Jealgll 451 apaas
A ey il GBlaadl 138 b syl Jlupl) & alaladl) dal s sl oYsed oIS as
1583 15308 e hgas Cplenivnall o i 385 Al aaly ceDla3l) o BaaYl sty adl) Jupall (o Cilinal
Agalall Ayl Bl (e mde Jlesid G LS lal) (e 8 Aolaty) ARl o glexting B ]
lalilesias) Shsll) YDy A ST A ) 230D Gy Sl e ) e JLaiDU Ay il
Al el ¢y bl sda L ALl AL S Sl ¢ pliaall ddalad Sl aa il
Lsalll lalal)l Jss Gyl egs ApdatV) A2l Al (e Shaciall degendd) I CaldaaaY)
5 sl LAY ass 6 Laga hsd ol aal) Jaall dale ol il coelal Cuny agal) Juusall
ol an o Y1 5 oS Cayla (pe Lo Lantiad

Bl L) fiey 3 lan) Gldare A8l Way e S8 3l 4 L sl
daadl) s 5 Jlerinly dileial Lelaay) 5 dpwdill Qlud) il Wle Jexiud G0 Can
OSs Al ymadll Bl Jlexind ol cildanad)l i3S ¢ Laudd J¥1 edall 8 . cpuall xe
sl Gl Jlarind Sy 5 &A1 e S Jimd G Al vie JLladl dliadall 4l
Juail e Gsiay LY 5 A e DS Y oy JS aedlelis & SMS ) ddLayl
o & byss 5 Gl e of il ciiy WS L desd) agilba 8 gid 5 Sl ases

b AR slantin Al Aalay) ARl Al (g Ale Aujles ey ol o A3 mie ae Aleadl

167



Aplad¥) Ll 3 aalgiee Gueads dga e 4l depall 5 depall G dealsill it L)
- A den e bl Bl BS e Ll

S il ) Adbaadl Gl Shals GUY) 5 A G sl Gl calaa ) il
Op Al S L) Gl cal L Lleiley 8 alide 0S5 Gl Jasid (e sanal)
A il) ARl Jlaatid Jpadi o Lageal) e 5sSA) die dped ST Anlany) Galll culS oGyl
Aalaiy) Zal) Atk ol Ll e il e caall Cipla (e Rasgiay A LS ) Ll a
ymaill Loyl LS e Fujleny gpall) ablsivue ] Zalll 038 Jlanins) () gliad,

ve el Al el 4 kil s Lelaal GlS colwd) sda 8 el any
ob bl i€ L dell cleainl) 5 @hlaa¥) e byl gae 5 syl Jiluyl) lexios
O Slan (LRl s IS8 Gl e il e el Alimdall Aall) Jias by e A 4l
2 e ) Ll agd a3 Y el a5 el e I AR L e daad) )
5 ouall 23 gl e Ayl Gl U e s ¢ ol el 5 lesiul) A3 Ll
Lalll ) A8l dladall agial Apalaty) e WY L Lalpilly 5)las) 23] 5 Lualle da)
e il

LY Gy ¢ LYY 5 A oy Al il 8 Kl aae ) Auhall o3
WL daelaa¥) clidadl Je Jaliall dalasy) 5 4@l e JS Jlaxtind i Gl ills Lelaia) i
se¥sie Jlel) ae BBl g Jualsill 5 gl aaline Gaeadl Cuaie aealdiali KA
Lo O i ) calida

oe Aelaa¥) agig ol Alee 8 05ty SBY) 5 sSA) e S O 13 Lgay Iy

(el ey Sl gl elsll g lentiad 5 agihliR) Gl

AR e

168



& madll Byl lexid Lall Gl g o Gl s il el
ahlial 8 byl 5 A G alinll g Gl Ll e (i€l e bl saxeid) byl
Ll Colgd) e Alulyall 3 Gl Jlextinds dysalll clyal) IalaY

gl sa5 « Intrasentential » g5 Olexiny &UY) O ldanall cujelal Eua
gsil AlY) 5 SN e S Jlediad ) ALaYL sl Bl 4 gl <Y
Bypalll aguagal 8 1l Yleaiul Alleaiul GIS 5 « Extrasentential »

Y1 5 S (e DS U (e Aplay) Aall 5l Jleaia) bl ey ¢ dalaayly
0 b dhal) cell i Lellenind - linds Gl Jlawind (3 cpuiall Gn Gl maag pa
Jle Laiy dpelaaV) cldlall ciy Qi) 8 gilein) Al LY die dped ST culS Ay al)
DY) 138 3 Ay 386 5 Alee b Aaladyl Aall) OJlexinly G bl 23l golss ) ,sS3)
DSl 5 Y ae Aalll hlas) i dels Jupall REED 5 4yl clgal) ol L

aalal) Ayl ARG cpfaiall GLY) 5 €A 5 duanll) ARl o)

169



