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1. INTRODUCTION: LANGUAGE ALTERNATION AND
THE STUDY OF BILINGUAL CONVERSATION

According to estimations, about half of the earth’s population speaks

| at least two languages. Given this fact, the growing interest in code-switching
and related issues over the past two decades seems only too natural. It is an

| indication of linguists’ sharpened awareness of the communicative problems
whose emergence in modern developed and developing societies calls for a
linguistique de la parole avoiding the old self-imposed limitations of the dis-
cipline, that is, for a more ‘realistic’ approach to language (Hartmann 1982).

The alternating use of more than one language is one of the most striking
features of many interactions in bilingual communities. It is usually looked

down upon by the very speakers who code-switch in everyday life, just as it

was looked down upon by linguists until recently; both did not consider it
worthwile to think about language alternation. Not until sociolinguists ceased

to regard it as a degenerate and incompetent way of expressing oneself —

that is, not until they ceased to evaluate it from the point of view of the
monolingual — did questions begin to be asked about the regularities and
functions governing, and expressed by, this particular linguistic behaviour.

Three different perspectives may be distinguished in the literature on
language alternation. First, from what might be called the grammatical
perspective, the syntactic and morphological restrictions on switching from
one language to the other are investigated. The second perspective — call
it interactional — is concerned with the meaning/function of individual
instances of language alternation in conversation. Finally, there is a third
perspective which can be called sociolinguistic (in a restricted sense); its aim
is to find out which bilingual communities show language alternation in which
situations and why.

This monograph will focus exclusively on the second, i.e. the interac-
tional perspective.! Although the importance of the grammatical and
sociolinguistic sides of the issue is beyond doubt, the analysis of the meaning
of individual instances of language alternation seems to be the most basic
and also the most unresolved question. Grammatical restrictions on code-
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switching are but necessary conditions; code-switching is not merely a matter
of linguistic well-formedness — it also has communicative content left
unexplained by the analysis of syntactic surface constraints. Furthermore,
in my data and those used by other researchers.? language alternation beyond
the sentence level (i.e. the upper limit of syntactic analysis) and apart from
single lexeme (mostly noun) alternation makes up only a small percentage
of the total number of switches. These can be accounted for quite elegantly
by the two constraints introduced by Poplack (1981a),i.e. the ‘free morpheme
constraint’ forbidding stem/affix alternation as in *trinkevo (Germ. trinken
and the italian imperfetto suffix) and the ‘equivalence constraint’ forbidding
switching in non-parallel constructions, €.g. in “siamo andati a casa mein
(‘we went to my house’), a blend of the non-corresponding italian (siamo
andati a casa mia) and German (wir sind zu meinem Haus gegangen or even
wir sind zu mir nach Hause gegangen) adverbial phrase structures.?
Matters are much less settled form the sociolinguistic perspective on
language alternation. Although most authors investigating code-switching
have been concerned with relating this particular verbal style to larger scale
sociological constructs such as networks or domains, there is no single answer
to the question of where code-switching occurs and why.4 However, as in
grammatical analysis, work in this area does not account for the communica-
tive content of language alternation: its (global) ‘social meaning’ is inferred
from a description (in whatever terms it may be formulated) of the macro-sit-
uations in which it is observed. Language alternation is taken to be another
— linguistic — parameter of these situations, not as an individually meaning-
ful linguistic activity. Yet the ‘global’ social meaning of code-switching is
dependent upon its local function: it seems evident that the status of language
alternation as a form of linguistic behaviour in a given speech community
differs according to the local functions it serves in interaction. In a community
which only permits switching languages when setting off ritual events from
the surrounding conversation’ we will be dealing with a different ‘social
meaning’ of code-switching than in one where frequent language alternation
is a feature of almost every turn.s
There is, then, a particular need to approach language alternation from
the interactional perspective, Many investigators have of course realized that
language alternation (in contrast to single parameter variation as analyzed
in the Labovian framework) is individually (locally) meaningful. But often,
this has only led to anecdotal descriptions of selected instances considered
to be particularly typical or striking, or, alternatively, to classificational 5ys-
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tems for code-switching which are neither ca;:fable Df c!e-arly delfining the
individual types nor of providing the rcader_w:th those interpretive proce-
dures that must be used to assign a given switch to one of th‘_a cztegor;:sf.m
Merely enumerating types of langu:.age altc_:matmn seems l.nal eq:a;lose(j
a number of reasons. To begin with, it is a futile r::f‘ldeavour‘ to give st
classificational scheme for code-switching, for an fndctermmhat‘;e m.im der'
interpretations can be arrived at. What exactly. a bilingual parltlmpan isd gm%
when he or she switches languages is closely tied to the specific, never-i en-
tical circumstances in which alternation occurs. To be sure, there ar:a l:[wrpmt
tations that recur, and it can be instructive to know about these :lnraa.t ??iuet}t
functions of language alternation in discourse. Evcn_so, partlmpz?nts or:
juét choose one type from some fixed set of alternatives. T‘hu:ls br_mgs Il;stho
the second point against a classificational appn:ogch to cod&swntchmg.‘ :
number of types of language alternation isn’t finite, thgn h-c?w do pzfrtmp:'n g
agree on one interpretation or the other in {oco’? It is this questmz \;r 1:1 :
seems to be of primary importance, and it is one left unanswered by
i ional systems. o
61355:1;?:31:: tlfis question implies a fundamental §hit't of ar?alytlc n:;ena:stc,i
It suggests that the classification of language a!temat.mn types n:: Stllb? matri :
to the analysis of the procedures used to arrive at it. Let us call this adp
cedural instead of a classificational interest. Also note tha:t Ithe. proce ur?si
we aim to describe are supposed to be those usad.by participants in &.actu;
interaction, i.e. that they are supposed to bi.‘: interactmpally releva.nt and n;:af ;
not just a scientific construct designed to ‘fit the data’. So there is an analytic
interest in members’ methods (or proccduFes), as opposed to an interest in
external procedures derived from a scientific lhf:olry. In sholrl, ourzpurpuse
is to analyze members’ procedures to arrive at local interpretations of language |
auerr"l"::;o::;isting literature on code-switching fmm an interactive pETS?Eclth?f
may be further criticized for often bcing.restncted to only some l'.un;‘:jtmm:*. :
language alternation. What we will call dlSC'OUI“SC related code—swmtc l'lg’t:d‘
code-switching related to specific conversational tasl.cs. h_as b}aen investiga ;
but less ‘spectacular’ occurrences such as c_ode-swﬂchmg in the process {:
negotiating a common language of interaction and language alt;:rnafmr:v iﬁ
display bilingual (in)competence, .have often been ncglccteh. . ter .
attempt to overcome these shortcomings and presenta .model forthein ca P >
tation of language alternation which is comprehensive, coherent and c
account for these less spectacular instances as well.
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Two analyses stand out in the literature for coming close to such a goal. The

first, by Gumperz, is based on his famous distinction between metaphorical and
situational code-switching (Blom & Gumperz 1972, Gumperz 1982: Ch. 4).
According to this model, situational code-switching is “patterned and predict-
able on the basis of certain features of the local system” (Blom & Gumperz
1972: 409), that is, it stands in an “almost one-to-one-relationship” (1982:
61) to the defining features of the situation. Metaphorical code-switching, on
the other hand, exploits such one-to-one-relationships. It is meaningful pre-
cisely because it violates them and thereby invites conversational implica-
tures. It is independent of the situation and is described as “a shift in contex-
tualization cues, which is not accompanied by a shift in topic or in other
extralinguistic context markers that characterize the situation” (1982: 81).
Put in this way,” one would either have to conclude that (in the situational
case) code-switching is without social meaning because it is a necessary con-
sequence of certain situational parameters, or that (in the metaphorical case)
it is dependent on an (almost) one-to-one-relationship between language
choice and situational parameters which can be purposefully violated, In
many sociolinguistic situations where language alternation is a frequent phe-
nomenon, such a view could only account for a very limited number of
switches. As arule, language choice is not determined by situational paramet-
ers: the choice of one language over the other is part of the complicated
business of defining the situation. On the other hand, what Gumperz calls
metaphorical switching is deeply interwoven with its context; when partici-
pants switch languages to joke, to quote or to give emphasis to what they
are saying, they (re)negotiate situational parameters, just as they do in those
cases of code-switching that coincide with changes of participant constellation
or topic.?

The second model to be considered here briefly is one presented by
Zentella (1981) in her study of code-switching among Puerto Rican children
growing up in El Barrio. She distinguishes three types of factors related to
language alternation. ‘On the spot’ factors pertain to the ‘observables of
interaction’ (1981: 147), such as the topic, the ‘psychological setting’ and the
children’s addressee, whom they tend to accomodate in their language choice
— at least if he or she is an adult. Changes in these parameters can lead to
language alternation. The second group of factors (‘in the head’) are not
directly observable but “come into play when the speaker, attuned to the
total social context, makes language choices that are meant to achieve his/her
communicative intentions” (205). On this level of communicative strategies,
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Zentella mentions ‘crutching’, triggered for instance by a momentary loss
for words, ‘footing’, i.e. a change of the speaker’s ‘role’, and some others.
Finally, factors ‘out of the mouth’ are taken into account, i.e. linguistic
knowledge about phonological and syntactic restrictions on language alterna-
tion.

Although the differentiation between the three groups of factors may
not always be unproblematic, Zentella gives a good description of almost all
of the phenomena of interest in bilingual conversation. But despite the com-
prehensiveness of her approach, the interplay between the factors ‘out of
the mouth’, ‘in the head’ and ‘on the spot’ does not suffice to explain why
a given instance of language alternation has its particular function or meaning
in discourse. The main reason for this shortcoming is Zentella's (and almost
all other researchers’) failure to consider adequately the sequential implica-
tiveness of language choice in conversation, i.e. the fact that whatever lan-
guage a participant chooses for the organization of his/her turn, or for an
utterance which is part of the turn, the choice exerts an influence on sub-
sequent language choices by the same or other speakers.? =

In the following chapters, we will make this sequentiality of language
choice, this embeddedness in the sequential organization of interaction, our
starting point. The seemingly trivial fact that language choice (whatever the
linguistic activity) is preceded and followed by the choice of the same or
other language will turn out to be the cornerstone of the explanation of the
meaning of code-switching. This is simply a matter of taking code-switching
seriously as a conversational activity. We will see that under close scru-
tinity, the details of the sequential embeddedness of language choice and
language alternation permit us to formulate the coherent procedural model j
we are looking for. !

The framework for starting this analysis is conversation analysis.!? Given
the progress that has been made in this field during the last few years, it is
surprising that so few attempts have been made to address questions of
bilingual conversation.!! This seems even more surprising when we remember
that conversation analysis focuses on the sequential development of interac-
tion and is therefore a natural point of departure for a turn-by-turn analysis
of language choice and language alternation. A conversation analytic
approach to code-switching requires two things. First, we need to base our
analyses on detailed transcriptions of naturally occurring interactions. With
respect to the form and quality of the examples for code-switching usually
to be found in the literature, it is necessary to stress this point: no sequential
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ana]ys{s can be carried out on data which do not allow (much) reconstructing
of the interaction as it unfolded in real time. For the interpretation of code-
§witching, participants and analysts alike depend on the ‘trivia’ of verbal
interaction, such as pauses, hesitations, overlaps, fillers, backchannels, and
so on. Whenever these details are filtered out so that only an ‘amen:jed‘
‘com?cted‘, ‘more readable’, in short, ‘written’ version of the oral date:
remains, conversation analysis becomes impossible from the very start.
. Secondl. conversation analysis gives priority to dialogical meaning, that
is, to. meaning as a negotiated property of interaction. This is to sa; that
h.n.gulstn: (as social) activities become significant because they are given sig-
mffcancc by all participants — not only the ‘speaker’. Consequently, conver-
sation analysis limits the external analysts’ interpretational leeway,because
't. relates his or her interpretations back to the members’ mutual understan-
ding of their utterances as manifest in their behaviour. ‘Meanings’ are nei-
ther equated with speakers’ intentions, nor with recipients’ interpretations;
both are looked upon as mental entities which are of little interest as loné
as thf:y do not ‘materialize’2 in interaction. What is of primary interest is
the visible-observable techniques, strategies, signals, etc, by which partici-
pants make themselves understood, display their understanding of co-partic-
Ipants’ utterances, check on their being understood by co-participants, etc
The model presented in the following chapters is meant as an ;zttc:-'l:npt
tg flex the muscles of conversation analysis as much as possible. The restric-
uons' th.is approach imposes on methods and procedures are in the first place
regtncuons on the resources available to the researcher. We will refrain from
using knowledge which cannot be shown to be used by conversationalists
themsglves and therefore limit the use of the ‘background knowledge’ often
excessively drawn upon in investigations of code-switching. We will also
rc:f.rain from using members’ or others’ comments on the tape-recorded
eptlsc.»des due to the additional and unresolved problems these comments
raise!® Both additional resources (researchers’ background knowledge mem:
bers’ comments) can be useful tools if they are used in a methodolc:gically
controlled way. However, as long as such a methodology is only beginning
to be developed, it seems appropriate to extend the conversational approach
as far as possible, and to see how far it takes us

It' 18 necessary to turn to some definitional issues at this point. First
there is the question of defining bilingualism. Linguists have generated ar;
extensive literature in their inconclusive discussion of exactly how competent
someone has to be to be ‘bilingual’."* Dozens of attempts have been made

r
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to come to a definition, ranging from minimal (‘use of two languages’) to
maximal ones (‘native-like control of two languages’). The impasse can only
be overcome if bilingualism is no longer regarded as ‘something inside speak-
ers’ heads’, i.e., a mental ability, but as a displayed feature of participants’
everyday linguistic behaviour. You cannot be bilingual in your head, you
have to use two or more languages ‘on stage’, in interaction, to show others

that and how you can use them.
Such a view on bilingualism is in accordance with a version of

ethnomethodology (as advanced, for instance, by Coulter 1979), in which
mental predicates — i.e. predicates relating to ‘inner states’, ‘cognitive
events’, etc. — are looked upon as the result of participants’ interactional
work of displaying and ascribing them on the basis of observable-accountable
material events. ‘Bilingualism’ is such a mental predicate in lay as well as
most linguistic usages of the term. The phenomenologically inspired bracket-
ing policy of ethnomethodology recommends disregarding its cognitive real-
ity and asking instead for the interactional bases of its ascription to a particular
speaker. Bilingualism is looked upon primarily as a set of complex linguistic
activities, and only in a ‘derived’ sense, as a cognitive ability. Consequently
there is no one definition of bilingualism: being bilingual becomes an achieved
status. And how this status is achieved, in different ways and by different
speakers, is what needs to be investigated. If by their behaviour participants
motivate the use of the predicate ‘bilingual’, the analysis of the multiple ways
of using two languages also answers the question of how bilingualism is to
be defined. As a set of complex linguistic activities it cannot be captured
except through the conversation analysis of these activities.

Harvey Sacks used the following trick to underline this ‘interactionaliz-
ing' which is central to ethnomethodology and conversation analysis: he
prefixed doing to any presumably mental predicate in order to elicit its pro-
duced status. Thus, we might get ‘doing being polite’, *doing being an inter-
viewer’, ‘doing being hesitant’, '3 etc.. In a parallel fashion, we may talk about
‘doing being bilingual’. How one ‘does being bilingual’ is the topic of our
investigation; it could, in fact, have been its title.

A second problem concerns the definition of the term language alterna- ‘

tion. Up to now, this term has been used interchangeably with code-switching.
[ now want to introduce the following way of speaking: ‘language alternation’
is the cover term for all instances of locally functional usage of iwo languages
in an infteractional episode.'® Language alternation may occur between two
turns, or turn-internally; it may be restricted to a well-defined unit or change
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the whole language of interaction; it may occur within a sentence, or between
sentences. No formal restrictions are made at this point.| ‘Code-switching’
however is reserved for a particular type of language alternation which will
be introduced in the following chapter and will be opposed to transfer there.

Note that there is a requirement for local functionality of language alter-
nation here, one which most researchers do not mention in their definitions
of code-switching (or language alternation). Nonetheless, almost all of them
want to draw a line between language alternation on the one hand, and what
is often called ‘interference’” on the other hand.!8 The basic idea is that each
of the ‘languages in contact’ in the individual bilingual speaker, and also in
the bilingual community, tends to become different from its corresponding
monolingual system; these languages may show unilateral or bilateral con-
vergence to one another. From the point of view of the linguist, such con-
vergence can be described — at least diachronically — as the transference
of structures or rules from the one language into the other. However, such
changes in the two varieties in the bilingual repertoire are not to be equated
with language alternation. For elements of the one language that have
become part of the other obviously cannot be analyzed as alternation between
these two languages.

Although there is thus a clear intuitive distinction to be drawn between
language alternation and ‘interference’, it is very difficult to find adequate
criteria by which this distinction can be maintained. This is particularly true
on the lexical level where the occurrence of an item which can be classified
by the linguist as (also?) belonging to the other system is surely not enough
to speak of language alternation. A number of proposals have been made
to formulate additional criteria'® which are, however, all less than wnconvine-
ing.20

Here, I want to use the local functionallity of language aiternation as
the decisive characteristics to show its differences from other language-contact
phenomena which, taken individually in their specific context, cannot be
said to have a specific function. Thus, the mere use of, say, a German word
in an italian sentence such as poi sono andato nella Sechste (‘then I went to
the SIXTH (form)’) as such does not, in the first place, have more than a
referential function: the speaker uses an originally German word which has
become (a variable) part of his or her bilingual repertoi ‘e, whether s/he is
speaking Italian or German. He or she does so in order to refer to the German
form s/he attended and which is best described by this term (be it — from
the linguist’s point of view — ‘Italian’ or ‘German’). In such a case, the
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speaker does not make use of, or mark, the lexical item’s ‘other-language-
ness’, and s/he does not employ it for any meaningful purpose apart from
establishing reference. In short, there is no indication in the way the item is
treated that, from the speaker’s perspective, two varieties are in alternation.
In contrast, if we find an utterance such as e poi ho fatto un eh — eh Fehler,
allora un errore (‘and then T made aeh—eh a MISTAKE, thatis, a mistake”’),
the speaker produces an item in such a way as to point to its other-language-
ness. He or she makes it visible to the co-participant(s), and also to the
linguist interpreting the utterance ex post. Here, the fact of trapsferring an
item from German is displayed as such, and it has a locally established mean-
ing or function, i.c., to signal the speaker’s (momentary) superior lexical
knowledge in German as opposed to Italian.?! -

The distinction between functional and (locally) non-functional variation
is also important for setting off code-switching against ‘code—lpixing’. Lal?nv
(1971) and Poplack (1981a, 1981b) have presented data in )Nhu:h. they.clmm,
English and Spanish are mixed together without any describable function. In
such a case, the frequent variation between the two ‘codes’ has become a
‘mode of interaction’ in its own right, i.e. a new code with ‘rules’ and reg- .
ularities of its own. Again, we would not speak of language alternation in
such instances of language contact.?

Finally, some comments on the materials used here. The analysis of lan-
guage alternation to be presented in the following chapters is based on around
1800 instances of code-switching and transfer taken from transcriptions of
interactions among and with Ttalian migrant children living in Constance
(West Germany). These were collected in the Constance project on the
Muttersprache italienischer Gastarbeiterkinder (M.1.G). Because the analysis
of language alternation is only one of the issues treated in this project, the
present work is embedded in ethnographic, grammatical-variational and
attitudinal investigations.” o

The aim of this little book however is not to analyze the linguistic situ-
ation of Italian migrant children in Germany; in fact, the reader will find
few hints that point to this specific sociolinguistic context. Instead, it will be
attempted to outline a model of bilingual conversation which should be
applicable to other bilingual communities as well. However, the model was
developed to account for language alternation among Ttalian migrant chil-
dren, and is therefore particularly suited to cope with a situation which is
characterized by the following features: a) Patterns of situation-specific laln-
guage use aren’t much institutionalized and tend to be open to (re-)negotia-
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tion to a very large degree. b) Corresponding to this absence of clear cut
“dqmains" of language-use, individual speakers often have trans-episodically
valid preferences for one language or the other i.e. they increase the number
of alternations when they can switch into the preferred language (most
often German, rarely the Italian dialect of their parents). c) Many speakers
do not alternate with such a high frequency that no ‘base language’ can be
established for a given stretch of conversation; the language of interaction
may often change, but it is usually easily recognized. However, because not
all of ﬂ"lﬂ children investigated showed these characteristics, it was necessary
to outline a model flexible enough to handle other patterns of language
alternation as well.
Twenty children aged between seven and seventeen were analyzed in

_the M.1.G.-project. Most of the data extracts cited in the following chapters
involve the following: Agostino (17), Alfredo (16), Camillo (15), Clemente

(15), Daniela (14), Fiorella (12), Innocenza (10), Niccolo (8), am;i Nora (8).

Transcriptions follow the notation developed by Gail Jefferson (cf. Schenkein

(ed.) 1978), with additional prosodic details given in musical notation where
necessary (see Appendix).

2. TWO BASIC PROCEDURES FOR THE PRODUCTION AND
INTERPRETATION OF LANGUAGE ALTERNATION

Classificatory approaches investigate language alternation by listing its
functions — in whatever way these may be shown to be relevant. It has been
mentioned that the limitations of such a way of proceeding can be seen most
clearly in its inability to cope with the in-principle infinite number of ways
in which language alternation may become meaningful. Participants appar-
ently do not interpret code-switching or transfer by subsuming a given
instance under one of a pre-established set of types; instead, they dispose of
certain procedures for coming to a local (situated) interpretation where the
exact meaning or function of language alternation is a result of both contex-
tual information and these more general procedures. As contexts are infi-
nitely numerous, so are the meanings of language alternation.?* Aiming as
we do at reconstructing members’ conceptions of it, we cannot be satisfied
with an enumeration of the local interpretations bilinguals arrive at; we want
to investigate how these local interpretations are accomplished on the basis
of the more general, context-sensitive procedures. They are the subject of
this chapter.

Note that frequency counts are quite irrelevant for our purposes. It is
a mistake to believe that numbers of occurrences of certain ‘types’ of language
alternation could reveal their functional character. A frequent line of reason-
ing in the literature on code-switching runs like this; if a, b, c,... are types
of language alternation, the probabilities of their occurrence p (@), pz(b),
p,(c),... prove that a, b, c,... are functional if p exceeds certain limits (which
have to be fixed arbitrarily). However, such ‘proof’ for the functionality of
language alternation seems to be of little use beyond the fact that it provides
an artificial (per fiat) closure for a list of types, where no such closure is
available to participants. Apart from that, frequencies do not relate to func-
tions at all; they may valuable tools to show how often participants make
use of language alternation for various purposes described beforehand by
the researcher, but they do not even touch the problem of what these uses
are in functional terms. In fact, very frequent uses of language alternation
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that have been found in practically all studies on the subject — for instance,
language alternation for citations or for addressee selection — may be as
valuable or as useless for the analysis of how code-switching and transfer
become meaningful as isolated cases.

Two basic category pairs will be introduced here; they provide the ‘un-
derlying’ procedural apparatus for arriving at local interpretations of lan-
guage alternation in its individual context. These are the category pairs trans-
fer vs. code-switching and participant vs. discourse related language alterna-
tion. From a hearer’s point of view, we can reformulate them in the form of
the following problems for which the speaker must provide hints to solutions:

i) Is the language alternation in question tied to a particular conversa-
tional structure (for instance, a word, a sentence, ora larger unit (trans-
fer)), orisittied to a particular point in conversation (code-switching)?

i) Is the language alternation in question providing cues for the organi-
zation of the ongoing interaction (i.e., is it discourse related), or about
attributes of the speaker (participant related)?

In answering these questions, and in pioviding cues that make them answer-
able, bilingual participants operate with a basic category grid which provides
the fundamental four-way differentiation of the signalling device under inves-
tigation. It is important to keep in mind that ‘discourse related code-switch-
ing’, ‘discourse related transfer’, ‘participant related code-switching ‘and
‘participant related transfer’ are not generic categories assembling language
alternation types into groups; that is, they are not superordinates to the
subordinated alternation types like addressee selection, citations, and so on.
Such a conception would only lead back to the classificational approach. In-
stead, there is a qualitative difference, for whereas addressee selection, cita-
tion, etc. are situated interpretations arrived at in context, discourse related
transfer, discourse related code-switching, etc. are generally available proce-
dures to carry out these local interpretations. Contrary to almost all analyses
of code-switching and related phenomena, I want to suggest that it is not the
types of language alternation which are used as interpretive resources by
participants in the first place, but these more general procedures.

In what follows these procedures will be discussed in more detail on the
basis of some data extracts which document transfer and code-switching, and
participant and discourse related language alternation in approximately
‘pure’ versions. The relevance of ‘context’ will be treated in chapters 3 and 4.
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2.1. Discourse vs. participant related language alternation

Let us look at the following data extracts:

(1) (PRANZO A/I, 3/4) _
((Daniela is talking about Fiorella’s drinking habits))

3: 10 Daniela: perché lei &- riempé il bicchiere no, =
because sheis fills her glass you know
11 quando mangia: —
when she eats
12 b: “®mhm,*=

=e poi lo lascia sta:re;
and then she leaves it

4: 01 Daniela:

02 a: mm,
03 (0.5)
04 Daniela: poi devo: be/ - eh=bevo io e mia madre; -
then I have to dr/ I drink it and my mother
05 % (coierrnrrnnnnns )
((pp))
06 Daniela: io non (ne) voglio; - °quindi si butta®,
Idon'twantit so it’'s thrown away
07 a: mm
08 (2.0)
*09 Daniela: die Nudeln schmecken besser,
the noodles taste better
10 (1.0€)
11 als alles

than anything
((conversation continues in German about the meal))

(2) (VW-Bus A:120, 1-3)
((beginning of an interactive episode))
1:01 m: che bella giornata oggi=eh?
what a nice day it is isn’t it
02 Francesca: “mm:,°
03 m: cosa facciamo oggi? - restiamo dentro;
what shall we do today shall we stay inside
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04
05 Luca:
06 m:
07 Luea:
08 m:
=09 Francesca:
10 Luca:
11 m:
12 Luea:
13 Francesca:

14 Luca:

15
16

02
03

04 Francesca:

05 Luca &
Francesca:
—06 m:

07
—08 Luca;

09 n:
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facciamo qualche [gioco (dien)?-n [o;
shall we play a game (inside) no
no=4 Li::
eh?
“uno® - -
one
cosa vuoi fare Lukas;
what do you want to do Lukas
“ausgehe®
go out
in de Wald,
into the forest
ja?
really
ddh- in der Wald,
into the forest
“langweilig®
boring
(wo de:nn)
where
(1.5)
é::m:
(0.5)
in.n Pa:k
to the park
(1.0)
am liebschte schwimme; -
((pin )

(I love best) to go swimming

hhh

vuoi andare a nuotare
you want to go swimming
(1.0)
dann geh doch in de Bodesee
then why don’t you go into Lake Constance

he he he he he ‘hi ‘hi

10 Francesca:

11

12
13 Luca:

—14 m:

*15 Francesca:

—16 Luca:

—3: 01 m:

02 Francesca:

03

04 m:
*(05 Luca:

06

07 m:

08 Luca:

09 m:

10 Francesca:
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wenn morge no schins Wetter isch=(darf i mama
if we still have fine weather tomorrow I can (...
schim.m im Jakob)
go swimming in the Jacob (pool))
(0.5)
ah schon wir de gu:t
great that would be fine
sapete nuotare voi due - -
(D)
can you swim you iwo
[lu:ir[ no [lu:i | no: [lui [ no
((lento)) ((acc.))
he | no he no he no
doch-ich (habs nicht)
yes 1 (haven’t)

tu [no?
you don’t
no! non vuol fa:r mala figu:ra
no he doesn’t want to give a bad impression
pircid dice se:mbre si:=
therefore he always says yes

= [ faless T
perché: (iova::i: %in) i€ no(n); -
because (Igoto) Idon't

(kon) !:’g‘gﬁﬁg ( emparra:re
want(ed) to learn it

bravo Lukas — perché non vuoi imparare

good Lukas why  don't you want to learn it

perché voglio: -- proché non voggio.

because I want because I don’t want to
he he he he he ‘h'h

o Ry

i si

I do

Datum (1) is taken from a conversation over lunch between Daniela, a four-
teen year old Italian girl, and two adult female speakers (a. and b.). The

extract begins in the middle of the topic ‘lunch at home’. In lines 3:10 to
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4.:06 Daniela explains to a. and b. why the mother doesn't like her younger
sister Fiorella to have wine with the meals: it always gets thrown away, for
Fm.rella df;:esn't empty her glass. A. and b, accept Daniela’s speaker r’nlc'
their continuers (lines 12, 02, 07) acknowledge it, at the same time signallin ‘
thata. and b. continue to be available as recipients. The point in the Sazguentiagl
devellupmcnt of that interaction which we will focus on is reached in line 09
Daniela proposes to change the “footing™® of the conversation at thétl
moment; more precisely, she proposes a new conversational topic, in talking
no longer about Fiorella and her drinking habits but about the Iun;h she and
a. and b. are having together. At the same time she returns from a sec;onda
|_into the primary deictic situation. Y
We have to consider this transition in somewhat more detail. A number
of struc_tural phenomenalead uptoit, To begin with, the internal organisation
of Daniela’s turn is such as to provide the reading ‘end of a statement’. as
opposed to ‘beginning’ or ‘middle of a statement". Specifically, two loci se:cn;
to be relevant for a potential utterance termination. The first i‘s reached with
the F.md Gf turn component 4:01. It is marked by the semantic structure
starting with perché (‘because’) in line 10, and ending with e pot... (‘and
then...") in line 01. The former conjunction is the beginning of an;;:count
for the at:firmation formulated before our extract sets in, i.e. that the mother
doesn’t like Fiorella to have wine, the latter introduces the decisive reason
for Ith.e mother's stance: Fiorella doesn't empty her glass. In betv;rcen some
ﬂddithl’fﬂl information is given which is organized such that it cannot b’c;secn
as terminating the utterance. Now, although a possible completion of the
acculupt, and also of Daniela’s contribution has been reached in 01, no other
participant claims the turn: a. produces a continuer acknowledging ,Danitzla’s
speaker role, b. is silent. After a % second pause, Daniela resumes and
elaborates her statement (line 04).26 Again, this elaboration is structured
towards a possible turn transition point: the utterance component quindi si
bu.{ta (.‘therefore it is thrown away’) is displayed as a conclusion by the initial
fgumdl. And again, the structurally provided semantic closure does not result
in a speaker change: as in the first case, a. provides but a continuer, and b
is silent, , '
There is then a notable ‘refusal’ on the part of Daniela’s recipients to
take up the turn at transition relevant points. This absence of a coparticipants’
topically coherent next utterance is responded to in one case by the iser;t
spaakfar‘s (same turn) elaboration of her argument; in the second Ease it
leads into topic change. Topic change is Daniela’s solution to the probl«;m

r
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given by a.’s and b.’s apparent lack of interest in the present topic.

The relationship between troubles at taking turns — as evidenced by
silence and by continuers in positions where topical talk is to be expected
— and topic change is a regular one, as has been shown in Maynard’s work
on monolingual American conversations (1980). In our bilingual case, we
additionally note a coincidence between topic change and change of language:
the new footing is marked off against the old one by switching into German.
Daniela not only proposes a new topic, she also proposes to use a different
language for ensuing talk about this topic. (And in fact, both proposals are
accepted in our case: conversation continues about the meal in German.)

What is the relationship between language alternation and the new foot- |
ing in such a case of discourse related code-switching? One way of concep-
tualizing this relationship would be to see code-switching as a consequence
of the change of topic. According to such a view, switching is triggered by
a change of footing; both stand in a causal relationship to each other. If we
were to conceptualize code-switching in such a way, we would deny its func-
tionality; being caused by the new footing, it could hardly be said to have any
meaning for the development of the conversation. However, in most speech
communities, it is impossible to apply the notion of CAUSE to code-switching
in any rigid way; for in many cases, there is no one-to-one relationship
between language choice and utterance type. Language alternation seems
to be a strategy used by bilingual participants according to their choice; that
is, what they can use code-switching for can also be done through other

techniques that provide alternatives. In order to come to a more satisfactory
conceptualization of the relationship between code-switching and the new
footing in a case such as the one documented in the data extract, it is useful
to introduce Gumperz' notion of contextualization.?’7 Gumperz’ basic idea is
that conversationalists need to provide their hearers not only with well-
formed propositions in order to communicate what they want to say, they
also have to provide a context in which these propositons can be embedded
and in which they become interpretable. ‘Contextualization’ refers to partic-
ipants’ joint efforts to establish and make relevant such contexts. Thus, the
notion of contextualization goes a considerable step beyond the common-
place linguistic formula that interpretations of utterances ‘depend’ on their
context. It brings into focus the fact that such a context is not something
given and available in itself, but has to be created and maintained by partic-
ipants in addition to what they say (in the restricted, referential sense).
Context is no residual category for Gumperz (as it often is in ‘mainstream’
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linguistics), it deserves attention in its own right.

In addition to verbal means, contextualization strategies rely on pro-
sodic cues (intonation, rhythm, accent, etc.), gestural and kinesic cues, eye
contact, etc.. Code-switching is one of these cues which, for instance, can
signal that one topic is terminated and another one about to begin. Generally,
it is one way of contextualizing verbal activities, that is, of informing co-par-
ticipants about the ever-relevant question ‘what are we doing now?’ — even
though its contribution to answering it may be restricted to the information
‘something different than before’. Switching is, in this sense, very similar to
other contextualization strategies such as lowering or heightening of pitch
level, change of posture (e.g. leaning back, leaning forward), change of speed
of utterance delivery (lento vs. allegro speech), and some others.
Language alternation related to the development of conversation has
received more attention in the literature than any other of the four basic
types of signalling.?® Before turning to other examples, it is necessary to
consider what evidence for the claim that code-switching serves as a contex-
tualization strategy might look like. A useful starting point consists in exploit-
ing redundancy of signalling where it occurs.? Research on contextualization
has shown that transitions between activity types are often marked on more
than one level, thereby securing understanding even in cases where attention
is given to some signalling channels only, or where participants do not neces-
sarily share knowledge about contextualization conventions. Given such
redundancy, it is possible to start out by establishing the type of change of
footing independently of considerations of language choice. Sucha quasi-cor-
relational way of proceeding leaves behind the members’ perspective, for
participants must, of course, process all contextualization cues simultane-
ously, including language alternation. However, in order to show that there
is coincidence between language alternation and change of footing at all, we
have to resort to those instances where other cues are available to warrant
our claim about the new context which is supposed to be initiated via code-
switching as well. It seems that such a ‘thought experiment’ that dissolves
the ‘hermeneutic circle’ between contextualization cues and contextualized
footing in a way that is alien to participants does little harm as long as one
keeps in mind that instances of code-switching in which an intuitively present
change of footing cannot be explained on the basis of contextualization cues
other than language alternation, do not contradict the supposed coincidence
but are (perhaps) just cases of non-redundant signalling.

Establishing coincidence between language alternation and change of
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footing is the most important evidence for the alleged use of code-switching
as a contextualization strategy. Another way of demonstrating the oriented-
to character of postulated structural relations that has often been used in
conversation analysis, i.e. the consideration of ‘deviations’ from the alleged
format (for instance, repairs on such deviations), is precluded in the case of
language alternation because of the very same redundancy that allows some
access to it: the absence of code-switching for, say, topic change is most
regularly not noticed or even sanctioned by co-participants, since speakers
tend to use alternative contextualization strategies in its place./However,
there is one way of considering ‘problematic instances’ which can be useful
for showing that members orient to coincidences between language alterna-
tion and change of footing. Consider extract (3):

(3) (PRANZO B:1150,1)

01 Daniela: eTere:sa- éscesa:gil.- allo:ra sié/-
and Teresa camedown so one

02 fin=alle:- il=unamenounquarto: abbiamo
until quarter to one we

03 parla:to cossi= [no--fa (mori: d/dé&/ .../ &h
talked like that make (............ )

04 a: mm

05D (dellodi) barzelle:tt, -
(ofthe)  jokes

06 kennsch du Witzle?
()
do you know jokes?

07 b: poche
((mp))
few

Participants are the same as above. Again, Daniela proposes a new topic,
which, in this case, is a new activity type as well, i.e. the telling of jokes (line
06).% Again, this topic proposal is accompanied and signaled by code-switch-
ing into German. As in extract (1), Daniela not only invites b. to engage in
a different activity/ topic, she also invites her to switch into German for the
following stretch of conversation. However, whereas in (1) both the new
topic and the new language were accepted, b, declines Daniela’s invitation
to change the language of interaction in (3). In addition, the new topic/activity
is only responded to in a very ‘unenthusiastic’ fashion (cf. the low amplitude
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of b.’s response in contrast to Daniela’s forte proposal, and the scaling down?2
on the lexical level — ‘few’ as opposed to ‘oh yes a lot’ or something similar).
Note in passing that this ‘lack of enthusiasm’ is stimulated in a way by the
passage leading up to the new topic, at least if we compare this passage to
the corresponding one in extract (1). For whereas in extract (1), opportunity
is given for other participants to add topical talk, and this opportunity is not
made use of by recipients a. and b. (continuers, silence), the new topic/
activity is introduced by Daniela in extract (2) without the longish, jointly
achieved ‘fading out’ of the old one which was observed in the first datum.

The interactional significance of b.’s non-acceptance of the new language
of interaction can only be fully appreciated against the background of the
preference for same language talk which will be introduced shortly. It should
be clear though that b.'s non-cooperation on the level of language choice
parallels her non-enthusiastic cooperation on the topical/ activity type level:
again, the former is used to signal the latter. This, in turn, provides evidence
for our claim that code-switching is employed as a contextualization strategy
to initiate new footings. Participants, as shown in extract (3), exploit language
choice to create discontinuities which are to be interpreted as non-cooperative
contributions with regard to a speaker’s proposal for the further development
of the conversation; ex negativo, they thereby demonstrate their orientation
to the relevance of language alternation for the new footing in the first place.

Turning to extract (2) now, a different member’s procedure for using
language alternation is to be considered. M., an adult bilingual Ttalian, has
met Luca (9) and his cousin Francesca (12) in the Centro Ita'iano in Con-
stance. The three start to plan the afternoon, the usual Saturday play group.
Francesca wants to go swimming, so m. inquires if the two children know
how to swim at all. The girl does, but Luca doesn’t know and has to defend
himself against his cousin’s teasing (lines: 14ff).

In this extract, language alternation is quite frequent (cf. the arrowed
lines): however, it does not appear to coincide with a change of footing. The
contributions ‘marked’ by new language are conversationally ‘unmarked’.
Another difference is that code-switching is not effected by one speaker in
his or her contribution, but between turns; and that this inter-turn switching
is due to participants’ consistent use of one language (Italian for m., German
for Francesca and Luca) for their utterances. Thus, on a turn-by-turn basis,
we can speak of code-switching, but from the perspective of the individual
speaker, there is no switching at all. Such a sequence will be called a language
negotiation sequence. It begins with a disagreement between two or more
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parties about which language to use for interaction, and ends as soon as one
of them ‘gives in’ to the other’s preferred language.

Actually, our extract turns out to be composed of two of such language
negotiation sequences. M.’s initial question (line 1:01, che beilcf giornata
oggi=eh? ‘what a nice day it is isn’t it?") and his following question about
what should be done that afternoon (1:03/04) only receive minimal responses
which mostly cannot be attributed to either language. The first full-fledged
utterance of one of the children is only produced in line 09, when m. addresses
Luca directly. The boy makes a proposal in German to ‘go out’ (ausgehe),
which is collaboratively completed/ supplemented by Francesca’s in de Wald
(‘into the forest’). M’.s German repair initiation device ja? terminates this
first language negotiation sequence in favour of the children’s preference.
After some German turns by Luca and Francesca, m. returns to his old
preference for Italian in line 2:06 by reformulating Francesca’s proposal to
‘go swimming’ (am liebschte schwimme). This reformulation starts a second
language negotiation sequence. But Francesca does not respond; mste;.ad,
she turns to her cousin, and only in 2:10 back to m., in both cases using
German. M. insists on Italian in his next question (line 14, sapete nuotare
voi due, ‘can you swim you two’); at this point, the two children, who have
both displayed a preference for German, split. Francesca switches into Italian
and terminates the language negotiation between herself and m.; whereas
Luca remains with German until line 3:05 when he too ‘surrenders’ to the
other two participants’ language choice.

Switching in the arrowed lines of this transcript does not contextualize
new activities, topics, etc.. Also, it does not contrast something that has been
done before with something that will be done now; on the contrary, different
language choice by the participants establishes some sort of coherence —
not between adjacent turns, but between same-speaker turns (or, to be more
precise, between m.’s turns on the one hand, and Francesca’s and Luca’s
turns on the other). In Sacks’ terms,* code-switching ‘skip-connects’ utter-
ances and thereby provides a particular type of ‘tying’. As to the interactional
function or meaning of such a case of code-switching, the object of the signal-
ling process is a different one than in extract (1). Whereas in the case of
discourse related switching a new footing is marked by language choice,
switching of the second type signals a speaker’s preference for one language
over the other. In the first place, it tells co-participants something about the
code-switching party which is not specific to the sequential position in which
it occurs, but holds for a larger unit, such as the interactional episode as a
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whole. Here, the term participant related language alternation will be used.
Preference for one language over the other as displayed by a co-partic-
ipant in such a way may be of the relatively stable, individualistic kind.
However, it may also be bounded to and hint at characteristics of the episode,
that is, a speaker may demonstrate that he or she finds it appropriate to use
a given language in the present context (for instance, in the present constel-
lation of participants, for interaction in the presently relevant institutional
context, for the kind of interaction to be carried out, etc.). Such a more
restricted interpretation of participant related code-switching invokes or
alludes to larger scale ‘norms’ for the uses of the two languages of the bilingual
community. Different speech communities diverge in their developing of
such ‘norms’, in their generality and in the strictness in which they require
them to be followed. In bilingual speakers’ own formulations, language pre-
ferences are frequently introduced and justified by reference to competence
(‘I don’t like to speak German because I don’t know it well enough’) or to
attitudes (‘I don’t like to speak Italian because I don’t like this language/ the
Italians/ Italy’). Thus language preference is often not a concept used by
members to account for their language alone; as an ethno-category, it is no
conceptual end point.®
Let us now come back to extract (2). Specifically, we want to reconsider
line 2:14 (Francesca: lui no lui no) where, intuitively, the interaction seems
to have reached a turning point. As noted above, Francesca for the first time
uses Italian here and gives up her language preference in favour of m.’s
preference for Italian. There is something more substantial at stake though.
We have to see Francesca’s factual answer to m.’s question sapete nuotare
voi due as a selection out of a set of at least two possibilities. Let us suppose
that the ‘facts’ require a different answer for Francesca and for Luca. Then
the girl can at least choose between the answer io si (‘I do’), with an impli-
cature ‘but he doesn’t’, and lui no (‘he doesn’t’) with an implicature ‘but 1
do’. In terms of truth values, both answers are equivalent. In terms of how
language works in and for communication, they are not. To see why this is
s0, one must take into account that competences of almost all kinds are
evaluated positively in the cultures in question; this is demonstrated, among
other things, by the preferred character of (other-)ascriptions of competence
over (other-)ascriptions of incompetence.? Accordingly, the set of alterna-
tives available to Francesca in formulating her answer contains a preferred,
‘politer” version avoiding an explicit other-ascription of incompetence (io si)
and a dispreferred, ‘ruder’ one exposing the other’s incompetence (lui no).

A
L
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In addition to choosing the ‘ruder’ alternative, the girl employs prosodic
means to mark /ui no and its repetition as mockery, such as slow delivery
and syllable-by-syllable switching between a high and a low pitch level. That
Francesca's turn is hearable as a teasing is also confirmed by Luca’s responses:
he first makes an attempt to contradict her (line 16), but when Francesca
reveals this move as a strategic lie (lines 3:02 and 3), he has to justify himself
and find a reason why he can’t swim. (Which he does in line 08, perché non
voglio, ‘because I don’t want to’.)

If it is correct that there is antagonism developing in these lines between
Luca and Francesca, this throws a new light on the girl’s switching into m.’s
preferred language: by surrendering in the language negotiation sequence
Francesca changes her affiliation. Instead of insisting on German together
with Luca, she takes m.’s side and ‘isolates’ the boy. As this is done together
with exposing his incompetence, Luca is ‘under attack’ both on the level of
‘content’ and on the level of language choice. So language choice is discourse
related, or ‘strategic’, in this extract. However, it is not code-switching (on
the turn-by-turn basis) which is functional — for this phenomenon, as we
have seen, is to be interpreted as signalling participants’ preferences — but
the termination of a language negotiation sequence by one of the opponents’
having given in to the other. Francesca uses it to symbolically ‘switch sides’.

One further step has to be made in this reconstructive analysis of partic-
ipant related code-switching as a basic way of using language alternation. In
order to understand a sequence as a ‘language negotiation’, or in terms of
‘diverging language preferences’, we (and participants) start from the
assumption that there is a preference for same language talk. Only on the
basis of such an expectation does it make sense to speak of a tension between
participants using different languages, one which is resolved by one partici-
pant giving up his or her preference. As analysts, our evidence for partici-
pants’ orientation to such a preference (as opposed to, say, a everyone-use-
whatever-he-wants preference), is, in addition to the regular occurrence of
sequences of the type

Ag B, ApBo,

/I A,B,A,B,... or
I/ A, B, A, B,..

(L
(where A and B are participants, and i and g languages), the way in which
the transition between the dispreferred and the preferred pattern of language
use (/" in the above formula) can become functional for answering the ques-
tion ‘what is going on?’. In addition to Francesca's turn 2:14 in extract (2),
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: i - i i e8!
b.'s non-acceptance of Daniela’s new language choice and of her proposal to illustrate transfer, compare extract (1) with the following two instanc
for further conversational activities in extract (3) is relevant here. For accord- .
ing to the preference for same language talk, the other parties’ accepting of (4) (SCHNECKENFRESSER 91:25) . |
the code-switching party’s language choice is ‘unmarked’, Doing what is ((Clemente and Alfredo are complaining about two older people in their
‘marked’, and employing it for some purpose, underlines the oriented-to house)) :
status of the postulated preference for same language talk.3 02 m: perché non lavorano perd eh stanno tutto=il

Obviously, the preference for same language talk is nothing like a uni- because they don’t work so they stay at home
versal. It seems to hold, for instance, amon g bilingual Italian migrant children 03 giorno a casa
in Constance, and also among Puerto Rican children in El Barrio (Zentalla allthroughthe | day
1981: 270 et passim), but in other communities, linguistic accommodation of 04 Alfredo: che & vecchié e_| gid penzionann nun hanng fégllE;=
this sort may be irrelevant or even dispreferred.” However, as long as it he is old retired already they don’t have children
€Xists, it is an important resource for generating meaning via language use 05 m: =he[:
and has to be treated accordingly.

One basic category pair for the production and interpretation oflanguage 06 Clemente: na aber nicht der Mann; — [ der Mann scha!fft no;
alternation is, as we have seen, the distinction between discourse and partic- nobut notthe husband | the husband still goes
ipant related alternation. In order to understand the procedural character to work
and value of this category pair, it is useful to relate it to the tasks participants 07 Alfredo: W TGN T
have to master in conversation. Discourse and participant related alternation the husband the h“Sbar".d
can be seen as methods to come to grips with two general types of such tasks. 08 u Manin &:: chiste: chil sch - chid schlimm angoré;
One of them concerns the organization of conversation, that is, turn-taking, the husband is this one (is) more b/ - even worse
topical cohesion, tying, sequencing of activites, repair, overall organisation, 09 (1.0)
etc.. In addition to whatever means there are available to monolingual con- 10 na vo:t (.) ((follows story))
versationalists to carry out these tasks, bilinguals can make use of the two once
or more languages in their linguistic repertoire by employing language alter- 11 m: “mhm®®
nation as a contextualization strategy. This is what has been called discourse
related alternation. A second type of task concerns finding/ negotiating (5) (CM-EINZEL 13)
the proper language for the interaction, i.e. (in the ideal case) one that ((narrative about a television film about a dog))
is situationally adequate, that accomodates all parties’ competences and pre- &9 s ma ma era era in guerra era
ferences, etc.. It also includes finding out if the other has more than one but but this was this was during the war it was
variety at his or her disposal at all. All instances of language alternation 03 Camillo: no, alloré- lui era-ahm- dressiert, -
serving this second type of task have been called participant related. no well he was trained ™\

04 “come si dice®
2.2, Transfer vs. code-switching how do you say

The second basic category pair that is of general relevance whenever 05 m: hm, - si si si si.
language alternation occurs is the distinction between code-switching and YEZ YES Yyex Yex
transfer. This category pair crosscuts the one already introduced, i.c. dis- Looking at the German items dressiert (‘trained’) and Mann (‘husband’ or
course and participant related language alternation. Up to now, only exam- ‘man’) in these extracts, the following differences are readily observed: (a)

ples for code-switching have been considered (extracts (1) to (3)). In order
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in (1), a whole sentence is produced in German by the alternating speaker,
but only single lexemes are in (4) and (5). (b) After the present speaker’s
language alternation, talk in the switched-to language follows in (1), whereas
the speaker himself, resumes talk in Italian in (4) and (5). (c) There are
functional differences. In particular, the transfer of dressiert seems to corres-
pond to a speaker’s difficulties to ‘find the right word’ in Italian, and Mann
ties back anaphorically to the first mention of the word in line 06 by another
participant, that is, it establishes topical cohesion between two adjacent
turns. :

More generally, we will call any language alternation at a certain point
in conversation without astructurally determined (and therefore predictable)
return into the first language code-switching; any language alternation for a
certain unit with a structurally provided point of return into the first language

_with that unit’s completion will be called transfer.3

To avoid misunderstandings that usually come up at that point of the
discussion, the reader is reminded that language alternation was concep-
tualized in functional terms (cf. pp 7ff). Consequently, our notion of transfer
does not correspond to and is not to be confused with the one usually met
in the literature on language contact and second language acquisition. The
latter is supposed to cover the phenomena subsumed under ‘interference’
before that concept went out of fashion. Let us call them transfer, , where
the subscript L stands for ‘linguist’; for transfer, is defined and described
from the scientist’s point of view. He or she can take into account ‘diachronic’
and other facts that do not necessarily concern participants. Transfer, is in
continuous danger of being a linguistic artifact, due to a monolingual point
of view, that is, of taking the monolingual systems of the two languages in
contact as the point of reference (German as spoken by Germans in, e.g.,
Hanover, and Italian as spoken in Florence). The (bilingual) speaker may not
make a distinction between two independent and strictly separated systems.
Often, the varieties in the repertoires of bilingual speech communities show
independent developments setting them off against the monolingual norms
(‘convergence’). ¥ Transfer,, (P for participant) is defined from the member’s
perspective. Accordingly, if we want to claim that an item such as Mann is
a transfer, we have to show that the speaker makes use of the other-language
status of Mann, it is not enough that Mann can be found in a German dictio-
nary, and not in an Italian one. The ‘proof procedures’ for transfer, and
transfer, are therefore quite different. Usually, transfer, is the weaker alter-
native with which we have to content ourselves if we cannot demonstrate
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that the production of an other-language item has a function, Incidentally,
‘finding’ a function of transfer in the conversation analytic approach must
not be equated with ascribing ‘intentions’ to a bilingual participant. It requires
demonstrating how the participant displays a ‘reason’ for language alterna-
tion, in the way this alternation is produced, in visible-inspectable ways for
his or her coparticipant(s); in short, it requires a detailed sequential analysis.
In extract (4), this ‘reason’ is displayed by and can be reconstructed because
of the repetitive relationship between a preceeding turn and the speaker's
‘theme’ in his own turn; in (5), Camillo displays a ‘reason’ for alternating by
his hesitations before the item in question (era — ahm — dressiert, —), and
by his explicit formulation of the lack-of-vocabulary problem just subsequent
to its production (come si dice, *how do you say’).# On the other hand,
utterance components such as Messer (‘knife’) in (6) or Hauptschule (*second-
ary modern’) in (7) can only be classified as transfer , as the speaker does
not orient to their other-language status:

(6) (PRANZO A:235,1)

02 Daniela; (un) Messer dov=é,

a knife  where is one
03 (0.5)
04 b: Messer c'e gua,

knife it is here
(7) (DURKOLL 38/39)

05 Alfredo: quandé sono sceso dé  quella scuola da=a
whenl came down from this  school from the

06 —> Hauptschule: -  séné venuté inda quella scolé
secondary modern [/ came into this  school

07 u deutsch a mi - era uguale comm=nda=a
‘German’ for me it was the same as in the

08 — Hauptschule;

secondary modern

Transfer, is an aspect of the bilingual’s repertoire which dissolves the clear-
cut boundaries between the monolingual reference systems in a way that
language alternation (including transfer,) does not. Although both are types
of intra-repertoire variation, they differ in the way in which the repertoire
is used by the bilingual participant. Language alternation treats this reper-
toire as a compound of two or more distinct varieties; transfer treats it as a
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(most probably polary structured) whole.*! Neither is restricted to the lexical
level.

A graphical representation of the two types of uses of the bilingual
repertoire might look like this:

variety A variety B

Type 1: repertoire as a compound of two varieties

+ +
variety A variety B

Type 2: polarly structured repertoire

Note that the distinction between transfer, and transfer, is based on
participants’ visible-observable behaviour in conversation. We do not want
to claim that participants would not be able to slip into the linguist’s role
and recognize transfer‘sl_ as (?th:ar-language items when asked to do so. In
the context of a metalinguistic interview (‘triangulation’), the usage of the

repertoire most likely to occur is one which is relatively close to the monolin-
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gual norms and is biased in favour of the ‘distinct varietes’-interpretation.
Returning to the basic category pair ‘transfer’ vs. ‘code-switching’, trans-
fer has been said to be neutral with respect to the negotiated language-of-
interaction, whereas code-switching invites other parties to switch languages
as well ‘until further notice’. This criterion is based on an orientation to a
preference for same-language talk. Even in those cases where such an orien-
tation may not be present, there is a difference in the unit of the signalling
process: transfer marks items, code-switching marks points. The items set off
by the other language against their environment in the case of transfer may
be on the lexical or on any other level, and there are no in-principle restric-
tions on their length or complexity. We observed that Italian migrant children
transfer other members’ speech activites (citations), Kleine Gattungen (Jol-
les) such as sayings or proverbs, songs and other more complex ritual
activities.®* However, the longer the transferred item is, the more difficult
prestructuring and end-point predicting become; therefore, prototypical
transfers are on the word level. .
If it is basic for bilingual participants in the production and interpretation .'
of language alternation to decide whether this phenomenon relates to a struc-
tural unit or a point in conversation, this permits some interesting remarks
on the methodology of ‘code-switching’ research. Scholars have often attemp-
ted to correlate conversational language choice with the activities carried out
by alternating speakers. For instance, Zentella (1981: 221ff) used Halliday’s
typology of the functions of language for young children (Halliday 1973) and
tried to link them to language use; similarly, Genishi (1981), in a study on
six year old Spanish/English bilinguals, followed Fishman’s advice: “if we
note that a switch has occurred from variety a to variety b [...] the first
question that presents itself is whether one variety tends to be used (or used
more often) in certain kinds of speech acts or events” (1971: 41). Yet, both
attempts yielded no or unsatisfactory results, i.e., for most types of linguistic
activities, there was no preferred language. There have also been some futile
attempts to correlate language choice with topic (e.g., Dorian 1981: 79).
There is an obvious explanation for these ‘findings’ if one takes into account
that only transfer of a unit depends in its functionality on, and may be facili-
tated by certain properties of that unit. (Indeed, Dorian found in the same
study on Gaelic/English bilingualism that what she calls ‘loans’ were related
to topic.) Discourse related switching, on the other hand, builds up a contrast
between something before, and something after the point marked in such a
way, and thereby contextualizes the new activity. Now we have seen that in
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many bilingual communities, there is a preference for same language talk:
code-switching (discourse- or participant-related) runs counter to this prefer-
ence — which, of course, only heightens its signalling value — whereas
transfer is neutral vis-a-vis questions of negotiating the language-of-interac-
tion. It should be evident then that code-switching (but not transfer) is always
caught inbetween two mutually exclusive considerations. There is the prefer-
ence for same language talk on the one hand which, if followed strictly

would mean to keep the language-of-interaction as it is. On the other hand:
a certain task such as marking the new footing is to be fulfilled, and can be
tulfilled, among other things, by code-switching. Some participants may give
priority to the one, others to the other consideration. The mere quantity of
occurrences cannot be related to activity types or topics, for the preference
for same-language talk intervenes as an additional ‘variable’. Correlational
studies such as the ones cited above disregard the sequentiality of language
choice; they start from the implicit or explicit assumption that every bilingual
participant (provided he or she is competent enough to do so0) is free and
ipdependent in his or her language choice for the linguistic activity in ques-
tion. But bilingual conversations are organized differently; they treat lan-
guage choice as an interactional issue, related not only to the further develop-
ment of the conversation (by the impact it may have on it) but also to its

preceding sequential context whose language bears on the present speaker’s
choice,

L

3. PROTOTYPICAL LOCAL MEANINGS

Local meanings of language alternation based on the two-way procedural
grid discussed in the last chapter are built into the context in and for which
they are produced. Some of them will occur considerably more often in
certain environments than others. Consider just one example; extract (1) of
the last chapter (p 13) is taken from an episode where participants are
having lunch together. This episode shows an extraordinarily high number
of switchings that contextualize topic change. If one only evaluated the func-
tions of code-switching or transfer from a statistical point of view, this might
incorrectly be described as a characteristic feature of the speech community,
or of the individual participants. A more conversation analytic approach can
show that is is part of the particular, activity-centered type of interaction as
it unfolds. During meals, it often is the case that several characteristics of
natural conversations are suspended. For instance, there is a much higher
tolerance for phases of non-speech (lapses); also, topics can change rapidly
— for as the interaction is held together on the non-verbal level by co-partic-
ipants’ coordinated activities, it seems to be less urgent to provide verbal
coherence by producing longer stretches of same topic talk. Thirdly, the
meal itself is available as an omnipresent subject of talk which can be
employed when other topics run out. The frequent usage of this ‘buffer topic’
in our episode PRANZO has to be taken into account for the explanation
of the high amount of discourse related code-switching.

Other examples of specifics of the episode that interact with the local
interpretation of language alternation are easy to find. For instance, code-
switching for the purpose of contextualizing a change of participant constel-
lation will be rare if there are only two participants; transfers may be produced
with high frequency in talk about a certain subject (for instance, German
transfers in Italian children’s talk about school and education). It should also
be kept in mind that a single instance of language alternation can relate to
more than one feature of the situation. This is especially true for discourse
related code-switching. For instance, a newly contextualized topic may coin-
cide with a new participant constellation, or a sequentially subordinated
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utterance with a new ‘key’ (in the sense of Hymes). Such ‘multiple’ meanings
of language alternation are more evidence for a procedural model. They
support the hypothesis that the local function of language alternation is not
selected by speakers out of a list of pre-established categories, but is arrived
at in each case with the help of more general principles such as the distinctions
between transfer and code-switching (i.e. the structural basis of the signalling
process) and between participant and discourse related alternation (i.e. the
object of the signalling process). Interactants start out seeing the new lan-
guage as a departure from what has happened thus far; they then determine
which properties of the situation are ‘affected’. This determination is often
a global one and does not necessarily differentiate the new footing into all
its constituent parts.

3.1 Discourse related code-switching

Instead of giving the usual list of discourse functions of code-switching,
the discussion in this paragraph will be restricted to two illustrative cases:
code-switching for change of participant constellation, and code-switching
for sequential contrast. The first has been observed in a great variety of
bilingual settings, the second seems to be somewhat rarer; this is compatible
with our data: code-switching for signalling a new constellation is the most
frequent type, whereas sequential contrast marking holds a middle position.

3.1.1. Change of participant constellation

To capture the extraordinarily complex notion of participant constella-
tion, we take Sacks’ description of the turn taking system as a starting point
(Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974/1978). As is well known, the “simplest
systematics for the organization of turn-taking for conversation” has two
components; the turn-constructional component allows projecting possible
transition points by instructing both speaker and non-speaker(s) to orient to
syntactically, prosodically and otherwise motivated units. Their completion
makes the second, turn-allocational component of the system relevant, the
‘distribution rules’ that are used by participants to decide ‘who is going to
speak next’. The turn-allocational component has two parts and is hierarchi-
cally structured:

i.a) Current speaker selects next speaker.
i.b) [Ifi.a)doesnot apply, self-selection takes place, and the first starter
acquires the rights to the turn.
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i.c) If neither i.a) nor i.b) hold, present speaker may continue.

ii.  In this case, part i. of the turn-allocational component becomes
relevant again as soon as the next transition relevant place has
been reached.

In addition to the distinction between speaker and non-speaker, we will need
the following terminology to describe larger constellations. The role of the
non-speaker can either be looked at as that of a present speaker’s addressee
(i.e. the party to which he or she primarily or exclusively directs his/her
utterance), or as that of the recipient (i.e. the party who displays in his or
her behaviour next to or accompanying current speaker’s turn that he or she
claims to be adressed by this present speaker).* We will refer to non-addres-
sed ratified participants in the conversation as listeners and to (non-addres-
sed) non-ratified non-speakers as bystanders (following Goffman 1979: 132).
The system of ‘roles’ that hold for all ratified participants will be called a
participant constellation.

The importance of the ‘simplest systematics” developed by Sacks and
his colleagues lies in the fact that it is able to explain the most important
properties of conversations; among them (and especially important for our
discussion) the non-determinacy of the number of participants. The fact that
conversations must have at least two, but can have many more participants,
is a consequence of the local organization of turn-taking around transition
relevant places. ‘Local’ means that two parties are sufficient to keep the
machinery going (a present speaker and a next speaker), but also, that third
and further participants can compete for the turn (via i.b). The authors note
(1979: 22) that the system favours small (two party) constellations; for as
i.a) is superordinated to i.b.) (and i.c), a present speaker can select another
party as his or her addressee, and as the next speaker. This next speaker can
re-select the first speaker as his or her addressee and as the next-to-next
speaker, etc. Thus, monopolization may occur (and will tend to occur unless
specific measures are taken against it). In four- and more-party conversa-
tions, such monopolization may lead to conversational schisms, i.e. to a
constellation of, say, four splitting up into two two-party conversations, in
both of which the ‘roles’ of recipient/addressee and speaker are exchanged
between only two persons who are bystanders with respect to the other
two-party conversation (although their bystander status may quickly be aban-
doned again). The tendency to favour small constellations can be countet-
balanced by the following (and other) activities: current speaker avoids
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selecting a next speaker, or at least, avoids selecting the last speaker as the
next speaker; all participants are given approximately equal chances to win
in a competition for the turn according to rule componenti.b) (self-selection);
and current speaker avoids addressing the same single party consistently.

The following extracts which exemplify the way code-switching contex-
tualizes a new constellation in settings with more than two participants must
be seen against the background of the tension between the built-in tendency
of conversations to be monopolized by two participants and the measures
that are necessary to prevent such monopolization.

Type (i): A present speaker selects more than one addressee in his or her
turn. This format (addressee change) is the one that seems to be most striking
in many bilingual contexts and has been observed many times. Extracts (1)
and (2) demonstrate that code-switching is employed for this function by
Italian migrant children in Constance as well.

(1) (MG 3, 1, A:70/71)
((m. has taken Luciano and Pino in his car to his house. The car has stopped,
the three are about to get out))

70:06 m: 12 14 si apre, 1a sotto

there there you can open it down there
07 Luciano:  ah la.

oh there
*71:01 Pino—-willscht rau;s — wart mal,
Pino do you want to get out — wait
02 wart mal Pino
wait Pino

(2) (MG 8,1, B: 87)
((Fabrizio ran away from home; with the help of Filomena, he was found.
Filomena is telling the story))

06 Filomena: ma sabato mattina quando sono andata a
((pi f, allegro))
but on Saturday morning when I went to
07 scuo:la mi évenuito in menteche  (puo)
school it crossedmy mind that he  (can)
08 essere 1a;
be there
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09 m: m;
10 (0.5)
11 Filomena: e po:i I=hanno trovato I3
((pp))
and then they found him there
12 (3.0
*13 awenndesmir (net)eingfalle wir Fabrizio
ohifI hadn’t had thatidea Fabrizio
14 oo )’h Abenteuergschichte
(story of) adventure
15 beend et is
is finished
16 m; bhhh

In the first of the two data a stretch of interaction is documented that takes
place after adult m. has parked his car and the two Italian boys, Luciano
and Pino, want to get out. M. points to a button and instructs the boys on
how to open the car door. Only Luciano acknowledges this Italian instruction
in the same language (line 07). Immediately afterwards, he turns to Pino (cf.
the prepositioned address term) and in relation to the (smaller) boy assumes
the role formerly taken by m., i.e. that of the ‘knowing adult’. The language
changes in the middle of the turn, and so does the addressee. The same holds
for the second datum, which is taken from a dramatic narrative about Fab-
rizio’s getaway from his family. His half-sister Filomena reports on how he
was eventually found with her help. Her speech is directed towards m. and
does not include the co-present Fabrizio as an addressee (cf. the third person
I=, line 11). Having finished, and after a three second pause, the teller turns
towards the former non-addressee (Fabrizio) and comments on his adven-
ture. The switch of addressee is highlighted by the switch of language.

It is obvious that such a change of addressee contextualized (among
other things) by code-switching is an activity which maintains or supports
the larger constellation. It involves at least three participants, and therefore
counteracts monopolization tendencies. The second type has the opposite
effect:

Type (ii): Code-switching speaker narrows down the constellation by select-
ing fewer participants as addressees than have been involved as speakers or
addressees in the last turn. Cf. (3) and (4):
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(3) (FOTOROMANZO A 62)

01 b: si/ possiamo:

yes we can
*02 Fiorella: eh! wart=mal,=

hey wait
03 u: shn? LG )
04 Fiorella: Beate frag=mal ob die:: ah: ob einer von
Beate askthem if they ah if one of

05 denen,

them
06 b: des kannst du doch auch fragen

you can ask that yourself just as well
(4) (PRANZO B/, 15)

01 b: ah- mipiacionomoltoigelati{?hnhnhn  [hn
ah  Ireally likeicecream <
02 a: hm hm hm
*03 Fiorella: mdéchte
(6))
do you
04 Sie von mir?
want of mine
05 b: nee,
noo

Extract (3) is from an episode in the fotoromanzo project;* b. and a group
of Italian girls are discussing the plot of the photo novel that they want to
produce. In line 01, b. is about to formulate a proposal directed at the whole
group, when she is interrupted by Fiorella, who tries to persuade her to
translate her own proposal into Italian for the others most of whom under-
stand little German. Disregarding questions of competence display and
assessment,* the impact Fiorella's proposal has on the present constellation
is as follows. Fiorella’s summons in line 02 (eh! wart=mal, ‘hey, wait’) only
and exclusively addresses b. (cf. the use of the singular). Now a summons
such as this not only requires an answer by the addressed party, but also
re-allocates the turn, after this answer, to the summoner (cf. Schegloff 1968).
Thus, if b. responds to Fiorella, she also has to listen to her next turn. Our
extract only provides indirect information about her way of dealing with the
summons. It is possible, that she answers it non-verbally. In any case, she

PROTOTYPICAL LOCAL MEANINGS 37

stops talking without having reached a possible turn completion (her prop-
osal, initiated in 01, has not come to a hearable, understandable end) and
thus orients to Fiorella’s interruption. The summons can therefore be said
to have been successful in narrowing down the present constellation, for it
selects b. and only b. as the next speaker, whereas line 01 adresses the whole
group. It also foreshadows the continued relevance of the narrowed-down
constellation at least until the completion of the third turn, i.e. the turn after
b.’s answer. This expectation is in fact born out by the transcript, i.e. by the
actual development of the interaction: line 04 (the third turn) is explicitly
marked by the pre-positioned address term Beate (=b.) as being only relevant
in the smaller constellation.

But Fiorella now takes her chance to try to monopolize the interaction
even further. If b. were to accept her proposal to act as an interpreter between
Fiorella and the rest of the group, she would stabilize the dissolution of the
big constellation by agreeing on the particular type of schism interpreting
necessarily implies: a schism between b. on the one hand, and b. and the
other girls on the other hand. Fiorella would only continue to interact with
the other girls indirectly, via b. The adult’s refusal to accept the role of the
interpreter prevents this splitting of the constellation.

Similarly, the same girl selects b. again as the exclusive addressee in
extract (4), line 03 (cf. the Sie, and b.’s response, line 05), and thereby
potentially isolates a third participant (a.). In both examples, the new, nar-
rowed-down constellation is being marked by switching into German.
Fiorella is successful in the limited sense of receiving at least one further
turn from b. which is formulated in the new language (although, in the
passages documented only in part in the extracts, this language is quickly
abandoned again).

Type (iii): Code-switching speaker tries to ‘get into’ a constellation to which
he or she has only been a bystander, or a non-addressed ratified participant,
up to that point. This use of code-switching proposes to redefine the constel-
lation in the sense of a mirror-image of type (i): it favours a larger constella-
tion, not because of the activities of some participant whois already a speaker,
but because of on ‘outsider’s’ activities. Cf. (5) and (6):

(5) (TARZAN 32)

((Niccolo has been telling t. how he got sunburnt once))

01 Niccolo:  cio mi hanno girato sempre la pella
that is they always peeled off my skin
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02 t: iz- fa male?
i: does it hurt
*03 Innocenza: das macht mir SpaB

I like that
04 Niccolo:  ‘dz:- einmal habich ((narrative continues in German))
(no) oncel...

(6) (VIERER B:38/I1)

((Alfredo is reporting how the results were calculated in a typewriting exami-
nation he took))

01 Alfredo:  rrope - guarde le: — Fehler, alore i=errori - e tutto

((lento))
then she looks at the — mistakes, that is the mistakes —
02 sbaglio ci vonno lovare venticinque Anschlige — ciog:/ —
((hesitating))
and (for) every mistake they subtract 25 touches— that is/ —
03 m: °ho capito®
Igotit
04 Alfredo zum Beispiel due sbaglicinquanta An/ Anschlige
forinstance two mistakes 50 to/ touches
ab riiehe,
subtract
*05 Agostino: und=
((presto))
and
06 =wieviel=ha [st du
howmany [have you got?
07 Alfredo: e dopo
and then
08 m: e poi Ri prossim/)
and then (the nexi)
09 Alfredo: geteilt durchzehn - durch die Zeit-

divided by 10 by the time
((continues))

In TARZAN 32, lines 01 and 02 document the end of a story-telling by
Niccolo; the primary addressee and recipient is t. (cf. her response in line
02). Innocenza (Niccolo's sister) tries to ‘get into’ this interaction with her
turn 03 (das macht mir Spaf. ‘I like that’, relating to peeling off Niccolo’s
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sunburnt skin); for this turn formulates an aspect of her (alleged) involvement
in the events of Niccolo’s narrative, and attempts to shift the focus of t.’s
attention from the boy to herself. Note that the utterance is positioned next
to a question by t., i.e. in the sequential development of the conversation,
it occupies a slot which was allocated to Niccolo. It therefore must be seen
as an interruption of the on-going constellation t./Niccolo. The same holds
in the second extract, where Agostino intervenes during Alfredo’s explana-
tion (directed to m.) of how the final results were computed in a typewriting
test (line 05/06).

The two extracts given here only exemplify one subtype of ‘getting in’.
A participant may try to get into a present constellation by means that are
less disruptive for the running of the turn taking machinery. Also, both
examples show characteristics of Type (ii), for the intervening third party in
either case tries to pick out just one participant of the present interaction as
his or her recipient, thereby exchanging a constellation in which he or she
was marginalized for one in which another party is marginalized. Again, this
is frequently, but not necessarily the case in our data.V

As in the other examples, the (attempted) initiation of a new constella-
tion which may either hinder or foster its more-than-two-party character
coincides with a different language choice. In this sense, it is a contextualiza-
tion cue on a par with address terms, eye contact, contents (above all presup-
positions), etc.. One of the more striking features of the extracts is the fact
that the children always use German for that purpose. This is striking because
the direction of code-switching is irrelevant for the discourse related task
which it has been shown to serve — in other words, the mechanism would
work just as well in the opposite case. There are participant related inferences
to be drawn from this constancy of direction to which we will come back
below (cf. pp 771).

3.1.2. Sequential subordination

The second exemplary type of local meaning of discourse related code-
switching concerns the sequential chaining of utterances. Specifically, T want
to consider the relation between ongoing and side-sequences. According to
Jefferson (1972), side-sequences share the structure of most conversational
schemata,* i.e. they consist of initiating, central and terminating activities.
Although her examples, and the ones to be discussed here, focus on repair
in side-sequences, subordinated sequences can be made to do other things
as well. For instance, they may be used to deal with activities secondary to
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on-going topical talk but to be handled ‘in between’, such as: lighting cigaret-
tes, offering another glass of wine, asking someone to close the door,
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apologizing for having to answer the phone, and sc on.

(7) (VIERER G:1)
05 m:

*06 Alfredo:
07 m:
*08 Alfredo:
09 m:
10 Agostino:
11 Alfredo:

12 Camillo(?):

(8) (VIERER G:4)
01 m:

02

*03 Agostino:
04 Alfredo:
05 Apgostino:

06 Alfredo:

mi vuoi dire perché ci venivi; — -
would you like to tell me why you came there
wo
where
eliaKol rpinghaus
well there to the Kolpinghaus
|_ Samstag
Saturday
al | Kolpinghaus®
to | the Kolpinghaus
Tischtennisspiele | und des -
playingtable tennis| and these things
Langeweile?
boredom
daliainb/ Cam/ Clementé
Italian ~ Cam Clemente

sabato passa:to no, sabato scorso;=che cosa
last Saturday you know last Saturday what
av[ete fatto. (.)
did you do
ich
me
izch -
me
“Callor®™
o.k.
abbiamé giocaté al pallo:ne ((etc))
we played football

(9) (PAMPANIN 15/16)

15:15 Alfredo:

i maltagliaté nun su(n) chill=accussi h
the m. (=type of pasta) aren’t this sort of
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16:01 others: ((laughter))

02 Clemente: chisoné—  roton ?.lg
they are round
03 Agostino: no=e/ c’e pure a pasia e
((p))
no  there is also the noodle
04 brodé (lasuppa) *~
soup (the soup)
05 7 (oovommnimams )
06 al: ah!

07 Alfredo:  arroppéc’e [(tanné)
and then there is (those)

08 Agostino: Lai (Eisrommmmssies )

09 Alfredo: si (sono — — von ner)
yes (they are — — of a)

10 (Muschl) hascht(.) iau scho mal gsih;

(shell)  have(you) I also seen once
*11 Camillo:  cossa; ——
what
12 Alfredo:  dagibtswelche die=sehn auswie Muscheln
thereisatype whichlooks like shells
13 (1.0)
14 Clemente: |jagen [au
yesex | actly
15 Agostino: | “°(das|che?)"
(ba |gs)
16 Alfredo: Muscheln
shells

In the examples, the side-sequence is initiated in the asterisked lines. The
repairable item in (7) is the local pronoun ¢i in m.’s last turn of the superor-
dinated sequence (line 05); it is turned into a problem by the subsequent wo
(‘where’) which begins the subordinated sequential structure. In (8), it is
m.'s selection of a next speaker (both Agostino and Alfredo are candidates,
for m. addresses them both in line 01). Finally, in (9), Camillo asks for a
global, unspecified re-do of Alfredo’s preceding, superordinated utterance
(09/10).

Thus, we are dealing with cases of other-initiated repair on a component,
or on the whole, of the preceding speaker’s turn. Repair initiations have
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preference over topical talk. If, for instance, m. asks a question in extract
(7), line 05, the answer, which is made conditionally relevant by this activity
via the adjacency pair format question/answer,*is suspended by a subsequent
repair initiation (in our case, up to line 11, Langeweile, ‘boredom’). Given
this preference, the repair-initiating recipient of a topical turn such as m.’s
mi vuoi dire perché ci venivi (‘would you tell me why you went there’) has
the structural problem of making his utterance interpretable not as a filler
of the conversational slot opened up by the question, but as the initiation of
a subordinated sequence. He has to signal that the interactional development
is to be postponed until his problems have been solved. There are numerous
ways in which monolingual participants can contextualize the beginning of
the side-sequence. For instance, repair initiators like what?, hm?, who?,
reduced loudness, etc. may be used. Also, there are numerous ways to signal
its termination, such as I see, aha (on the part of the party who initiated the
repair), so, all right, increased loudness, etc. (on the part of the party who
resumes topical talk in the superordinated sequence). Code-switching is an
additional strategy available to bilingual participants. It can be used to mark
the beginning of the side-sequence, or the return into the superordinated
sequence, or both. Between the two signalling processes, there is only an
accidental relationship. Thus, if the initiation is marked by switching into
the other language, participants may, but need not, switch back into the first
language when they organize the return into topical talk. Also, code-switch-
ing may be used to organize this return, but not for the initiation of the
subordinated sequential structure. Because the two marking processes are
in-principle independent, it is necessary to speak of code-switching here, and
not of the transfer of a unit which has a predictable point of return into the
first language.

3.1.3. Double cohesion

Sequential hierarchisation and definition of the participant constellation
are two instances of the use of code-switching to change the footing of an
interaction. Instead of introducing further features of the situation, and how
they may be affected by such a renegotiation (such as topic, key, informative
vs. evaluative or metalinguistic talk, mode of interaction (formal-
institutionalized vs. informal-conversational)), I now want to turn to a phe-
nomenon which is able to shed some more light on the way code-switching
becomes meaningful. In the extracts that have been discussed so far in this
chapter, the change of lanuae supported and partly construed a change of
other features of the situation. In other words, language choice worked as
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a way to interrupt interactional cohesion (in the most global sense of this
term). In contrast, sticking to one language in bilingual conversation main-
tains interactional cohesion on this level. In both cases, there is a parallel
development of language choice and of the footing. Both remain constant,
or are changed together. Now, it may also be the case that tying is done
differently on the level of language choice than on other levels. That is, a
speaker may take up the language of one preceding utterance, but refer
back, to another preceding utterance by pronominalization, topic, etc., or
vice versa. This split of the two levels will be called double cohesion. For
illustration, reconsider extract (6) in a somewhat larger sequential contexi:

(10) (VIERER B:37/38/39/ IT)
((same context as in extract (6) ))

37:09 Alfredo:  coll/~I=orologgio=dieci minuté quandé fai;

with the watch when you do then minutes
10 m: “h[m"
11 Alfredo: dopé— da tutte quelle pagine ke pé scrive
then  of all the pages that you can write
12 svelti c'e scritte,
fast (that are) written
13 tutti Anschlige quand/ volte— [*hhh
all touches  how  many times
14 m: Luhmvn
15 Alfredo:  sin zum Beispiel: due mille=0 — cinque cento: —

there are for instance two thousand or — five hundred
16 Agostino: due mille cinque cento

((p e molto presto))

two thousand five hundred

17 m: par [ole
wor| ds
18 Alfredo: An[ schlige
touches
19 m: Anschlige qu=ahm (.....)
((p)
touches (oo )
38:01 Alfredo:  rrope—guarda le: — Fehler, alore i=errori — e tutto
((lento))

then she looks at the — mistakes, that is the mistakes —
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03 m:

04 Alfredo:

05 Agostino:

06

07 Alfredo:
08 m:

09 Alfredo:
10

11

12 m:
13 Alfredo:

14

15
16 Agostino;

17 Alfredo
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sbaglio ci vonno lovare venticinque Anschlige — cioe:/ —
((hesitating))
and (for) every mistake they subtract 25 touches —that is/ -
“ho capito”
I gotit
zum Beispiel duesbaglicinquanta An/ Anschlige
for instance two mistakes 50 to  touches
ab [ziehe,
sub| tract
und=
((presto))
and
=wieviel=halst du?
how many have you got?
e dopo
and then
e poif(il prossim)
and then (the next)
geteilt durch zehn- durch die Zeit -
dividedby 10 by the time
und denn kummt da=raus zweihundertvierzig,
and then youget twohundredandforty
zweihunder=fiinfadrei/
twohundred=andthritythree/
ahm,=
=wenn sie sicht aha, zweihundertvierzig zweihundert=
ifshe (can) see 1see twohundredandforty twohundred=
=dreiBlig des isch gut des kann (i) - "hh dem ins
andthirty that’s allright (T) can put it
=
Zeugnis schreibe;=
in his certificate
=u [nd=du?
and you
dannsch | reibt sie= hin;
hen she_} writes it down
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18 m: ifin/ind jer Minute
i/in/in |the minute

19 Agostino: |und=du,
and you

39:01 m: zweihund [ertvier zig—

twohundr |edandforty

02 Alfredo: hja!

03 Agostino nd=du?]
and you

04 Alfredo: halt ich hab zweihundertfinfzig in der Minute
well Jd I had twohundredandfifty per

khabt;

minute

*(gut),”

(well done)

05 Agostino:

We want to focus on lines 38:04-09. Alfredo is in the middle of his report
on the typing text which, as we know, is addressed at m.. His language is
basically Italian, though there are a number of transfers interspersed in it.
Although Alfredo’s explanation is not completed at that point, Agostino
tries to get into the on-going conversation in 38:05; he underlines this attemp-
ted change of constellation by switching into German. As in all instances of
discourse related code-switching on the inter-turn level, the turn has to be
seen not as a factual change of the footing but as a proposal to do so. In the
present case, the chances of this proposal being accepted are predictably
small, due to the interruptive positioning of the turn. And indeed, the sub-
sequent development of the conversation seems to provide unambiguous
evidence for a rejection of the new constellation: Alfredo continues his expla-
nation in lines 09ff, seemingly without orienting to Agostino’s question. Agos-
tino must repeat it three times (lines 16, 19, 39:03); in any case, its positioning
is problematic, i.e. there is simultaneous talk. Alfredo only takes up the
fourth version in line 39:04 and answers it. He thereby ratifies the transition
into the new footing; however, he has delayed this footing until the end of
his explanation directed towards m..

Until now, one detail of this sequence has not been taken into account:
it is the fact that from line 38:09 on, Alfredo does not speak Italian. For the
continuation of the explanation, he uses German; or, more precisely, he
begins his utterance in Italian (e dopo, line 07) and carries on in the other
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language (geteilt durch zehn, line 09). The beginning of the exclusively Ger-
man passage exactly coincides with the end of Agostino’s intervention. It
now becomes increasingly clear that our initial impression was wrong. When
we suggested that Alfredo’s turn after Agostino’s first intervention did not
orient to this intervention, we disregarded matters of language choice. If this
aspect is taken into account as well, a different picture emerges. For although
Agostino’s turn is indeed ignored on all other levels of tying, it is responded
to by the new language choice. The boy semantically ties back his utterance
07/09 to those parts of his explanation that were produced before his friend
interrupted him, but he takes up Agostino’s German, and thereby also estab-
lishes a level of cohesion with this immediately preceding turn. Thus, the
new footing proposed by Agostino by, among other things, code-switching
into German, is not completely rejected. One of the formal means by which
it was organized is taken up: the language-of-interaction is altered. This may
be a minimal way of showing orientation to a preceding turn, but it can be
enough to convey to Agostino that Alfredo has noticed him, and will perhaps
come back to his turn in due time.

Double cohesion dissolves the paralellism between the level of lan-
guage choice and other levels for certain, describable purposes. The phe-
nomenon is systematically characterized by the following properties: (a) there
are two sequential-topical structures to which independent simultaneous
responses are required; (b) they are given in two different languages; (c)
one of the tasks is oriented to ‘symbolically’ by taking up its language and
(d) the other one is responded to on the sequential-topical level, disregarding
cohesion of language choice (i.e., the preference for same language talk).
For our analysis of discourse related code-switching, the phenomenon indi-
rectly demonstrates that code-switching not only occurs together with other,
‘monolingual’ contextualization cues, but that it can conflict with these other
cues, and be functional in its own right.

3.2. Farticipant related code-swiiching

One could expect bilingual participants to settle language negotiations
on a metalinguistic level, i.e. by uttering their wishes or proposals, insisting
on them, or revising them. Although such explicit negotiations occur, they
seem to be typical of special occasions (such as first meetings between stran-
gers), and are quite the exception between the children, or between the
children and the adults, in our group. In this context, matters of finding a
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common language for interaction, and of sticking to this language or trying
to re-negotiate it, are quite frequent, and not restricted to the opening phase
of an interactional episode. They are dealt with implicitly, that is, in addition
to whatever else participants may do. Language choice for individual turns
is itself employed to do what metalinguistic talk may accomplish in other
cases.

Negotiation sequences such as the one discussed in the last chapter (cf.
pp 13ff) allow participants to ascribe to each other individualistic preferences
for one language or the other. This is probably typical for a sociolinguistic
context in which situation or co-participant specific ‘norms’ on language use
are weak or too instable to be employed to account for the opponents’
behaviour in language negotiation sequences. Only in some cases do children
refuse an other-proposed language on episode-specific grounds, such as co-
participants’ ‘roles’ or age. (We may note in passing that for almost all
children born and/or brought up in the Federal Republic or in German speaking
Switzerland this preferred language is German. This language will not only
get preference over Italian, but also over the local Italian dialect of the
family, if such a distinction is made at all in the repertoire of the speaker.
It is important not to confuse this preference of usage (as displayed in lan-
guage negotiation sequences) with either the indirectly displayed preferences
that can be reconstructed from the direction of discourse related switching,
or with the emotional or affective values explicitly attributed to the varieties.
These are not addressed by the exctracts.!)

However, these transepisodically relevant individualistic preferences
may not bear on a participants’s code-switching behaviour if the competence
ascribed to the co-participant prevents from doing so. Bilingual conver-
sationalists seem to monitor their partner’s speech production very carefully
for ‘mistakes’ or insecurities of ‘grammar’ and ‘pronunciation’ (where these
members’ analyses of correctness and grammaticality may well diverge from
those of the linguist), and adapt their own language choice to the assessed
bilingual abilities of the other. This, for instance, is done by Alfredo in the
following discussion with his father, when the latter use a ‘pidgin’ variety of

German:

(11) (DURKOLL 75/76 ... 79/80)
((about plans to go back to Italy; hd. is Alfredo’s father))

75:11 hd: dina=manere— sindé guté=n Deutschland".
inaway are good in Germany
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12
13

*14 Alfredo:

76:01

02 hd:

03 Alfredo

04 hd:

05
06

BILINGUAL CONVERSATION ‘

(2.0)
aber andererseit"e — — sendé besse in Italié=
but on the other side are better in Italy I
=se s=aggiusté in Itaglié i va(d)o in Ttaglié;
if it gets better in Italy I'll go to Italy

perd s=add=aggiu5t§r(. ..) Italié, u governé

but itmust getbetter(...) Italy the government

weill/ weibe warum;| |weiB warum;

now youknowwhy] |know why :
italjané=
in Italy
zi erschté
to begin with
(2.0)

kenn=e=sesag=s——wann sagé=me=ma ksé: — -
theycansay it if let’s say (...)

((father carries on in Gastarbeiter pidgin without any interventions
by the son))

79:04 hd:

05

06

07

08
09

*10 Alfredo:

11 hd:
12 Alfredo:

13 hd:

engelische—— 7deutsche—— (sprechso) guaté
English German (speakso) well
— und—schreibs un ldse se;—diesind— ne
and you write and read them they are aren’t they
interessanté; (0.5) undé wie,—— Italien=au
interesting (really) (in) Italy too
(0.5) sage=me=mol nii viele abé
let’s say not much but
(1.0)
wanne— was du [jetz isch w/
when what you now (.....)
[ma (vané) in Itaglié[i vagé in
but (Igo) to Italy [[ go fto
ws/ ws/ se/
Itaglié; | fazzu da tembé fazzu mbara bellé
ITtaly I'll do it in time I'll learn a good
se tu vai mo
yes you go now
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14 Alfredo: ltagliané;
Italian
15 (1.0)
80:01 °m"
02 m: “R!°

un=isch gut ((continues in German about learning
and it is good languages))

03 Alfredo:

Although Alfredo usually displays a strong and transepisodically stable pre-
ference for German, he does not accept the father's language proposal but
switches into Italian (or better, Italian dialect) in the asterisked lines. This,
we suggest, is done as a response to the father's very poor (and sometimes
— probably even for his own son — hardly understandable) German,

Note that such switching for the co-participant’s benefit is a dangerous
move. For although it may actually facilitate communication in the sense of
mutual understanding on the referential level, it implies an ascription of
incompetence to the other speaker which may be felt to threaten his or her
face. Thus, Alfredo’s implicit proposal to switch into a variety of Italian can
have positive consequences in the first sense, but negative ones in the second.
Competence related code-switching on the part of the participant who has
problems at formulating what he or she wants to say is a less delicate matter.
In the following extract, Nora displays her own imbalanced bilingual compe-
tences by switching from German into Italian;* various hesitations, break-
offs, and repetitions help to identify linguistic problems as the ‘reason’ for
changing the language:

(12) (QUATTRO CANI 10/11)

10:10 Nora: Ich klau m=einen;— (fiir) mich ein Apfel; fiir essen
I'llsteal one (for)ymeanapple  to eat
i1 1 “ja,” iBt du den jetzt?
yes do you eat it now?
12 Nora: was?
what
13 t: IBt du den jetzt — den Apfel?
do you eat it now the apple?
*14 Nora: nein/— ich isse::eh:eh wenn dich?n (au du will);

((pin )

no I eat when you when (you want too)
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11:01 t: ah[!
*(02 Nora: dann (re)/—‘h dann tea:
then (..) then (...)
03 t: ja?
yes?
=04 Nora: dopo la gente mi (sgobisciono)
then people (will ........ ) me

But let us return to language negotiation sequences that can be related to
participants’ diverging, transepisodically relevant and stable preferences. It
is necessary to distinguish two sequentially defined loci for preference-related
code-switching; they are exemplified in extracts (13) and (14) below:

(13) (HELFER 12/13)

12:10 Nora: faccio venire le bambine cosi non ha pii
I make the children come so he/she isn't
11 paura solo;
afraid any more
12 t si; questo| e un=idea| — si — si;
yesthis isan idea yes yes
13 mo: si si,
yes yes
14 Niceold:  Mccovivom v s oo
15t Innocenza che dici tu? -

Innocenza how do you feel about it?
*13:01 Innocenza: ja, des ging —

yes, that might do
((continues game in Italian))
(14) (FOTOROMANZO 337)

01 b: & cost diverso il dialetto fra di voi?
are your dialects so different?

02 Fiorella:  mhm,

03 Annamaria: m;

*04 Fiorella: die komm.m aus Potenza,|die (............. )
theyare from Potenza,|they (.......... J)
05 Annamaria: & come na - in sicilia

it's like a — in Sicily

PROTOTYPICAL LOCAL MEANINGS 51
06 u parlan n=atra mane:ra in basilica:ta n=altra
they speak it in a different way in the Basilicata in a
07 manera

different way
((continues in ltalian))

In the discussion of discourse related code-switching in the last paragraph,
the notion of coherence was used. In the present context, it is necessary to
add some details about the relationship between interactional coherence and
code-switching. Coherence, in our sense, is accomplished by pointing back
from one turn to another, or from one turn component to another, or forward
to some utterance which is still supposed to follow. It is not restricted to
grammatical structures such as anapher/catapher, textual deixis, el‘lipsis, con-
junctions or particles, but includes sequentiality and topical cohesion as well.
In addition, we need to include consistency of language choice among the
factors producing coherence.® Now two utterances may be tied together
tighter or looser, i.e. coherence is a matter of degree. For instance, there
may be tying on a varying number of levels, On any of the individual levels,
some structures may have a stronger tying effect than others. Thus, the
sequential format of question/ answer provides more rigid tying than that of
compliment/ compliment response. In this case, the second pair part can be
filled by a number of activities, whereas questions require answers and only
answers.

Differences of tying via sequential formats are particularly important
for our argument. Looking at extract (13), lines 13:01, we find a participant
related digression from the first participant’s language choice on the part of
[nnocenza. It occurs in a sequential slot that is highly prestructured, i.e. after
a question. In contrast, Fiorella produces a turn in her language of preference
in extract (14), line 04, which is responsive to b.’s preceding other-language
utterance on the topical level, in that it explain the difference of dialect
between herself and the other girls present (Annamaria and others), but this
turn is not bounded to b.’s utterance by a rigid sequential format such as an
adjacency pait. Innocenza has no sanctioned alternative to answering t.’s
question, whereas Fiorella produces her explanation ‘voluntarily’.

(The account in line 04 is an elaboration of Fiorella’s prior answer to
b.’s initial question & cosi diverso il dialetto fra di voi? (‘are your dialects so
different?’. It is very likely a strategic move that Fiorella chooses to an-
swer this initial question minimally, with an affirmative mhm. For this
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utterance is unspecific as to language choice, that is, it can neither be under-
stood as accepting nor as rejecting b.’s language. It satisfies the immediate
needs of the conversational environment by providing an answer, and thus
a second pair part, after b. has opened the adjacency pair with her question;
at the same time, it allows for the positioning of the subsequent elaboration
of the answer where no rigid tying exists. Thus, Fiorella need not display
her preference for German in a highly cohesive position, and can nevertheless
take part in the interaction with a topical contribution.)

Preference related code-switching occurs in more or less cohesive posi-
tions. I want to suggest that the two positions are not equally weighted when
it comes to ascribing individualistic preferences to speakers. Specifically, it
appears to be ‘easier’ to switch according to one’s language preference when
cohesion is low, that is, when one has the initiative. On the other hand, one
displays a stronger preference for the language not used by the preceding
conversationalist when switching in highly cohesive, ‘responsive’ loci. Con-
sequently, Innocenza demonstrates a stronger preference for German in (13)
than Fiorella does in (14).

Many more extracts for participant related code-switching could be dis-
cussed. However, as in the case of discourse related code-switching, it seems
to be less illuminating to include further examples than to present some
instances of switching which are particularly interesting for the analysis of
the conversational meaning and function of language alternation, even
though they may not be as prototypical as the ones that have been considered
up to now. Let us look at the following instances of turn reformulations:

(15) (VIERER G:16)

09 m: eh ciod com=é&: come sono i  vostri amicF;
so what is it like what are your (friends like
10 Agostino: |[e:/

11 Alfredo:  aja sind halt—— nett manchmal gut scho gute Freunde
well they are  nice sometimes really good friends

12 kannschscho—— sind manche wo ma — -
youcan there are some where you
*13 alloré cisono I'T:lualche che poi fare ta:nté cos(&)
ok  there are some you can do everything with
14 Agostino: certé fessi
some idiots
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(16) (VIERER B:16)

02 m: e che cosa fate, che avete fatto per esempio
and what do you do, for instance what did you do
03 a quella festa

on that party

04 Alfredo:  erschtfresse—ah/ es/es[se
first munch ea/ |eat )

05 Camillo: hehe he he (oo )

06 Clemente; he he he he

07 Agostino: esse

| eat
*08 Alfredo: primo
first

09 mangiare, torta, tuttadopé (domé) quess cips so

eat cake everything then(...) these chipsthere

(17) (VIERER :4/11)
((topic: learning difficulties of (migrant) children))

14 m: cioé: — qualcuna delle difficolta: che:: i vostri
that is some of the difficulties which your

15 compagni opp[ure voi
classmates or also you

*16 Agostino: nicht mitkomme - allora — —
ot follow well

17 ch:

18 (1.0)

19 non capischéné

they do not understand

(18) (VIERER G:4)

06 m: dich/ di che cosa parlate general [mente=
about wh/ about what do you talk generally
07 Agostino: ®tutté cosé=""
everything
08 =della scuolé "della scuolé™

about the school about the school
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09 m: dcllal-scuola
((£)
about the school
*10 Agostino: waswir we:rde wolle— |alor cosé devo: -
what we want to become | well what becu
11 Alfredo: compa:gn
12 Agostino: °devo” e
becu
13 (1.0)
14 m: cosa (d ....... )
what (b ......... )

15 Agostino: °devenda:re; n°
become (right)

These and a high number of parallel sequences occur in an interaction
between four Italian youngsters and an adult Ttalian bilingual. In this episode,
m. c.lisplays an unequivocal and strong preference for (standard) Italian.
Against this preference, Agostino and Alfredo start to formulate their
asterisked constributions in German; in this way, they display this language
as being their preferred language. If they brought their contributions to an
end in German, they would initiate a language negotiation sequence with
m. (wpo, in all four cases, has used Italian for the turn to which Alfredo or
Agnst.mo responds), and at the same time underline their own preference
by switching in a highly cohesive position. However, instead of doing so,
they give up on their German utterances (sometimes even before they have
come to a possible completion), and reformulate them in Italian,

Formally, we are dealing with self-initiated self-repair in the same turn
(cf. Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977). Such repair may either be a correction
of the first portion of the utterance (the reparandum), or its elaboration/
clarification. In the first case, the new formulation annuls the old one, i.e,
the speaker treats it so as to be interpreted as being false or inadequate (for
whatever reason), and to be disregarded by the recipient; in the second case,
the new formulation provides additional information without annulling the
old one. In our extracts, it is quite clear that correction and not elaboration/
clarification is the issue. Evidence for this interpretation is provided by the
self-interrupting positioning of the reformulation (it starts before the repararn-
fim'n is complete and well-formed) and/or by the particle used to introduce
it, i.e. allor(é),
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Agostino and Alfredo are thus observed to display a preference for
German which they themselves cancel in the same turn, that is, without m.’s
intervention. The ‘other’ language is made relevant for the interaction, but
it is also visibly renounced by the boys. We have here a particularly cautious
way to signal language preference. It stands in contrast with the extra stress
that is provided by a participant who not only initiates a language negotiation
sequence, but does so in a highly cohesive position. The interdependence of
participant related code-switching and the (re-)negotiation of the language
of interaction that was observed in the last chapter (pp 20ff) seems to be called
into question by such intra-turn language revisions. Here preference is
shown, but does not lead into (re-)negotiation of the language of interaction.
Despite this, there is no need to revise this description: by behaving as they
do, Agostino and Alfredo prove to orient to exactly this interdependence.
Their repair activities must be seen and can only be analyzed against the
background of the interdependence which they attempt to suspend. They
show that our analysis is a valid description no only from the point of view
of the conversation analyst, but also from that of the members.

3.3. Participant related transfer

If transfer is used by participants for ascribing predicates to each other,
it is always bilingual competence that is concerned. Before going into detail,
some general remarks on the relevant notion of bilingual competence are
necessary. Earlier, it was pointed out that we see bilingualism not as a mental
disposition of speakers, but as a set of complex linguistic activities. Whenever
code-switching or transfer occurs, this is part of, and at the same time consti-
tutes bilingual conversation. In this respect, bilingualism was treated as a
feature of interactions, or interactional behaviour, and not of persons. Yet
it is possible on the basis of the material events that constitute such conver-
sations to formulate assessments of individual participants’ competence in
one language as compared to the other. Such assessments are carried out by
bilingual participants themselves all the time. Again, our task is to reconstruct
the members’ procedures. We do not attempt to duplicate their assessments
of bilingual competence by, for instance, measuring ‘real’ bilingualism. We
do not want to find out how balanced a bilingual ‘actually’ is, but we are
concerned with how members assess their respective competences in [talian
and German, on the basis of their language alternation behaviour, and how
they display their respective competences by language alternation.

Assessments of competence are the outcome of a negotiation process
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between speakers’ displays and assessors’ interpretations of certain cues
(Auer 1981). Perhaps the most obvious method for a participant to ascribe
(in)competence to his or her co-participant is to view his or her linguistic
production in one langage against the background of the own linguistic
‘norms’. However, it is difficult to trace the processes by which ‘norm viola-
tions’ are related to competence if we try to base our analysis on what the
assessor considers to be correct. In order to do so we would have to know
what the ‘norms’ available to the ascriber are; and it goes without saying
that it won’t do to use the analyst's own (external) concept of grammaticality
and appropriateness, for linguists' and lay analysts’ opinions can diverge
widely on that topic. This is evidenced in extract (19):

(19) (VIERER G 2: 8/11)

13 Alfredo: le italia:ni le— genitoire— quanté no/ - —

the ltalians the parents when w/
14 dobbia:mé fa:ré se:mbé— sempre qualco:sa a casa. —
wealways have to always have to do something
at home

15 puliscé puliscé qualﬁ:o:sa
clear up clear up something
16 Agostino: | mhm

*17 Camillo: pulizzare mica puliscé;

((allegro))

‘pulizzare’ not ‘puliscé’;
Camillo repairs his brother’s ‘wrong’ verb ending and thereby makes it appar-
ent that according to his ‘norms’ the word is pulizzare. The standard Italian
form, however, which we might be tempted to use as linguists to ascribe (in-)
competence to Alfredo, is of course pulire.

Although repair sequences such as the one above provide the analyst
with some access to an ascriber’s lin guistic ‘norms’, their use is limited. Indeed
it seems that overt repair work of this sort is not done when a person’s
linguistic abilities are severely restricted. It is frequent in interactions among
participants who do not radically question their mutual competence and can
even be observed in interactions among monolinguals where there can be
no doubt about co-participants’ mutual ascriptions of perfect competence.

The analysis of transfer opens up a different, less complicated way of
approaching members’ displays and assessments of competence, one that is
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independent of linguistic ‘norms’ and gra:pmatica?ity judgerlm':rl:tsc; Hoe\::;:; :
competence related transfer almost cx!uswely points to lexical ¢ rt::p - i
and although this competence is of pnmary‘lmportam:e for rile‘mfialrs c t11.
trary to most linguists), it is not easily ger%crallzed to other aspects o dl;‘lgul'ﬁf nr;
competence. It should also be kept in mind that competence fclatc ransfe
strictly speaking only points to a momentary ‘lack of words’, a momentary
problem of accessability. Thus, a word that cannot be found on one occamﬁr:,
and is replaced by its other language counterpart, may be used on anold‘t,r
occasion, even in the same interactive cpisod'e. Tt:erefum, compelenc:, is-
plays and assessments do not relate 'automgtlcally to transfers. "I['hesala ?.“H
have to be considered in the situation in which they occur, especially in (;ght
of prior linguistic documents taken from thc‘same or from othler -EF:ISO esi
if they are to become valid documents on which a more general assessmen
e based. ‘

. tidct us now turn to some illustrative data extracts. In al‘l cases, a partlfl:-
ipant uses a heteroglossic lexical item and displays th_ls he;;er::slc;:-,::
by several means. These means interrupt the smooth 1_'u_nmfzg t.;: u rml
delivery, or even of conversation, in a more or less drastic way. Frequently,
they occur in combination.

3.3.1. Time-out transfers

(20) (PRANZO A:543)

01 a: l=aria & piu buona li;
the air is better there,
o
02 Daniela:  si::
yes
03 (1.0) . _
04 [linoncison :32::;1'&‘ fabbﬁch‘e C(:IITIG ci sono:
There there aren’t (these) factories like
05 qui,—— noncisono:m/~[ si(.) ce ne sono::
here  therearen't yes there are
06 (2.0) o
07 |co:se=mné comesichiama: Lastwagen [ wie heiBt
((whispering))
things=eh whatdo youcall  lorry what are they
08 schon wieder;
called again
09 (2.0)
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10 b: %camion®=
lorry
11 Daniela: =camion
lorry
12 2: “no::°
no
13 (2.0)
14 Daniela:  nocossicome— troppé ce n=e in citta
notlike too much is there in the city
15 a: “°mm,

(21) (PRANZO B:600)

05 Fiorella:  quandé=andavi(.) a scuolé in italia,

when  Iwent to school in Italy
06 a: m,
07 Fiorella:  avevo/ &/ e::
I had
08 (1.5)
09 quandé abbiam/ abbiamo fatté la matemattica,
when  we we had mathematics
10 a: si
yes
11 Fiorella: la dob|biela/la dovevamo fare con— con[tre: eh:: —
wehad | to we had to to do it with with three
12 Daniela: tre matité.

three pencils
*13 Fiorella: %%kuli — wie heiBt des?®

ballpen — what is that called?
14 ?: hmf=
15 a: = con tre culi
with three asses

Time-out transfer is organized in such a way as to point to its own ‘inadequ-
acy’, that is, to the fact that the transferred item (Lastwagen, ‘lorry’, and
Kuli, *ballpen’, respectively) is introduced in a language that should not have
been used, either because the addressee-recipient does not understand it, or
because he or she strongly prefers monolingual talk. In addition to signalling
that the ‘wrong language’ has been selected, time-out transfers also indicate
the reason for which this has been done: because the speaker could not think
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of the ‘correct’ word in the ‘adequate’ language. In the data, the speakers
explicitly state that they do not know the Italian equivalent of Lastwagen or
Kuli. At the same time, they appeal to a third party to provide the missing
word, thereby displaying their own relative incompetence in the one, and
their superior competence in the other language. Time-out transfer therefore
combines four different activities: (a) a concept is introduced, (b) the
inadequacy of the chosen language is signaled, (c) inferior competence in
the abandoned language and superior competence in the newly chosen lan-
guage is displayed, and (d) the speaker appeals to a third party to provide
the missing item.5¢

It is this fourth feature that produces the time-out character of such
transferred items. The re-organization of the addressee selection (leading
into a short ‘aside’) is partly the result of the fact that the turn component
not directed at the primary addressee is separated prosodically and (at
least in extract (21)) by code-switching from the framing sequence. (Note
the low pitch in (20) up to Lastwagen, whispering from the transferred item
on, and other-language continuation after the transferred item; in (21), note
the low amplitude and other language continuation after Kuli. A.’s pun in
the second extract deliberately disregards this marking; it is only the fact
that she transforms Francesca’s con tre: eh:: — °Kuli® into con tre culi which
enables her to play on the double meaning of [kuli] that she produces her-
self.)”’

3.3.2. Subsequent same-turn repair (initiation)

(22) (VIERER B:38/11) /
01 Alfredo:  rrope — guarda le: — Fehler, alore i=errori - e tutto
((lento))
then she looks at the — mistakes, that is the mistakes
02 sbaglio ci vonno lovare venticinque Anschlige —ciog:/ -
((hesitating))
and (for) every mistake they subtract 25 touches - that is/—
03 m: “ho capito”
I gotit

(23) (VIERER G 2: 76)

03 Alfredo: c=& uno nella classé nostra & un tédesché
there is one in our class is a German

04 c=ha tante Pickel —
he's got lots of pimples
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05 7 sli.
yjes
06 Alfredo: alloré questé[cosi qua.
Imean these |(things) there.
07 m: foruncoli.
pimples.

Instead of carrying on after the transferred item, the speaker embarks on a
clarifying repair which eventually either translates or explains the item in
question. In our cases, the transferred item is in German and the framing
language is Italian; the self-repair often starts with an Italian correction
marker (allora). Although repair is initiated by the speaker during his or her
turn, it is not necessarily he or she who effects it. In (23), a third party offers
the translation foruncoli for German Pickel (‘pimples’), overlapping the
speaker’s explication.

In all cases, speakers orient to the other lan guage character of the trans-
ferred item and treat its use as an ‘inappropriate’ verbal activity — one that
calls for repair. However, the transferred item is — in contrast to time-out
transfers — part of the ongoing interaction between speaker and addressee-
recipient; it does not coincide with a change of addressee, and not even a
side sequence, although a third party may volunteer the missing same-lan-
guage item. '

How can transfer plus subsequent same-speaker repair (intiation) be
suited for the interactional task of ascribing competence? To a lesser degree
than time-out transfers, such phenomena point to a — momentary — lack
of competence in the abandoned language. Although the same language item
is sometimes provided by the speaker himself (cf. extract (22), Fehler, errori),
it is the other language item that demonstrably ‘comes to mind’ first. By
juxtaposing, in such a case, ‘no problem’ recall in one language and word-
search in the other, speakers point to their comparatively better knowledge
of the vocabulary of one language.

3.3.3. Prosodic marking

Same-turn repairs like those discussed in the last paragraph can be
regarded as retrospective marking of the transferred items. Participants may
also mark transferred items prospectively, i.e. prior to their ocurrence. This
way of introducing an other-language item also orients to its other-language
provenance and to the possibility that such use could be subject to a recipient’s
criticism. The standard technique involved in forward marking is that of
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‘hesitating’ before the possibly problematic item:

(24) (PAMPANIN 27) _ .
((topic: plans to go to Augsburg for a trip))
01 al: Augsburg?— perché che ci sta;
Augsburg  why  what is there;
02 Alfredo: & statoun—-
there was a
03 al: per/(.) con lasquadra? -
forth/  with the team?
*04 Alfredo: co:n— °Kegel(.) club,’
with  skittle  club
05 al: quanné? ((continues in Italian))
when?

(25) (CL-EINZEL 32)
((topic: the Germans))
13 m: perché sono piu liberi

why are they freer
14 Clemente: lor por/ possono andare (0.5) ah zelte, (0.75)

((distinctly))
the/ cal can go ah camping
15 perle w/ wocheende -
for the w/ weekends
16 m: m

Some additional extracts are also important here:

(26) (PAMPANIN 249)
((Clemente is trying to explain ‘Kegeln' (‘skittle’) ))
01 Clemente: sono no,rah ci=(hanno) no le cose di:: -
they are you know, ah (they have) these things made out of
02 al: Kegeln
skittle
03 Clemente: di legné;— com=una::
of wood like a
04 (0.5)
*05 wie ne Flasche,
like a Dbottle




62 BILINGUAL CONVERSATION PROTOTYPICAL LOCAL MEANINGS 63
06 (1.0) i
; . . In the rare cases, transfer is usually part of a contrast pair bui
5 i . ~ o purposes g y p contrast pair built
7 Agostino: tiomﬂ—lma bottiglia [(................ " up between a same-language and an other-language item. This is done by
N s tke a bottle Agostiono in the following extract:
£ com=una| bottiglia
5 Einerte likea botile (28) (SCHNECKENFRESSER 28:4/5)
* e eccO com=una 4:07 Agostino: i€ se[mangé un piatto di pasta, so gia piené. — —
0 — that'sit like a ((presto))
bU tigha e dopo ((etc.)) me if\leat a plate of pasta I'm full already
ottle and then 08 Clemente: Nudle
(27) (HELFER 2) | gt a:
01 Nora: 50T 5 it | 09 Agostino: invecé me (se)] mangé snckie la carné
() however (if) (§) eat (also) meat
I didn't say that 10 Alfredo: si ma tu — tu no
02 7 ha ha ha yes but you you
03 Lucia: cosa hai detto — o0 (... ... o 11 miché (..) mangiaté u pie:né
what did you say . (haven't ever eaten a full one)| - -
04 Nora: ho detto per scappare con la bicicletta vaj 12 Apostino: | perd mangia dieci pi
((H) (but) (1) eat ten (plates)
I said to exape the bicyele  is 13 Alfredo:  dumuschschaue was des‘turdem K& [rper denn isch
05 piti:  schneller; _ you have to see what this means for|your body then
wore fastar \ 14 Agostino: du musch au mal
08 ‘i il veloeg / you have tosee as
faster 15 schaue was des fiir—[u partafoglié=
‘ _ o well what this (means) for - the purse
In e:.l:tractsi (2‘6) and (27‘). recipient’s response to a first speaker’s marking 16 Clemente: | der/
e:;pl1cate.s Its Interpretation. Agostino (in 26), line 07) and mo. (in (27), line the
06) pl:owde theln_nssmg word (bottiglia, ‘bottle’, veloce, ‘fast’) themselves. | 5:01 =|hér mal
By d,omgl 50, recipients make inspectable how they have seen their coparticip- listen
ants hesuatmtls: as indications of a momentary lack of competence in Italian 02 Camillo: hn,
that can be brigded with their help. 03 m: °hn | hn hn®
3.4. Discourse related transfer o4 Clemente: :}:t:'l“al
Thx: rem_aining fourth application of the two basic interpretive proce- 03 Agostino: il G T 1
dures gives discourse related transfer as the last local meaning of language 06 Alfredo: quand=i& aggia ppensa u mangia:r;
when [ have to think of eating

alternation that we have to consider in this discussion. In our corpus, it is
the least freque'nt. Apart from anaphoric transfer (cf. the discussion of extract
(4), ch. 2), lexical transfer is not very often employed for discourse related

07 a mi non me interesséné i so:1dé
I'm not interested in money




64 BILINGUAL CONVERSATION

i’ﬁh:; ;: ;adisms;j?n llrm';wcen Alfredo and Agostino about the eating habits
ny and in Italy. Agostino supports the south i
: [talian way — /,
pasta all the time — whereag Alfredo is i it 4 :
; wh S more in favour of th :

?;hes. "cl!"he anti:rgnmstlc turns in line 13 (du musch schaye nsa? Z;T;;r’::? t

rper denn isch, ‘you have to see what this means by
isch s means for your body then'

:Alfrec:o, and in line 14 (du musch au mal schaue was des fiir — u ;art:fr; )lit;y

you also have to see what this (means) for the purse’) by Agostino :.furir m:

them with elements of th
¢ northern culture (the Jux ing i
i en ur
economic position to care about one’s body), 8 BER s DA
e rl':]'l;re nmp;:]m'ant is the transfer of a larger unit: the transfer of situation
speech, L.e. the use of language alternation to mark quotations,

“authorial” and the reported s i
peech, that is, to make the a s i i

; 8 ; A uthor
more important than the original utterance. VIR
- Itt; ;Iéfﬂsectnfnn; I want to show briefly how these two tendencies can be

untlorlanguage use in direct reported in bili

! speech in bilingual i <
s . gualinterac-
fmlmWSI[ can be noted that the actually produced formulation of the quotation
b czﬁne or the Othe'r Qf Vologinov’s “tendencies” to a greater or lesser
: gec ;‘: -onsequently, it is hypothesized that language choice for reported
fgr - ;s not éewrmmed by language choice in the reported situation — a5
- nce,f . al (1979: 109) suggests. Things are more complicated ’
- uu::,er;r:; turn to the tenc]ency to preserve the authenticity of the
. ¢ as much as possible, and to minimize the present speaker’s

r

¥
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he or she will obviously never reach it; maximally, those features of the
original that have been consciously perceived will be preserved. Since many
characteristics of spoken language — such as hesitations, restarts, etc. —
typically are not even remembered, they normally are not reported.

Some examples:

(29) (SCHNECKENFRESSER 91:20)

12 Alfredo:  no: - quandé=a ca:sa nostra mbé/ — - a tedesché — ——
you know—when at our house (...) the German (woman)
quilla Nachbarin; - quando=nui=facimm da mangia o
this neighbour when we do the cooking or

ange
also
—— ohdastinkts wieder nach dem Zigeuneresse und so

(pressed))
oh again it’s stinking of that gipsy food and so on
15 (si mett=a crapi)
(she goes to open)
ming=cé ié darisé nu scuppolo:ne a chill
if it was me I'ld give her a kick to this one

13

“14

16 Agostino:

v (30 (VIERER B 54)

((Clemente is telling about a visit in Italy))
s0 so Kinder ge die/ die
these these children you know who/ who
04 vonder Schul kommasingellgell-  der hat unser
came from school you know you know (he) saw our
Auto gsehn gell and hinte stand - de — gell=son:

03 Clemente:

05

car you know and in the back was written ‘D’ you know
06 Schild

this plate
07 m: ahm,

weischt dann ansie fange i: (des si:) it i/ =

08 Clemente:
you know thentheybegin the (that is) the the

*09 i/ i: germane:sé;
the the ‘Germans’
10 m: hhhhhhhhhh[hbh
11 Clemente: “hhh (lddak)®
(dagos)
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It is higly probable that Alfredo quarrelled with his German neighbour in
German, as reported in extract (30), and that the Italian children who called
Clemente a German when they saw his family’s car spoke Ttalian. This lan-
guage choice is also that of the reporting speaker, who, in order to preserve
the language of the original, has to switch into a language that differs from
the language of interaction. Even in such cases of a highly likely correspond-
ence between reporting and reported language choice, the use of another lan-
guage for the quotation has a certain relevance in the authorical context as well,
with respect to organizing the contribution here and now. It consists in mark-
ing the reported speech against an other language narrative. This function
is especially well-documented in extract (29) where the quotation is not intro-
duced by one of the usual markers such as a verbum dicend;. It is primarily
the language alternation (in addition to prosodic features such as the ‘pressed’
speech) which sets off the quotation and makes it interpretable.

There are other examples of transferred speech where the exigencies of
the authorian context and the tendency to preserve the original shape of the
reported utterance do not converge from the very start:

(31) (VIERER B:76)
((topic: the German classmates))

02 Agostino: [ s& senténé forté quanné so=ssai:
they think they are strong when there are more of them

03 Camillo: wenn dh
when eh
04 wenn a Italiener kommtgell- sofort
when anItalian comesby immediately
05 ih: puardate Ittakerstinker und so
((f, falsetto))
hey look dagos and soon
06 Camillo:  quan[né/ quannd
when when
07 Agostino: eroppé quanné vanné da sul roppéda:nn

andthenwhen they are alone then then
08 Camillo:  perd quanné vanné n Itaglia
but when they go to Italy
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(32) (VIERER B:43) ‘
((narrative; the teller is being punished by his father))
07 Alfredo:  denn hab=i[anfang.n Schil ghabt|hh dann hater
then [Istartdd (to) get the shits then he
08 Clemente: hhhhhhhhhhhh | -
09 Alfredo:  gsagt sta sera vai a mangiaré in.n Keller
said  this evening you'll go eating in the basement
10 Clemente: [h h h h h h h h [l]
i1 m: hhbhhhhhhh

-

In (31), the four boys talk about their German class mgtes who feign friend-
liness in their presence but talk about them behind their backs. To thc.same
extent as the reported language choice corresponded to the actual one in the
first two examples, it does not correspond in these extracts. Surely, 1‘;he
German class mates will have used German, and not, as repuneq, an Itah_a.n
guardate (‘look’). Similarly, Alfredo reports his fath_er'sl expression sta se::a
vai a mangare in.n Keller (‘this evening you'll go egtmg mtct the basernml'nt 2
and incorporates the transfer of German Keller in this f:;uotatmn. Such:xm:a
transfer, is typical for the boy’s own language behaviour, but, accor mgh c:
our knowledge, is very improbable for the father. Thus, spe;‘ake:rs ada‘pt wha
they mark as another person’s speech transfen:cd fr_om a different S'tuf‘t“’;
to their own style (extract (32)) and/or to the exigencies oif the mnvcrsatmln
context (marking the reported speech against it‘s snjlrmundmgs) (e,xltr'act (31)).
In any case, the authorian context is given priority over authenticity.
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The four local applications of the two dichotomical organized procedural '

distinctions that are relevant for the production and interpretation of lan-
guage alternation were introduced on the basis of prototypical data in the
last two chapters. Participant and discourse related transfer or code-switching
are not categories in the usual, ‘Aristotelian’ sense, that is, they are not
labels that can be unambiguously assigned to any instance of language alter-
nation in the data. Instead, they stand for those local meanings of language
alternation that are maximally ‘distant’ from each other and therefore repre-
sent ‘clearest’ and ‘most obvious’ cases. However, only a part of the data of
our (and presumably of any other) corpus on language alternation can be
accounted for using these prototypes. At least some instances will be polyva-
lent in the sense of showing characteristics of more than one prototype, or
in the sense of showing only some features of the ‘nearest’ prototype.©!

It must not be seen as a weakness of our procedural model, but as its
natural outcome that the four prototypes do not exhaustively classify the data.
Bilingual participants are equipped with the distinctions transfer vs. code-
switching and participant vs, discourse related alternation. They use these
distinctions to constitute local meanings, which, in addition to these interpre-
tive procedures, require taking into account the context of the alternation. The
two dichotomies are important means to arrive at local functions; however,
they do not determine them. They can be employed in various ways. One
(and perhaps the most important) way is to interpret a given instance of
language alternation as prototypical for one and only one element of each of
the dichotomies. Another use of the dichotomies consists in treating them
as points of orientation for the interpretation of instances of alternation in
relation to the underlying two-way procedural grid.! Graphically, we can
represent the two cases as follows: =
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Figure (B): Prototypical and polyvalent local meanings of alternation What counts as a prototypical case is determined by the two basic
(i) the basic two way procedural grid dichotomies. Knowledge of these dichotomies is necessary, and is used for
———————————————————————————— - the interpretation and production of polyvalent cases. (The logic of sense-
language i making involved here does not require as a necessary condition that prototyp-
other 4 4 P ical inst.ances are frequent, or that they factually occur at all; they must only
CS-P CS-D be possible.) The latter cases are assessed on the basis of their difference or
similarity to the prototypical ones.
The structuring of the phenomenal field of language alternation in pro-
+ " totypes and polyvalent cases is the consequence of a conception of (bilingual)
T-P T-D linguistic behaviour that does not see members as complying with externally
given, societal ‘rules’, ‘norms’, or ‘schemata’, but as using these regularities
for the production and interpretation of language in context. Showing that
3 - - the scientific reconstruction of such regularities is valid requires not the unam-
CS: code-switching T: transfer biguous classification of a given percentage of members’ activities but rather
P: participant / D: discourse related the proof that members orient to these regularities. This requirement is
(ii) prototypical instances: 1, 2,3.4 satisfied in the case of what we have called prototypical instances, but it is
also satisfied in the case of polyvalent instances which owe their polyvalent
interpretation to the dichotomies in question. This is even true in cases of
blatant violations of the assumed regularities, provided that these ‘violations’
are visible, and functional, because they can be seen as ‘violations’ by mem-
bers.f?

language phenomena

! alternation

+
N4

4.1. Between participant and discourse related switching

w4
+

4 I will start out with an analysis of two cases of polyvalence in which
code-switching assumes features both of discourse and of participant related
i language alternation. In the first case, it is the renewed insisting of a party
Ko i i ! on his or her individualistic language preference in a certain environment
(iii) polyvalent instances: 6, 7, 8, 9,10 which gives code-switching a discourse related meaning.5? In the second, it

(= | is the direction of switching for discourse related purposes which is used to
\ ascribe preferences.

‘ 4.1.1. Defensive code-switching

7 9 In the following extracts, Daniela switches into German for a very short

8 passage (a jaja in (1), a ah so in (2)), which, however, clearly deviates from
the established language of interaction (Italian). According to the local types
of meaning of code-switching that have been discussed so far, this
language alternation is difficult to analyze. On the one hand, it does not
build up a contrast between something that has been said before, and some-
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thing that is going to be said now; on the other hand, it is quite ineffective
on the level of renegotiating the language of interaction. Intuitively, one
might describe the loci in which the switching occurs as ‘critical’ for the
interaction because the girl seems to be embarrassed, and therefore relate
what is happening to the overall definition of the sitution (the footing).

(1) (PRANZO B T1, 24/25)

24:02 Daniela:  allora: c=era questo:m— stavdne passeggiando:
well  there wasthism— they had a walk

03 no-era ufn - -
you know, — it was a
04 a: un tarz |an
I_a Tarz|an
05 Daniela: un giorno caldo -
a warm day
06 (1.5)
07 Daniela: e dice Jane a Tarzan - Tarzan — - - no
and Jane says to Tarzan — Tarzan — - - no
08 Jane — Jane dice a Tarzan si — dice Tarzan
Jane Jane says to Tarzan yes — she says Tarzan
09 amemifa: - facaldo- medé- be:/— e
Tam I'mwarm I(ha) (ok) so
10 spogliati no — —
take off something
11 a: hihihihi nella foresta

in the forest
12 Daniela:  e: — e soltano: quello di sopraleino-e a
(ves) (she has) only this thing the top you know —

13 detto ma che fa - quelli che co:sa (............. )—
and he said but what do you do - these what (....... )
14 sono le — mie: due lu:ci no, -
they are the — my twao lanterns you know, —
15 a: ah.
16 Daniela: ef:
25:01 a: le mammelle

the breasts

02 Daniela:

03 b:
04 a:

05 Daniela:

02 a:
03

04 Daniela:

05
06 a:

07

08 Daniela:

09 a:
10

11 Daniela:

12 a:

13
*14 Daniela:

15 a:

16 Daniela:
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yesyes
°(hobn ho hn hi

allo:ra ((Daniela continues to tell the joke))
so

(2) (PRANZO B:2050, 1/2)
1:01 Daniela:

tu non ce I=hai il fidanza:to;
you haven't got a boyfriend
((singing, pp))

“no” ((very short and dry))
no

peccaté hn?

it'’s a pity isn’t it?

(1.0)
((perché~ & un peccato?)
((p))
(why is it a pity?)
(1.0)
non lo non lo ne vuoi
((mf))
you don’t want one
|
(2.0)
perché
((presto))
why
perché gli uomini mi hanno rotto le scatole,
because men get on my nerves =
(0.5)
ah so:: "he he
I see
tuttiuguali,—— tu lo vuoi?
() ((mp))
all the same you want one?
no; 'h
no
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01 a: perché?
why
02 Daniela: he he h ha ha ’h ((‘embarassed’))

! What is going on here? In the first extract, Daniela is just about to tell a
joke to the two young women (a. and b.) with whom she is interacting. This
joke is introduced as an ‘innocent’ Tarzan joke:

(3) (PRANZO B, 21-23)

21:02 Daniela: racconta barzellett

((toa.)) tell us some jokes
03 a: € non mi vengono in mente
I can’t think of any
04 b: 80T ((protests))
05 a: raccontale tu— sono pii belle quando le
((toDn.)) youtellthem  they are more beautiful when
06 raccontano i ragazzini
children tell them
07 sono pin simpatiche

they are nicer

erdl Daniela:  conosci quella di Tarzan?

()
you know the one about Tarzan?
02 a: no?
no?
03 Daniela: “ha/ha® du?-  “"he he™- aber nit lache
((tob.))
doyou, ——but don’t laugh

04 gell?’h [hi |allo:ra c=era — Tarzan e Jane no, -

willyou? o.k. there was — Tarzan and Jane —

05 [a:: sua/

his
06 a: | m,
07 [1a sua donna

his woman
08 Daniela: suave/ sua donna—ecché

. | his(..) hiswoman that's it

T

/
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23:01 b; allora racconta
((toDn.)) allright tell us
02 Daniela:  allora: c=era questo ((etc., see (1) ))

well there was this

Soon, however, it turns into a ‘dirty’ joke. How its ‘dirty’ character is being
established by coparticipants is highly relevant to the analysis of Daniela’s
behaviour after a.’s mammelle, i.e. her switching into German. First of all,
the use of obscene words is obviously not responsible; for as in many ° zes
of this type,® there are no ‘obscene’ words to be found in it. There mu t be
other reasons then for which we can see the joke turning into a dirty one.

After the general setting has been given (Tarzan and Jane are on a walk
through the jungle), the central part of the joke starts with the reconstruction
of an interaction between the two proponents. Extract (1) documents the
first step in a three step coding sequence in which Jane introduces ‘innocent’
code names for sexual organs for which (only?) ‘obscene’ terms are available
to her. Jane takes off her blouse and explains to Tarzan (the strong but naive
lover) what her breasts are: le mie due luci (‘my two lanterns’). Further steps
in the coding sequence will introduce ‘jungle’ for vulva and ‘serpent’ for
penis. The punch line which is prepared in this way is: dice Tarzan — Jane
Jane, — accendi le tue luci il mio serpente s=¢é fa eh/ — s=¢ perso nella tua
giungl nella tua bo:sko, ‘so Tarzan says — Jane Jane, — light your lanterns
my my serpent has go/ — is lost in your jungle: in your wood’. The coding
seems to have at least two functions. First, it introduces one of the three
elements that have to be used by recipients to understand the punch line of
the joke. Second, it turns the joke into a dirty joke by respecting the very
sexual taboo that makes it dirty.

If this second claim seems implausible, consider the following. Jane has
to use a lie to convince Tarzan that her breasts are something innocent. The
joke’s teller and the joke’s recipients are in a better position than Tarzan;
they know that Jane is lying. What the joke’s coding sequence tells to them
is that Jane has to lie because what she wants to make Tarzan believe is
something innocent is in fact something obscene. Thus, obscene words are
avoided by the teller in her joke. Yet, the very fact that innocent code names
are introduced instead of available obscene terms orients to the taboo that
forbids the use of the first. The indirect referential expressions turn a story
containing ‘innocent’ words into a ‘dirty’ joke.

After Daniela has performed the first step in the coding sequence, a.
provides feedback; using the sequential format of a transformation (Schegloff
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1972: 95ff), she introduces a direct (although non-obscene) referential item:
le mammelle (‘the breasts’). By re-transforming the code expression into
what it ‘really’ stands for, a. proves that she has understood. Such feedback
is frequent in tellings of all sorts and has a well defined function in establish-
ing, or checking understanding without questioning the teller’s role. It makes
sure that the prerequisites for the proper reception of the solution, or punch
line, are given. However, in our case, the naming of the critical item violates
the very taboo Daniela has made relevant by the coding; it presupposes that
luci and mammelle are exchangeable, even though Daniela has put any direct
reference ‘off limits’ by telling the joke as she has told it. Thus, it is a.’s
explication of what must not be explicated which turns the situation into an
‘embarrassing’ one (for Daniela). All three participants try to defuse this
embarrassment with the subsequent laughter (lines 02, 03, 04), which is
initiated by Daniela, and joined in last by a.. At the same time, this laughing
ratifies the critical character of the interation at that point. In addition to
laughing, Daniela shows another reaction: she briefly switches into German.

In extract (2), the conversation develops quite similarly, again between
a. and Daniela. This time, the critical topic isn’t sex, but boyfriends (fidan-
zati). Again, the topic isn’t critical in itself, but is turned into a critical one,
on an initiative by the adult. A. does the trick by turning the girl’s system
of evaluation upside down. This system has ‘having a boyfriend’ as a positive,
and ‘not having a boyfriend’ as a negative value (cf. her peccate, ‘it’s a pity’,
after learning from a. that she does not have a boyfriend). So there is dis-
agreement in the first place (probably from line 06 on). In this delicate (and
face threatening) situation, a. can very easily cause Daniela’s embarrassment.
In our case, it is the tone of voice in which her answer to Daniela’s question
why she doesn’t want a boyfriend is formulated. The mi hanno rotto le scatole
(‘they get on my nerves’) is not a vulgar, but a rather colloquial expression.
It is marked in PRANZO where such a style is otherwise avoided. Again,
Daniela switches into German, and also indicates her embarrassment by
laughing (line 14).

Code-switching in either case has something to do with the precarious
situation that has evolved. More precisely, it is one of the indicators that
show to co-participants as well as to external observers that Daniela perceives
a.'s preceding utterance as embarrassing. As such, the switching is discourse
related. But how is such a discourse related interpretation possible? Here,
matters of language preference come in. In the episode PRANZO, Daniela
displays an individualistic preference for German, although she usually

r
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adapts to b.’s and even more to a.’s preference for Italian. In the latter case,
the preference is underlined by a.’s restricted knowledge of German which
does not allow her to take part actively in conversation in that language.
Given these preferences, it is evident that Daniela’s response to an activity
by a. which is embarrassing to her, and which thus threatens her face, s to
switch into the language which she has agreed to avoid for a.’s benefit, but
which is her own preferred language. Daniela ‘retreats’ on *her’ language.
Given a.’s preference for Italian and her incompetence in German, this is
tantamount to a (‘symbolic’) retreat from the interaction — one of its agreed
upon features is dissolved. The discourse related effect of this type of switch-
ing is an effect of one participant’s rejecting the language of interaction. As
it is this participant who is ‘on the defensive’, we will speak of defensive

code-switching here. .
The short duration of the other-language passage is in line with this

analysis. The speaker on the defensive retreats from the interaction to com-
pose himself or herself. The language of interaction is abandoned only as
long as is necessary for this purpose.®

4.1.2. Directionality of code-switching

Several researchers on bilingualism have tried to assign issues of lan-
guage preference and finding a common language of interaction on the one,
and language alternation on the other hand to two different temporal stages
in interaction. Thus, Grosjean writes: “In the first stage the bilingual decides
which base language to use, and in the second stage he or she determines
whether to code-switch” (1982: 154). Although such a differentiation into
two different stages may be possible when constructing an external model
of language choice in bilingual interaction, it does not reflect the temporal
ordering in actual conversational decision making. At least in our data, mat-
ters of negotiating the “base language” (Grosjean), i.e. the language of
interaction, and matters of alternating between languages for discourse
related purposes, cannot be strictly separated. This is only natural if we recall
that code-switching — whether related to participants or to the organization
of discourse — always invites the next speaker to take up the newly introduced
language. Every occurrence of code-switching (with the exception of those
cases where the code-switching party switches back into the language of depar-
ture within his or her turn) puts in question the negotiated language of interac-
tion. For this reason, matters of language negotiation are relevant throughout
a conversation in which code-switching occurs.
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For the same reason, discourse related code-switching incorporates ele-
ments of participant related switching as well. Trivially, this is true for the
ascription of bilingual competence; every code-switching speaker shows
active competence of the other language at least to a minimal degree, and
therefore displays his or her bilingualism.¢ It also applies to ascribing indi-
vidual preferences to speakers. This may become clearer if we approach the
problem from a different angle. Earlier, the preference for same language
talk was introduced; it was suggested that only against the background of
this principle can conversationalists see co-participants’ diverging from the
established language of interaction as displaying their individual preference.
Indeed, without this principle, there wouldn't be an established language of
interaction. Now every discourse related code-switching disregards the pre-
ference for same language talk, i.¢. a code-switching values the positive effect
of switching on the organization of the interaction higher than the digression
from the established language. If it is true that the preference for same-lan-
guage talk prevents the unlimited use of discourse related code-switching,
there is a ‘dilemma’ for any participant who wants to initiate a new footing.
But then, it is also obvious that a speaker will be more liable to switch into
the other language, and use switching as a contextualization strategy, if this
new language is his or her preferred language, and if the old, agreed-upon
language of interaction is the preferred language of his or her co-participant.
It is for this reason that code-switching of the discourse related type can be
relevant for the ascription of preferences to participants.

In the Constance data, this connection is particularly strong. Most chil-
dren use code-switching as a contextualization strategy considerably more
often when the language of departure is Italian and the newly chosen language
is German. (In some cases, the southern Italian dialect variety is preferred
over (‘standard’) Italian or German (dialect). Note however that this dialect
variety is not insisted upon in language negotiation sequences, that is, it is
rare in cases of prototypical language alternation related to preference. The
indirect nature of signalling preference via polyvalent switching corresponds
to the ‘hidden prestige’ of the dialect.) The direction of discourse related
code-switching therefore tends to be stable, and displays the children’s pre-
ference for German.%’

4.2. Between transfer and code-switching

Prototypical transfer does not have any impact on subsequent language
choice, concerns a well-defined unit and is (as a consequence of the latter)
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relatively short. Prototypical code-switching implies a re-negotiation of the
language of interaction, concerns a well-defined point in interaction and does
not allow to predict return into the first language. Thus, the two distinguishing
questions are: (i) Is it a unit or a point that is concerned? .anc.l (ii) Does
language alternation relate to language negotiation? Both criteria can lead
into polyvalent interpretations if they cannot be applied with unequivocal
results.

4.2.1. Ill-defined units

The first case we want to consider is the diffusion of the boundary
between units and points. In simple cases, such diffusion occurs in elliptical
turns which may either be interpreted by co-participants as ‘just’ one well-
defined unit (e.g., a word), or as the only formulated element of a more
complex, ‘underlying’ structure (forinstance, asentence). Consider examples
(4) and (5):

(4) (CL-EINZEL 21)

10 m: che lavoro fa papa,
what job’s your daddy in,
*11 Clemente: Dachdecker
roofer
12 m: aha- e mamma che lavoro fa,
Isee andmum what job is she in
*13 Clemente: Verkiuferin;
saleswoman
14 m: ah— dove dov=é
ah where where is (it)
15 Clemente: nel EKZ
in the ({(name of a shopping centre))

(5) (CM-EINZEL 11)

01 m: quandoi genitori (midavano)-- un po di

whenmy parents  (gave me) a little
02 soldi no, andavo subito al cinema. eh:: fai

money you know, | immediately went to the cinema. eh do
03 anche tu cosi oppure: (.)

you also do like that or
*04 Camillo:  spare
save
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05 m: duduschsparenh h hn turisparmi héh?
yousave it you save it right?

Both are taken from formal interviews with Clemente and Camillo respec-
tively. Due to this general setting, the ‘interviewees’ are quite taciturn; they
laconically respond to the ‘interviewer’s’ questions with one word answers
(Dachdecker, ‘roofer’ and Verkiuferin, ‘saleswoman’ in (4), spare ‘to save’,
in (5)). Taken as words without a syntactic structure, i.e. as pure lexical
entries, they may be considered to be transfers, and thus, not as attempts to
re-negotiate the language of interaction. However, if they are looked upon
as surface remnants of syntactic structures such as mein Vater ist Dachdecker
(‘my father is a roofer’), etc., they would have to be interpreted as code-
switching. (A third possibility is to see the one word contributions as elliptical,
but of an Italian answer such as mio padre fa il Dachdecker.)

The actual recipent’s behaviour does not provide us with clues as to how
he interpreted the language alternation. In one case, m. continues in Italian,
that is, he does not orient to matters of language negotiation, in the other,
he uses German for his subsequent turn, that is, he seems to take up the
boy’s language choice. However, this evidence isn’t very conclusive in either
case. For in extract (4), the use of Italian by m. may just as well be analyzed
as his next step in a language negotiation sequence, i.e. as his insisting on
the preferred language; and in extract (5), it seems that the adult’s ‘expansion’
of Clemente’s spare also changes the ‘key’ of the interaction — at least, m.’s
laughter points to an attempt on his side to reinterpret a rather ‘stiff’ situation
as a humorous one. Also, m. quickly switches back into Italian in the same
turn.® I consider the diffusion of the clear borderline between a unit and a
point in interaction in Clemente’s and Camillo’s turns not just as an analyst’s
problem. Our difficulties at arriving at a clear interpretation only mirror
those of the participants.

However, it would be certainly wrong to imagine that co-participants
are particularly puzzled by such instances of language alternation. They are
polyvalent in the sense of being compatible with either ‘transfer’ or ‘code-
switching’. That is to say, the dichotomy just ceases to be important. Con-
sequently, language alternation will be less readily interpretable and acquire

interactional function in these cases than in those that can be mapped onto |

one of the prototypes.®

The diffusion of the distinction between units and points is not only
observed in the case of one word answers in the other language. It is also
relevant in the following data:
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(6) (DURKOLL 149;5/6)
((narrative about a school adventure))

1 "/
5:08 Clemente: nochedopéche tuhaipurtaténomal e Note
ne then you brought ‘afiother mark

6:01 perd a la: e: hai purtaté nu tre
but this time you brought a ‘three’
((continues in Italian))

(7) (VIERER B:14)
((about the Germans))

11 Camillo:  quanné c=& n=até - — metté la zigaretté —

when there is another one — — (they) put the cigarette —
12 in=de Schnauze- e parlané

inthe jaw and talk

In both cases, a stretch of German longer than one word occurs in an Italian
passage. It is not unlikely that the nouns Noete (‘mark’) and Schnauze (lit.
‘jaw’) are the nuclei of these stretches, and that their usage is ‘responsible’
for their occurrence. However, the single noun has expanded to the whole
direct object noun phrase (plus adverbial, normal e Note, ‘another mark")
or prepositional phrase (in de Schnauze, ‘in the jaw") and does not permit
seeing the structure as a well-defined unit any more. A different interpreta-
tion is also possible, nameley that turn-internal structures are built up by
code-switching, for instance in order to differentiate ‘thematic’ and ‘rhematic’
elements.

4.2.2. Turn-internal code-switching

The second criterion to tell code-switching from transfer is the impact
that the alternation of language has on subsequent language choice. In addi-
tion to the existence of such an impact (code-switching) and to its absence
(transfer), we observe cases of turn-internal language alternation which fall
between these extremes, or more precisely, which are neutral with respect
to the language of interaction. Nevertheless, the distinction between points-
in-interaction vs. units-of-interaction remains an applicable criterion for clas-
sifying these cases as instances of (non-prototypical) code-switching for
describable contrastive functions.

Consider the following contribution by Alfredo:
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(8) (SCHNECKENFRESSER 91:20/21)
20:12 Alfredo:  no: — quandé=a casa nostra mbé/ — a tedesché -

11 Agostino:

12 Alfredo:
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e:: &[quellé che ci=ha i capelli::
is it this one who's got the hair
des hat da gstunkn

you know—when at our house (...)— the German (woman)

13 quilla Nachbarin; — quando=nui=facimm da mangia
this neighbour; when we do the cooking
o ange
or also
14 ~ ohdastinkts wieder nach dem Zigeuneresse und so
((pressed))
oh again it’s stinking from this gipsy food andsoon
15 (si mett=a crapi)

16 Apostino:

she goes to open
ming=ié c& daris& nu scuppolo:ne a chill r che!
if it was me I'ld give her a kick to this one

17 Alfredo: a fénestré=
the window
21:01 =e¢=3 metté=a — mna u:: — spritz spritz da Parfdm
and starts to (take) the — spray spray there perfume
02 ma
but r
03 m: °ma ma veramente®
but but is that true _
04 Alfredo: na=vo:t—si::na: | vo:it=i: — é: e;
((P)
once—  yes oncel
05 Agostino & qua/u/équella
((f, agitated))
isitthere/ the/ is it
06 (... .....) =
this one there (........ )
07 Alfredo: tornaté da[scolé [i hab gedacht komm jetzt in e
((mf))
came home from school 1 thought I am stepping into
08 ?: L((thud))
09 Agostino: Pscus™
L sorry
10 Alfredo:  Puffnei— so hat=s gstunke nach dem Zeug; -

brothel that’s how it was stinking from that stuff

((9)

it was stinking there
13 Agostino: m/a[ chillé vecchjé zaganoné
b/utthis i) 7 (T T — )
14 Alfredo: ‘-da die Mé:bl:
there the furniture
((follows second story by Alfredo about the German neighbour))

For the purpose of this discussion, it is useful to look at a de-interactionalized
version of the report (01-05) and narrative (06-08):

01 quandé a casa nostra mbé/ — a tedesché — quilla

02 Nachbarin; — quando=nuj=facimm da mangia o ange —
03 oh da stinkts= wieder nach dem Zigeuneresse und so

04 (si mette a crapi) a fénestré=e=si metté=a - m=na u:

05 spritz spritz da Parfim

06 na vo:t — na=vo:t ié e tornaté da scolé

07 i hab gedacht komm jetzt in e Puff nei — so hat=s gstunke
08 nach dem Zeug; — des hat da gstunkn

Although there is an overall tendency of the speaker to ‘glide’ from a more
Italian beginning of the turn into German, such that the turn terminates
more or less in that language, it is difficult to tell if the contribution as a
whole should be considered to be German or Italian. A number of language
alternations contribute to the neutral character of the contribution. Some of
them are already familiar to us. For instance, we notice thet transfer of
another person’s (the neighbour’s) speech. We are less familiar with the
instances of switching in lines 05 and 07/08. Both have to do with the internal
organization of Alfredo’s report and the subsequent narrative. Spritz spritz
da Parfiim (‘spray spray there perfum’) is the climax or upshot of the teller’s
report of what the neighbour does when the Italian family cook their meals™
and therefore marks a step in its internal build-up. On the other hand, the
switching after i€ e tornaté da scolé (‘1 came home from school’), sets off the
‘setting’ of the narrative against the ‘events’ (which are given in German).
Again, switching has a structuring function; it underlines the overall organi-
zation of the narrative in its constituent parts.

Frequent turn-internal code-switching of this type between German and
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Ttalian is responsible in the first place for the neutrality of Alfredo’s contribu-
tion with respect to the negotiation of the language of interaction. (Not being
a prototypical instance of transfer because of its length (cf. above, pp 78f),
reported speech is of relevance as well.) In fact, as documented in the original
version of the transeript, other participants intervene in both languages:
Agostino in Italian and Clemente in German. In this constellation, Alfredo’s
behaviour can be seen as a compromise between their conflicting prefer-
ences.’! Becoming a habitualized form of talk, frequent turn-internal switch-
ing of this type is also the beginning of a development which is restricted in
our data to Alfredo and his friends; it may eventually lead into abolishing
the preference for same language talk. For if more than one participant
frequently switch languages within turns (as Alfredo regularly, and the others
sometimes do) it becomes less and less relevant to speak of a language of
interaction forming the background against which instances of alternation
must be seen. Code-switching remains functional because of the contrastive
effect it has, but this effect isn’t any longer the consequence of calling into
| question or deviating from a base language.

: By using its position as a criterion, we can distinguish three groups of
switching. The first group occurs exclusively between turns. Attempts to
redefine the constellation of participants by getting into an ongoing conver-
sational sequence are cases in point. The second and largest group comprises
switchings that may either occur between turns or turn-internally, such as
the contraposition of two ‘keys’, of a superordinated and a subordinated
unit, or of two topics. Finally, a third group of discourse related switching
is restricted to turn-internal usage.

Apart from code-switching used to mark the ‘setting’ of a narrative
against its ‘events’, or set off the ‘events’ against the punch line (as in extract
(8)), language alternation frequently occurs in turn constructions such as
/answer/ & /account/ or /explanation of the answer/:

(9) (MG 81 A, 25)

01 m: viene anche il ragazzino piccolo?
the  small child will come too?
*02 Filomena: ‘tsnonviene(der) komt ja nicht mit
No s/he doesn’t (he) can't follow
03 odder
can s/he
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(10) (VIERER B 30)

11 m: eche—che cosa: m— che/ che film quale
andwhat what which/ which film which
12 programmavedete [ (.............. )
station do you watch (.......... )
*13 Agostino: italia; mei Vatter will ja
Italy; my father always
14 immer de Scheild Italienisch sehn

wants to watch this bloody Italian

Also, the goal may be differentiating various levels of saliency in the infor-
mation contained in the turn components, that is, marking what I call the
turn-internal thematic structure:

(11) (VIERER B 23-30)
((topic: Agostino’s cleaning job in a chemical factory))

23:11 Agostino: jaaberdort— darfscht erscht ab sechzehn
yes but there you are not allowed until 16
12 Alfredo:  erscht ab sechzehn=
not until 16
13 Clemente: =(siehabe) draufgschriebe daB er siebzehn Jahr

(they) wrotedown  that he was seventeen

14 wir(t); —
((follows narrative by Agostino about an accident in the
laboratories))

29:13 Clemente: des kann vergiftet werde=
it can be poisoned
14 Agostino: =Vergiftung -
poisoning
15 m: e deve stare attento che -
and he has to be careful to
*16 Agostino: deshalb an a/=ab sechzehn erst — ponné andaré 13
that’s why n/not until 16 — they can go there
30:01 m: mm

(12) (VIERER B31)
((topic: the parents’ liking for Italian television programmes))

06 m: ah anche a te; — anche anche a casa tua;
with you as well; — at your at your house as well;
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07 Agostino: | dene gfillt dann die alte — °die®
they (then) liketheold  the

*08 Alfredo: meine Mutter(.) sempre- “filmé
my mother  always ltalian
09 itagliané filmé italiané®

films ltalian films
10 Camillo:  jao:, manchmal komme ganz gute Filme manchmal
((acc. e dim.))
well, sometimes they have quite good films, sometimes

It should be noted in passing that distinguishing just two types of ‘information’
such as ‘new’ and ‘old’ (or thematic vs. rhematic structures) does not suffice
to account for the semantic structure of such turns as the ones marked by
asterisks. In order to describe the effect of turn-internal code-switching in
these cases, one has to qualify the thematic status of the turn components
in a more sophisticated way; one must distinguish several degrees of saliency.
In (12), meine Mutter (‘my mother’) is certainly the most salient element of
the turn, since it answers m.’s question and therefore introduces ‘new’ infor-
mation for him (the remainder of the turn, formulated in Italian, merely
states that Alfredo’s mother likes Italian films just as does Agostino’s father,
who was complaining before, cf. extract (10)). However, matters are more
complicated in (11) and cannot be captured by the simple dichotomy ‘new’
vs. ‘old’. Here, Agostino establishes a link to the topic of conversation pre-
ceding his rather elaborate narrative, i.e. lines 23:11-13 of our extract. The
information which is set off by the use of German in the construction of the
turn is not salient because it is new, but because it does this back-referencing
work. The Italian part of the turn (ponné andaré la, ‘they can go there’) is
almost redundant and could be reconstructed by every attentive listener. In
the German passage knowledge is made relevant that had been introduced
before the turn. It is this function, not the newness of the information, that
gives its more salient character.

In our data, turn-internal code-switching is also frequently organized in
a structure or format which can have various functions. It may be exemplified
by the following set of extracts:

(13) (NOCHMAL-MONOPOLY 17,1)

((Giacomo, Tiziano, Biagio and p. are playing ‘monopoly’. In the following
extract, Giacomo hits the ‘prison’ field, that is, according to the rules, he
has to pause for a round))
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01 Giacomo: eins zwei drei |vier fiinf
one two three four five

02 Biagio: vier fiinf|seks
four five | six
03 Tiziano: ha! | ((claps his hands))
*04 Giacomo: non & niendé ich
it's nothing 1
05 bin nur b/ fiir besikeha ha nur fiir Besitke —
((pia p))
only am a/ a visitor onlya visitor
*06 stoaguarda:resolda:ndé; non pa:rlé. non
I'monly having alook (I) don't speak. (I) don’t
07 (giova) rest:are.

(have to) stay.
08 Tiziano: (i) neanche, e(s) io vengo da te? -
neither (do 1), and (if) I come to you?

(14) (KOCHREZEPTE 9)
02 mo: la gita ti & piaciuta
did you like the excursion
03 Barbara: che:?
what?
04 mo: la gita; —
the excursion;
05 Barbara: quale; — ah non gi sono anda:to alla git — no.
which one; — ah I didn’t go there to the excursion — no.

*06 ich bin nicht gegangen;
I didn't go;
07 mo: come; — —
what;

((continues in Italian))

(15) (VIERER B:3/4)
((about films and film stars))

3:12 m: Charles Bronson
13 Clemente: ja, de/ der (isch Spitze du)
((P))

yes he/ he (is great you know)
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14 Agostino: 7al
((mf))

15 Camillo: *([..........)"

16 Clemente: komme glew/ glei die Frage —

they will co/come immediately the questions —

4:01 w=wo!:

where

vui chi ssé film - ihr denkt nur an Filme Camillus; -

you with your films—you only think of films Camillus; -

*02 Agostino:

03 Alfredo:  ja(als)o Filmefind |=i=it (..........)

well films I dont find (............ )

04 Camillo: |_( ................. )
05 Alfredo:  in letzte Zeitsind ma Filmesolang|weilich
((emphatic))

lately I find films so boring -
06 Agostino: genau
anctly

(16) (VIERER B:44)
((narrative about how Alfredo faked his father’s signature))

09 Alfredo: und denn,— hab=i- nichschte— Diktat war n Dreier

and then,— had I- thenext- dictationwasa ‘three’,

*10 era un tre — o fatto vedere a mia matr — mein.
((pit p))
was a ‘three’ — I showed it to my mother — my
11 Vatter den/ - der muB immer zuriickbléttern °(du) da®
father whom/—he’s always got to leaf back (you) there
12 gibtsn [ix
is nothing to keep him from that
13 Agostino: ja(a [u)
yes also
14 Alfredo guarda
l((r-'il'l f)
he looks

((continues in Italian))

[ shall speak of pseudo-translations here to designate turn components that
‘repeat’ what has been said in previous turn components in the other lan-
guage. Such an other-language repetition is quite different from a same-turn
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reformulation in the opposite code (cf. pp 52ff above). In the case of the
reformulation, the other-language item annuls the reparandum; in the case
of the repetition, a more complex relationship obtains between the pseudo-
translation and the translated turn component. This may be a specification,
an elaboration, a summary, etc., but in no case can it be a correction of a
‘wrong’ formulation. The structure is once again that of a turn-internal, same
speaker repair; however, the repair does not take back the first utterance,
but paraphrases it.

The ‘repetition’ can diverge from the first formulation in various ways
and by varying degrees. This is why we speak of ‘pseudo’-translations here.
In an example such as extract (16), the relationship between war n Dreier
and era un tre (‘it was a ‘three’) is that of semantic equivalence, that is, we
are dealing with a case of actual translating here. As a thought experiment,
one may imagine interchanging the two components; the first (formerly the
second) one would remain understandable without any restrictions. The same
thought experiment applied to extract (14) will give a slightly different result;
in this case, the German pseudo-translation ich bin nicht gegangen (‘1 didn’t
go') is elliptical with respect to the Italian version that immediately precedes
it (non gi sono andat alla gité — no, ‘I didn’t go there to the excursion, no’).
The deleted indication of the goal of the going must be inferred from the
first version. If interchanged, the now first, elliptical version could still be
understood by reference to preceding talk between mo. and Barbara; how-
ever, the second, non-elliptical version would appear to elaborate the preced-
ing one in the same turn, perhaps even to orient to some recipient’s problem
of understanding what ‘going’ the speaker was talking about at the moment.

Such an elaborative semantic relationship between the first and the
pseudo-translated item is indeed observed in extract (15). Here, the second
version isn't less, but more informative than the first. Thus, vui chisé film
(‘you with your films’) is clarified in the pseudo-translation by adding a verb
(ihr denkt nur an Filme Camillus, ‘you only think of films, Camillus’); at
the same time Agostino specifies or perhaps redefines his addressee by adding
an adress term.” Finally, in (13), the relationship between the German and
the Italian version is neither one of giving more nor one of giving less infor-
mation; Giacomo just formulates a different aspect of the same ‘underlying’
theme, i.e. that although he has to go to the ‘prison’ during a game of
‘monopoly’ (and therefore has to sit out one round), this in only a temporary
stay about which the other players should rejoice cautiously: (Ich bin) nur
fiir besiike (‘I'm only on a visit’) has a literal meaning quite different from
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sto a guardare soldandé (‘I'm only looking’); however, it can count as a
pseudo-formulation insofar as it expresses the same pragmatic meaning.

Looking at the functions of turn-internal pseudo-translations, we first
have to point to an important difference between this phenomenon and
(potential) inter-turn switching. Turn-internal switching is meaningful
because of the contrastive effect produced by juxtaposing two languages.
However, it does not introduce a new footing in the sense of contextualizing
an activity which requires the next turn taker to join in. Whatever turn-inter-
nal switching does, it does it without appealing to next speakers to follow.
Unlike say, initiating a new topic, which invites other participants’ agreement
and contributions, turn organization concerns only the current speaker; each
of the following speakers has to organize his or her turn independently.
Again, we observe parallel structuring on the levels of activity organization
and language choice: orientation to previous speakers is lacking in both cases
of turn-internal switching.

The functions of pseudo-translations in turn organization are several.
First among those in our data is that of emphasis: underlining an argument
or giving additional weight to a statement. This is comparable to monolingual
repetitions (cf. (13):05, the two productions of nur fiir bestike), or para-
phrases. Not enough is known about these two processes in monolingual
conversation; however, it would seem that paraphrases are much more fre-
quent than word-by-word repetitions. Paraphrasing might be preferred for
underlining or accentuating arguments and statements. That is, instead of
simply saying twice what one wants the other to believe, one tends to couch
it in different terms for the second version. In bilingual conversation, the
use of the other language suffices to mark such a second version as different
from the first.

In other cases, the pseudo-translation orients to a recipient’s possible
problems with understanding the first version. However, it does so without
correcting this version. The first turn component is supplemented by a second
which can accomodate the needs of a recipient possibly having troubles. In
such cases (extract (16) is a candidate), what is pseudo-translated will differ
from what is pseudo-translated when the speaker’s purpose is emphasis. In
the first case, the pseudo-translated utterances will tend to be ones whose
primary aim is to convey information of some type; statements that might
be contested, on the other hand, will be interpreted as receiving extra
emphasis if pseudo-translated. The difference becomes more evident if we
compare extracts (16) and (15). In (16), the era un tre gives a bit of information

FOLYVALENT LOCAL MEANINGS 91

which cannot be contradicted by the story’s recipient(s), for it is the teller himself
who has privileged access to this knowledge. What is at stake is the transfer
of his knowledge to other parties, and it is here that the pseudo-translation
becomes functional. In contrast, Agostina’s statement in (15):02 is a rather
direct reproach, and highly debatable. In this context of argumentation, the
function of the pseudo-translation is to underline the remark.

A third important function of pseudo-translations is related to turn-tak-
ing. It is well known? that the beginning of a turn is not merely the first
utterance of a speaker, but shows some characteristics of that position which
can only be understood by taking into account the turn-taking system. As
outlined above (cf. pp 32f), self-selection occurs whenever the present speaker
did not determine the next speaker. In constellations of more than two par-
ticipants, this will often lead into competition for the turn, in which case the
first starter is entitled to carry on. Of course, there may be more than one
starter, i.e. several participants may simultaneously talk after a transition
point has been reached. It is also in orientation to the actual or possible
occurrence of such simultaneous talking that many turns are organized into
at least two components, a pre-element and the central component. The pre
may be an uhm, a particle (well, yes, ok) or a formulaic expression (I mean,
let me just say one thing). In addition to (partially) forboding the ‘central’
move of the turn, such pres allow (potentially) competing participants to
begin with the articulation of sounds that demonstrate their willingness to
talk; however, they can be overlapped by other competing parties’ simultane-
ous talk without putting the contribution in danger of becoming uninterpret-
able. That is, turn-initial structures are used by participants to claim the turn;
however, because what they say, or hint at, is to be formulated more explicitly
in the central turn component, they are semantically ‘redundant’ enough to
tolerate simultaneous talk. In our data, some of the turn components that
are later pseudo-translated into the other language, stand in turn-initial posi-
tion and are susceptible to other parties’ competition. (In extract (15), there
is in fact simultaneous talk between Clemente and Agostino. ) In these cases,
the reformulation in the other language can retroactively turn the first version
into a pre, and the second into the full-fledged contribution. Note that it
would be wrong to take the whole structure (formulation plus other-language
pseudo-translation) as pre-planned; instead, one has to look at the first turn
component as an attempt to gain the floor by an utterance which is under-
standable in itself, although perhaps not very explicit. If this attempt is suc-
cessful, i.e., if no other party competes with the present speaker, or if all
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speakers cede to him or her after a period of simultaneous talk, the speaker
may use the pseudo-translated second turn-component to fill out his or her
turn.

On the level of preference related switching, i.e. on the level of finding
a common language of interaction, pseudo-translations maintain the balance
between the two languages. Whatever language the subsequent speaker may
choose, it will not stand in contrast to the present speaker’s (undecided)
choice. In this sense, switching for turn-internal organizational matters is
markedly different from switching in order to initiate a new footing (which
may also occur within a turn).

5. CONCLUSION

We have presented a model that accounts for the interactive meaning
of one of the most prominent forms of bilingual behaviour, i.e. the alternating
use of two languages during an interactive episode. The model was built on
some basic assumptions that can be summarized as follows.

First, our approach is essentially sequential, not ‘semantic’ in nature.
This is to say that the function of code-switching and transfer is not looked
upon as being solely derived from decontextualized ‘meanings’ of the two
languages, but as being embedded in the sequential development of the
conversation;this sequential development constitutes its primary and most
important context. Instead of correlating linguistic activities and the lan-
guages in which they are carried out, we have focused on transitions from
one language into the other. This led into the important distinction between
transfer (as related to units of speech from the other language) and code-
switching (as related to points of transition). Approaching language alterna-
tion from this angle, we didn’t have to start with preconceived conceptions
of what the ‘social meaning’ or the ‘value’ of the codes in the linguistic
repertoire of the speakers is, but were able to reconstruct this ‘value’ by
looking at how transitions between languages are used for various functions.

A sequential approach to language alternation treats language choice
as an additional level on which interactional cohesion is established in bilin-
gual conversation. Language choice can also be used to mark contrast. Such
code-switching interrupts conversational continuity in order to set off some-
thing that has been said before against something that will be said now (dis-
course related code-switching). On the other hand, code-switching that only
redefines the language of interaction was analyzed as participant related (that
is, as pointing to a speaker’s unbalanced bilingual competence, or to diverging
preferences for the two languages among participants). The working of dis-
course related code-switching as a contextualization strategy (in the sense of
Gumperz) that initiates new ‘footings’ (Goffman) can only be analyzed
properly in sequential terms. It is the outcome of a speakers’ compro-
mise between the necessity to contextualize a new activity and the
overall tendency of (most) bilingual speakers to accomodate their own
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!anguage choice to that of the preceding speaker(s). For this reason, it
is quite unreasonable to expect statistically convincing correlations between
is quite unreasonable to expect statistically convincing correlations between
acitvity types and language choice; such an expectation would disregard the
preference for same language talk. Code-switching is never determined by
the situation; it is a strategy that may but need not be used by an individual
speaker to contextualize an activity. Having more than one language at his
or her disposal is the bilingual’s advantage — an additional resource for
contextualization. However, he or she is free to use other (‘monolingual’)
contextualization techniques instead.

Secondly, the model proposed here is procedural, instead of just clas-
sificatory, Two basic distinctions relevant for the production and interpreta-
tion of language alternation were introduced and used to account for local
instances of meaningful language alternation. They can be put in the form
:of questions: (i) What is the structural basis of the signalling process? (If it
Is a unit, we are dealing with transfer, if it is a point, we are dealing with
code-switching.) (i) What is the object of the signalling process? (If it is an
aspect of the conversation, we are dealing with discourse related alternation,
if it is a property of the participants, we are dealing with participant related
alternation.) The two distinctions resulted in prototypical examples. In and
for specific contexts, switching becomes interpretable, and is produced such
as to be interpretable, e.g. as changing the constellation, or initiating a new
topic (discourse related code-switching); or as a move in a language negoti-
ation sequence (participant related switching). Transfer may take on, e.g.,
anaphoric back referencing functions (discourse related), or signal a speaker’s
lack of access to an item of the lexicon of the respective language (participant
related). But in addition to these prototypical instances the model allowed
us to account for non-prototypical instances between the ‘pure’ applications
of the two dichotomies as well. These latter cases become meaningful because
of their distance from or closeness to prototypical realizations. For instance,
we were able to describe one word answers as non-prototypical, because
they neutralize the distinction between transfer and code-switching, and turn-
internal code-switching as polyvalent, because it does not influence the sub-
sequent speaker’s language choice or the activity type of his or her utterances.

Thirdly, but in the same vein, the model presented here is, in the sense
of Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson (1974/78), both context sensitive and context
independent. In order to take part in bilingual interaction, members have
to dispose of some rather general ‘rules’ that are shared by all participants;
yet these ‘rules’ are flexible enough to be modeled to the needs of any new
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occasion. In the case of the turn taking system described by S8J, the context
independent core of the ‘turn-taking machinery’ is constituted by the turn
taking rules. Context sensitivity is built into these rules, a) by the fact that
it is not fixed in advance when turn transition becomes relevant, if present
speaker selects next speaker, if next speaker takes up the opportunity to
take over, if next speakers compete for the turn, if present speaker continues,
etc.; and b) by the fact that techniques are available that orient to the exis-
tence of the turn taking rules, but suspend their application (such as, for
instance, techniques to suspend the relevance of syntactically defined trans-
ition points). This context sensitivity accounts for the infinite number of ways
in which conversations vary in length, number of participants, length of turns,
distribution of turns among participants, and so on. In the case of our model
for bilingual language alternation, context independence is given by the two
basic dichotomies available to any member, and used by any participant
producing or interpreting functional language alternation. But again, in the
never identical sequential environments of alternation, the distinction
between transfer and code-switching, and that between participant and dis-
course related alternation, will not provide a local function unless these
environments are taken into account. Thus, context-sensitivity is given, a)
because the two dichotomous basic procedures stipulate four prototypes,
and render interpretable a number of polyvalent cases in between the pro-
totypes and b) because the prototypes themselves are meaningful in very
different ways in the varying contexts in and for which they occur. Thus,
discourse related code-switching may suggest redefining the constellation or
separate the setting from a narrative’s events, participant related code-switch-
ing may display a participant’s unwillingness, or his/her inability to speak a
language, and so on. Just as the turn taking rules plus their local application
regulate the transition from one speaker to the next, it is the basic procedures
for the production and interpretation of language alternation plus the local
context of their application that jointly provide participants with the informa-
tion necessary to decide on the function of a particular instance of alternation.
Our model has a number of consequences for research on bilingualism
as a whole. Dealing with one of its most important aspects from a conversation
analytic perspective, it implies a non-mentalist, pragmatic conception of bilin-
gualism. Just as the turn taking system is not just a feature of conversation,
but defines conversation from a members' point of view, our model defines
bilingualism as set of complex verbal activities. Matters of bilingual compe-
tence are only a part of the issue; they are relevant for defining bilingualism
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as a set of activities only insofar as members orient to them in the process
of displaying their own or ascribing to other conversationalists, relatively
better or worse competence in one of the two languages.

In this sense, the model is neither individualistic nor (macro-)sociolog-
ical. Both positions have been taken in research on code-switching and related
phenomena. The individualistic view reduces language alternation to the
whim of the individual speaker (a ‘stylistic’ issue); language alternation is
considered to be only accessible by introspection on the part of a code-switch-
ing speaker who has sole access to the reasons for his or her behaviour. In
this view, bilingual speech is a matter of mere chance mixing of languages,
possibly determined by cognitive parameters, and therefore alltogether non-
functional. According to our conception of bilingualism as social activity,
such chance mixing of languages is irrelevant to the degree that it cannot be
interpreted by co-participants either. If there is no way for the speaker to
get across what he or she wants to say, or if he or she does not even intend
to get anything across by using two languages, an interactional dimension of
bilingualism cannot come into play. It is quite sure though that bilingual
behaviour of this type is much more the exception than the rule.

On the other hand, there is the macro-sociological approach to (the
meaning of) language choice, usually associated with the question ‘who
speaks what language with whom and when’ (Fishman 1965) — let us call
this the 4W-approach. The 4W-approach takes the unproblematic existence
and relevance of patterns of language choice for granted. Being beyond the
individual speaker’s influence, these patterns are there to be followed by the
members of a bilingual community. Therefore, a social conception of bilin-
gualism as a collection of norms for the selection of one language or the
other disregards the meaningfulness of language alternation just as much as
the individualistic approach does. The present analysis avoids both extremes
which seem to be pitfalls created by a purely psychological/ psycholinguistic,
or a purely sociological/ sociolinguistic point of view. It relegates matters of

language choice and alternation to the stage on which they become relevant
in the first place: to conversation, It is only here that a linguistique de la
parole can take its point of departure. Here, individuals are in inter-action:
they behave neither like pawns in a preestablished game has that been devised
and set beforehand (4W-approach), nor do they act out their individualistic
whims. Instead, they engage in a subtly coordinated exchange. In the case
of bilinguals, language choice is both a topic of (language negotiation) and
a means for organizing (contextualizing) this exchange. Both aspects are not

‘T'
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just deeply social, for they are social activities, or partsl of SLIC!'I, but also are
inseparable from individual participants, for only their continuous efforts
sustain interactional involvement. .
The ‘status’ or ‘value’ of the languages of a bilingual community can
partly be analyzed via an investigation of language alternation in convar:sa—
tion. This is particularly relevant in a case like that of the seﬂ:cond. or th‘lrd
generation of guest workers in Europe where matters of prestige will (.ie'c:dc
upon the future bilingualism of the community. Given the.eno'rmcms difficul-
ties that face any researcher who wishes to extract valid attitudinal st'ﬂtements
from interviews, or to collect them by means of testing, the analygls of con-
versational language alternation opens up an interesting alternative. First,
of course, preference related switching is to be cunf-:idercd. It tells us whether
the speaker is ready to insist on the language of t.m‘; or her prefe;ence !'m.d.er
more or less favourable conditions (type of co-participant, respone%ave or initia-
tive position, ete.). Second, the direction of discourse related switching nlmst
be taken into account. From the activities that typically are contextualized
by switching into a given language the status of this language can be irllferrcd
in more indirect ways than language negotiation sequences permit. For
instance, it is possible to relate to the description of the status of a langu‘age
such findings as the one that Italian migrant children in Constance swntc.h
into German (or, in some cases, into the southern Italian dialect of their
parents) for less formal genres, for joking/ funny comments, when thmy‘are
‘on the defensive’ in embarassing contexts, for subord}natcd (?r side-
sequences, and so on. It may also be observed that a variety is only d{splayed
as having some positive status in this more indirect way.-but not in ov'ert
language negotiation sequences. (This, for instance, app}les.to the Italian
dialectal variety). Inshort, a close look at language altcmatl?n is often reveal-
ing for the analysis of the varieties’ status in the repertoire of the speech
community. . o
In the more general framework of ‘sociolinguistics’, the 1r3vest|gatmn.0f
code-switching and transfer therefore plays an important rnle_m the descrip-
tion of a community’s (or, an individual’s) linguistic repertoire. To see th_e
importance, and also the generality of the phenomenon, the reader. is
reminded that both transfer and code-switching are not restricted to 'lﬁ!l]ll‘l-
gual’ communities/ speakers in the orthodox sense of the word. Just as switch-
ing between two ‘languages’, speakers may alternate between a (near—')stan-
dard and a (near-)dialect variety in their repertoire. As most !:u:ople dlsp.crse
of more than one variety, alternation has an enormously wide field of possible
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occurrence.

The analysis of language alternation is best seen as part of the much
wider business of dealing with ‘variation’ in natural language. There are of
course various ways of investigating variation, the best known probably being
the one outlined in the work of Labov and his school. However, it seems
that the variable rule approach can only cope with a specific type of variation,
and is unable to integrate the whole field of research. It is restricted to the
analysis of how statistical means of variable realizations of a parameter
stratify according to socio-economic status, age, sex, and so on. Individually
meaningful variation, that is, variation of certain parameters or groups of
parameters that are locally interpretable and functional, cannot be captured
in such an approach. A broader view on variation must center around Gum-
perz dictumn that “a language is not a sociolinguistic prime” (1984a: xxx). It has
to start from the notion of the linguistic repertoire and must encompass all
types of variation in this repertoire. Based on their analysis, the internal
structure of the repertoire becomes visible, and through this structure, the
status of its elements (languages, dialects, single variants).

Some of the more important types of repertoire variation are a) switching
and transfer as the joint variation of a number of variables in the same
direction and in locally functional ways; b) shifting between poles of the
repertoire, i.e. the gradual and again locally meaningful transition from a
way of speaking, e.g. closer to a dialectal pole to one closer to a standard
pole; and ¢) code-fluctuation beyond the level of individual (local) interpreta-
bility, but globally related to such parameters as the ones described by Labov
and others.” Different speech communities are characterized by the different
types of repertoire variation. Some communities may only permit switching,
others switching and shifting, again others neither of them. Code-fluctuation
will always be present, but vary in degree. The final step in the analysis
consists in defining ‘varieties’. Here, it is determined, for instance, if there
are sharply delineated, “focussed™”* codes, or if the repertoire is diffusely
structured. For such a reconstruction, the contextual-conversational descrip-
tion of the various types of variation takes on primary importance, for this
description is the basis of all higher order generalizations about ‘varieties’
and their roles.

For a linguist neither interested in bilingualism nor in ‘socio-linguistics’,
what has been said here may still seem to be quite irrelevant for his or her
work. I would like to conclude by pointing to some aspects of this discussion
that I believe are central for linguistic theory in a way that decidedly goes
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beyond problems of code-switching and its analysis. During the last few
years, it has become more and more accepted in linguistics that a proper
understanding of the working of language as a means to communicate, that
is, of understanding and making oneself understood, must not be restricted
to the ‘classic’ levels of linguistic analysis. Additional systems of signalling
were investigated — prosody, non-verbal communicational codes, rhythmic
coordination, etc. — and larger levels of structuring were considered (texts,
conversations). The theoretical innovations that have changed our concep-
tion of language seem more important to me than this broadening of the
focus in various directions, however. There is an increasing convergence of
opinion on the view that language cannot be analyzed properly in structural
terms alone, but that structural analysis must be complemented by a pro-
cedural investigation of how structure is being put into use, that is, of how
understanding and producing linguistic utterances occurs as a temporal
achievement. This has led to a dynamic rethinking of the notion of context.
Context is no longer taken as something static, but as the ever changing
aspects of the speaker’s and hearer’s environment that participants consider
to be relevant to the production or interpretation of the utterance. What a
context is is determined/ negotiated by participants themselves. Here, Gum-
perz’ notion of contextualization is of fundamental importance. If context
(in the wide sense of ‘relevant knowledge’) is not given but has to be made
available, the strategies by which this is done have to be analyzed in their
own right. The techniques by which we signal what the context is are them-
selves to a large degree linguistic. They comprise, and justify the investigation
of, intonation, rhythm, tempo, etc., but also of word choice, phonetic vari-
ation, morpho-syntactical variation — and code-switching. In order to com-
municate, participants must not only concatenate morphemes in meaningful
ways, they must also take care that these semantic structures are interpreta-
ble. Our analysis of language alternation has demonstrated how this can be
done for one particular way of signalling.



NOTES

1. Cf. M.I.G. (n.d.) for a discussion of grammatical and socio-linguistic aspects of language
alternation among Italian migrant children in Constance (W.-Germany),

2. In the data used here, syntactic constraints are of relevance in no more than about 5% of all
(intra- and interturn) instances of language alternation. In Pfaif’s work on turn-internal Spanish-
English code-switching in the USA (n.d.), 84% of all instances of alternation related to single
lexemes: 6% related to whole sentences, Zentella (1981), counting only intra-turn switching as
well, reports 26.5% single lexeme and 23% full sentence alternation only.

3. Also cf. Gumperz (1982), Lipski (1978) and Timm (1975) on the syntax of code-switching. It
should be noted that the languages investigated by these authors are all Indoeuropean; therefore,
Poplack’s constraints should not be treated as universal (cf. Nartey 1982 for a critical evaluation).

4. For a recent discussion, cf. Breitborde (1983) and the comments on his paper in volume 39
of the International Journal of the Sociology of Language. Classical analyses have been brought
forward by Gumperz (Blom & Gumperz 1972), and by Fishman, Cooper & Ma (1971). Also cf.
Gal (1979) and Scotton & Ury (1977).

5. Such a case is reported by Fitzgerald (1975).
6. Cf. below, pp. B1ff, for example.

7. Gumperz' writings are rather more vague than is suggested in this short summary of his ideas
on code-switching. In fact, some of his recent remarks on the issue (Gumperz 1984a) as well as
the general sociolinguistic theory outlined in his work imply that a clear cut distinction between
metaphorical and situational code-switching is impossible and even mistaken. A detailed critique
of Gumperz' work on code-switching can be found in Auer (1984).

8. This, of course, isn't just an empirical, but a theoretical issue concerning the conceptualization
of the ‘social situation’.

9. Zentella mentions this in passing (p. 246f); however, she doesn’t make use of it for the expla-
nation of the meaning of language alternation. Also, being subsumed under the factor group “out
of the mouth”, the importance of this finding for the other types of code-switching (for instance,
for the children's accomodation to adult and other partners, discussed on pp 166£f) is obscured.

10. I wish to underline at this point that ‘conversation analysis’ always refers to ‘ethnomethodolog-
ical conversation analysis” here, There is no space to explicate the theoretical and methodological
principles of this approach. Readers are referred to the volumes edited by Schenkein (1978 and
n.d.), Psathas (1979 and n.d.), Sudnow (1972). Recent developments in Great Britain arc sum-
marized in Heritage (1984). Monographs on conversation analysis are in preparation in English
{Heritage) and German (Auer/Bergmann/Kallmeyer/Streeck/Uhmann).




102 BILINGUAL CONVERSATION

11. Among the few exceptions are Valdés & Pino (1981) and Jordan & Fuller (1975).
12, Cf. Volofinov's quest for a materialist approach to meaning (1929).

13. This method is mainly advocated in Gumperz (1982). Some of the unresolved problems with
this way of proceeding are discussed in Auer (1984).

14. A detailed discussion of these definitional issues concerning ‘bilingualism’ can be found in
Auer (1981).

15. This is the title of an article on hesitation phenomena in conversation by Good (1978),

16. Cf. Cook-Gumperz & Corsaro (1976: 13f) for the notion of ‘interactional episode’. An episode
is delimited by certain boundary activitics (establishing and resolving co-presence). Different
language choices for different interactional episodes which are clearly independent are not con-
sidered to constitute language alternation.

17. Other investigators have used the terms ‘transference’ and ‘integration’,
18, For instance, Scotton & Ury (1977) or Poplack (1981b).

19. Perhaps the most frequently mentioned is phonological or morphological adaption of the
lexical item in question to its ‘other language’ environment, Such adaption frequently is quite
unsystematic though and is sometimes clearly a ‘performance’ phenomenon; on the other hand,
even regularly or exclusively used ‘other language’ items may remain unadapted, especially if the
languages in contact are typologically close, Frequency, i.e. consistency of usage of the item in
question (cf. Mackey (1970)), is also theoretically questionable; for the variable use of two lexical
itemns with similar or almost identical meaning is in itself no proof of their belonging to different
languages. It may be the case, for instance, that Italian children in Germany use Fehler and errori
(‘mistakes’) variably just in the way Italians would use errori and shagli. Recently, Grosjean
(1982: 290f) tried to define ‘interference’ as “the involuntary influence of one language on the
other” occuring in interactions between bilinguals and monolinguals, and language alternation
as the voluntary switching between languages taking place among bilinguals. However, the criter-
ion ‘voluntariness’ seems to be of little use since language alternation isn't always conscious either,
and it is surely impossible to prove it to be so. Situational differentiation according to the type
of coparticipant disregards the fact that ‘convergence’ may be a matter of context and not
(adequately) observable in interactions between monolinguals and bilinguals: among bilinguals,

both types of variation occur, and Grosjean's differentiation does not help us to tell one from
the other.

20, Foramore detailed discussion the reader s referred to Auer (1983: 309ff) and Auer (n.d.b).
21. A discussion of other types of variation can be found in Auer & Di Luzio (1983a & b).

22. Instances of language alternation on the one hand, and instances of of convergence and
mixing on the other, are separated by the decisive criterion of local functionality. It may be
misleading to subsume all these phenomena under the heading of ‘marques transcodiques’ (Lidi
& Py 1983; Del Coso-Calame, De Pietro & Oesch-Serra, n.d.) unless it is noted that this category
is only a linguists’ construct.

23, Cf. M.I.G. (n.d.); also di Luzio (1983) for a programmatic summary, and the articles by
Auer, Bierbach, d'Angelo and di Luzio in the volume edited by Dittmar & Mioni (n.d.).

NOTES 103

24. An obvious parallel to this argument against classificational approaches to code-switching
and transfer is the generative eritique of structural linguistics. In both cases, what is at stake is a
creative, dynamic vs. a normative, static notion of linguistic behaviour.

25, The term is tuken from Goffman (1979).

26, Cf. Jefferson (1978) for a description of similar problems w;t.h ‘getting rid of’ the speaker
role after complex turns — in her case, post possible story completions.

27. Cf.Cook-Gumperz & Gumperz (1976) and Gumperz (1984b); for a summary on research on
contextualization, see Auer (n.d. a).

28. A typical example of the restriction of the concept of language alternation to this category
is Fishman's treatment in his introduction to sociolinguistics (Fishman 1971: 371f).

29. This method was also used in the discussion of extract (1) above.

30. Cf, Fitzgerald (1975) and Erickson & Shuliz (1977) on redundal:lcy. Also note that difficulties
in understanding contextualization cues are hard to clarify via repair sequences, when compared
to repairs on form or content & la Schegloff, Jefferson & S;Iacku (1977). This reduced possibility
to safeguard intersubjectivity through other-initiated repairs seems to be counterbalanced by

multi-channel signalling.

31. There is also a change of addressee selection involved in this case, as Daniela exclusively
addresses b. in 06 whercas 01-05 are cither directed at a. or at a. and b.

32. Scaling down is regularly used to forcshadow disagreement; cf. Pomerantz (1975) and, for
German conversations, Auer & Uhmann (1982).

33. Cf. Lectures, 9.4.1971.

34. See D'Angelo (n.d, a) for examples of members’ co-categorizations of preference of usage,
attitudinal preference, competence, and situational adequacy.

35. Cf. Auer (1981: 72ff). In the case of self-ascriptions, things are more complicated, as self-praise
is a dispreferred activity, Some of the multiple ‘constraints’ on ascriptions are analyzed in
Pomerantz's work on compliment responses (Pomerantz 1978).

36. In a somewhat parallel fashion, monolingual speakers adapt their ‘accent’ to each other if
they want to affiliate with their partners (cf. Giles 1973 and alsa Giles & Powesland 1975).

17. Cf. Barber (1973). Among some of the children investigated in Constance, there is a tendency
to reduce the importance of the preference for one ‘language of interaction’. We will come back
to this problem in Chapter 4, pp 81ff below.

38. In German, a good terminological distinction has been coined by Stolt (196_4)-, her terms
‘Umschaltung’ (switching) and ‘Einschaltung’ (transfer) avoid collision with the notion of transfer
in language contact and in second language acquisition research. However, it is hard to translate

it into English.

39. This, of course, is Gumperz’ famous argument against the notion of ‘interference’ _(c'f. Qu'm—
perz 1967). Alsocf. Liidi & Py (1984: 112f) who argue very convincingly for carefully distinguishing
between the linguist’s and the language user’s point of view.
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40. Not just any kind of pre-item hesitation may be interpreted as a speaker’s display of (momen-
tary) lack of competence in the language of interaction (i.e., as displayed ‘ease of access’ in the
switched-to language). For instance, the transfer schlimm in extract (4) occurs in the context u
Mann e:: chiste: chit sch — chiit schlimm angoré, but does not seem to relate to competence at
all. Apparently, only immediately preceding hesitations are a good indicator. That there is some
relationship between hesitation phenomena and language alternation has been noted several
times in the literature. But obviously, it is completely mistaken to correlate both parameters, as,
for instance, Beardsley & Eastman (1971) do in their study on English-Swahili ‘language alterna-
tion’. The authors found a positive correlation; however, this finding only obscures the interactive
structures it is derived from by quantitatively combining two phenomena which have fundamen-
tally different local meaning (I'.ransfcrl_ and transfer ). Itis not hesitation which ‘causes’ language
alternation, nor does language alternation ‘cause’ speakers to hesitate. Instead, hesitations, where
they do occur, have a marking function and provide the recipient with cues regarding the interpre-
tation of his or her utterance.

41. For a further explication of this idea, of. Auer & Di Luzio (1983a).

42, Tt can be found in the Constance corpus that the same speaker treats one item as tnzmsst‘c:rp
at one time, and as transfer, at another time. For instance, it regularly occurs that other-language
items are introduced as such when they are first mentioned in an episode; further occurrences,
however, will be unmarked. Also, ‘formal’ situations may make a bilingual feel compelled to
obey monolingual ‘norms’, which may lead into more frequent marking. Finally, there is of course
a transsituational development; frequently used formerly other-language items become more and
more usual and part of both varieties (i.e., the overlapping area between them). At some point
in this development, what has been variation may disappear so that only one (the formerly marked
other-language item) is the accepted expression, This final step in the ‘integration process’ seems
not to have been reached for any item in the sociolinguistic situation this discussion is based on.

43, An instance of a game-transfer is discussed in Auer (1982).

44, The distinction goes back to Goodwin (1981). Behaviour displaying a claim to recipient status
may include ‘continuers’ (Schegloff 1982), eye contact or at least one-sided gaze at the speaker,
bodily orientation towards the speaker, etc., if occurring simultaneously with the speaker’s turn.
If one looks beyond the present turn, it may be any next utterance tied to the first.

45. Cf. Behrens and Jaeger (n.d.).

46. By behaving as she does, Fiorella not only displays her unwillingness, but also her incompe-
tence to use [talian. At the same time, she attributes good bilingual competence to b, who is
supposed to act as the interpreter. B.'s subsequent refusal (o accept this ‘role’ must be seen as a
rejection of at least the first competence ascription. It implies: ‘you can speak Italian well enough
to interact directly with the Italian dominant girls' (cf. Auver 1981 for details).

47. On the basis of a broader collection of data it could be shown that the status of m. or t. as
adult participants is relevant to explain this fact. Children compete among themselves for privileges
to approach and interact with (certain) adults. Being able to get all of their attention seems to
be tantamount to sharing at least some of their power and status,

48, Cf. Kallmeyer (1978).
49, Cf.Sacks & Schegloff (1973: 295ff) on adjacency pairs and conditional relevance.
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50, Cf. d’Angelo (n.d. a) for a description of a possible conflict between individualistic and
episode-specific preference.

51. For the role of the dialect in the [talian repertoire of the children, cf. d’Angelo (n.d. b) and
di Luzio (1984).

52. Nora is one of the youngest in our group (aged 8 at the time of the recording) and one of
the very few who display a better competence in and a preference for Italian.

53. Other prosodic parameters may contribute to interactional/textual cohesion as well, for
instance, consistency of amplitude or tempo.

54. This, of course, is only true ceteris paribus. The weighting of preference related code-switching
also depends on such things as the ‘authority’ of the co-conversationalist, the ‘formality’ of the
situation, and so on,

55. This reformulation quite often leads into competence related trouble and cannot be brought
to an end without the help of some other participants. Cf. extracts 17:19 and 18:14.

56. This third party may be the speaker himself/herself, i.e. the time-out may be organized as a
soliloquy. Cf. Auer (1983h) on the interactional functions of such solilogquies, in monolingual
and bilingual conversation.

57. The reader will have noted that time-out transfer is embedded in a side sequence and implies
adressee change. If the speaker chooses to contextualize either of them via code-switching, we
will find phenomena such as the ones that have been discussed above, in 3.1.1. and 3.1.2. (cf.
pp 32 ff and pp 39 ff).

58. A description such as the one presented here is very reminiscent of Gumperz' analysis of
code-switching (Gumperz 1982) which he calls ‘semantic’ because it relates the meaning of the
alternating use of two language to the attitudes and values ascribed to these languages. Above,
I have expressed my skepticism regarding this approach (cf. p 4). This skepticism is due to
Gumperz’ claim that semantic values are used to generate conversational meaning of language
alternation on each occurrence. As shown in this chapter, discourse related code-switching is
quite frequently related to much more mundane tasks, i.e. to the organization of the on-going
conversation. However, in the case of transfer (on the lexical level, but also on the level of sayings
and proverbs), matters seem to be different. In fact, Gumperz' analysis seems to hold primarily
for some lexical items which are heavily loaded emotionally, or pertain to the migrants’ ‘identity’,
and whose usage can in fact have the effect Gumperz claims for code-switching. Cf. Del Coso-
Calame, De Pietro and Oesch-Serra (n.d.) for another example of discourse related transfer of
this ‘identity rich’ type.

59. For a general discussion of the topic cf. Giilich (1978).
60. Volofinov himself takes the first tendency (“linear style™) as being characteristic for both
direct and indirect speech, whereas he relates the second tendency (“pictorial style”) to mixed

forms between indirect and direct reported speech. 1 take a slightly different point of view in
claiming that the two tendencies are both manifest in direct reported speech.

61. Cf. Rosch (1975) and (1977) for a psychological discussion of category siructure around
prototypes. Rosch’s work suggests that from the point of view of cognitive processes, classifications
are not based on criterial features that define category membership, but on closeness to or distance
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from a prototypical representation. However, Rosch’s notion of prototypicality is restricted to
perceptual and cognitive fields for which language(s) provide lexicalized names; in our case, such
lexemes are not available. We are dealing with how participants interpret certain verbal activities.
At the present stage of research on prototypes, it is unclear if this should make a theoretically
interesting difference. I would think it does not.

62. The ethnomethodological concept of using (instead of ‘following’) a ‘rule’ is directly related
of course to Wittgenstein (1958/1976, §186 ef passim). Also cf, Mehan (1979: 162ff.)

63. Other instances of discourse related usages of preference related alternation are antagonistic
switching and switching on non-first firsts. For a discussion of the latter, sec Auer 1984, Also cf.
the discussion of extract (2), pp 20ff above.

64. Cf. Sacks (1975) and (1978). In these articles, the reader will find a detailled discussion of
the internal structure of (‘dirty’) jokes and of their sequential embeddedness, Both cannot be
treated here in any depth. Some general remarks on joke telling in the group of Italian children
investigated in the Constance M.1.G. project are to be found in Bierbach (n.d.).

63. Tt should be noted that because there is no preestablished point of return that can be predicted
from the very beginning of the other language passage we are dealing with code-switching and
not with transfer in this passage.

66. Incidentally, this is also true for discourse related transfer, although the transfer of a single
lexical item may be less conclusive evidence than code-switching,

67. This also holds, to a somewhat lesser degree, for discourse related switching purpose of
redefining the constellation (cf, the data presented on pp 32 ff above). The language chosen for
the proposed new constellation is in a part of the materials the preferred language of the addressee;
thus, addressee change from participant A to participant B may be accompanied by switching
from language x into language v if x is the language of interaction, but y is B's preferred language,
If this preferred language is also the one preferred by the code-switching speaker (as in examples
(1), (2) and (6) in chapter 3) — so much the better. In the opposite case, the intended addressee’s
preferred language is a fourth factor to be taken into account in addition to that of the speaker,
the necessity to mark a new footing, and the preference for same language talk.

68. The syntactic category of the lexical items might be relevant, One could imagine that verbs
are more readily interpreted as elliptical remnants of sentences than nouns; the former are also
much less frequently transferred.

69. This is quite different from the case of polyvalent language alternation between participant
and discourse related switching. When the object of the signalling process does not correspond
to the prototypical cases, the interpretation becomes richer, for it can be carried out on various
levels (cf. 4.1.). In contrast, when the structural basis of the signalling process becomes diffuse,
interpretation becomes less rich.

70. This utterance is characteristically formulated by an onomatopoetically used verb (the dup-
licated verb stem spritz).

71. This recording was made three years after the recording VIERER. As will have been noted,
Agostino’s preferences have changed completely during that period.

72. This semantic type of pseudo-translation is in fact very similar to using turn-internal code-
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switching to distinguish between a turn-initial answer to a preceding question and a subsequent
other-language account as in extracts (10) and (11).

73, Cf. Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson 1974/1978: 32.

74. See the more detailed discussion of these three types of variation in Auer & Di Luzio (1983a
&b),

75. See Le Page (1978).
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APPENDIX: TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS

Transcription conventions follow those used in conversation analysis (cf,
Schenkein (ed.) 1978), with some amendments.

A. Sequencing

Temporal ordering in natural discourse corresponds to the
direction of reading: from left to right, and from top to bot-
tom. (No “Partitur™!)

() Phonetic pauses between turns are not marked. Turn-inter-
nal phonetic pauses are marked unless they coincide with
tone group boundaries whose final intonation contour is rep-
resented by punctuation marks.

- Latching, that is, two turns are not seperated by a pnuucu.
pause. The sign is also used for turn-internal slurring of
words, and for clitics.

Longer pauses are transcribed by dashes (ca. 0.2 sec.)

(1.5) or indications in seconds, given in round brackets.
Simultaneous talk is indicated by squared brackets running
across two or more speakers’ lines.

B. Phonetic transcription

Italian and German orthographic conventions are followed,
but dialectal forms are captured as detailled as this is possible
without using phonetic alphabet.

é stands for schwa in the Italian passages,

? for a glottal stop.
In the English translation, passages that are Italian in the
original are italicized.

C. Prosody
X Italicized vowels have sentence stress;
X word accent is marked by * and * in the Italian passages.
Tk, Intonation contours were only marked very superficially.

As usual in conversation analysis, punctuation marks indi-
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cate the final contour of a tone group (strong rising, rising,
falling, strong falling).

were used to transcribe a sudden change of pitch level
between tone groups,

means ‘piano’, Apart from that, musical expressions were
used to indicate tempo, loudness, etc..

Lengthening is marked by a colon.

cancels prosodic or other transcriber’s comments given in
double brackets before.

In-breath, out-breath;
laughter;

break-off;

implosive;
transcriber’s comment;
not understandable:
transcription doubtful;

tWo versions by different transcribers,
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