LINGUISTICSIHRIES FH R E]
TR R
SN B A SR R S

& HOFE

A Socio-cognitive Approach to Interpersonal
Meaning of Code-switching

FH UL INEY=$ AL
— HEINATESE

( FELhR )

@xﬁﬂx# LR A

SHANGHAI 10 TONG UINIVERSITY PRESS




LINGUISTICSIHRES FH R
BT R
SN T A SR B SR T

& FOF

FE RS B\ B 25 S
HEAHISE

(BECIR).




WRERE
AHEAEHE TR, RGO T IR R ARE L =/ EEX
B EGHHE RRAHENSHECHDTENLE. EHEKEMADE
FEMHEPRRITEBERAR A SETENES R RBEETHA
B RS AR NRIE T AT A2 WEE, 8 TIARIEF E0EIE N
W AR B B B s FUFFRE T 87 4R

EHBEMRBECI PEIE

BT AR AL S S/ A, — . b
VR AT I R 2 iR AL, 2014

ISBN 978 -7 -313-11090 - 9

1. @i 1.0#- . O#LESTHE-HE V.OHO
b [ BRA B 54 CIP A% 5 (2014) 48 075000 &

AL A AL A LR R AR R
GrEETXLEHIAALAMNE EFE A RATREA A A

IFRERAREXHHSINAT R (EXR)

2 Z.®

HRET: Y FA4L ¥ HRAE #o k. FEHESRK G E
B B 45 55 . 200030 B - 3&: 021-64071208

H R A BER

£ Bl. REBILEESHERAT %2 . cEFERE

7 & . 880mm % 1230mm 1 /32 20 3Kk: 9.625

s . 283 FF

bR K204 F6 BE 1K £ K. 201456 B 1 KEBR
=t = . ISBN978-7-313-11090 -9 /H

£ #: 38.00 ¢

BRAEFRE ®RR2R
TR E NRUAPHORABAMES DR RENKR
BX R 81E . 025 - 83657309



F¥

AL X T HEGERI RN CERZLR T HREF R
FER 2, BEEEMEE —EN Z M MER. B0t
B Fre R RSN EE R, R R B AERE - TR RLE.
2007 4% AJUIRIWE R 22 40302 Be MU 1 -5 7, 2011 4R EE0L
B, B T EE SRR RS’ 5 A A S
DL, AR E A LR A . SRR A R
BT AR, R ARG 822 R BT ST RE S Ak v 11 .

RFTWF R B R TERD e e, b AT 58 H 2 TR A 5 B A PR
B M S IARBE . 1B (Code Switching) 278 MU 8L £
EHAEERRREE D, ZEFAMMBZMIES 75 308 ARH
A, FEARRIES Bl 2Pt e % I, Z P 2B F ¥ s X
AR Z ki, E& M AR KBEBF ST ERCR . XL
SR X6t VB A A W 1 5K R L T BB DA R R R AR O AT TR
Hit, SESHRMHR R, BFHEHXARRLERTRTN
14 45 5 B

B4 A B 9T 2 A 9 AR A O T A AT B AL R S
FDEEEFMANAETENER R, REBHERSSEMA
PR SCHIAEBRTT . DA 15 79 A B 5T SCHR AR 2 st 4R 5 1 T e ik
(S5 M ASIE AL S T RE SR A 2 E I R At S R, HER
W R BEAREZEREREEASEMNARE LK SR, N TiEH
A S RRIE 541 2 T BB 22 (8] 4 fa] 3k &R AY , L[] 2 0 4] 3 1 TA
HIRAESTBUM , 1 R HEAT LA MRS . T LA, 8 1 A 98 3
FECAE SN A TR R R N PR B BRI T A

| 1|



BERERAREXHUESAEHR

TIEFESEH SIS R ARG AR, R IEN RS
WA AL R, RAB - 008, BiEFERIAGIES S
AR A A AL S e 1 AR A 208 5 5% MR — 7 2% 1 38 LAY
WERT HEAAE T FHIE, 3 AL &IE F S50 B A 4 i A1

PEJUARR, AL B LR 498 30, R 0 iR At 2 —ik
HEMAHRIIES . FRAMABH B REBEBE. B2 TES
PREBAERE RO AN Z—FORE. AL CRES S
RE,ANREXATHREANLRE, £ETHME S %0 IHEM
BRI LA T ARCB N E R F SR A, WNEHS Y
N E R A B RN, T —Fal T LB THREMB
FERORA , 75 205 2B BRFIAE F7 . X A0 18 4 0 98 3078 X 07 T A
TREFRER MR BTN HINIE S 20 B — 8Bt k5
L SETFHIEBERAR, A SIE T EHIE LRI RG
TR G S B R BT A TR R R R — SR R
FTALSEB LR, AN HE T ESIAT R R 5T
WHE T 2R BEIE A, AHREFTEHINNIE T FB 2R X
BEFRARME T — 6,

YR I B I AR A AR 3 R 25 2%, T 2 0 15 9 A 1k
R FE SR, 75 F 0B R o bR & 7 5 2
B SHOIARHRIERMN . ERERARE LB GEREE
BEE LR —FOIARRIE . fEE R T4 S g 3 B BE AIA
ERFR EREHE O REEDERNL Y RNIES e
FUOARIE 3, BSL T — 4007 75 A5 5 e sh 25 E 4 A B 38 LA R T
N X R — AR 0B AR BB . X IR RR A S b
PR EL ARG, 7 B BRI . R 1 M AT TR A A R A
15 85 4 A A SR DA L A R T L R 0 M i
FE— Lo AR BN B AR O15 1 55 e 1 N B 3 SR 1 B A 45
NIRRT R R M sh B ST AR R



F

& EH PRt S 2R AR, BEXAEEFHRMA#HEL A
IHEE S bR B rh, A REN M. HR R TR RS
HMREE IFEANLS T L BOB S, WIEDERNES S
X EAEEMHRERREC RN ETEMRITWEELESFZ—. Ak
HIAR A B IT TR R R N B B B R — MR IR, E R
MH LR EB S L B AL LHIAAIE T FHIL B A%
(T8 5 B R XTI 22 B B LK RE O AL BB Y T , LA RE
BB SC S 9 SE 7 T 6 UM 1R R T A AR T S AR A
RSO IR E M E R EIRMAZ ), BAELEEXTH
HHAR T A E R RS, R R 3 R PR, B i A X A
ANMB R BL R R R EREH BT ES5AES
F G FE RS BT IE 89 S N S B 75 T T B 5 BT 5T AL H R A R
RATTHEK .

H 3 A&
20134 11 H 8 H



Abbreviations and Transcription Conventions

AT = Appraisal Theory
CA = Conversation Analysis
CL = Cognitive Linguistics
CO = Cognitive Operation
CS = Code-switching

EC = Embedded Code

EL = Embedded Language
F = Figure

FGC = Figure-Ground Conversal

FGR = Figure-Ground Reversal

G = Ground

IMC= Interpersonal Meaning Construction
LM = Landmark

() = background information for

a discourse

“n

= direct quotations

[ ] = para-linguistic information

MC = Matrix Code

ML

Il

Matrix Language

MLF = Matrix Language Frame model
MM = Markedness Model

LP = Linguistic Practice

MCS = Metaphorical Code-switching
RCM = the Rational Choice Model
RO = the rights-and-obligations set
SAT = Speech Accommodation Theory
SFL = Systemic Functional Linguistics
SCS = Situational Code-switching

SC = Social Context

TR = Trajector

. = omission of the part of the discourse

[

= meaning of expressions or emphasis

lItalics = linguistic expressions

Shadowed = the code-switched part of a discourse
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Introduction

Code-switching ( also non-hyphenated as code-switching,
hereafter CS), as one of the most intriguing and significant
linguistic phenomena, has invited much scientific and scholarly
analysis from the perspectives of sociolinguistics (e. g. Blom &
Gumperz 1972; Gumperz 1982a; Myers-Scotton 1993a), structural
linguistics (e.g. MacSwan 1999; Poplack 1980), psycholinguistics
(e.g. Giles & Smith 1979; Tan 2000), conversation analysis (e.g.
Auer 1999/2010; Gafaranga 2009; Li Wei 1994, 1998; Wang,
Huang & L 2004), pragmatics (Liu 2000; Yu 2000, 2001, 2004) ,
and systemic functional linguistics (e.g. Li, Huang & Wang 2003;
Wang 2005; Wang 2009; Zeng 2006), giving rise to a large body
of achievements. However, despite the abundant literature, CS
seems to remain more or less “invisible” for cognitive linguists,
and for the past several decades, there have been few studies on
CS within the Cognitive Linguistics (CL for short) paradigm.
Moreover, in the field of sociolinguistics, CS researchers have
focused on the relationship between code choices and social
variables, yet few have made use of theories in CL as explanatory

framework for CS analysis (see Kristiansen & Dirven 2008:6) ;@

(DKristiansen and Dirven (2008) have noted that a number of issues which have
traditionally been studied from a sociolinguistic perspective, such as style-shifting and
code-shifting, are eminently well-situated for a cognitively-oriented type of analysis,
yet few researchers have made such attempts except that Kristiansen (2008:45-88) has
done some ground-breaking work on style-shifting from a socio-cognitive perspective.
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thus it inevitably results in the cognitive operation which triggers
the social functions of CS inadequately explored. This leaves much
room for the present study to approach the phenomenon of CS
from a socio-cognitive perspective, with an aim to explore how CS

can be “translated” into social meaning through cognitive processing.

1.1 Definition of Code-switching

The notion “code-switching” was originally taken from the
field of communication technology, where it refers to a
mechanism for the unambiguous transduction of signals between
systems. In the 1950s and 1960s, psychologists in the early
psycholinguistic studies of bilingualism assumed that the way
bilinguals changed languages in verbal communication was similar
to flicking an electric switch. Although nowadays ample evidence
has proved that the alternative use of different linguistic varieties
is far more complex than electric switching ( Gardner-Chloros
2009), the name of CS has been remained as a very important
term in linguistics, particularly for studies of language variation in
sociolinguistics.

Yet, throughout its history, the term CS has acquired many
controversies over its correlations with other contact phenomena
as well as an unrivalled status in the field of language contact, as is
shown by the fact that in the CS literature we may often come up

against a terminological chaos such as code-switching, code-
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mixing, diglossia,® and borrowing. In this book, we will draw on
both Myers-Scotton’s (1988) and conversation analysts’ (e. g.
Alvarez-Caccamo 1998; Auer 1999/2010) discussion of CS, and

give a provisional working definition of CS as follows:

CS is the “one-off” “meaningful” juxtaposition of
any two or more linguistic varieties (whether they are
different languages, dialects, or styles) in the same
stretching of discourse (either spoken or written). Itis a
major resource in the linguistic repertoire available for
the bilingual interlocutors to construct interpersonal

meaning.

This definition is characterized with the following aspects:

First, in this definition “code” in code-switching is used as a
neutral umbrella term, and it is interchangeable with the usual
catch-all term “variety” (see Myers-Scotton 1988),@ covering
languages, dialects, styles, registers, and any different sub-

divisions of language. In fact, the notion “code” comes very close

D1In the sociolinguistic literature on bilingualism, CS is both different from and
dependent on diglossia. For diglossia, distinct varieties are employed in certain settings
(such as home, school, work) that are associated with separate, special ceremonials.
verbal games, etc., and such variety can be seen as having a distinct place or function
within the local speech repertoire (see Gumperz 1982:61 for detail). Yet, for CS,
although two varieties involved have a set of associated functions in a speech
community, its specific meaning is dynamically on-line constructed through the
interaction of its conventionalized implications and the immediate contextual factors.

@ According to Myers-Scotton, CS is “the use of any two or more linguistic varieties in
the same conversation, whether they are different languages, styles, or dialects”
(1988:201).
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to that of “contextualisation cues” in Gumperz’'s (1982a) sense. ®
The scope of code-switching will be simultaneously narrowed to
exclude socially or interactionally “meaningless” variety-alternation,
and broadened in order to include phenomena of speech which
recontextualize communication by signaling the onset of emerging
frames via the shifting of codes other than languages.

Second, this definition introduces “one-off” as a dimension to
draw a distinction between CS and “borrowing”. @ CS is a “one-
off” language behavior in the sense that each occurrence of CS has
its particular meaning, which has not been conventionalized
within a speech community and cannot be copied by language
users. According to Gumperz (1982a), borrowing is the
introduction of single words or short, frozen, idiomatic phrases
from one variety into the other. The borrowed items are
incorporated into the grammatical system of the borrowing
language. They are treated as an integral part of the lexicon, take

on the morphological characteristics and enter into the syntactic

D *Contextualization” refers to all those activities performed by interactants “which make
relevant/maintain/revise/cancel/ some aspects of context which, in turn, is responsible
for the interpretation of an utterance in its particular locus of occurrence” (Auer 1995
123). The aspects of context include larger-scale types of activities interactants are
engaged in (speech genre) and smaller-scale types of activities (speech acts) , as well as
other aspects of communication such as the change of the topic, the type of
information being conveyed (e. g. informative, evaluative, or metalinguistic talk) .
mode of interaction (formality or informality), the roles of the participants, and the
social relationship between the participants, among others (see Auer 1984, 1995;
Gumperz 1982). By drawing on Gumperz's theory of contextualization, or the notion
of “contextualization cues”, Auer (1995) proposes a theory of conversational code
alternation, according to which, code alternation can be looked at as a type of
contextualization cue, like any other contextualization cue.

@ Poplack (1988) has postulated a separate category named “nonce borrowing” in order
to cover cases where a single lexical item from one languge is integrated to the
morphological rules of the other language. Yet, Poplack’s proposal was questioned by
Romaine who argues that “ Poplack’s defence to the structural integrity of linguistic
systems is motivated less by the evidence than by the desire to justify the validity of a
particular model of code-switching” (1995:286) .
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structures of the borrowing language. In a word, borrowed items
can be repeatedly used by language users. CS, by contrast, relies
on the meaningful juxtaposition of what speakers must
“consciously or subconsciously process as strings formed according
to the internal rules of two distinct grammatical systems”
(Gumperz 1982a:66; emphasis original) .

Third, “meaningful” is highlighted as an important criterion
in distinguishing CS from code-mixing cases. In CS, the contrast
between one code and the other is meaningful, and meaningless

o

code-alternation may not be appropriate to be called “code-
switching” at all (see Alvarez-Caccamo 1998:29). CS is different
from code-mixing in that the former stresses the dimension of
sociolinguistic motivations while the latter is devoid of
sociolinguistic considerations. Code-mixing is frequent and
repeated cases of alternation between two codes. The hypothesis is
that the more frequently CS occurs, the less salient it becomes; as
a consequence, the potential for using it in locally meaningful
ways is diminished, that is, frequent juxtaposition of two codes
weakens the contextualization value of this cue. © Therefore, seen
from the linguists’ point of view, the occurrences of alternation in
code-mixing do not carry meaning by way of code choices for the

bilingual speakers (see Auer 1998:16).

(DCode-switching and code-mixing actually lie on a continuum, which seems to represent
one possible path of language development during the course of time. According to
Gardner-Chloros (2009:35), the cline of CS and code-mixing may be an example of a
cline from pragmatics to grammar, i.e. a case of grammaticalization. Code-mixing
represents a kind of “fossilization” of CS both on the level of the individual and on that
of the community, and there is a tendency to move from CS to CM, but not in the
opposite direction.
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1.2 Research Topic, Questions and Aims

In the field of sociolinguistics, Blom and Gumperz (1972)
first distinguish two types of CS, i.e. situational CS (hereafter
SCS) and metaphorical CS Chereafter MCS). D According to
them, situational alternation of two varieties “redefines” a
situation while metaphorical switching “enriches” a situation
(Blom & Gumperz 1972:408—409; see Section 2. 2.1 for detail).
Following Blom and Gumperz, other sociolinguists such as Heller
(1988) and Gardner-Chloros (2009) have also assumed the
situational and metaphorical distinction of CS (cf. Myers-Scotton
1993).2 Nowadays, it is almost universally agreed that
metaphorical CS is so called because, just like a metaphorical
expression, the appearance of a particular variety in situations
where normally another variety is operative can simultaneously
call into play all the meanings associated with the two varieties
although there may be different degrees of salience. The very
topic of the present study is metaphorical code-switching. Since
Blom and Gumperz’s first introduction of MCS into
sociolinguistics, CS researchers within the sociolinguistics
paradigm have paid great attention to the static description and
classification of its functions (e. g. Clyne 1972; Jacobson 1978;
McClure & McClure 1988: Romaine 1995), with the dynamic

@1In this book, whenever CS is mentioned, it specifically refers to metaphorical CS, i.e.
CS is used interchangeably with MCS for the sake of convenience. In contrast,
situational CS will always be mentioned by SCS in order to make a distinction.

@For Myers-Scotton (1993), there is actually no such a sharp difference between MCS
and SCS as assumed to be since both of the two types of CS are consequences of a
diglossic distribution of the varieties, and the difference merely lies in that the
situational type is a “direct” consequence of a diglossic distribution of the varieties
while the metaphorical one derives its meaning from the separation more “indirectly”.



