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CHAPTER 1

CODE SWITCHING, LANGUAGE CHOICE AND ACCOMMODATION THEORY

I. - INTRODUCTION \ .

The urge to understand the meéhanisms énd‘
motivatidns which lie-behind bilinguais' code. choice énd
switchlng of codes has prompted a gngat deal.-of research by
_ linguists and soclolingulsts over the years. Althqugh the
questlon ‘has been .approached from various angies} ‘the
- mainstream of research ip code §gitcﬁiné has c&ncentrétéd
_oné isolating the factors whichhinfluenée apﬁropriate‘ céde
use in vgrious situations, with a view eithef to prédicpidg

switches,f or to interpreting switches in terms 6f‘ the

social meaning they convey.

Recently, cértain soéiéi péychologisﬁs working. on
the interface between . sociolinguistics  and ,;§QQial
psychology have begun to question fhg apprbach t§ code
-‘sﬁitcging which seeks Ato explain code use pfimafily in
Aié}ms of social norms and rules. While admithiﬁg ‘that
tngre are many explicit as‘well-as implicit sodial- norms_.
which dictate approﬁriape éodé usage, . Howard Giles and

various associates (Giles, 1973, 1977; Giles,'Taylpr and.

Bourhis, 1973; Giles and Powesland, 1975) have'developed.&[

—



~theory -wﬁich proposes Iithat"mpch speech variation
conventiQna}ly. attributed to compiianée_with sociéil norms :
is actually due £o interpersonal accommodation, that is, to
the tendency of speakers to modify théir"speech to become
similar to that of inte}locutofs whoée approval thej
desire. The model was originally devéIGped to explain
accent convergence 1in monolingual situations but was
quickly applied to codé switching in bilingual interaction
.Situations. Although the concept of accbmmodation'appears
‘to go far tbwards explain;ng sﬁeech modification in
ménolinguéi contexts, the model seems to ‘require further
- elaboration before it can be broadly applied to bilingual
intéraction. In the first place, the few experiments
éarried dut by Giles involving speakers from different
ethnolinguistic gréups }eave many questions unanswered, and
due to charac%eristics imposed by the laboratory setting,
suggest certain conclusions which run counter to the
,writer's &bservations of interaction in bi}ingual conﬁéxts.
In‘additién,. ié is clear that otheé factors such as second
languaée proficiency, ethﬁolinguistic differences in
attitudes towards secoﬁd language use, and individual
variation in -basié personality traits all interact with
accommodative tendenciés in detefmining code choice ' in

conversations between bilinguals.

This thesis has been undertaken in order to. explore

-
g



the . concept of interpersonal accommodation ésfdppiied to,

code choice between-bilinguals,Atéking'iﬁto.ac00unt cerﬁain
" other major variabies which intéfact with accommodation, in
an attempt té del;mit the.theqry and .. make :it bétter
applicable to bilingual inte%action. The cenfrai conéerns
of the thesis are first, to determine to. what xtent
accommodatiOQ‘Aig a factor in code ch&ice in inﬁer tion
between biliﬁéualg\of di}ferent ethnoliﬁguistic groups, and
secénd, to  explore the nature of accommodation + in
_-spontaneous (non—experiﬁenpal) bilingual interaction. As
delineated in further detail in Chapter 2, the data for

this study were derived primarily from personal interviews

with 20 English- and French-speaking bilinguals wﬁo

regularly use two languages in their daily interactiqné as;

professors at the University of Ottawa, a bilingual
institution where French aﬁd English have eqbal status. ‘In
these interviews, the subjects .discussed at length their
choice of code in varicus specific interaction situations,

as well as their attitudes and motivations for use of L1
and LZ2.
This chapter consists of the followiﬁg\sectiqns:
% ¢

o A brief review of some of the major sociolinguistic

app?oaches to language choice and éode switching;



. . - - . c N
o A discussion of two. variables often neglected in
studies of code choice; o ///// N
o A review of accommodation theory and-its experimental

épplications;

o A consideration of.some‘differepces‘betueeq monolingual
and bilingual interaction and the need for further

. exploration of the accommodation model.

El

. 4’ ’
IT. SOCIOLINGUISTIC APPROACHES TO CODE-SWITCHING AND
LANGUAGE CHOICE '

Well before the term "code switching" came into use,
students of lanéuagé and language behavior were interested
in code <choice in bilingual and mﬁlﬁilingual_ societies.
Early atﬁempts to come to grips with this question took the
form of cléSsificé;ion of code use in terms of “the
. funotions served' by - each of the languages within the
‘pa%ticular society. Studies of the intragroup .functional
specialization of languages date back to West (1926), Kloss
(1929), and Schmidt-Rohr (1933), and include such more

recent classics as Weinreich's Languages in Contact (1953),

Haugen's Bilingualism-ig the Americas (1956) and Ferguson's

"Diglossia“ (1959).

Tnhese studies vary iﬁ both the number and the type

of functions they speiify. For example, Frey's (1945)
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analysis of- Amish ?'tfjiple talk® distiﬁgpished “only the
three categories of home, sph§ol .and éhurch,' ‘while
Weinreich (1953)"distinguished' seven categories in his
discussion ﬂof.the use of Swiss German and Standard German
in Switzerland: _-“literatdée, fchurch, administ}étion,
schdol, éﬁblié add?esse$,<famiiy'and_everyday business.. As
in the above two examples, most such functional studies
have tended to distinguish the major insti%utional contexts
or spheres of activity with whigh particular languages are
associated 1in a given social context. - In addition, the
dimensions of medium of communication (oral, written),
style;‘ (formal, informal)‘ and interpersohal distance
(intimate, non-intimate) have .been used in - such
classifications. . As Férguson (1959) showed in one of . the
best known discussions of functional specialization,‘ many
of these dimensions go together. ~ In -situations of
"diglossia", a "high" va%iety of a language is associated
with formal&tyj ritual, and‘literéry tradition, including
most written communiéation, whéreas é Tlow" variety of the
same language is associated with infdrmality,‘ intimacy and

3

ordinary everYday affairs.

Despite their diverse classificatory systems, these
studies of the functional specialization of languages had a

common orientation, an emphasis on discovering the social
B4 .

r 4



norms which 1lie behind code use. Generally they
concentrated on larger sociai groupings and were intéresteq
in the behavior of indi‘viduals only insot‘arﬁx a'szqt.h,ey~ could

be coh;hasﬁed with overall societal patterns. ° This focus

- on the' larger, societal regularitiés has been termed a

"macro® (aéproaeh to code use by Fishman (1972), whose

“studies on the use of Spanish and English by Puerto‘Ricans

Ain  New Yorkf<City are directly in this tradition of

"fuhqpiona} -specialization but wutilize in addition the

»su?veyﬁftéchniques__and correlational approach typical of
moﬁe;ﬁisdéiologicai research.

T

.Y A secohd source of input into research in code

'iichpidé'géémé from the burgeoning of concern in the 1960's

Z/

*:ﬁi£h f1Specifyin§.. the conditions under which various

registers; .speeqh' styles, ‘dialects or languages «- in
short, any of - the alternate codes at an individual's
disposal -- are seen as appropriatg‘ by their users.
Attention . to thé existence of'registers and varieties in
every language) as revealed in worg on languagé varieties
by British 1linguists (Halliday, McIntoéh “and "~ Strevens,
1964; Catford, 1965; Gregory, 196%), as well as in work by
anthropologists and ethnographically oriented 1linguists
s udyiﬁgfbilingual speech communities (Hymes, 1962, 19675
,G mperz, 1968, -1971), led to é realization that switching

betweén languages on the part of »biliﬁhuals is not
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qualitatively d1fferent from the shifting of style or 1eve1'f

which monolinguals regularly engage in. As Hymes expressed

it:
e N
| 4 _
Cases of bilingualism par excellence ... are
salient, special cases of the phenomena of
variety 1in code repertoire and switching .among

codes. No normal person, and’ no normal
community, 1is limited in repertoiré to a single
variety of code. . (1967)

When seen in this light, not only is research on the
appropriaténess of _particular _linguistic alternates

directly applicable to contexts where two or more languages
b N

are 1in regular use by the same population, but bi-~ and

multilingual 'communities become ideal laboratories' for
discovering. these basic regularities, which then may _be
applied to underapanding language use in general. In
fact, tne distincfness of the codes in alternation in
multilingual speech communities may offer | particular
advantages to researchers in terms of comparative ease\'of
assigning linguiatic forms to one language or another.

The search for sociolinguistic rules constraining
choice among alternatives in particular contexts first took
the form of identifying tne various factors or non-
linguistic components present in a communicative situatian.
One of the most influential classification schemes was

that elaborated by Jakobson (1960), who isolated six basic

(
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LR on tms, Hymes 1962, 1967,' 1972) ‘developed several nodel s

\ ..

of varying complexity, ranging from 7 to 16 comppnents of
speech :acté to be considered for a complete gescriptive
théory of speaking. Various lists of'components have beep
proposed based on- those suggested by Jakobson and Hymes,

but all generally include the following factors: 'setting,

including locale and situation of the interaction;

.,r ,' ) T ! N R v - D . v v
factors invz&ved in verbal commun1catlon, each of whlch 1s,a-’

" associated wfth a differeht functloﬁ of language. BUIIdlngl;mf?

b \\ -".f

participant, including the statuses and the roles of the

participants relative to one another, as well as their

~roles specific to the situation; topic; function or purpose

of the interaction. Other factors which have been isolated

include: channel (whether spoken or written); tone (whether

jocular or serious); and speaker intent, or .the impressiop.

the speaker wishes to convey about himself (Jakobson, 1960;

'Hymes, 1962, 1967, 1972; Ervin-Tripp, 1964; Sankoff, 1972).

Code or variety‘is also generally iﬁcluded in theoretical

madels, jput in practical work it has often been treated as

the dependent variable, that which.the analyst wishes to
explain or predict. It is interesting to note that
linguistic competence or proficiency in the codeg in

question was rarely taken into account in these models,

being generally taken for granted. In one of the few

models which mentions competence (Sankoff, 1972), it was

~
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{réatgg;la§ a ‘characteristic of the speaker - only; -the

N - - . ~ . i ! .
" recejver’s second language proficiency was not considered.
. . , . 4 v . hd e -, . o
Co- ’ & : _ - .

.

Initially there was optimism that, with careful and

intensive work, all the factors accounting for %sgeaker

variation could be isolated and a model - formulated which

"would be capable of predicting "who speaks what language to

whom and when" (Fishmaﬂ, 1965). This goal of prediction

seems to have been the motivating force behind studies both

at a "micro" or interpersonal level and at a "macro" or

larger societal level.

"It was Fishman (1965, 1972) who stressed the

coﬁtribution to be made by studies which seek to account

.for language dhqic%, not at the 1level of face-to-face

interaction, but raiher by determining underlying societal
patterns and soéﬁolinguisﬁic norms. He proposed .that,

instead of taking topic as a factor regulating language

"use, researchers should look deeper to locate domains of

%angqage behavior, or socio-culturally defined spheres of
activity which in a given speegh community are 1linked to
use of 3 partjgular language. -Recognition of such domains,
w;}h the associated role relations and value. clusters,
allows the language behavior of individual; to be
contrasted "with the wide-spread sociolinguistic norms

governing language choice within a particular community.



Prediction of language choice }h studies focussing

on the “macro" level of analy31s thus actually implies - no

more than the isolation of the social norms constraining

langdage ~use within a particular community, so as to .be

: : & St
able to state the "normal" language used by .specified

paﬁt;cipants entering into certain role relationships in
particular settings. As long as a correlational ahproach,

which zeroces in on the average responses of large groups of

informants, is used, the limitations of a predictlji model

of . code switching are not. immedlately apparent. However,
when researchers focus on face-to-face interaction, a

number .of dlfflcultles with a strictly predictive goal

become ev1dent.

Sankoff (1972) begen by following = predictive
approach in her atfempt to hierarchize the factors . which
determine choice of 1language in a stable multilingﬁal
setting in New Guinea but came to the cealization that
prediction was possible only up to a certain , point. Not
only were there some situations where, even when
interlocutor, situation, . topic and tone were‘ specified,
either of  two laqguages would be acceptable, but
furthermore, Sankoff found still other situations where no

one code could be specified as fully appropriate, but

rather, alterﬁation between codes was the most effective

and valued linguistic behavior. One example from her data

10



involved a village "big man" addressing a crpwd on economic

and governmeént affairs who alternated between two

I-r

languages, one to stréss his local identity and the other
to,Aemphasize that he had lipks'withAthe outside world of
modern business.  What exactly was said in each 1language
was uﬁimporpant;- what made thé communication effective Qas

1 .
the fact that both were used.: Sankoff concluded from this

. that factors such as'interlocutor,l situation and topic

"coﬁld not be taken as predictive in the strict sense, and
they served rather to define certain typé$ of situations in
which particular code choices>were normally acceptable,
appropriate -- even likely" (Sankoff, 1972, p. 41). Within
such situations, other factors having to do with individqal
speech strategies come into play, bringing with them code
switches ref}ecting speaker intent, change in tone, etc.
To 1illustrate +this Sankoff usés the example of a joke,
which cannot normally be predicted in advance but which,

once it has occurred, can be interpreted in light of the

———— ——— —————— . ——— . — ————— — - - —————— i 8 B b b ——————————

A less exotic example revealed by the observation phase of
this study 1is that of the chairperson of a bilingual
department at the University of Ottawa, who switches from
French to English and back again many timles during a
faculty meeting in a conscious attempt tg make both
Anglophone and Francophone professors feel equally at

home. Such norms of alternating code switching may be;

extended fo written channels as well. For example, it is
considered good form at the University of Ottawa to
alternate French and English paragraphs in news bulletins
on University affairs, minutes of faculty meetings, etc.

12
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social meaning it carries and the linguistic means by which

it was marked ‘as a joke (i.e. code switch) .

In using such an interpretative approach, Sankoff
is’ following the lead of Gumperz and Hernandez-Chavez
(1968), - who seem to have been the first to isolate the

phenomenon of multi-code conversations which are

charggperized by ‘fapid switching in“situations in = which:

interlocutors, setting and topic “remain constant. They
proposed that despite their unpredictability, such s@itches
carry social meaning, and ' that, by.'working - wWith
participants of conversations, one could first isolate the
unmarked or normal language in a}particular‘situation‘ and
then interpret the social meaning carried by use of a
"marked“_language. For example, in converéatiqns between
Mexican-American professionals, Gumperz and Hernandez-
Chavez showed how switches to Spanish in. an otherwise
English conversation served to stress solidarity and the

ethnic identity of the participants.

This type of code use, termed "conversational code-

4

sw%&ghing" by Gumperz (1977}, has only received serious

»

.-attention since about 1975.  As Gumperz points out, this

sort of switching had previously been treated as a marginal

or transitory phenomenon, either as a form of linguistic

interference due to imkerfect learning of a seeond code, or.

~

12



instead be sought 1in the fact that such code-

J

simpiy as substandard "code-mixing". Gumberz'ppints out,

however, that such code switching is not only exfremely

. ’ e -
frequent, even among those who have near native control of

v

the second code, but that it occurs in the speech of
. . . v

édbcated urbadized‘prqféssionals just as fréquently as in
thét of less educated rural‘populations. Its persistence
cannot beﬂexpléined only by considerations of the speaker's
proficiency in the codes in question_(as important as this
may be in some cases) or by lack of education, byt must

Zwitches
convey semantically significant iﬁformation.
Gonversational code switching is most prevalent among

bilinguals who live in situations of language and culture

contact, where knowledge of the majority 'language is-

necessary for work and business, but where the minority’

language - is used actively in peer, friendship or kinship
networks which stress separate values and communicative
norms. It 1is this separation between in- and out-group

values and the tendency for'the minority language to be

~.regarded as the "we" code (associated with in-group and

informal " activities) and the majority 1language to be
régardediias tﬁe "théy" code (associated with mofe formal,
less personal out-group relations), which allows bilinguals
to use code switching as an additional linguistic resource.

Speakers build on shared social norms-of code use to convey
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" subtle shades of meaning to members of the same group;

thése'n§rms are,,in,faét; part of the linguistic competence

‘of speakers. As Gumperz expresses it: | |
Sociol&nguistic nérms .in this sense are mbre
than just rules that "are either obeyed or
violated. They are _an integral part of the
knowledge that a speaker must have to achieve

"his ends in interpersonal relations. {(p. 30)

"+ Since Guﬁperé}s pioneering work, there has been an
enormous amount of work done on . conversational code
switching between in-group membérs, mainly in studies of
the Spanish-English switching of Mexican-Americans and
Puerto Rican residents of New York (Rayfield,‘ 1970; Timm,
1975; Pfaff, 1975, 1976; McClure and Wentz, 1975; Valdes-
Fallis, 1976, 1978; Valdes, 1981; Wentz, 1977; MéClure,
1977, 1981; ~Poplack, 1977, 1980, 1981). This work has
centgreq‘around two major questiops: why switches occur,
or the social function of changing languages (functional or
pragmatic constraints) and where switches occur -in
discourse (formal or syntactic constraints). In addition,
the questions of what con;titutes a minimal code switch’and
at what linguistic level a code switch should be defined

have.preoccupied investigators.

Various general syntactic constraints, such as the

following, have been posited by tﬁese researcbers:‘b phrase

¢ »
structurel boundary constraint providing that code switches

14
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~occur primarily ‘at phrase structure boundaries and that

higher-level constituents have a .greater -probability of
being switched than lower-level constituents (for example,

Gumperz and Hernandez—Chavez, 1972; Poplack, 1977, 1981);

an equivalence of structure constraint stating . that

switched portions of discourse must not violate a syntactic

';15

rule of either language (Poplack ‘1977, 1981; Lipski, 1978);~

a frequency constraint, which provides a limit to the

number of shifts in code which will occur in any given

stretch of discourse (Lipski, 1978).

In  addition,’ researchers have also sugge§ted’ more
speciflc syntactic constralnts. These include a constraint
on switching between pronominal subject or.object and verbs
(Timm, 1975; Gumperz, 1977; Lipski, 1978), a constraint on
switching ‘betwéen finite verbs and their infinitive
complements , (Timm, =~ 1975; Lipski, 19@8), a constraint
against switching the sihple ad jective * (Gumperz, 1977;
Lipski, .1978), a constraint on switching between
auxiliaries and verbs (Timm, 1975; Lipski, 1978), and a
constraint requiriﬁg that a conjuncti&n be in the same
code as the\conjoined sentence (Gumperz,” 1977). However,
since counter examples to many of these constraints have

been found (Pfaff, 1975, 1976; Poplack, 1981; McClure,

1981), Poplack suggests that a more realistic approach.



N.Qould be'to formulate a free morpheme constraint, according

to .wﬁich."é sﬁitch_méy'occur«at.any point of the discourse
at ?which it is possible to make a surface cénsﬁituent _cut
and still retain a f}eg mor pheme" (Poplaék, i§é1;'p. 175) .
.She. méin&ain; that, rather than there being only a few
seiécéed points at which switches may occur, there are a
largé number-of pefmissable switéh points, limited only by

the equivalence of structure constraint and the free

A

morpheme constraint.

When these researchers began looking carefully at

both formal and functional constraints on switching, they

discovered the necessity of considering the proficiency of

the speaker in the codes in question (Poﬁiack, 1980;
: McClure,A 1981). It- has been -a common hypéthesishthat a
~certain .amount of ‘code switching occurs due to lexical
"unavailability in L2 and that, conséqugdtly, iess fiuent
bilinguals may well show a greater frequéncy of code
switches. However, in a recent study aimed at exploring
this questio;, Poplack (1980) revealed a far more
interesting relationship between degree of bilingual
. ability and code switching. She.found that both fluent and
non-fluent bilinguals Qere able to code switch frequently
and still maintain grammaticality in both languages. What

differed, however, was the type of switch engaged" in:

whiile fluent bilinguals favoured intra-sentential code-~

16



switching (a more complex or "intimate" type of switching,

and one which . has commonly been looked on as the most
deviant), non-fluent bilinguéls wefe mére likely to switch
between sentences and to uSe_moré tag switches and- single
noun switches ("emblematic" switches serving toA.emphaSize
groﬁp membership). Thus, non-flgent bilinguals chose a
less demanding .type of switching which allowed them to

"participate in the code—switching‘mode, without fear _of

violating a grammatical rule of eitﬁer of the 1languages

involved" (p. 581). Poplack‘qqncludes that, far from
being deviant behavior, code switching involves having .a
sophisticated knowledge of the grammaﬁigal systems of the
two languages which allows the speaker to draw from each
system 'only -those rules ~which the othér shares when
>a1ternating languages. . Furthermore, thg better the
sbeaker's knowledée of the two codes, the more complex the
type of switch which he will tend to engage in, so that, in
fact, code switching behavior can be seen as an. ind&caéor

of degree of bilingual competence!

In summary, we may say that the early aim of
prediction of code switches has been fouha to be an
overambitious goal. . As closer attention has been paid to
switching a£ a micro le§§1,' researchers have become

increasingly aware of the complexity of switching behavior,

e



and have generally turned their. attention to interpreting

. “~ oo :

rather than attempting to " predict switches, wutilizing
N \.

speaker intuitions to discover both the social meaning and

the semantic significance carried by the use of two codes. .

- The most recent work in code-switching -has concentrated

mainly on determining syntactic ‘constraints on switching.

v’

III. TWO NEGLECTED VARIABLES AFFECTING CODE CHOICE

There are at least.two factors contributing to
switching behavior which have received'1ittiggattention in
sociolinguistic research on code choice_and‘code-switching:
the second language proficiency of the interlocutors, and
the individual personalitieS‘Qf the persons interaéting.

A'ASA we mentioned in ﬁhe previous section, for \the
first time recently é few researchers examining code-
switching ﬁavg begun to consider the bilingual's second
language proficiency to be a relevént variable. Hoﬁever,
in geqeral in the socioclinguistic 1literature on code-

-

switching, proficiehcy in the languages involved has been

'~ treated as a static given. The assumption seems to have

been 1) that all speakers are fluent bilinguals and 2)
that the language proficiency of 1individuals does not
affect their interaction with other speakers. However, the

need for studying bilinguals who are 1less than fluent

18



'speakers of the second lénguaée has been recognized by at

least one member of tﬁe‘sociolinguistic community. ‘Pipping“
(1969) points‘ out that few bilinguals - are equally _

proficient in both'languages,“ that only a minority live in .

a completely hilingual society, and that most are called
upon to interact fréquently with monolinguals as well as

.With  othegr bilinguals. He maintains that, - in . most

situations of bilingual interaction, the language‘

proficiency of the interlocutors is a factor which sets
limits on interaction and as such must be treated as a
'basic independent variable in any research on the language

use of bilinguals.

Moreover, - - Pipping stresses that often an

-~

individual's perception of Fhis own second language

proficiency 1in relation to that of his interlocutors is as:

iﬁporiant as, 1if not more 1important than, his actuaf'g

proficiency in determining how much he will be inclined to

use the language. Pipping'points out that proficiency 1is

linked to several other variables, each of which affects

the others. Thus, the second language proficiency of a

speaker affects his sensitivity, or ability to judge the
quality of his interaction partners' speech, which in turn

affects his self-evaluation or perception of his

proficiency; this self-evaluation then affects his

inclination to wuse the language, which//;nfluences his

A}
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actual use or practicé; which comes full circle to affect

his proficiency.  Suggesting that all of these five
yariablesv work together to make up the compound variable
one m%ght “term '“competence®, Pipping emphasizes that
researéh should:'“pay due attention to the complicated and
subtle feed-back mechanisms that always ope%ate when
bilinguals interact™ (1969, p. 219).

Based on .Qggse rgflections, we feel that future
research on code léwitching should not only takg into
accbunt secondflanguage proficiency, but would do well to
explore the role of speakers' own evaluation of their
proficiency as a variable influencing code choice' and
switching behavior.

)
4

Sociolinguistics llhés not generally inciuded
affective.vafiaples under its domain; quite natufally'ité
first éoncefn. has been, to establish the social rules
invol?ed in language Abehavior. However, when
soci&lihgﬁistS» focus on face-to-face interaction in their
attempts to understand - the motivatisns..uﬁdeflying code-
switching, the relevahtA domain of conéern nece§sarily
becomes wider. Both social psychological ;theories

concerning interaction between indfziduals'and groups, and

affective variables such as the personalities of the

20.
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interaction partngrs, become iﬁportant fér a more thordugh
understanding of code use. Recent work on .accommodation
theory and code use is proving-the relevance of the former,
but £here is as yet little work oﬁ the latter. I know of

no research that has addressed the qﬁestion of the relation

-~

of code choice to the pérsonality of the speaker. The

few studies which have been carried out concern the

relation of personality to second language learning.

-
4

"Guiora and. his associates at the University of

Michigan's Personality and Language Behavior Reséarch Group

have cohducted a variety of studies on the relationship

between personality parameters and ianguage behavior. In

particular they have found a positive correlation between
"empathetic capacity" and authenticity of pronunciation of
a foreign langﬁage (Taylor, Catford, Guiora, and Lane,
1970; Guiora, 1971?. They explain this relation by the
notion that both pronunciation ability and empathy are
influenced by the same unﬁerlying pfocesseé ' of
"permeability of ego boundaries”". The concept of
permeability of 1language ego boundaries suggests the
"ability ¢to move‘back and forth between languages and the
'Eersonaiities' that seem to come with them" (Guiora and
Acton; 1979, p. 199); empathetic people are présumed to

have greater ability to do this because of more permeable

language ego boundaries.

21
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Further studies by this same group of researchers
showed that pronunciation abiiity was also increased under
the 1influence of a small amount of a1coho1 (Guiora, Beit-

Hallahmi, Brannon, Dull and Scovel, 1972), and under

hypnosis (Schdmann,‘ Holroyd, Campbell, and Ward, 1978).

These fiﬁdings were felt to .provide support for the
validity of‘the concept of permeability of ego bounda?igs
by showing that experimentally induced lowering of
inhibitions enhances the permeébility of ego boundarieé,
leading to a corresponaiﬁg enhancement of pfonunciation
flexibility. Thus, these studies suggest that there is a
dirgct) relationship between inhibition énd pronunciation
ability 'in a foreign language. This conclusion has been
questioned by Brown (f973), who points out that alcohol
also affects muscular tension, and that this factor, rather
than %owering,of inhibitions, may’have caused the superior

result in pronunciation in the 1972 study by Guiora et al.

Regardless of the status of the construct of
"permeability of ego boundaries", if it is indeed true that
either more empathetic or less inhibited individuals tend

to be able to achieve a more accurate pronunciation of a

foreign language, such individuals may well tend to use the -

language more (see Pipping's arghment, earlier). Although

the results of the work being carried  out by Guiora and his

22



associates are zceftainly not conclusive, it would seem -

worthwhile to purshe the personallty trait of emEathx as a

.

possible varlable in ‘any study of code choice.

A further study which examined the. relation of
personality factors to success in second language learning
is that of Edwards, Wesche and Smythe *(,1976), who used

Cattell's 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire to 'survey a

wide range of personality factors. They found the factors

of 1introversion versus extraversion as well as anxietz

about second ianguage study to correlate with various
objective measures of success in learhing French by
'Anglophones: the more introverted an individual was; and
the 1less anxious ébout using French as a second language,
the more likely he' or. she was to -perform well.
Furthermoré, they found that the factor of dependency

versus self-sufficienéy affected self~-evaluation of

progress 1in French, with more dependent respondents

evaluatlng their progress more hlghly.

Other affective variables ﬁeriting study in their
relation to second language learning have been pointed out
by Brown (1973) In addition to the concepts of inhibition
and empathy based on Guiora's work, he too discusses the
possible influence of the per;onaliﬁy -traits of

introversion versus extraversion, as well as the role "of

,'.23



aggression, and the possibility that. individual differences

in cogmitive style, including reflective versus impulsive

personalities  and "3233" versus "cloéed" mindedness,
influence second language learning. His reflections 1lead
him to the conclusion that all of these affective variables
may be fruitful areas.for research in language learning.
It seems to us highly probable - that péésonality
differences of this sort would also influenée>léVentual
use of the second language in situvations of 'interaction
between biiinguals of different firs? languages. Thus, we
féel that individual personality variabléé have * a
»1egitiméte place in future research on code chdice and code

switching.

IV. ACCOMMODATION THEORY

s s
Accommodation theory, as it has come to be known,

was first proposed in Giles (f913) and Giles, Taylor and
Bourhis (1973), and Qas subsequently elaborated in Giles
‘and Poweslénd (1975). Most recently, the accommodation
model has been used in conjunction.with Tajfel's theory of
intergroup distinectiveness (Tajfel, ‘197n)' to lay the
foundation for a more comprehensive theory of the role of
language“ ih ethnic grbup relations (Giles, Bourhis, and
,Taylor,‘ 19#9). . ﬁuch productive work in applying

accommodation theory to various aspects of language use is

24



confinuing at the present tim#._

The original concern of Giles anﬁ his co-workers was
twofold: first, to provide a genuinely explanatory theory
. which would gét at some of the’ underlying reasons for

speech variation, rather than another descriptive model

listing factors whiceh influence it; and second, to account

for certaiﬁ shifts in speech style or codé which cannot be
ascribed to compliance witﬁ social norms. To fulfill these
two aims they turned- to social psychologicai theory for a
conceptual framework they: have termed "interpersonal
accommodation throﬁgh‘speech“. fhe theory is based on four
social psychological theories already developed in the
literature: similarity attractign, . social exchange,
causal attribution and intergroup distinctiveness. We will
first discuss each.of these theories-as input to the
accommodation framework, and then go on to discuss the
range of phenomena to which accommodation theory has been

applied.

.
~

Similarity éttraction theory proposes that the more
similar our attitudes and beliefs are to others, the.. more
likely it is that we will be attracted to them (see reviews
by Byrne, 1969 and Simons,  Berkowitz and Moyér, 1970).
From this it follows that a pe;son can induce another

person to evaluaté him more favourably by reducing
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dissimilarities between them. One of the .devices which
people use to become more similar to others is what Giles

has termed speech convergence, or the process whereby an

individual modifies certain aspects of his speech, either

'cohsciously or unconsciously, so that his speech becomes

vmorg éimilér to that of his interlocutor. This may occur
at various lingﬁistic'és well ‘as non-linguist%c levels (see
Dabbs, 1969). For example, many studies have shown that
when two people.interact vefbally,. thére is a tendency for
them to become more similar in their accents (Gileé,_19735,
speech>‘rates‘ (Webb, 1970), pause and utterance 1lengths
(Jaffe and Feldstein, 1972; Matarazzo, 1973), and vocal
intensities (Natale, 1975), among sther  dimensions. The
term "response matching" was introduced by Argyle (1969)
fer éhe general phenomenon, ané was subsequently made more
precise by the distincﬁion made in Giles (1971) between
ﬁpo;itive response matching", 6f modelling to improve the
réi;tionship between the persons interacting, and t.'negat‘,iye
response matching" or rgtaliatory sg&pch acts such as
mutual verbal aggression (Mosher, Mortimer and Grebel,
1968). Speech convérgence is thus a manifestation of

positive response matching in the more .general sense.

Since increasing similarities increases attraction,

Giles suggests that convergence is probably rooted 1in

26



speakers' desire for social appfoval. ‘He proposed that

since approval from others is valued by most - individuals,

he proposes ‘that there is probably 'a general set to
accommodate One’é speech’ to that of others in most
situations. Further, the higher an individual's need for
social approval, the more his speech should show
convergeﬁce to thét of the other. Larsen, Martin and Giles
(1977) have. shown that the greater speakers! desire for
social approval,- the ﬁére likely they afe to perceive the
veices of 6thers as similar to their own. Need for social
approval may either be the result of}social power over a
~speaker (as in boss-employee interactions) or ' the
llikelihood of futﬁre interactions with thét person, or the
result of internal psychdlogical disposition, such as a
strong need for approvél from others. For exémple,ANatale
(1975) found that speakers with high needs for social
approval —modify the length of pauseé to those of their
interlocutor more than do Speakgrs with 1low needs for
social approval.

Accommodation theory also relies on social exchéage
theory, which maintains that people weigh the costs and
rewards of any act before'engaging in it (Homans, 1961):
Converging one's speech to ﬁhat of another provides rewards
in the form of the listener's approval but may also entail

costs such as the effort expended or, in some cases, 1loss
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of group'identity{ We can easily imagiﬁe situations 1in
which the:social apptovai of the.interlocutor«might be so
highly valuéd as to_outweigh any cbsts in terms‘of effort
or 1loss of idenfity. = For example, in a job‘ interview
situation, a candidate being interviewed 1is persumably
ready to go to considerable lengths to present him- or
herself in a favourable 1light, 1including unconsciousiy
converging his speech toward that of the interviewer.

Studies in various cultures have shown that people tend to

judge those who have a more prestigious accent, dialect or

language more favourably in terms of intelligence,
competence and other traits than those with a less
prestigious accent (see Giles and Powesland, .1975, for a
summary of this research),2 The tendency of a person with
a low prestige ac;ent to modify certain features of his
Speech to apptoximate that of persons with a high prestige
accent has beeﬂ termed by Giles "upward copvergence", while
a shift in the opposite direction, toward the 1less
préstigious speech, 1is called "downward convergence”. The
latter shi?t is probably most often a strategy to reduce

social embarrassment felt by a speaker when considerable

accent prestige distance separates him and his receiver; it

- ———— ——— —_—y - — - - ——— A ———————— —————————— - ————— — ———— — - —————

These studies have alsc shown, however, that traits

involving personal integrity and social attractiveness are
frequently positively correlated with non-standard or
regional accents. .

i

28

o

RS-



\'/\ R

may also be adopted as an éxpression'bf social equality ;to
‘establish a common basis for communication between .

.individuals df differing backgrounds and socioeconomic

statuses.

The question might well be asked whether 'such

downward convergencé would be_perce;yéd as favourably- by

the listeners as ‘upward convergence hds been shown to.

Causal attribﬁtion ‘theory provides some- notions which -

suggest that the accommodation model as presented so far

requires” some elaboration to take into account various

possible perceptions of convergent beﬁaviogr. The theory

" of causal attribution (Heider, 1958; Jones and Davis, 1965;

Keliéy, 1973) proposes that we evaluate pecple's -behaviour,

and thus the individuals themselves, 1in terms of the

motives we attribute as the cause of their actions. Heider -

propoées, that the three factors of the other's ability to
per form the action, the effort he put§ forth in doing 1it,

and any external pressure there may be on him. to perform

it, will all influence the way we assess his behavior.

This suggests that, just as we may be willing to excuse the

poor behaviour of individuals on the basis of external

Y

pressures beyond their control, so we may less positively

evaluate normally praiseworthy béhaviour Qhen it is

perceived as either requiring no effort or sacrifice, or as

29
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" being the result of external pressure.

g

At  least two studies have demonstrated ‘ that
attribution processes Opérate in fhe perception of speech
convergence and nonconvergence. It is no accident that
these experiments were carried out in a bilingual context,
since the factors of‘ability‘and effort which play a ' part
in causal attribution ‘are clearl& of speéial importégce in
iﬁteractions} befween,membérs of different ‘ethnolinguistic
gréups, where possession of the necessary lingdistic
'repertoire (ability) 'cannot be assumed, and wheré more
effort may be required by speakefs‘in order to exhibit
convergence on .a linguistic-lével- It wés in thesg two

studies that the acéommodation model was first tested.

The study of Giles, Taylor and Bourhis (1973) was

designed to see whether a bilingual speaker of one group

would <be perceived more favourably, if he was seen as

exerting an effort to accommodate in communicating with

ST
listeners from another ethnic group, as well as to discover

. whether these 1listeners wou}d-in turn put a commensuréte
amount of effort into reciprocating ¢this accommodation.
The experimenters found that"a Freneh Canadian stimulus
speaker who provided a taped message to bilingual English
Canadians* in F;ench ("no accommbdation"), in a mixture of

French and English ("partial accommodation®), in fluent
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English ("full accommodation")'or in non-fluent English

("full accommodation, more effort displayed") was rated

higher -in terms of considerateness and effort to bridge the
cultural gap, the more he accommodated to his listeners.
Because phe English Canadians were informed both that . the

French ~Canadian had the ability to speak English and thét"

he was free to select oﬁé.language or the other, they
appeaﬁed to have .assessed his acgommodative or non-
accommodative bghaviour purely in.terms of the amount of
effort he was Qilling to expend;' And, according to the

amount of effort they perceived, they themselves exerted a

commensurate amount of effort; they "accommodated" most.

(that is, spoke in French when sending a return message) ’

when the French Canadian had.spoken non-fluent English to
them, and least (spoke in English) when their interiodutor

-

had spokén French to them.

While 1in this séudy the amount of accommodation
varied and the cause to whiéh it was attributed stayed the
same, a further study by Simard, Taylor and Giles (1976)
was designed specifically to determine whether
accommodation 1is perceived differently depending on the
motives attributed to it by the listener, as well as to
iSee whether the same tendencies would be evident wheﬁ the

ethnic groups “"were reversed. They found that French
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Canadian‘listeners evaluated an English Canaliian who §poke
French, ‘more favourably when théy thought that he
. voluntarily made the effort to speak it, th;n when they
thought that he was'undef;pressure'to do so0. ,Fﬁrthermore,
the listeners both decoded the message better and were more
likely to accommodate in return (i.e. speak English) .when
they ¢thought ¢the speaker chose r;ther than was forced to
converge linguistiéally. Conversely, when' non-
accommodation (ie. speaking English to French Canadian
listenérs) was attriﬁuted to outside pressure to sSpeak
English, the sbeaker wés less negatively evaluated in terms
of effort to bridge the cultural gap than when he failed to

accommodate of his own free choice. The researchers

concluded that the type of causal attribution a listener

‘makes will affect how speech convergence or lack of it 1is |

_pefceived: nqn-accommodation is not necessarily always
negatively evaluated, and accommcdation,  while normally
viewed positively, 1is also weighed in terms of the motives

to which it is attributed.

Based on these findings, Giles and Powesl and
suggested that ¢there might be such a thing as "“over-
accommodation", or converging one's speech style to that of

the other either too extremely or in too obvious a fashion.

Perhaps some convergence depends on being covert rather

than overt in corder for it to aveid being interpreted as a
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sign of insincefity and thus be attributed to pqor motives._

The ‘ question of optimal- levels of accommodation was
investigated by Giles and Smith (197§), who found that
convergence by an Edglish Canadian to _British English
speakers on three levéls. (spéech rate, content and
pronunciation) was less favourabiy viewed than convergence
on only tyo leQels‘ (speech rate‘ and content). They

concluded that there was indeed such a thing as over-

accommedation.

In light"éf tﬁe fact that cohve}génée is not
indiscriminately perceiQed in a positive manner; Giles
fufther posed the gquestion of whether modification of one's
speech away from that of the interlocutor, termed by him
"speech divergence®, can ever_be positively evaluated by
participa:?s in an interaction. Tajfel's (1§74)‘theory of
intergroub distinctiveness suggests ‘phat it can. In
essence, Tajfel proposes that when members 6f different
groups are in contact, they make "inter-grou? sqcfal
comparisons", and search out valued dimensions on.which to
make their own group distinct from the oﬁtgroup. These
élements of positive distinctiveness give groups a sense of
.social identity and provide a meané for members of the

group to dissociate themselves from members of other groups

when they interact with them. Many studies have shown than
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speech -- whether style, accent, dialect or language -- is’

one . of. the most valued dimensions of spcial identity for
gfbups ( see .particularly Haugen; 1975; Giles,' Taylor,
Lambert and Albert, 1976; Fishman, 1977; Ryan and
Cafraaza, 1877). Indeed, in dozens of cases all over the
world, ethnic minorities have made maintenance of tﬁeir
1anguagé or dialebt the focus of their struggle for
,igeﬁtitx gnd social power; French in Canada, Welsh in
Wales; Breton in France and Catalan in Spain are only few
of thg many cases that~spriné to mind. Giles (1977) cites
‘a part;cularly‘cogent.dase ;f laAguage used as a symbol of
_gﬁltural :identity énd power when he mentions the Arab
memﬁer states of OPEC, who only reéently‘for the first time
issueé their communiqué on the price of o0il in Arabiec

EY

rather than in English.

At least two recént studies have shown that speech

divergence -~ whether by means of accent or language choice

-- is an.important strategy for emphasizing group identity.'

Bourhis and. Giles (1977) found that in an experiment where
students of Welsh who were proud of their national group
membership were challéng;d about their reasons for learning
the 1language by a speaker with a very strbng English RP
accent, the Welshmen's replies showed immediate divergencé;
Since these students did not have a productive command of

the Welsh language, their divergent behaviour was for the

3u
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most part restricted to noticeable broadening of their

‘Wel'sh accents in English; ‘yet a number of subjects.

sp?inkled Welsh phrases into their English, while one

"respondent answered by conjugating Welsh verbs!  This
‘tendency>to'rep1y in Welsh as much as possible suggested to

‘the researchers that, in genuinély bilingual contexts,

speakers who had two codes at their disposal might well

.

resort to compiéte language switches to express their

‘ psychological differentiation from the outgroup. -

-To test out these speculations,’ a second study
éarried out in Bel%ium_(Bourhis, Giles, Leyens agd Tajfel,
1979) focused on eliciting divergence in the form of
language Switéhing. They found that when the experimental

conditions strongly favoured. the desire of ingroup members

to differentiate themselves psychologically from the

outgroup (explicit intefgroup categorization and belief

that the speaker was unsympathetic to the subject's

language, combined with ethnically threatening statements),

switches to ingroup language did occcur. 1In other words, in

this experiment,  code switching was shown to be the

ultimate level of divergence or non-accommodation.
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V. MONOLINGUAL VS. BILINGUAL INTERACTION: THE NEED FOR
‘ EXPLORATION OF THE ACCOMMODATION MODEL

¥
We have reviewed here some of the main theoretical

underpinnings of accommodétion thqggy; and have_ discussed-

some of the phenomena which it aﬁteﬁp;s to explain. Most

of " the evidence thus far presented in its favour derives

from the study of interaction between speakers of the same

.language, since . it had its origin as an explanation for

accent mobility within a single language (Giles, 1973).

Almost -immediately, however, . it was proposed as equally

applicable >to bilingual contexts on the basis of the two
experiments carried out on French Canaqian and _English
Canadian bilingugls. (Giles;. Taylor and Bourhis, 1973;
Simard, Taylor and Giies, 1976). Yet, certéiﬁ differences

between moholingua} aniépilingual interaction, as well as
L; .

certain methodologic&i\\iépects of the two studies in

question, served tog,raise doubts in.our mind about the.

.validity of app.yfﬁg the conclusions drawn from these

éxperiments directly to interactions between speakers of

two differen%/ languages. We will now briefly consider
- ,
certain ways 1in which the monolingual and the bilingual

situations differ conceptually, '~ and then go on to

‘reconsider particular aspects of the two expe(}ments on the

basis of which accommodation theory has extended - its

explanatory domain to cover bilingual interaction.

.
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Much attention - has been paid to ,the notion that
the boae switching of bilinguals is basicaily the same type
of phenomenoh as the style or.register switching whiéh
occuré‘régq}arly in the §peéch Qf monolinguals. Yetgthié
basic similarity should noi obscure;£he fact that there are
certain real differences which obtain between the two
sipuapions. | For the purposes of our study of
accommodation, tiree essential differences between
monolingual and bilinéual interaction situations were found
to be relevant. If we exclude diglossic situatiéns, wﬁere
the codés in question a}e vériepies of the éame language,
these differences‘révolve around the questions - of mutual
ihtelligibility, control of the-requisite codes, and the

distinctness of the.codes in question. Other differences

concerning such aspects as language loyalty will not be

considered here.

»

First of all, in an in%eraction between sSpeakers of
related dialects of the same language, linguistic

convergence or acccmmodation on the part of one or the

)

other is usually not necessary to ensure mutual

comprehensibility. Although nuances may be lost and 1in

some cases listeners may have to strain their 1linguistic’

intuitions to the wutmost, the message will usually be

transmitted successfully. In an interaction involving

speakers of different languages, however, one speaker or



the other must normally converge totally to the other's

code by switching languages in order for communication to

take place. ‘Unless a speéker has prior knowledge that bhe-

interlocutor controls both codes, accqmmodation is a
préctical necessity. In addition, .there is the further
préctical constraiqt that oniy'oné'speaker at a time maf
converge;. if both ~aécommodate kawus%ng the m other's
language, again communication is impedeq. Speakers are
aware of these two facts, and this knéwledge colours much

of their language choice in interactions with speakers of

a different language.

Secondly, the question of control of the requisite
repertoires or the proficiency of the speakers in the codes
in question alsc intervenes more strongly in-the bilingual
than in the monolingual contéct . situation. When
individuals of two different social or regional diaiects of
the - same 1language interact,‘ speakers can rather easily
modify their speech to approximate that of thgir
interlocutor, even without having 5 complete command of the
other's dialect; wusually convergence takes the form of use
of .certain salient phbnetic variants or lexical items
superimposed on a code which both particibants basically
control. Thus, second ianguage proficiency is not normally

a factor affecting accommodation in -monolingual

-~

38



TREPR

gt

o

-vintefaction.' However, in iﬁteraction betwegn'speakeks from

two different ethnolinguistic groups, language proficiency

‘competence is a primary® factor. "Altﬁbugh traditional

sooiolingﬁistic research has tended to neglect it as a
factor in code switching in stable multilingual societies,
in interaction in bordér areas the importance of - second
language proficiency must not be uqderestimated. For
example, a speaker may have the desire to accommodate to
his interlocutbr, but not the ability, or he may have more
or less aﬂility. Furthermore, the second 1language

proficiency of both interaction partners must be'taken_ihto

. account, not merely that of the speaker, for it is often

their proficiency relative to one another which 1is a

decisive factor in code choice.

And finally, due to the distinctness of the codes in
question, shifting in a bilingual context is bqﬁh more
complete and more visible than in monolingual situations.
Wbe;eas in a situation = of monolingual variation,
céhvergence can easily.occur unconsciously as one speaker
modifies his accent to approximate that of.the other, when
speakers of two different ethnolinguistic groups interact,
they are normally quite aware when they switeh 1anguages.k
Thus, a speaker who switches in sﬁch a situation is making

a conscious and public statement about his willingness

»
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‘to accommodate.

Taking .into account these differences between the’

monolingual and the bilingual interactlon situatidns, we

“felt that in several important Qays, the methodology .used

in _the experiments by Giles.and his'collaborators did not
permiﬁ a true. testing of accommodation theory' in

interaction between Speakefs of different languages. In

the firét.place, both experiments used taped messages as

stimuli and required subjects to prepare taped messages in
response.' By avoiding direct contact between speakers ana
listeners, the experiments excluded the immediacy which‘is
a vital characteristic of face-to-face interaction. The

experimenters concluded as a result of their laboratory

studies not only that reciprocal accommodation would occur,

but also that it would take the form of addressing the
" interlocutor in.the latter's firﬁt 1 anguage. However, we
asked ourselves whether, when faced with a Francophone
speaker who has initiated a conversation in English, an
Anglophone genuinely interested in accommodating his

interlocutor would really respond in French? We thought

—— i — T —— . - ————————————————— — ————————————— . ———————— - ——— -

We exclude from consideration here conversational code
switching in Gumperz's terms; where speakers treat the
two codes as part of the same communicative system and may
-switeh back and forth with little conscious awareness of
which language they are using.

@ e e e — = s = s e - veoee ey = e e A - ey .

40



NEREE I et

N Tt

B e e et e LT Tt i et e i S Sadutt EECERLEE

not. We felt thaf 1egitima£e testing of the application of

accommodation theory to bilingual interaction must occur in

a realistic conversational settiﬁg where the dynamics of
conversation would exert their influence.
e . \
A second factor which plaji ‘'a large part in
interaction between

determining language behaviour i

bilinguals which these experiments did not adequately

handle 1is the relative second language proficiency of the

two parties 'in the interaction. Al though the studies
adequately controlled fdr subjects' second language
proficiency (there were no significant differences between
treatment groups 1in terms of mean scores on a self-
evaluation scale of second language proficiency), the
general level of competence of the- subjects undoubtedly
affected their willingnéss to respdnd'in'French. We feel
that . without treating proficiency as an independent

'variable, the degree to which' second 1language proficiency

affects ‘accommodation cannot be *truly evaluated-. For -

example, 1t would be interesting to know whether those
subjects who have a high level of proficiency in French
would be more likely to aﬁcommodaté by ;peaking French than
those with a lower level. The relévance of the subjects'
proficiency relative to that of the stimulus speaker was
recognized by Giles, Taylor and Bourhis (1973), who noted

in passing that most of the speakers who did ﬁot

-
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accommodate linguistically in the fluent English condit//n/
"tended to justify their Engllsh 1anguage maintenance by
reference to the fact that they considered their FC
speaken‘s command of English to be fan superior to their
own French skiils" (p. 186). Clearly, the relation between
the Second language proficiency nf the two interlocutors in

bilingual interacﬁion needs to Dbe more systematically

explored. °

&

In sum, the notion of interpersonal accommodapidn as
a factor in code switching is a powerful one, and deserves
to be explored-mgre fully. It is suggested, first, that
the role of accommodation in.bilingual interaction may have
.been ‘misrepresented by Giles et al because of ’the
énperimental conditions of their studies, and, thereforn,
that it needs to be investigated in a non-experimental ;ay.
Second, it is suggested that factors such as speakers’
self-evaluation ng their  second language proficiéncy,
individual variation in basic personality <traits, and
ethnolinguistic differences in language use also need to be
taken into account in applying the theory to Dbilingual

interaction.  For these reasons this study was'undertaken.

The thesis consists of the following parts:

o) Chapter  '2 outlines the aims of the " study and the



3
i

methodoldgy chosen,~’as well as the instruments and

prdceduréb in the study; .

Chaptgr 3 contains the statisiical analyses pf.the'

data, while Chapter 4 treats the data in a \more
B R : \
interpretive way;

A
i
1

o

<.

Chapter 5 contains a discussion of the insights we have

gained on the components of accommodation, and Chapter

»

<1
6 provides a summary and conclusions.

R
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o o . CHAPTER 2
THE STUDY: AIMS, METHODS AND PROCEDURES

I. AIMS OF THE STUDY ' x

The study had four princ1pal aims:

1. To furthef; explore the social psych ogicai.

concept of .accommodation as a motivating factor

.r'

in language choice in interaction between

bilinguals of different first languages. —

e 2. To investigate the extent to which languagé
choice is determined by individual psychological
factors such as personality ¢traits, motivation

4

and attitpdes.'

.2

‘3. To study the relevance of the individualt's
perception of his second language proficiency és°

a variable influencing use of that language.

4. To investigate the extent to which. language
choice patterns within a bilingual university
commudity are traceable to ethnolinguistic

differences.

IT. METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

- The aims of the study required that we collect four

Ly



"major -~ types of data: 1) data on language use in

interaction . between’ members of  two different
ethnplipguistic groups; 2) data on éttitudeé and motivation
for language'use; 3) data on personality traits; and 4)
data on percéived second language proficiency.

P

rd

For ‘the first two -types of data, ~rlanguagé use ahd
attitudes, we felt that aitwo—pronged approach would be the
mqst_effecgive:’ first, an observatioﬁal phase, in.ﬁhich
individuals would. be observed in meeting situations and
their use Ofé French and English (including language

switches) noteds and second, an interview phase, in which

the same individuals would resboqd ﬁo open-ended questions

on both their use of, and attitudes towards use of, their

second language. . ' §

L

The observational phase was seen as preliminary to
the 'study proper aﬁd waé:désigned'églserve thrée basic
'purposes: 1) as a method §f sensigizing'the researchef to
some of the types of factorgtaﬁ pl'ax in interaction 5etween

bilinguals of different languages; 2) as an aid in the

selection of a sample of subjects who were both fluent

enough to switch from one language to . another and who

actually - did engage in ‘switching behavior; ~ and 3) as W
global check .on the information provided by subjects on

their language choice. The data from the 'observational
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phése were. not correlated with the results of thevinterview
phase," which ~constituted our major data source. A

description of the procedures used in this phase,

%
considered as peripheral to the study proper, 1is found in

Appendix 1. °

- -
~

We chose an . open-ended interview as our primary data

collection tool because we'felt that this was the best way

'to get insight into people's feelings and attitudes about
use of ‘their "second language. Ne felt. that it' was
legitimate to use reports by requndent§,themselvés_on the
subject of their ianguage use for sevéral reasons. Fi;st,
the kind of language use we wished to study, involving

-

first languages, is much more accgssibie to introspection

>

than conversational code switching between in-group

members, where switching is frequently unconscious. Second,
we chose for our research base a bilingual university where

the issues of bilingualism and language use are frequently
_ P ‘ .

discussed and people are generaliy“very aware of -language

hoice. And third, the observations weé had made of

individuals' 1language use in the first phase of the study

confirmed in ~every case the type of behavior subjects

reported about themselves.

choice of language between interolocutors of differeay
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Although using an open-ended interview 'technique
meant that we would have to construct quantitative séales
post Egg; this drawback was. far outweighed by . the
advantages of sﬁéh én approach. | An open ipterview allowed

us to gain insight inpo subjects! feeiings and attiéudes

about use of their second lapghage,' as well as information

aboué when and in what circuméiances they switched from one

language to anothet.' If, on the other hand, we had used a

self-administered questionnaire on language . use ‘and
&

switching behavior, 1t would still have been necessary to

conduct prelimlnary interviews to get enough background on '

the relevant factors to be able to frame adeqd;te items for
such a questionnalre As well, we wished to avoid forcing
respondents into the mold of inflexible multiple-choice-
type que;tions, which allow llttle room for the expre551on
of unique experiences, attltudes or feellngs. It was felt

‘that much of the value—ef the study would lie in exploring

just such attitudes ahdAfeelings.

However, when 1t c¢ame to measuring personality
ﬁraits, it was clear that, only a standardized instrument
would be adequate. It was deemed impractical to administer

individpal psychological interviews, both from the point of

vieﬁ"df cost, as it would have meant hiring a +trained

.. psychologist to administer and interpret such interviews,
' &
and from the point of view of the time and commitment "it

p _ ) , “v ‘ .

AT



-

would have required from the respondents. In addition, it
is not at all clear that such interviews, had Qe
administered them,; would héve‘revealed éhy. mpré‘ useful
.information than standardized tests, since we . were: not

dealing with cases of psychopathology. A self-

administered paper and pencil personality test was also

felt tofpé leés‘threatening to respondents, and thus less -

likely to leaq.toArefusal to taRe~part; In éhdition,_it was
felt important to adm}nister a measure covering the whole
range of personality tr?ips rathér-than t0-construct mini;
in%truments measuring’one or two aspects, since too little
s kndQn about the relationship between peéSonélity and

. switehing behavior for us to have made '@ priori choices

(5

For collecting data on perceived prdficiency in the

about which traits to select.

second language, the interview approach also seemed, to be

. A
the most fruitful. (See the discussion in Section IV. D. of

-

this chapter.) =~

L 4

& .
III. SELECTION OF DATA BASE AND SUBJECTS

S

-
a

A. CHOICE OF DATA BASE - Lo ; !

To conduct this kind ‘of study, .we.felt that's there
were two prerequisites in terms of a data’base:l firét, ra
reasonably 1large population of fluent biliﬂghals %po use

&
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two languages on a.daily basis,- and second, an enyironment

where the languages are used with a minimum of social

constraints.

~ The first ¢%§dition was necessary because, . as

mentioned in Chapter 1, much of the research done 1in

accommodation theory has used‘second language learners who

often did not have enough basic competence in the second

lahguage to show either convergent or divergent behavior -at

a linguistic level. On - the other hand, most
. . Y

spciolinguistic research has dealt with diglossic or

!

multilinguél settings, where a high level of competence in’

the languages or language varieties in question was taken

<

for granted. Since one of our aims was to. isclate the

variable of perceived_proficienoy,.-we clearly needed a

population where there was a range of levels of competence

in the ‘second language.

’
3

. " The second'}équifément, that the study be carried

out in an environment wheére the two langlages are used with -

& p

a minimum of social and political constraints, was just ‘as

important - to the walidity of ouf study. _

IR

It is essential

.because it makes it ‘possible “to focus -~“on social®

5

psychological "and . individual factors with minimum
inteﬁferencq'from socialiy dictated'behavior. It is clear
‘p hd .

that factors such as the sodiél status of the interlocutor®.

.. A4

\
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SJ operate ‘in choice of code, yet if a factor suéh as pressure.

)

-rejected, as a possible \rgsearch base may serve to

R
to "speak the boss's langdage" is sufficiently =strong, it
can serve ‘to mask other.relevant‘\independent variables

which might other&ise come to the fore.

A bfief discussion of the situation in .a federal
’ ’ >

government department which was originally considered,- but

illustrate the problems which can be.generated by extreme

-pressures, of both political and social. nature. In this

‘superstratum of political considerations was overlying

department,  sensitivity to the issue™of hilingua}ism had
become so éﬁhie that the 'matural interplay of individuals

was affected., -For example, at the time this milieu was

being considered, the ‘institution of a  "bilingualism

bonus", awarded to bilingual 1incumbents of bilingual
positions,' had become sucg a bone of contention that
a number of groups'of individggis who were mot awarded the
$800 annual bondsAbecause'they did not occupy positions
designated as bilingual,k\?ad entered into a-bBycott of use

of their second languaé%. It is clear that in this case, a3

othe? language étfitudes and suppressing the normal use of

the two-languages. . Of coiﬁse, language contact between-

‘different ethnic groups often entails stressful feelings

about maintenance or loss of group identity (see . Tajfel,

~

14 . . .
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1964), and such factofs are a legitimateé object of'study,;
but . when sensitivity ﬁo-the issue of whov speaks whigpj
language ‘fé whom becomes so .acute thét language boycdgts
occur, then the atmosphere‘is tgo.highly éharge@wto"éllow
many of the relevant variables to operate. Jh’:order to
contribute to a theory of accommodation, which is a social .
psychological theor; of presumably gredt cross-cultural

generality, a data base- is»needed which 1s relatively

uncontaminated by political pressures. ;5

‘We found such‘a research base-in the University of
Ottawa. As befits its location in Ogﬂawa, Ontario, on the
Quebec border, it is a bilingual university, where members
of the Francophone and‘the Anglophone communities of the
area have the ~opportunity to study in their native
language. Being 'a bilingual university, tﬁere is both an
interesﬁ in facilitating bilingual communication _and an
acceptance of the fact that the members- of each ethnic
" group have the right to speak their 6wn language. 'We.would
expeét that in -this kind of environment a tendency to
aécommodatg one's interlocutors on a linguistic level would
have free play and interact naturally with other soc%al and
individual variables. Informal observétion suggested that
there was considerable freedom in using one's own langilage,
as weli_gg a tolerance for the use of two languages in more

-

formal situations such as meetings.
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On practical grounds, too, the University of Ottawa

"seemed to offer the most suitable milieu forl observation

" and subsequent intervieﬁing and testing of subjects.

Preliminary observations héd'indicated that situations in
which bothAladguages were used were frequent., This was
‘true not only .in iﬁformal gatherings but also in more

formalized contexts such as departmental meetings and other

meetings-involving'sbudénts, professors and administrative‘

staff. In addition, "there was, generally a bositive
response to the ideé of observation and interviewing. .Ana
finally, there was acceptance of the idea of taping certain
meetings, as gell as the interviews, in addition ‘%o

‘administering a personality test.

For all these reasons, then, it was decided to use
individuals at the Univeréity'9£ Cttawa as the population

from which subjects for the study would be chosen.

B. SELECTION OF SUBJECTS )
' Subjects for the study were chosen from among
professors and administrators of the University of Ottawa

observed in a variety of meetings taking place on the
university campus. On the basis of these observations,
subjects manifesting certain types of language use (for

example, switching or refraining from switching where it

would be expected) were asked to participate in the study.
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'Those péqple who never talked during the'meetingé, oé only
spoke one languége and always in response .to the same
language, were not asked to participate because the number
of particibants in the meetings had to be reduced by some
metﬁod. | Thus,  only Apeopie wﬁo obviously possessed some
bilingdél capacity aﬁd who furthermore demonstrated. some
interesﬁing s?itching or non-switqhing'.behavior " were

interviewéd.

"

Oh this basis, thirty professdtf and administrators

were interviewed and tested. Subsequently certain subjecps

. were eliminated because of “missing data, because -the

speakers wére.not native speakers of English or French, or

because they had undergone a language dominance change (fof
example, haq French as a native langugge but now considered
English their "first"™ language).. Cur fi;al samples
consisted of 16 Francophone and 10 Anglophone profegsors
and administrators. |

-

Because of the make-up of the univensit& population,
as well as the type of meetings which were observed, the
samples of the two ethnolinguiétic groups were not balanced
in terms of sex and role at the un;versity. Of the ten

Anglophones, three were women and seven men, and there were

one Dean and two Chairpersons of departments in-the sample.
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'_The' Francophone sample consisted entireiy of men, and °

leaned more heavily toward administrators:. there were one
Vice-Rector, one Dean, and two ¥ice-Deans among them.

-

hd

IV. INSTRUMENTS

A. MEASURE CF LANGUAGE USE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD LANGUAGE
USE

As outlined under "Methodological Considerétions",
information on the subjects’ lénguage background, language

use and attitudes toward language use was-: collecteq' by

means of a taped interview. -

Questions on linguistic background and history of
language learning were asked in order to establish the
subject's native language and dominant language (which were
not always the'same),'the age and circumstances under which
the subject had learned his segond language, the language
of his formal education, and tge language spoken at home
now. These items, while not fqrmalizéﬁ into variables
analyzed statistically, served to enrich our understanding
of the subjects! étfitudes and use of the second
ianguage, and -thus-helped'us fo arrive at more mé#ningful
interpretations of the priﬁcipai data. (See Appendix 2 for
a complete list of the questiéns on iinguistic

It should 'be mentioned that the offices of Vice-Rector,
Dean and Vice-Dean are held by former professors.

v
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The main emphasis in the interview, however, was on

gaining insighﬁ into'§ﬁbjeéts' feelipgs and behaQior in
communication situations ‘where there wis é choice of
1anguage. Since Qe kished to find out whether subjects
Qére likély to accommodate linguisticélly to interlocutors
speakiné‘another language, -we poéed a number of situations

in which accommodation might come into play ("potentially

accommodative situations"), and asked subjects how they

usually reacted in such situations. Since we were asking
subjects to reflect on their own behavior, we concentrated

on s@tuations in which there was a conscious choice of

language to be made, rather than on situations where the

phonetic context might trigger responses in a -particular
language (Clyne, 1976). We posed a number of questions

wqjch revolved around.the six situations described below.

1. Language used when initiating 8 conversation. with a
bilingual of the other language.

We felt that the subjects! inclination to

spontaneously use L2 when encountering a native speaker of

that language would . be a strong . indicator of

accommodativeness.

e m e —— e e e Ee TR WA TSRS PSS L St ) s = e de et 4
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2. Willingness to respond in L1 when addressed Ezvgg L2
. speaker having difficulty in that language.

- of accommodativeness. For a bilingual Anglophone to endure

poor English, when French would be more efficient, for.

instance, he must be extremely tolerant and sympathetic
towards his L2 interlocutor's desire to speak- his second

languagé._

”

We saw this item as potentially our best indicator

3. Perseverance in speaking L2 when“interlocutor switches
to speaker's L1. g :

We wished to know how subjects would respénd(&o a
situation in which they attempted to practice their second
lénguage by addressing an L2 speaker in his language} only

to have him switch back to their own native language. We

felt that what a speaker does in this conflict situation

would tgll us something‘about his or her accommodabi?eness.

Na

4. Language of response when L1 interlocutor initiates
a conversation in L2.. o

‘

In border bilingual communities, it often happens
that a member of one ethnolinguistic group addresses a
stranger of the same language background in their (mutual)
.second language. For exa@ple, an Anglophone who éinds
himself approached in French by another Anglophone must

decide whether to "play the game' and respond 1in that

L et e s L ST P
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?languégé, pernaps out of deferencé to the effort exerted
by the ihitiator of the convergation;b or to return to the
first and most efficientllanguage for them both. We

surmised - that responding in French under" these

circumstaﬁces ‘would be a good  indicator of

»

accommodativeness."
' Ve

5. Adherence to L1 in group discussion when speaker of L2
arrives, . :

Our primary aim for this item was to ‘ pursue our

hypothesis that accommodative behavior ,would vary

considerably depending upon the ethnic groub qembership of
" the speaker. For example, would the arrival of a speaker
of the ﬁgj%?ity language, English, be suffictent t; prompt
a Agroup éf Francophdhes to switch from Freﬁch;to <Englishé
Would a similar group df Anglophones expect a bilingual

Francophone to speak English because of the "historically

dominant status of that language, or would these bilingual

Anglophones. accommodate the newcomer by switching to

French? <Clearly, such questions are context bound and will

have differeht answers in different 1anguage contact_

situations.

6. Switching languages with 2 particular individual.

It was felt that the degree to which a bilingual

feels at ease switching languages with the same individual,



“P

. whether be taken into _account - .when ~as$essing

) accommodativeness. . It was. hypoiﬁeéized‘ that .

- ethnolinguistic differences would show up with this ftem.

(See " Appendix 3 for the English form of the questions on

"potentially'accommodétive«situations".rw

<.

B. MEASURE OF ATTITUDES TONARD-BILINGUALISM

" Two aspégﬁs of'attitudés~toward bilingualism wefé

also explored '‘by means of interview. The first concerned

the professor{s"attitude toward teaching'at a bilingual

university (Attitude toward teaching at a bilingual

<

university).‘ The second item concerned subjects' interest
in héving their children become bilingual, includihg

willingness to have them educated,in' bilingual schools

.(Attitude toward children becoming bilingual).

L

e
Thgﬁe items were selected in preference to questions

génce:ning general éttiiudes toward Frepch or English
Cénadians. partly because it was felt that they we;e‘ moré
likely to el}citdhonest answers. It,%és not thought 1;kely
that membetrs of a univeréity community~would be prone to

admit to prejudices against members of the = other

ethndlingui§tic group, if they had. ény. o In addition,

”available measures of ethnocentrism, cultural allegiance,

etc. were just.too transparent to use with a population of

AN

univérsity proféssors. (For examples, see Jakobofits,

K
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1970.)  Questions of a political nature such as attitudes

toward duebec‘ separatism were rejectéd as being too . far

A

afield, since the Llink between political stance and

.

languagé‘use'is not necessarily diféét (Certalnly there

are militant Quebec separatists who as a consequence of

their political views insist Qp\$peakng French under the,

most difficult cirgumstaneéégi yet fthere“are other .
compietely apolitical souls who likewise insist on speaking

French.)

C. SCALE OF ATTITUDE- TOWARD LANGUAGE LEARNING' OR
"LING_KPHILIA" -

Another factor .we believed -t§ ée important ~§p
determlning how" much a bilingual uses his second lang;age
is 1nterest in learnlng other languages, or "llnguaphilla"
It seemed probable that 1f bilinguals enjoyed" second. or
féreign language study, and.der;ved pleasure from speaking

other languages, then their behavior in seéecond languége

interiction situations would be markedly different. from

- that of bilinguals who Manifested a utilitarian attitude
: Ao

' . s ..
towards the second language. A . five-point scale was

prepared so that it could be carefully éead' by subjects,
whqgweée asked to choose the alternative which most closely
applied Qo them. The scale was de31gned to be preseﬂted in-
the ihterview rather than to bemtrea%ed as'a pencil -and -

paper test, So. as po,encouragq maximum dlscussion'by "the

o
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subject. The schle reads as follows:
. . 154

A. ‘Language learning fésdinates me and I seek out

' every opportunity to use my second language.

B.. . I eﬁjoy‘usingimylsecond language ahd,'éxqppt for

a . few sitﬁations where I feel inhibited, I use.

it whenever .it is appropriate. '

_C. It doesn't make any difference to me which

. . .

Y - o o L.

.60,

language 1. use as long as 'tﬁeré is efficient

communication.

D. I would .rarély initfate- a conversation in

another language  .but, addressed 'in that.

langlage, I would respond in it.
E. I much prefer to use my first language if the
, / person I'm talking to kndws that language.

7

. See . Appendix 4 for the French Qﬁrsion of, the linguaphilia

scale.

—— - With use it became clear that the scale encompasses
more than just'"Iinguaphilia." See Chapter 4, 1III. C. for

a.discussion of the problems-inhe;ent in the*scale. '

"D.  MEASURE OF PERCEIVED éROFICIENCY
For a number of‘reasons we decided not to ;dministe?
a second language proficiency test to our sﬁbjects but

-

instead to measure their own perception of their second



language' abilitjes. First and:foremost,‘ we: felt that

actual langpaée profici nc& is probably less impbrtant-as a

determiner of -linguisty behavior . than . is the user's .

perception.of his proficié cy. (See discussion of Pipping

(1969} ~in_ Chapter 1.) Secondly, the kind of second
"léhgﬁage proficiency we were‘interestedAinfis not measured

by generally available language tests; ‘we were concerned’

with communicative competence and an ability“to function in

the work context rather . than knowledge of specffic.j.

~

grammaticalior vocabulary items. And finally, we doubted
that.wé would be‘ablé to;find a second language préficiency
. test - sufficienﬁlk éisbriminating to be able to rate
accurétely the second language skills of a significaét

number of our subjects whose L2 proficiency was very near_

native-speaker level.

[}

?

‘We considered: two possible ‘basic épproéches to
measuriﬁg perceived proficiency: administering a
quéstionnaire or probing subjects' peréeptions of their
sécond ianguage eapébil;ties in °~ an interview.
(Observatioh, 6f cour se, wés not a possible teéhnique since
.1t was perceived rather than actuai proficiency that we
were after.) Béfore arriving at a decision, we tried out

both of these techniques. In our attempts to construct a

questionnaire we réjected the idea of asking subjects to

61
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-.SituatidnS} .was' both more closely linked to realit& and o

e

>

rate themse1¥¢s' on an overall scale of second language

ébility,és too general and too subjective. ﬁe felt that a

» 13

situational approach, which réquiréd‘Subjects to rate t eir”

3

ability to perform in the second language in ‘particglar,

specific enough for-subjects to be able to visualize 1in

concrete terms their ability or lack of ability to perform

in the situations mentioned. However, an attempt to try

out such a set of situa;ions"shéwed'us that a problem
existgd,' ndt in,creating realistic situat&ons of language
use;in:job contéxts, but in designing a scale of difficulfy
which was séhsitivé enough fﬁr our purposes; During the
tfial run- of the qué%tionnaire, 'subjects had difficulty

choosing an{‘gf our ready-made éategories, and since the

interviewer was present, they tended to. amplify ,their

choices with extensive oral explanations. Since the

explanations were of more interest than the déscriptive

point of the scale chosen, which tepded to be rather
misleading, we,rejeéted.the pencil -and paper questionnaire
approach and instead incorporaﬁed the measure of perceived
profiéiency inéo the taped interview. The advantages of
this procedure are clear; Starting‘from specifiec questions
relating ¢to their evéryday academic activities, subjects
'
were able to explain their ability or non-ability to handle
a wide variety of job-related situations. The amount of

detail provided allowed us tbhgaih a very clear picture of
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. a subject's abilities in eabh"situation, as well as to get
insight into his'feelings and “goncerns about. his second

language bdmpeténce, R -

> . . B v

&

fhe, questions -asked .concerned the subjecté'
perception 6f their abflity.tq follow and partic%paté in
intelleétual‘discuésions, both in and out of thei; field,
apilii& to participate in meetingé.and convince others of
their point of view, ability to understand foreign or
regional accents, ability ¢to giveflectures " and’ éounsel

- students in the‘second language, and other items of +this

W

nature.

E. PERSONALITY MEASURE

Our choice as a measure of persgpalify was .Cattell's

'lé‘ Pérsonality Factor Queétionnaire, published by the

Institute for Personality and Ability Testing. Thg‘,teét

ensures comprehensive coverage of personality by measuring

sixteen functionally independent fundamental dimensions of -

N
human personality which have been developed out .of over

( .
thirty years of research on unitary source traits making up
the structure of personality. It was chosen over similar

instruments because it has been widely used in educational

research on adult populations, 1is designed for use on ;

" normal rather than pathological populatiocns, and is self-
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' administered and objectively scored. 4And, perhaps most

important for our pufposes} it is available in French as

well as in English, with norms established for a French-

Canadian populatioﬁ,. both 'univérsity students and the

general adult population, by the Institut de ‘Recherches

Psyéhologiqﬁes, Inc. in Montréal.

A

Several forms of the 16 Personality Factor °

Questionnaire'exist, designed for various populations. We

selected Fofm A, which, along with the alternéte form B, is
the most " appropriate form for én_ educatedA populatioh
consisting of individuals wiﬁh a minimum of high school
graduation. 'The questionnaife contains 187 multiple choice
items, with frém 14 to. 13 questions measuring each
pers&hality, factor, ‘arrénged so as to insure variety and
intereé@ for the examinee‘as well as to allow séoring by a
steﬁqil. Each factor is conceivéd of as a |(personality
dimension, or continuum from éne pole to the opposite pole
on the trait. Thus, for.éxample,“Factor A is the dimension
"Reserved §ersu$ Qutgoing", with a low score indiééting a
tendency to be more "reserved, detached, critical or cool"

and  a high score indicating a tendency to be "outgoing,

warmhearted, easy-going or participating. The Handbook

for the‘lg Personality Factor Questionnaire contains both

extengive and cabsule descriptions for each of the sixteen

primary personality factors, as well as for four g"second

J
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~ order™® féctors, which are derived from a combination.of the

primary factors, (For example, "Low anxiety versus High

anxietyﬁ and "Introvefsion _versus Extraversion"). A
complete 1isting of the 20 personality factors is contained
in Chapter 3, I, B, 5.

’

-

. . » -
For each item on the questionnaire, - three choices

are-pfovided, with one answer contributing a score toward
one pole, one toward the other.polé, andithe "middle of the

road" choice toward both poles simultaneously. The test

' yields 20 scores, 16 primary factors and f”“secondgorder"”

factors. Scores on each factor are normally converted to

standard = scores ranging from 1 to 10, with a s;?re Qf 5.5
\répresenting the neutral point between the two_poles. ~ The

test takes from 45-55 minutes to administer.

V. PROCEDURES
A. INTERVIEW

All of the interviews were conducted by the

‘investigator in‘the subject's dominant language in his or

her university office. They were recorded on a very small
Sony T55 tape recorder with a built-in microphone, for

later transeription.

The interview opened with questions on the

linguistic. background and language learning history of the
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-subject, tﬁen proceeded to the questions on his perception

of his proficiency in the second language.' From there the
discussion was turned to how subjécts behaved in certain

situations where choice of code was at issue. Finally, a

card containing the limguaphilia scale was handed to the

subject, who picked_oné alternative, then talked about the
reasons for hié choice. The questions coiferning the
subject‘s atfi;udes éboﬁt working at a bilingual Univer;ity
anJ having children become bilingual were posed whenever

the " conversation seemed to turn in an appropriate

direction.

The tone of the interview was kept as informal as

possible. = To encourage real discussion of the 1issues,

questiané were posed éonversationally, never read aloud.
An abbreviated interview guide wag used for this purpose;
although questions were not always phraseﬁ idegtically for
each subject, it was felt that the spontaneity gained by

this approach compensated for any shortcomings. The arder

of questions also varied somewhat from interview to.

interview, since it was felt important to follow the

natur al® flow of the conversation. At the end of the

interview a quick check was made to be sure that no

questions had been omitted.
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The subjects were very cooperative and interested in

discussing . their languégg use and attitudes. In quite a

number of cases subjects went well beyond the 45 'minutes

projected for the interview.

B. ADMINISTRATION OF PERSONALITY MEASURE
At the‘close of the interview, the subject was asked
if he would mind taking 'a short pencil and paper

personality test, i.e. the 16 Personality Factor

%, . .

Questionnaire. If ° he agreed, he was given the
questionngire booklet and answer sheet and requested to
write his name and age on the answer sheet. .-‘The

interviewer remained preSent‘but demurred from giving any

explanations of whatfadparticular question meant, or which

aspect‘of personality it purported to measure.

In general, the test was not well received by the

subjects. Professors as a group sSeem to be too
sophisticated, perhaps even cynical, test takers, for this

transparent a type of measure. Many of the items provoked.

laughter, others evoked expressions. of frustration. Mo st
subjects completed the questionnaire with good grace; Sut
one respondent was moved to write a letter describing the
inadequacies of the test in precise and logical. detail,
pointing out qhestions where the two polar choices were not

compatible and indeed could both be espoused

Y
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simultanéously. Altﬁduéh thé,testvcannot be said to -have’
o ‘ o - S o ' 2 .
-been a success with this highly critical "population, we

héve confidence‘in'the instruﬁent, thse validity has been

shown -on :manyf different 'pobula;ions.-over the years,

including academics.

—— s — > P8 L G — ————— —— D Y P > W . — - - A T M M ME E G A S G Nt M - ——

Four out of the original population of 30 professeors and
administrators refused outright to take the test, three of
them after trying a few questions and the fourth cut of an
aversion to any and all tests of personalityr - It  1is
interesting to note in passing that the paopulation of
students, who also participated in the study,’ but whose
results are not analyzed in this thesis, expressed very
few complaints about the questionnaire. ‘
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CHAPTER 3
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

- I. PRELIMINARY ANALfSIS.

Because the major part of the information for
this study was gathered by means of tapéd interviews, a-
preliminéry phase of analysis Qas neceséary before}correlé—,
tional analysis of the data could begin. Scales had to be
developed for the language use situations, attitudes on
bilingualism, 1linguaphilia and pércéived‘proficiency, and
eaéh subject had tb be rated on each scale. 'As well, the
personality meésure had to be scored and persoenality
profiles for . éach subject drawn up. The variables
resulting from these procedures, -~ termed primar& factor;,
were. used to develop cgrtéin secondary factors. Both of
these types of factofs were subsequently submitted to
correlational anaiysis. | |

T~

A. TRANSCRIPTION OF TAPED INTERVIEWS

Transforming the data collected on tape into " a
usable form was necessary before the primary factors could
be drawn up. Given the willingness of our subjects to
freely engage in conversation and the variety of subjects
engendered by the discussion, it was decided to tri;scribe

the tapes selectively. 4 X 6 index cards were wused to

record each subject's responses to each question, as well



as all other relevant remarks (for 'example,' attitudes -

towards members of the other ethnolinguistic  group,
comments concerning an individual's own language learning
ability or personaiit&)."in order to make it easy to find

the material relating to particular questions, all remarks

the subjecﬁ made on a'given topic were transcribed onto the -

same card. The location:-of the remark on the tape was

noted next to each comment. Responses *were °~ copied

verbatim, and the tapeé were replayed as often as

"necessary to get an accurate transeription.

B. DEVELOPMENT OF PRIMARY FACTORS

In general, in developing scales for each

interview question we created the categories of response

' from those items mentioned by the subjects. For any given

 factor, we recorded the quintessence of each subject's

feelings and atyitudes on the matter, arranged the various
responses in 1ogical sequence according té thelpontent of
the question, and then abstracted the points of the scale
from -these responses. For purpoées of correlaticnal

analysis numerical scores were assigned to each point and

subjects ‘were then placed on this scale. The verbatim

quotations of subjects' attitudes, motivations, ete. were”

later used in the interpretive phase of analysis.

-
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1. Scales of language use (Factors 1-6)

For the first five language use situations,

“

‘'straightforward five-point scales involving degree of use

-

- of L1 and'L2 were used.  For example, the-follo&ing scale

'was®' used for Primary Factor 1 (Language used  when y

initiating a conversation with a bilingual of the other

“

language) .

klways sﬁeaﬁ L2 , 5
More likely to speak L2 y
Either L1 or L2 -3
More 1ikely to speak L1 2

Always speak L1 1
The’othef factofs had;very similar-scaies, except that the
high value oé'the §cale was assigned to L2 use in Factors
17, 3 and 4 and to L1 use in Factors 2 and 5, following the

logic of the question asked.

For the sixth factor, which invélved willingness to

switeh languages with.the same individual, a scale was
» ,

;M

constructed which- measured frequency of ‘switching. It

ranged from "frequently switches" (5 ‘points) to "rarely or

never switches" (1 point). <

.=

The following are the six language use factors:

P 9
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»Primary Factor 2 - Nilllngness to’ respond in "L1 td an L2

~

Primary ~Factor 1 - Language used when  initiating '~ a-

— cenversation- with a Eilingual of the opposite

language ("Initiatiﬁg"). T

- . : -

\..5

speaker hgggng difficulty")
B

: '-r‘ -7 ‘ 3 . . .
Primary Factor:® 3 - Perseverance in speaking L2 when ~

interlocutor swltches to speaker's L1 ("Perseverance

AN

in speaking L2")

-

. " - 1

Primary Eactor‘£$- Language of respornse when addressed’ in
: o7 2 4

. : v . . < . .
L2 by L1 §beeker;("Use of L2 with L1 speaker").

L'

"Primary Factbr'é ~ Adhérence to i} in group diséussiqn when

speaker of L¥ arrives ("Adherence to- L1 in group").

Primary Factor ] - Willingness to switch_languegeé.with the

+

* same individual ("Switching").

2. §pe1es of- attitudes on bi;ingualiem‘

The 'two scales feflecting aspects bf"living',and
working in a bilingual enviromment  were .déveloped and -

scored by the procedure described under "Development of -

<

Primary Factors®". - . i .

TNV

speaker having' dlfficulty in L1 ("Use of L1 to L2

5
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Primary Factor 7, Attitude towards working at a

-ffbilingual“university (”Bilinguaf universityﬁ), was assigned

scores rénging from 1 to' 5 over the following scale: ¢

A

Category Description Points
Chose to come to the University of Ottawa at 5
least partly because of its bilingual charac-
ter. Wouldn't want to teach at a unilingual
university.
‘Appreciates the bilingual atmosphere of the 4

university and would miss it; however, this
is -not the factor which causes hlm/her to
remain here.,

Would not mind teaching at a unilingual 3
university; would be equalIy at ease
there. ~

T Would be more comfortable at a unlllngual 2
university.

Dislikes the bilingual- atmosphere and | - ' 1.
wishes he/she ‘were at a, unllinqual . v
unlverszty. ) - . o :

. . o % . -

Primary Factor 8,'Attitude toward chiidreh becoming

. . S « ”
bilingual ("Children Bilingual"),p was difficult to develop

-

a scale for,

because attitudes of Franéophones and
Anglophones differ»so radlcally ‘on thls question. These
_,J
differences are dlscussed in Section. II., C., 2.

of this

chapter.

-

Scores were assigned ranging from 1 ii'S on the

+ following scale:

<

%

P
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‘Category Description L ‘ Points.

Strong concern about children becoming 4 5
" bilingual;™ 'would send_them to school in ' :
the opposite language; no reservations
about effect on first language. .
"Desire to have children become bilingual 4
but would not necessarily send them to
school in ‘the opposite language.
Interest in having children become - , 3
bilingual, but not at the detriment
of their first 1anguage.
. @2y :
Bilingualism is desirable but ﬂy‘no o 2
‘means necessary; concerned that ' ~ ‘
children have strong grounding in
their first language.

Strong concern about maintaifiing : 1
first language rather than_about:
child becoming bilingual..

LY

-

3. Scales of Attitude toward Second Language Learning and
"Linguaphllla"

Despite the fact that a scale of "linguaphilla“ had
been prepared in advance, .becauae subjects talked freelyv
about their reactions to:ghe caoices suggested by the
instrument, their responses were recorded and 5 new ‘§cale
developed inithe same_ﬁay asAfor'the pfevioua;factors. The
Original instrument had'had 5 posaible choicés; however,~

.since‘ the viewpoints‘ exp?essed by subjects were often
' located between - two points on ‘the scale: scoﬁes were
asSigned ranging faom_1 to 10. . For examp?gfﬁa supject who
said, "I think I'm B. B and A are noé coctradictory. I

think I'm going from A to B," was scored between A 'and B.

-
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Points were assigned according to the following scale (see -

Chapter 2. III. C. for the descriptions of points A-E):

-

Re sponse : : .. I . Points
A | } - , 10
Between @ and B ’ 9
B : - T | 8
Betqeen,g and_b. _ - ’ %

. c , . _ 5.5
Between C and D : 4
D o - : 3
Between D and E . 2

E ) gr hd 1

However, when the different response patterns of the

two ethnolinguistic groups to this item were analyzed, it

became: immediately evident that the scale as- designed

-~

actually measured "attitude toward learnimg and using the

’

second 1anguage". This factor became Primary Factor 9§ and

another factor was created for linguaphilia in general, or
N . Y el 1 o
attitude toward foreigh language learning.. Primary Factor

S G W D N ————— > _—— T _——  —————————— " ", - — ——— - 2 b - ——————

In a bilingual reégion, the distinction is often made
‘between the second language, or the language of the other
ethnic group making up the population which is normally
learned as the-"second" language, and foreign languages,
which do not form part of.the local Tinguistic scene.
Attitudes toward second and foreign languages may differ
quite considerably.

v




10, "Linguaphilia“,.wasAdeveloped with a scale running from

-5 ("Finds languagé learning faécinatingﬂs.to 1 ("Dislikés
| learning  other laﬁgdgges"). - More discussion of the
problems involved witﬁ5the linguaphilia scale are found in
Section‘il.-B. of this chapter.

[t 4

L, Perceived proficiency scales

Ten sub-sg¢ales for différent aspects of perceived
proficiency in the second.ianguage‘weregaeveloped using.the
same procedure as for the attitude and 1anguage‘use scales.
Follo&ing' this, one" overall score was derived from the
combined sub—scalé.natings. The ;ub-scéles covered certain
aspects of production and compreﬁension, for‘ productipn,

especially, the dimensions measured were limited .to those

which were likely to occur in a professional context. An

overall self-assessment of second language proficiency was -

v

. y . .
also included. Sub-scales were developed for the following

ten items, each of which had a range from 1 to 10:

e

Production in L2

1. _Ability to convince someone, make a point
in a meeting. :

2. Discuss one's field with afother colleague.
3. Discuss subjects outside of one's field.
4. Teach in the second language.

~
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Comprehension

5. .Follow a rapid exchange between two  native
speakers. .

Z/ 6. Understand unfamiliar accents (Quebec/European
: French/Other) (British/American/Other).

7. Foxfow radic, TV, movies.

General ' , '

8. Vocabulary.

¢

9. Situations in which feel inhibited about wusing.

L2.

>
10. Overall self-assessment.

3

o

‘After subjects had been rated on each of the sub-
'scales, these scores were used to place each subject on an

overall scale of Perceived Second Language Proficiency

(Primary Factor 11). This scale ranged from a high of 10,
indicating that the subject felt he used the second
language essentially as a native speaker does, to, a
theoretical 1low of 1;u’in fact, the lowest of ény of our

Subjects rated themselves was 3, since we were dealing with

_people who were at least functionally bilingual. It was

this overall score that was used for cbrrelation_wi;h the

other primary factors.

For ease of comparison of subjects, the ten scores
used for correlational analysis were also. regrcouped into

five more general 1levels of . perceived proficiency .as

N
3

-

R X U
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Level A - Close to native speaker. - (Scores 9 & #0)

Level B - Functions competently in. ~(Scores 7 & 8)
- almost all respects but is ‘
% conscious of some gaps in
L2 competence.
s

-Level C - Copes with most work and (Scores 5 & 6)
social situations, despite
- frequent errors and gaps
“in lexicon.

Level D - Able to discuss areas (Scores 3 & 4)
encéuntered frequently in
the work context, but not .
at-ease in social situatiens : -
where discussion may cover
a wide range of topics.

Level. E - Possesses only rudimentary (Scores 1 & 2)
knowledge; able to function
only in limited domains where
stock phrases may be-used.
While these 'five levels do not pretend to be precise
descriptions-of proficiency, they were thought to be useful

as a means of seeing general tendencies and comparing:

groups. The complete description of the 10 1levels of

. ]
.Perceived Second Language Proficiency 1is contained in

Appendix 5.

G M s A S e —— e —— . A - ————— " G M s et D s e B ———————————— o —— v~ > = —

Because this scale was designed specifically to handle, the
range of - subjects we had in our sample, - it 1is skewed
somewhat toward the high end of the scale. Clearly this
-scale would not be appropriate to use on a population

which 1includes subjects with very little knowledge of the
second language. ° '
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5. Personality factors s

Several steps. were necessary to obtain_scores for
N ._ .\("

the personality factors for each” subject.’ First, the

answer sheets for the 36 Personality Factor Questionnaire

were hand scored by means of a stencil, which resulted ihA

raw scores for the sixteen primary personality dimensions.

Since personality factors have slight age trends, which the

authors of the..instrument feel can be "of critical
importance  in %ésearch" (Cattell qnd Eber, 1962, p;12) ,
ﬁhe‘raw scores were then correctedifdr age. finally,'these
age-coraected scores were transformed -into standard
Scores,.~or "stens", using the General Adult Population
norms (Form A). Separate norms were used for the French

and-Eﬁglish versions.of the tést. (The French norms were

.standardized on a French Cahadian population, whilg the

English norms represent an hmerican population.)

e
-

ts

Theﬁ standard scores optained.on each factor were
ﬁ§ed to create a "personality profile" for each subject, :a
graﬁhic representation of where the subject stands on the
range.betwebn polés on each personalif; dimension. A sten
of 5> or 6 represents an average score \(obtained by
approximately 38‘2%~of the adult populétion), while a ften
of_ 7 or H,r each of which is obtained b§ 15.0% o} adults,

represents ‘some leaniné towards either the positive or the

negative pole of the dimension in question. ) Stens of 9 or

9.
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. 2 represent duite an'extFeme leaning and are 6btained by
. w . ' .

-only ‘5.45 of the population, while stens of 10 and 1 are
only obtained by 2.3% of adults.

In the description of the sixteen personality
dimensions which follows, the first pole is the low sépre
direction, and the second pole is the high direction. The

factor names are those referred to in the 16 P F- test.

"FACTOR LOW SCORE HIGH SCORE
A - Reserved, ' Vs, Qutgoing,
detached, critical, - warmhearted,.easy-
aloof. ~going, participating.
B - Less intelligent, vVs. . More intelligent, '
concrete-thinking. abstract-thinking,
, . bright.
C - Affected by feelings, Vs, Emotionally stable,
emotionally less faces reality, calm,
- stable, easily upset. - mature. ’
E - Humble, vs.v Assertive,
mild, accommodating : aggressive, stub-
-conforming. . : born, competitive.
F - Sober, , Vs, - ' Happy—go-lﬁcky,
prudent, serious, ‘ -gay, lmpulsively
taciturn. - lively, enthusi-
. astic.
e .
G - Exgedient, VS, .Conscientious,
lsregards rules, persevering,
feels few obligations. moralistie, staid.’””
H - Shy, ) . _ vVs. " Yenturesome,
: restrained, timid, ' socially pold,
) threat-sensitive. - uninhibited, spon-
» ' taneous.
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1 -‘Tough-mindéd, ' vs.
self-reliant, no-
nonsense, realistic.

L - Trusting . vs.‘

adaptable, free of
jealousy, easy to
get along with.

M - Practical, ' ' vs,
care?uI,‘regulated
by external realities,

\ proper.

"N - Forthright, - vs.
natural, artless,
unpretentious.

0 - Self-assured, vs.
confident, serene.

- Q1- Conservative, vs.
’ respecting estab-
lished ideas, tolerant
of traditional diffi-
culties.

Q2- Group-dependent, vs.
a "joiner™ and )
sound follower.

Q3- Undisciplined vs.
"self-conflict, :
follows own urges,
careless of protocol.

Q4- Relaxed, VSs.
tranquil,
unfrustrated.

Y s D AP WP e o — —— P i ————— ———————
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‘Tender-minded,

ciinging, over-
protected, sensi-
tive. B

Suspicious,
self-opinionated,
hard to fool. s

N
{ .
Imaginative, s
wrapped up in Lnner
urgencies,- careless
of practical/mat-
ters, Bohemian.

Shrewd,

calculating, pene-

trating, worldly.

Apprehensive, '
self-reproaching,
worrying, troubled.

¢

Experimenting,

liberal, free-
thinking, analy-
tical.

Self-sufficient,

prefers own deci-
sions, resourceful.

Controlled, :

soclally precise,
following self-
image.

Tense,

frustrated, driven,

overwrought.

——— - ———— —————— — e e . e e

Each subject was also scored on four broader "second

~order factors", which were derived from the sixteen basic

. personality dimensions by appfying specified weights to the

7

N
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‘stens -for particular primary factors. The following are

the second-order factors which were distinguished:

FACTOR LOW SCORE L " HIGH SCORE -
1. Ad justment vs. Anxiety
aIi. Introversion Vs, Extraversion
-ITI. Tenderminded embtion- VS.. Alert poise
: ality ' (decisive, Imper-
(emotionally . turbable)’

I

sensitive, guided
by emotions)

Iv. Subduedness VS, Independence
{passive, : (self-directing,
dependent) ‘ independent)

IThe tiuenty personality factors were numbered as
i .
Factors 15 through 34 for the purposes of~correlational
an%lysis. However, " in this text they will be referred to

as PF A, PF Q4, Second order PF III, etc.

-

C. DEVELOPMENT OF SECONDARY FACTORS

The six prfmary language use factors-all. concerned
the use of either L1 or L2 in various situatibns of
* <t

language choice. However, it was felt tha# overall indices

of extent of use(of L2 and extent of use of L1 would be

desirable as an aid to exploring the relationship between

g ’ - P
language use and accommodation, These indices were arrived

at by utilizing the scores obtained on the:'primary factors,

either in their original form or in their inverse &e.g. 5

“instead of 1, .or 1 instead of 5), depending on whether L1’

. >
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or L2  use ;iS measur ed ‘gy that 'questiOn.e  Thus, when
calqylatihg"LZ‘use, raw scores were used for those factors
for which a high ‘score indicated strong adherence to - LZ,/
‘whilé fbp -those factors for which'high .valueﬁ sighified

maximal use of L1, inverse scores were used. . (-

1. Extent f Use of L2/Extent of Use of L2 with L2

The secondary factor ~for "Extent of Use of La"
. (Factor 12) is composed of four factors in the following
way: : ' | | '

1)  Raw score on Factor 1, "Initiating": The higher the
"score, the more likely the subject is to use L2 when
. initiating a conversation with a bilingual of the

v : opposite language. . '

. : 2} Inverse score on Factor 2, "Use of L1 to L2 speaker
having difficulty": A low score -indicates an
inclination - to switch into L2, while a high score
indicates readiness to use L1 with an L2 speaker.

3) Raw score on Factor 3, "Perseverance in speaking

L2": . A high score indicates perseverance 1in

- speaking L2 even when the interlocutor answers in
. the subject's L1. .

§) Raw score on Factov'u, "Use of L2 with L1 speaker™:
The higher the score, the more likely the subject is
to respond in L2 when an L1 speaker addressed in LZ2.

5) Inverse score on Factor'5, "Adherence to L1 in group
discussion when speaker.of L2 arrives"™: A low score
indicates a willingness to switch to L2, whereas a
high score signifies adherence to L1, the language
of the group.

K The maximum score possible on Factor 12, "Extent of Use of

L2v, was 25.



RS ot 20 o

Anfes

2. . Extent of .Use

_ . YRR LIN 23
N L e A A DT T ATV AT, Sy S D g v T A e e T O L (B ST w’q{.m EASAEA SRl ST 20N Lt AT

',klthough Primary Factor, R,‘ "Use of L2 with L1

<

speaker" ~was included in the index of "Extent of Yse of

Le%, it hrepresents a use of the second léhguage which is

seen as , abnormal in many speakers’ eyes. While it is.

useful as an indication of accommodative use of L2, faiiure
to use L2 with an L1 speaker cannot jusﬁifiébly;be used as

an indicator of a low use of L2 in the wider sense (ie.

with L2 speakers). For this readson it was thought

necessary to create an additional overall index for MExtent .

of Use of L2 with L2 Speakers" (Factor 13). This secondary

factor 1is made up of the same scores indicated above for

"Extent of Use of L2", excluding Féctor y, Thus, the

maximum .score possible for "Extent of Use of L2 with L2

P . -

. £ .
. Speakers" was 20. .

£ L1

- The secondary factor for "Extent of Use of L1"
1

-

(Factor 1§p 1s composed of the same factors-as for "Extent
of Use of L2" except that inverse scores are used. Thus,

"Extent of Use of L1" is composed of the following factors:

1) Inverse score on Factor 1, "Initiating": The lower
the score, the more likely the subject was to use Li
when initiating a conversation with a bilingual of
the opposite language.

2) Raw score on Factor 2, "Willingness to respond in L1

' to an L2 speaker having difficulty": High score
indicates 1inclination to use L1 with an L2 speaker,
while a 1low .score indicates a tendency to switch
into L2. ' -

84
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3) ° Inverse agore‘on-Faetor 3, "Perseverance in speaking
interlocutor responds in the same language.

4)  Inverse ‘score on Factor 4, "Use of L2 with L1
speaker™: The lower the score, the more likely the

subject. is to, respond in L1 when an speaker
addresses him in L2. . ' -’ |
5) Raw score on Factor 5, "Adherence to L1 n group

discussion when speaker of L2 arrives": High score
signifies adherence to _L1, the language of the
group, whereas a low score indicates a willingness
~to switch to L2 for-the benefit of an L2 speaker.

Although it was.originaily intended to c¢reate. a

secondary factor of "Accomhodativeness" by~ rating each

'subject on the accommodativenes’s of his response to each of

the languagefuse'situétions, and then summing these scores

—~—

for an overall seore, this approach was ultimately

~

abandoned. : Chapter. 4, 1I. contains a discussion of the
complexjties involved in ’such an undertakfﬁg‘ and the
reasons for our decisﬁon not -to proceed in this direction.

»

II. RESULTS OF STATISTICAL ANALYSIS -

- The pﬁeiiminary stage of.analysis yielded scoreé for
the ﬁwenty _sdbjegts on a total of thirty—féur vériables:
sik‘ﬁrimary and three secondary-language‘use factorns, ‘fqur
attitude factors, a perceived 'proficiency factor, aﬁd

. . & . ' - . _
six{een prlmégy and four second-order personality factors.

~

o

L2": Low score indicates a tendency to use L1 when"

——
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Three different statistical procedures wére used 1in

analyzing the data. | First, a chi square analysis was

"performed on the scoreb of'the two groppé of subjects

w

(Anglophones ‘and Francophones) for the languége use, -

attitude ,and perceived proficieﬁby factors to detérmine
whether there were statistically significant differences
between the two ethnolinguistic groups. ‘>Second, -for the

personality factors, which are normally distributed data,

t-tests were wused to determine whethér the ¢two groups.

differed.  Finally, in order to determine potential

relationships between the various language use, attitude

and perceived proficiency factors, and between these and.

the personality dimensions, e correlation coegficients
(Pearson's r) were computed for the first fourteen
_variables with each other, and for these fourteen variables

with the personality fadtors.

A. LANGUAGE USE FACTORS: ETHNOLINGUISTIC DIFFERENCES

Sign%ficant differences were found between the
responses of the t&o'ethnolinguistic groups on two of the
six primary language gse factors (Factors % and u),“while
trends were found for two more primary-language use factors
(Factors 5 apd 6) and tw& of the secondary language use
factors (Factors 12 and 14),

~ Throughout this discussion we will use .05 as the

. 86
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'ecutbef,level fqriétatistical significance. When we speék.

" of "trends", hoﬁgver,_we mean that there is.a relationship

at’ thev.1 1éyel'or better. We feel that such trends are

- worth mentiohing because, aithough the&jdo not reach the

level of statistical significance with our semple, there is
enough of a relationship present that. with another
population they might well do so.. “

Anglophones’ were significantly ,mpré likely to
to their L1, while Francophones were more likely to follow
the 1lead of their interlocutor in switching back to their

own language (Factor 3: X (3)=8.57, p.<.05). Anglophones

'-umugre also significantly more likely to use L2 and answer in

French when addressed in that language by another English‘-

speaker, whereas Francophones were much more 1likely to

immediately switeh to their L1, French, when addressed
in English by another Francophone (Factor 4: X (3)=10.77,

' p.<.05). In additién, there was a trend for Franco-

phones to use L1 "and address a bil ingua Anglophone in

French when the latter joined a group d¥scussion going on

in Ffench, whereas Anglophones,.in the parallel situatien

- ———— — et A8 —— ———— — S — — — v e (=t b e e e S A - - - - - - - - " - ) e A o ———

Although Factors 1-8 all had 5 categories of response,.
those factors where one category was empty for both
Anglophones and Francophones had to be ‘considered to have
only four categories in the X analysis; thus, df.=3 in
those cases.

<87.

per.severe in speaking L2 when their interlocutor switched
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of a'éroup discusssion in English, were more likely to wuse
. . . _

their L2 and address a newly arriyéd‘bilinguél‘Francophoﬁé

‘ : : 2 , _ ,
//;,///’/;n->French (Factor 5: X (4)=8.06, "p.<.1). And finally,

Fr ancophones tended ‘to switch languages with’ the same
individual more frequently and to be more positively
oriehted toward switching than were Anglophones, although

here .again the relationship does not achieve statistical
. 2 .
significance at the .05 level (Factor 6: X (4)=8.33,

.. o )
o S

We see, thus, that in three out of the four

situations mefitioned above, -‘ Anglophones showed a
substantially. greater use of L2 with bilingual
interlocutors than did Francopﬁones. This same tendency

was found 1in the two remaining language use 'situations;
Factor -1, "Initiating", .and>Factor 2, "Use of L1 to L2
speaker having difficulty”™, even though for these " factors
the _relationship was c¢learly less strong. To sum uﬁ,‘
overall Anglophones were more likely to use?L2 in a variety
of communicgtion situations than were Fraﬁcophones: they
initiated conversations in L2 more, both'ih'individual and
group situations; they were more likely to persevere in'
using L2 when their interlqcutor sQipéhed to their L]; they

were more likely to switeh to L2 for the benefit of an L2

speaker having trouble in his second language; and they




- were more likely to respond in L2 to a2 member of their own

ethnolinguistié gfqub whd addressed them in L2. (However,

. Francophones were more at home swltching 1anguages with the

same 1ndlvidua1 than were Anglophones ) Since this.type of
behavior ~presents a pattern typlcal of Aﬁinority group
-speakers rather than members of the linguistic majority,
" these resulpi require sgme\?omment. - wé feel that this
finding 1is ﬁrobably due to the particular ‘population from
which our subjects were drawn, since bilingual Anglophones
at the University of Ottawa may be chh more mﬁtivated
to use the second language than aré%Anglophones- in the

culture at large. As well, this finding may indicate . a

stepped up use of language as an ethnic identity marker on

thé part of Francophones, again .typically ménifésted most

« strongly by univerﬁity members. This matter ~will be

discussed further in Ghépter 4, ' ‘ ' -

.0

-B. LANGUAGE ATTITUDES: ETHNOLINGUISTgC.DIFFERENCES

Two language attitudes were found to have different

patterns of response fpr the two ethnolinguiétiC\ groups

(Factors 8 and 9), while for the two remalnlng attitudes

the groups did not differ (Factors 7 and 10).

Anglophones manifested stronger desire to have their

children become bilingual than Francophones, who tended

89
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instead * to be concerned that their -children have a good

. . v 2 '
grounding 1in their own language (Factor 8: X (4)=9.10,
p.<.06). Although this correlational coefficient does nat

achieve statistical significance, ‘it‘is a strong enough

trend that it warrants serious consideration, and it will

be discussed further in Chapter 4. Note that this does not

imply that Francophones were against having children become

bilingual, but that their concerns ran in the other .

direction, toward maintaining their first language.

-

The second attitudinal factor about which

Anglophones and Francophones were found to have Jdifferént

reactions was in attitude toward learning the . second

language. Here- too ’ﬁnglophones were significantly more

positively motivateqltoward iearning‘and using the second
. , i 2 .

language +than were Francophones (Factor 9: X (§)=12.20,

p.<.05).

However, . in attitude towardizfgghing at a bilingual
university {(Factor ~7){ as we1;j§§ in attitude-ﬁggward
1earning‘foreign languages in general, or ‘“linguaphilia",

(1

(Factor 10), the two groups did not differ significantly.

‘Both groupsiwere bositively'motivated toward working at a .

bilingual wuniversity-and both groups manifested' generally

high interest in learning fo;eign languages.

90
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C. . PERCEIVED PROFICIENCY: ETHNOLINGUISTIC DIFFERENCES

‘The two -ethnolinguistic <groups did not differ

significantly‘.in their self-evaluations of ‘their second
; : . ; ) : 1

language proficiency, whether the analyses were done on the

distribution of the subjects across the ten possible

overall, scores, or across the five more general levels.

(See Chlapter 2, III. D.)

»

P . .
D. PERSONALITY TRAITS AND LANGUAGE USE .

An  examination of thé personality traits and the’

scores on the 'language use situations for ~each subject

provided support'for our hypothesis that ﬁhereAare‘definite
iinks between personality and use of the second language
which hold across ethnolinguistic groups. Since tests of
significance between Francophone and Anglophone means on
all factors' of the personglity inventory yielded no
significant differepces,A ﬁe‘ were able to treat the two
groups as one population whea correlating their perscnality
s?ores with those lahguage use situations which also did
not Qiffer éignificantly between the groups. However, when
correlating bersonaiity traits with the 1language use
situations, attitudes, etc. which did differ between the
Anglophone and'Ffaqcophone groups, we were obliged to treat

the two groups separately.



In the discussion which follows, reference to a
"positive! correlation indicates correlation -with the

"hfgh" or second mentioned pole of the personality

%imensipﬁ, ‘while a "negative" correlation signifies a-

relationship #ith the "low" or first mentioned pqie of the -

dimension For example, a)ﬁésitive correlation with Factor

E, "Huble versus Assertive", indicates a relationship with
ertiveness. All qUotatiohs élaborétihg on ~ the

characteristics of a particuiar personality pole are from

S

the Manual for Forams A and B, 16 PF Questionnaire (Cattell

and Eber, 1962), unless otherwise specified.

Two personality factors showed a - significant

positive correlation with Factor i, "Initiating": PF E,

"Humble versus ‘Assertive", (r(19)=.43, p.<.05) and Second

Order PF IT, . "Introversion versus Extraversion",

(r(lg):.us, p.<.05). Thus it appears that, for members
of both linguistic groubs, peoplé who are more "assertive,
aggressive, competitive and dominant"»ra;herithan "humble,
accommodating; submissive and conforming", 55 we%l as more
"extraverted".as opposed to "introvertéd", tend to initiate
conversations in L2 with bilinguals of the - opposite
language  significantly more often. This finding
contradicts the findings of studies by Giles and. other
researchers, in ’which initiating a conversation in the

first language of the interlocutor is assumed toAbe highly

.
Qe
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accommodative behavior. This question will be discussed,at\

length in Chapters 5 and 6. ,

1

A significant posiiive relationghip‘was also ‘found
‘ between Factor 3, "Perséverancé in speaking L2", and thé
personality dimensions PF Q4, "Relaxed veréus Tensg";
'(r(19)=.58, p;<.01) and Second~0rder PF I, "Adjustment
vefsus' Anxiety", (r(19)=.50, p.<.02). ‘Thus it seems that .
individuals who are both more "tense, frustrated' and
impatient™® rather than "relaxed. trahquil, and
unfrustrated",' and more anxious rather than less anxious
(bettef ~adjusted) are Asignificantly more likely to
perSé&ere in. speaking their second language when their
" interlocutor switches to L1. Q&ﬁ note here that, although"
Factqr 3 showed significantly different language use
, paiterns for Angiophones and Francophones; and strictly
speaking they should not be considéred as one group for

this factor, we can have confidence in the trelationship

w2th personality revealed here since these same two

correlations were found to be equally strong for the two .

'groups separately. (See Section E, which follows.)

One* final relationship between personality and
language use did not reach the .05 level of 'significandé

but may be considered =z trend. Factor 13, "Extent of use

\
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of the L2 with L2 spéakgrs“;' tendzfto bév%elaﬁed fo PF Qd4,
“Relaxed . versus ?ense"k’ kr(19)=f40,  P<e 1), supp'thét
ﬁenser individuals are'm%re likely to have a high indéx',of
use of the second language to second- languageA speakers.
‘Although it is.onlf a trehd, we have a certain amoﬁnt of-
confidence in  this relationship because the same
reiationship was found in the two groups indepgndently, ét
the .05 level of probability for Francbphones and'at the .1.

. 4
level of probability for Anglophones.

;
/

"In  sum then, the felationships which we found
occurring between 1anguagé use ‘and personality traits which

hold across ethnolihguistic groups are as follows:

1) More éssertive or aggress;ve as well ag more
extraverted individuals tend tO'initiate conversations in
L2 with bilinguals of the other lanéuage significantly more.
frequently than less dominant, introverted peoﬁ;e. ;
2) Those wﬁo tend to persevere in usihg the secdﬁd

language when the interlobutor switches to their first

e ———— - . G G Wl ——————— — . A ok v - . - - - — - — - -0 T Py P G ———————————

Certain other relationships betweep personality and
language use which showed up as significant when the data
for both groups were pooled were discarded, because the
language use factors, while not significantly different,
showed some tendency to be different. When the language
use/personality correlation coefficients for the two
samples Separately were inspected, these relationships
were found to be primarily accounted for by either one
group or the other. '

-



language tend to be both tenser and more anxious-than‘their
counterpartS“who are more apt to follow the }ead'of their

interlocutor and fall into their first language.

E. PERSONALITY TRAITS AND LANGUAGE USE.:. N'ETHNOLINGUiSTIC '

CES

When we considered ﬁhe two ethnélinguistic .groups
’ separatéiy, many differences were revealed bgtween the
Anglophone and Francophone samples in the rel;£ion;df 1lan-
guage use to personality traits, which did not exist when
the data from t@e two groups was pooled. Since, as we have
mentioned, tests of significance betwge? tgg,&meéﬁﬁ of
Anglophones and Frahcophones on all 20 ;factors of the

perscnality inventory yielded o s@gnfficanﬁ differences

~ whatever, we concluded that differences in lahguage use

"patterns, attitudes or other phenomena. related to

ethnolinguistic group membership are accounting for these
differences. Some of the more interesting results -are

presented and -discussed below.

1. Anglophones

The personality factor Q1, "Conservative . versus:

Experimenting", was found to be quite a powerful predictory
A

of language use for Anglophones. This factor correlated

positively with Factor 1, "Initiating", (r(10)=.57, p.<.05)

~and Faetor 3, T"Perseverance in using L2", (r(10)=.70,
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p-<.001) and negatively with Fac;or*' 6, "Switching",

N

(r(10)=-.82, p.<.001). That is, Anglophones who were more

"expeéimenting, critical,nliberal or free-thinking" rather
than "conservatiye‘&r respecting extablishgd idéas“, tended
significéntly mbré ofﬁén to.initiate conversations wi;h

bilinguals of the other language in L2,  to - persevere in

‘ A

using L2 with interlocutors who switch to L1, and to avoid
switching languages with the same individual. k\-}
This same trait of 'being "experimenting" and

"liberal" was also the only personality factor to correlate

significantly with all.of the secondary facters, or overall”

indices of language use. It corfelated wiﬁh "Extenﬁ of use
of L2 océrall" (Factor fé: r(10)=.60, p.<;05), even mQre
strongly with "Extent of wuse of L2 with L2 speakers®
(Factor 13: r(10)=.69, p.<.02) and negatively with "Extent

of use of L1" (Factor 14: r(10)=-.61, p.<.05).

As mentiocned in the previous section on personality
correlates for both ethﬁo}inguistic groups combined, two
personality factors, PF Qu; "Relaxed Qersus Tense!, and
Second Order PF I, "Adjustment versus Anxiety", correlated
very strongly with "Perseverance ;n using L2" (Factor '3);
those ﬁho persevere in using ‘L2 when ﬁheir interlocutor
switches tb L1 tended to be significantly'tenser (PF Q4:

r(10)=.73, p.<.01) and significantly more anxious (Second

Q

) | | 7
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- Order PF Ij%53k10)=,70, p.<.01) than those who switeh to. L1
following - their interlooutor'S‘leaq. .In addition, these =~
same pefsonality 'factors correlated, although less
strongly, with Factor 13, ™"Extent of Use of L2 to _;éf%‘

-

speakers"™, which réprésents~ the more natural use of L2;?} :\ﬁm
those Anglophpnes wh& had a high bverali use of L2 with L2 ;.
speakers were significantly more anxious (Second Order PF
I:. r(?b):.S?,: p.<.05) and also showed a'tendency to be
“tenser (PF Qu: r(10)=.56, p".06). And finally, there was
some tendency for PF Q4, "Relaxed versus Tense", to
correlate with two additional languagé use factors;
:Anglophoneé who were rather tense had a greater tendency to
initiate conversations in L2 with a bilingual of the other
language (Factor 1: r(10)=.52, p.<.1), .as well as tq
avoid switching languages with the same individual (Factor
6: r(10)=-.50, p.<.TN
In addition to coérelating with PF  Q1, Factor 1,
"Initiating", showed a significant negative relationship
with PF Q3, "Undisciplined self*conflict.versus Controlled"
(r(10)=-.58, p.<.05). That is, Anglophones who tended to
initiate‘ conversations in L2 were more, likely to. be ‘
"ecasual" or “undisciplided" énd to Jfollow their own

urges", rather than to be "compulsive, controlled and

socially-precise™,

™
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" There . were also significant relationships between

-

Factor ‘4 and three personality factors. ™"Use of L2 with L1

speakers" correlated positi@elx with PF I, ™"Tough-minded

versus, Tenderminded" (r(10)=.57, p.<.05) and PF N,

"Forthright versus Shrewd" (r(10)=.71, p.<.01), as well as
negatively with Second Order PF  III, . wTendermirided
Emotionality versus Alert Poise" (r(10)= -.57, p.<.05).
This means that Anglophones who were wiliing to speak L2
to another Anglophone Qbo addressed them in French were
more prone to be "tenderminded" (dependents ‘day-dreaming,

sensitive) rather than "toughminded" (practical,'realistic,

no-nonsense) as well as "emotional, indecisive, . or°

frustrated™” as‘opposed to "entérprising, decisive, and
resilient”. Intuitively this finding appears correct; it
seems - quite 1likely that more sensitive, emotional

individuals would tend to empathize more with the position

of an L1 interlocutor speéking L2 and to avoid. switching to

L1 so as not to hurt that person's feelings, whereas

practical, reélistic, no-nonsense type individuals would
-§;mp1y switeh to L1 as the most obvious thing to do,
‘without a thought for the finer sensibilities of their
interlocutor. The third correlation, however, that‘with

"shrewdness™, seems at first glance to be in contradiction

. Wwith the traits of sensitivity and emotionality cited

-above. Yet, the description of PF N makes it clear that .

the person who scores high on this factor tends to be
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"socially aware", Mcalculating" and "insightful regarding
self and others" (Cattell and Eber,™\1962, p.16), while
;hose"scoring;Aldw' on tﬁis factor tend to be "naive,

- forthright, natural, artless and spontaneous", as well as

"Unskilled in -analyzing motives". It seems probable that a

- -

A

forthright; natural, artless person would find it uﬁnatural
to aﬁswer-anothef native spééker in.L2, and would be ‘less
likely to analyze the other's reactions to a switch to L1,
'whereas a more socially aware, insight}ui;;eveﬁ calculating
person would have less Qifficﬁlty sbeakipg the less
"natural"  language, as long as he thought that it
;opre$§ondedAto the other's wishes.

£

2. Efaﬁcophones

-
3

- . .Two\ of the language use variables, as well as.  the

3

sgsﬁhdéry»factofs invélvihg extent of use of L2, were found
to ;'dgprelate with éertaiﬁ‘ personality’ traits for
Frénqéphones ~only. The most marked set of reiationships
with peréonaiity was found for Factor :6, "Switc?ing
languages\ wiﬁh the same ,individual". . This variable
.correlatedvgegatively (that is, Qorrelatéd with the low end
or first mentioned pole of the dimension) with four of the
primary and two of the secondary personality facﬁbrs: PF‘C,
"Affected by feelings versus Emotionaily stabieﬂ (r(9)=
~.66, p.<.055, PF F, "Sober ve;sus Happy-go-lucky" (r(9)=

.
&~

-~ e
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-.82, p.<.01), PF-H, "Shy‘{ersusAVenﬁurésbme". (r(g)= -.60,

p.<:05), PF N, "Forthright versus Shrewd" (r(9)=z -.67,
Order- PF - II, “Introversion °, versus

p.(.OS),' Second

Extraversion"™ | (r{9)=-.63, p.<.65),'~andw8econd‘0ﬁ4er PF
I1I, "Tenderminded epotiohality versus Alert goiseﬂ (r(9)=

-.70, p.<.02).}"v his means that; for our Francophone

population, those . who were more at ease with switching

j
/ ianguages .witﬁ. the samefindividual teﬁded to Dbe more
"affected by. feelings, emotionally less Vstéﬁle,. easily
upset", "sober, prudent; serious, taciturn",__ﬁshy,
restrained, diffident, timid", and_"forthright, natural,

_naive, or artless"; or, as the Second Order Factors surt“up

their chéracteristics, théy tended to be more "introverted"

as well as “em;tiona1"  and "sensitive™. These

characteristics seem intuitively to correspond to with the
of a person who would be more apt t;.

éxpected image
accommodatively adapt his 1language to use that of his

interlocutor.
- The secépd language wuse variable to correlate
LB
significantly with several personality traits was Factor 4,.
fStrong correlations were

"Use of L2 with L1 speaker",

found with the léw end of the. Scale for PF 0, "Self-assured

vVersus Apprghensive" (r(9)=-.74, p.<.01); PF" Q4, "™Relaxed
p.<.01) and Second Order PF I

(r(9)=-.79,

versus Tense"
"Ad justment versus Anxiety" (r(9)=-.75, p.<.01). Clearly,
-~
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. the more "self assured" trelaxed" and ,“lessf anxious"
.. . . 3 . A

_mémbers of the Féancophone sample were more ,likély to

respond - in English to another Francophone who- addressed

‘them in English.

VPérsonality Factor Q#4, "Relaxed versus Ténse", also

.~

.correlated significantly with Factor 13, YExtent of use of

L2 with' L2 speakers", (r{(9)=.64, p.<.05), and showed a2

s;?ong tendency to be related to Factor 12, "Extent of use

of L2 overall" °~(r(9)=.58, p.<.1) and to Factor 1313

"Extent of wuse of L1" - (r(952-.58, p.<.1). Thus,; it

appears that Franééphones who-:were more relaxed were more
likely to ‘use ihéir second 1anguage in a variety of
communicétion_situations with Anglophones,.and tended, to a
lesser ekﬁént, to even use EngliSh occasionally with other

Francophones. T . e

v
-

3. Summary . , .
To ,summarize - these results concerning the

relationshib between personality traits and language use,

we found that:

1. Anglophones who were more experimenting, 1liberal or

free-thinking_ were significantly more likely to ﬁse L2

with bilingual  Francophones in a variety of

communication situations, and. significantly less
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likely tb switech languages with any particular

interlocutor,” than were their more . conservative

~f00untérparts.

N

v

Anglophones who tended to be rather tense and anxious

were significantf? more likely to persevere in spe%king

L2 when an interlocutor swiéched to L1, than were their

‘more relaxed, better adjusted colleagues. They also

tended to  have a high index.of use of L2 with L2

speakers but avoided useof L2 with other Anglophones.

On the'_other hand, »Anglophoﬂes who were .willing to
respond‘ in L2.to another Anglophone wheo addr€ssed them
in French tended to bg sensitive and emotional, as well
as socially éware and insightful.

Fr ancophones who were more emotignal, sensitive, shy,
introverted and natural or | spontaneous were
signific;nt1y~more at ease switching languages with any

£ .
one individual than were those Francophones who were

- less emotional and shy; and more extraverted,

venturesome and calculating.'

Francophones who were more self-assured, relaxed, and
better adjusted (less anxious) were significantiy more

willing to respond in English to other Francophones who

02°
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addressed them in English, - than were their more

apprehensive, tense and anxious colleagues.

6.0 Francophones .who were more’reiaxed hgd’a significantly
higﬁer index use of L2 with L2 Speakers and a generally
] higﬁ-index of use of L2 overall, inciuding to Aother
}téraﬁcophdneﬁ.. : ‘ - ' .z‘

W,

.~ F. - LANGUAGE ‘ATTITUDES. AND PERSONALITY TRAITS

'£§,;dﬁe would ' expect, ‘attitudes about language

-w;pérniﬁgﬁféﬁqt;pilihgualism are mdre closely related to
’f¥;>e}b§§lidéhi;£i¢. group than to personality. - ‘Only gne
'ﬁzﬂ}iéhgﬁagéfgﬁgitﬁde prqyed to bhe statisficaliy significantly‘
o 'feigfé85 f£o pérsobéiity across ethnolinguistic groups;

howeQer, several important relationships with 'personality

AY

sur faced for Anglophones and Francophones separately.

Of the two attitudes measured which did not differ
across the two groups, only Factor 7, "Attitude toward
working at a bilingual university", showed a' significént
positive correlation with a personality dimension for both
ethnolinguistic groups combined with PF Q1, “Conservative
versus Experimenting" (PF Q1: r(19):.57:"b.<.02). In other
words, those faculty members vwho tended to be

"experimenting, eritical, liberal or free-thinking", rather
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" than "conservative and resbécting established ideas", " were

significantly more poéitive}y oriented toward working at a,

s{)“ )

bilingual university. We should note here.thét-university
professoré in general have Qery high ratings on the trait
"Conservative versus Experimenting"; acco;dingAto Catell;
Eber and Tatsuoka (1976,'p. 185}, the average'gcére on this-
trait for university professors is 7.5. . OQur subjects were

no exception: the mean score on this trait for Anglophongs

-» -

was 7.8, while for Francophones it was 6.2, giving -an .

~

overall mean of 7.1.

Factor 9, "Attitude toward learning and using L2",

which differed across the two ethnolinguistic ‘groups, was

found in the <case of Francophones only to exhibit a
significant relationship with three personality dimensions:

it correlated  positively with PF H, "Shy vVersus

Venturesome”, (r(9)=u63, p.<.05) and PF N, "Forthright

versus Shrewd", (r(9)=.62, p.<.05), as well as negatively
with PF Q2, "Group—dependent versus Self-sufficient",
(r{(9)=-.66, p.<.05). _Thus it seems that Francophones who
tended to be more "yventuresome, socially-bold and
uninhibited" rather than "shy, restrained and diffident", -
as well as more "shrewd, <calculating, socially aware and
insightful" as opposed to "forthrigfht, natural, naive and\

artless”, and more "group dependent", or " joiners", rather

s <
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thaﬁ "self-sufficient, independent, .and preferring their

own decisions", showéd_ significantly more ﬁbsitive,

attitudes toward: lea?ning and using the second ‘language.

. And finally, there is also avst?ong trend, although it

" fails to.reach the level of statistical significance, for

Francophongs who are mofe extraverted to have more positive

 attitudes ‘toward use. of L2 (Second order PF 1I,

, E ‘ : 5
"Introversion versus Extraversion": r(9)=.58, p.<.1).

3 e
A

Most of the above 'relationships seem to corres-
pond to the stereotypic picture of'ésminority group member

using the second language, for example the fact that

."group dependent" Francophones tended to be more positively

oriented toward using the second language, while those who
were more independent, vas weli as shrewderl and more
socially aware, had é‘less positive orientation toward the
second 1énguage. Perhaps personality'variabies play an
important role in determining whether any given minority
group member will maintain-his own language to the greatest
degree possiblé, or whethef he will use his second language
more, and perhaps eventually even become linguistically

aésimilated into the majority community.

T v —— - — - - - - . G it e  — ——————————— ————————————— — —$ T A > o —

The same correlation showed up when the two groups were
pooled (r(19})=.45, p.<.05); however, the relationship
cannot be considered valid for the two groups as a whole
since Francophones and Anglophones differed markedly on
this attitude and Francophones seemed to be accounting for
most of this relationship.
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Two languége use factors failed to reveai

) i . . . : - . . . £
significant correlations with personality traits, however.

e
L3
Lpan

“mattitude

Factor "8; toward children '_‘ becoming

_ L
bilingual", did not ‘correlate significantly with any

-

petsonality -traits; it 1is clearly aﬁ attitude which 1is

.

strongly rooﬁed in ethnoi;nguistic group membership.
Facior 10, ™M™Attitude toward foreign language learning“;.of
"Linguaghilia" also did nog correlate siggificantfy with
any personality facfor, albhpugh there was some cofrelation

M t

with Factor I,“Tohghminded:versus Tenderminded" (r(19)=.41,

p.<.1), indicating _that those who love learning foreign

languages may tend to be more "dependent, day-dreaming and
sensitive” raﬁher than "practical, realistic and no-

nonsense".

G. PERCEIVED PRGEICIENCY AND PERSONALITY TRAITS
\ 3

The variable of perceived proficiency in the second

‘language *showed one significant correlation with

personality for both ethnolinguistic groups, with PF G,
"Expedient versus Conécientious", (r{19)=.45, p.<.05). In
other words, individuals who feit their competence in the
second language to be very high tended also to be
lA'conscient‘,ious or persevgring", rather than Yexpedient,
quitting or disregarding of obligatfonsﬁ.. This result is

not surprising, since it is probably to be expected that

conscientious, persevering people should attain a high
. p

¢
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degree. of competence in an academic endeavour, such as
N ) ;!;a: :
mastery of another language, which requires a sustained

effort.

For Anglophones only, a significant relationship was’

found between -pérceived proficiency and PF Q1,

"Conservative versus Experimenting®. Similar to the

pattern found in the language use factors, Anglophones who

were "experimenting, ° liberal or free-thinking" had~ a

significantly higher rating on ghe‘-féctor of perceived
second languége proficiency. This finding .becomes
ﬁnderstahdébie when we relate it to the wéy in which this
subgroup of Anglophones leaéned ‘their second 1language,
namely in a true. "immersion" situation where E;ench was the

only langugage spoken. It is not surprising that those

'\-?Jaiﬂg;viduals who would place themselves in the pbéition of

residing in a province or country where another language is

-spoken, and where another culture is the norm, would be

more open, -eXp

For the Francophones in our study, however, who
generally learned the second language under very different
circumstances, - the relationship between perceived
proficiency and a conservative versus experimenting nature

falls below the level of chance. However, a significant
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relationship was found with PF C; "Affected by feelings

~ versus Emotionally stable" 'o(r(9)=.72, p,<.02)." Thus,

those Franéophones who rated themselves highest on - second -

Vo .
language proficiency tended to. be. significantly more

"emotionally stable, calm, and mature", whereas those who

rated themselves less highly tended to be more "affected by

! g

.feelings, emotionally less stable and eésily upset".

H. LANGUAGE USE FACTORS ATTITUDES AND PERCEIVED
: PROFICIERCY: EIHNGtINGUISIIC DIFFERENCES '

Strong patterns emerged for each of - the
ethnoliﬁguistic groups 1in interrelatibnships beﬁween
language use,.language attitudes and’perceived proficigncyt
Because Anglophones and Francophones differed significantly
. on most of these variaﬁles, these daté were not pooled but

instead were analyzed sebarately.

1. Anglophones

For our Anglophone subjects, the two language. use
factors which proved to have the strongest. rélationship

with language attitudes and perceived proficiency: were

Factor 1, "Initiating a conversation in L2 with a bilingualt

of the other language", and Factor 3, "Perseverance 1in

speaking L2 when interlocutor switches to speaker's L1".

' Of the two, Factor 3 exhibited the stronger relationship,

correlating very highly with Factor 7,' "Attitude toward

teaching at a bilingual university" (r{9)=.74, p.<.01),

-
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Factor 9, “Attitude-toward_learning and using the seéond

language"‘ (r(9)=.76, " p.<.01), and Factor 11; "Perceived

" proficiency in the second languége" (r(9)=.72, p.<.02),

Thus, Anglophones who tended to persevere in using L2, even

when their interlocutor switched to L1, were significantly

more likely t@ have very positive attitudes both toward

working at a bilingual university'and toward learning and’

using the second language, as well as to rate their

proficiency in the second language very highly.

- . —~

/“" ‘
\/ -«

Factor 1, "Initiating a conversation in L2", also
correlated highly with Factor 9 (r(9)=.72, pz<.02), .and
moderately with Factor 7 (r(9)=.62, p.<.05). It also
showed a strong trend, which failed to attain statistical
significance,. toward a relation.with Factor 11 (r(9)=.56,
p;<.1). Ihus,»ﬂof'ﬁhose who initiated conversations iﬁ L2
with bilinguals of the other language; substantially the
same relationships,épplied as for "perseverers", although

they were ‘somewhat less 1likely to rate their second

langéége competence highly. .. Since Factors‘ 1 and 3

“ correlated highly with one another  (r(9)=.77, p.<.01),

those who persevered in using L2 were alse significantly
more likely to initiate conversations in L2. In fact, we
suspect that, generally speakiné, they tend to be the same

people,' a suspicion which the interpretive analysis in

.109



Chapter 4 confirmed. ' o .

=

Despite their strong relationship with the other

- language "attitudes, ‘ "Initiating" (Factor 1  and

"Persevering" {(Factor 3) correlated negatively with Factor

8, "Attitude toward children becoming bilingual",’ '(r(9)¥

-.67; -p.<.05, 1in both cases). Thisvmeans that those
individgal; who were most likely to initiate conversations
and persevere in L2 ‘Were less ‘concerned about their
children .becqming bilingual ”@han those who wused their
second_Ianguage less aggre§sivei§. Note that because of
théa pésitively skewed nature of the.responses to Factor'S,
eQen_:those who made responses at the low end of the scale
were not against having their children become bilingéal,
b;t' rather tended to express concern that they obtain a

strong grounding in their first language.

" Thus we see that, paradoxically, those Anglophones’

who_ initiate and persevere in use of L2 the most are
generally not intereStgd' in sending their children to
immersion.programs or fo schools in the second language.
Since <Eactor 11, "Perceived proficiency", also showed a
strong negative correlation with Factor 8 (r(9)£-.71,
p.<.02), we may add to this the finding that those whose
L2 competence 1is highest (in'their own view) have the

least concern for 'their.children becoming bilingual

-

——
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and - . correspondingly greater concern for high'quality,

in the first language. Upon reflection, this finding _is

quite comprehensible:- those .who have attained a high

’

degree of second language competence probabiy have 1little

anxiety about their children's ability to do the same, and

feel less need to push attaining bilingual competence’

. ’ £ .
through immersion schooling; _hqwevgklvhthose for . whom
. ) & v

mastery of the second language is stiif problematic may

_well hope to avoid this difficulty for their children"ﬁy

sending them to school .in the second Yéﬁgqagg.

Two further factors correlated negatively with
"Attitude toward children becoming bilingual™. Facﬁér»10,
"aAttitude toward © foreign language ‘learning"™, = or

"Linguaphilia”, showed a significént negative correL%;ion

(r(9)=—.64, p.<.05), while Factor 9, "Attitude towdrd

learning and using the second language"™, showed a strong

trend in the same direction, even though the relationship

did ‘not attain statistical significance (r(9)=-.56,.

~

p.<;06). Thus, it seems that those who are most positively

ofi§hted toward 1language learnfﬁg in general, and to a
lesser degree .toward learning «88nd using the second
language, exhibit least concern about their .children

becoming bilingual. In general, this findi;g seeQS'to be

related to the finding mentioned above .that -those

111
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individuals  who fuse their second language the ~most

aggressively and -who rate.thégF second language proficiency

.

.. the most highly, feel léast need to push their children

into becoming bilingual. L.
We  noted with interest that Factor 10,
"Attitude toward foreign iiénguage *"learning", bor

"Linguaphilia", did not prove to have a significant

relatibn to . anything except "Attitude toward children

becoming bilingual" (Factor 8): Wé suspect that this may
. be dué{to the difficulties we encountered in scoring thi%
factor, ‘based on an interview question swhich confused
attitudes poward foreign and second languagé learning.
' (See the discuss%on in Chapter §, III. C.) .

. Howevgr, "Pérceivea proficiency", Factor 11, proved
to bg a very good indicator of “poth language wuse and
language- 'attitudes for our @nglophohe subjects. It

correlated‘significantly with the three overall indices of

language use, as well as with the first three language use

variables. "Extent of use of L2 overall" and "Extent‘ of

use of L2 with L2 speakers"™ both showed a very strong
positive correlatioﬁ'with perceived proficiency (Factor 12:
r(g9)=.76,- p.<.01, -and Factor 13: r(9)=z.81, p.<.01), while

"Extent of wuse of L1" correlated negatively (Factor® 14:

r(g9)=-.72, p.<.02). Thus it seems th;ﬁ the higher

N
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that indiViduaiS‘rated their second language profici;ncy;
the_.mﬁrev they wused L2 with .bilinggaIS'of the -éppdsitg
langQage, while-fhé'lowér they rated taeir proficieﬁcy, the
more théy uséd'Ll{ |

T2

g

The 'individuél ianguaée use‘variables whfoh' showed
:thg strongest relationshipfwigh "Perceived proficiency"
Wefe' Eactoné' 2 and 3. "Use of L1.to‘12’ speaker having.
diff;oulty 'ih L1" (Factor 2)'showe¢ - a ‘gtréng 'neéatiQe
correlation (r(g);-:72,_ p.<.02), iqdiéaﬁihg that those

speakers who rated their second language proficiency

. highest were least 1likely to continbe in Ll.with an L2

speaker having difficulty in L1, switching to L2 .instead,

R Qnile those who' rated their second language proficiency

’lowef were significaqtly ﬁore likely to cbﬁtinue in L1.'
t.'Pé1"severance in‘L2“ (Factor 3),' showed aﬁjeéualiy strong
corrélétion with perceived éroficiendy_but in Aa positive
direction  (r(9)=.72, p.<.02), indicating that those who
fatef their second language proficiency highly are
sié@ificantly more likely to persevére in usihg L2, even
wg%n their iﬁterlocutor switches to.their L1. There was
x‘aiso a strong trend toward a positive relationship bethen'
‘Perceived _Profi’éiency and Factor 1, "Initiating",
(r(9§£.57, p.<.1), as well as:aJstrong trend toward é
relationship with Fagtor AS, “Adhereﬁce_to L1 in groui/
(- Y - .

. [§
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discussion" (r(9)=-.56, p.<.1). Thus it seems that those

Anglophoﬁes who rate their second language -proficiency.

highly also tend to be those who initiate conversations in
L2 and those who switch to L2 for the sake of a bilingual

Francophone joining a group discussion going on in'Engiish.

-

. And finally, “Perceived'proficiency" is also a good .
p<

dicpor ofAlanéuage attifudes. A significant correlation
was found with "Attitude toward teaching ag a bilingual
university (Factor 7: r(g)=.64, p.<.05). That is,
Anglophones who felt themselves to be the most competent in
the second ' language 'ra;éd. ﬁorking' at a bilingual
Qniversity most highiy and gene?ally did pot want to teach
at a monolingual university. There was.alsp a trend toward
a. positive relationship with "Attitude toward learning and
using the second language™ (Factor 9: r(§)=.58, p.<.1),
while, as mentioned earlier, there was a strong negative
correlation with ‘"Attiﬁude toward <children becoming
bilinguaﬁ" (Factor 8: r(9)=-.71, p.<.02). Thus, those

individuals who rated their second language proficiency

highlyf also tended to have positve attitudes toward

learning and using their second 1language, yet they
exhibited more concern about their children acquiring a
thorough grounding in their first language than about. them

becoming bilingual.
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In addition to the major correlations outlined

above,  two other observations concerning the _individual
- - ’ . - " L

language wuse .factors warrant mention. = First, from a

statistical Woint of view, Factor 4, "Use of L2 with L

o

speaker", proved to tell us very little ébout anything for.

Anglophones. It correlated neitherﬂxith the other language

use ~facfors,' nor .with 1language ~attitudes, nor with

perceived proficiency. It was not until the actual

responses of individual subjecﬁs were looked at and »their‘

motivations examinéd that this factor showed @s something
about  accommodative tendencies. (These results are
discussed in Chapter 4, 1II. D.) Second, for Anglophones
Factor 6, "Swiﬁching", coerelated very .highly " with
only one other language use" factor, "Adherence to L1

in éroup" (Factor 5: .r(9)=.78, p.<.01). Thus, those

switching languages with ‘ any one individual * were

sighificantly_\ﬁbre likely to cbntinue speaking L1 -when -a

H

bilingual L2  speaker approached the group in which they

Anglophones who were most positively oriented toward

wérg discussiﬁg. ~ In other words, these individuals seemed -

more flexible in their use of the two languages, and did
not invafiably associate L2 speakérs with L2 uniquelyT : As
well, 4thgre was a trend fof "Switching" to'bé negatively
related to ' Factor 13, "Extent of use of L2 with %2
speakers", (r(9)=-.59, p.<.1) and positively relaﬁea to

Factor 14, "Extent “of use of L1" (r{9)=.55, p;<.1),
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indicating that people who disliked .switching languages

. tended to use L2 more with L2 speakers and avoided usiﬁg it

-:;lh L1 speakers, while those who did not mind switching

tended to use relatively more L1 with bilingual speakers of

‘the other language. -

»
.

When it came to the seoondary'or - overall extent'of
language use factors, we found that .all three, "Extent of
gse. of L25; "Extent of use of L2 with L2 speakers",- and
TExtent of use of L1, ‘correlated significantly not only
with?'four out of six individqél language usé factors
(Factors 1, 2, 3, and 5), but also with the following
factors:  "Attitude toward workihg at a bilingual
university" (Factors 7 and 12: | r(9)=.84, p.<.001; Factors
7 and 13: .79, p.<.01; Factors 7 and 14:. -.72, p.<.02);
"Attitude toward learning and using the _éecond . language"
(Faétors 9 and 12: .68, p.<.02; Factors g and‘ 13: 62,
p.<.05; Factors 9 and 14: -.71, p.<.62); and "“Perceived
Proficiency“ (Factors 11 and 12: .76, p.<.01; Factors 1t

and 13: .81,p.<.01; Factors 11 and 14: -.72, p.(.dé). In

~sum then, we may say that the Anglophones who used their

second 1language the_ most had “a very positive attitude
toward working at a bilingual university, loved to learn
. s - -

and\gse the second language; and felf themselves to be very

competent in theitr second language. As we shall see, for
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Francophones-none'of‘tﬁése relationships obtained.

2. Francophones

For our Francophone subjects very different

relationships'were-revealed between ianguage use, language

attitudes and perceived proficiency than for  the

Anglophones. In addition, far fewer correlations proved

to be statistically significant.

We have seen that for Anglpphones, use of the second

language correlated with both language attitudes and self-

assessment of L2 proficiency. However, for Francophone;,
neither "Attitude toward teaéhing at a bilingual
universiﬁy" (Factor 7)), "Attitude toward children beéQping
bilingual® (Factor '8),. nor "Attitude toward leérning and
using L2" (Factor 9) showed signifidant correlations wi£h
any of the overall extent of language use factors. As
..well, "Perceived proficiency" (Factor 11),Awhich was one of
the very best predictors of language use for Anglophones,

proved to have no stétistically significant relationships

with éither'the overall extent of language use factors or

any of the individual language wuse factors for

Frénoophones. Only one trend was discernable, that of a

negative relationship between Factor 11 and Factor 6;

"Switehing®, (r(9)=-.52, p.<.1), indicating that there was

some tendency for Francophones who rated their second
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ianguage proficiency highly to be less fa?ourably -dispoéed
“toward switching languages with any particular individual.
"This nbn—relationship between most of the attitude 'factors

-

and second language use for Francophones will be discussed

in Chapter 4.

‘

trends for Francophones. Although Factor 10, ™Attitude

toward foteign language learning" or "Linguaphilia™ proved

to haye'no significant relationship with Iénguage use for
- Anglophones, for Fréncophanes this variable showed a
‘tendency tb be related both to the overall and t6< certain
individual lgnguage.uﬁe factors. Factor Td narrowly missed
attain;ng a statisticélly significant relatiohship with ali
of the Segondary factors; "Extent of use of L2", "Extent of
_ uSe of L2 with L2 speaker" and "Extent of Use -of TLI"
.(r(9)=.59{ p.<.06 in ali- 3 cases). In otheér words,
individuals ;ho were more iﬁterested in foreign language
learning.fh\gegeral showed some tendency to use thé second
language —igii and the first language nore with bilihguals
of the oSﬁ%site language.
N

This same trend was evident with Factor 1,
"Initiating", (r(9):-.54, p.<.1) and Factor 5, "Adherence
to L1 in gro&p", (r{(9)-.54, 'p.<.1), indicating that those

Qho initiated conversations in L2 with bilinguals of the

However, one attitude factor did show some interesting -
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. other language"ﬁended to like foreign ianguage learﬁing

11east, yhile, convérsely, those who tended most rigidly to

-adheré to their first language in afgroup discussion when a

bilixigual Anglophone joined the discussion, tended to have

- a more positive orientation toward foreign language

lea ﬁing in general. ‘Oné further correlation makes the
situation even more explicit: Faétor 10 also showed a
tendency to be negatiyely‘ related to Factor 9, M"Attitude
toward learning and using the second language", (r(9)=-.59,
p.<.06). In other words, those individuals who most enjoyed
learnigg foreign lanéuages showed a‘tendenéy to dislike
learning and using the second language. Clearly, as one
might ‘expect from a minority population, our Francophone
subjects made a radical.distinction between the  second
language and other foreign languages. This distinction
did not seem to exist for the Anglophoneé, for whom
"Attitude toward 1learning and using the second 1language"
was a very good predictor of L2 use. TQat being said,
there is still no obvious reason why an inverge
relationship 'between foreign language léarning and second
languagg learning should exist for our Francophone

population; the analyéis of the individual responses of

subjects as discussed in Chapter 4 clarifies the reasons’

for this relationship.
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In general the data for oﬁr Francophone subjects
showed far. fewgrginterrelationsﬁips between the ~various

language use factors than for the Anglophones. ° Howeveri

Factor 2, "Use of L1 to an L2 speaker haQing_difficulty in

L1", did show two significant correlations, .both in a
negative direction. %he first, very strong correlation was
with Factor 3, “Perseverance in Ler, (r(9)-.82, p.<.01),
indicating that those who were willing to continue in L1 to
an L2 speaker having difficulty in L1 (that 1is, those
people .who did not tend to switch to  L2), were

significantly less likely to persevere in using L2 with an

interlocutor who switched to L1. In other words, those
Francophones wno ° were willing to accommodate their

'binterlocutor by going along with his choice of language in
8, ‘ i .

the first situation, were very likely to do the same in the
second situation. The second qorrelatio; was with Factor
1, "Initiating", (r(9)=-.62, p.<.05), indicating that those
who were most willing to continUé-speaking L1 to ah L2
speaker having difficulty’in L1, were significantly less
likely to initiate conversations'in L2 with bilinguals of
the cther language; in other words they tended to use their

first language in both situations.

There was one further significant correlaticn

between language use factors: Factor 3, "YPerseverance",
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‘correlated negatively with Factor 4, "Use of L2 with L1

spéaker" (r{(9)=-.63, p.<.05). Thus, thoée who were more

willing to use L2, at least initially, with a fellow native

speaker of L1 who addf{?sed fhem in_Lé; were significantly

.less likely to persevere in using L2 if their interlocutor

switched to L1. In other words, here too we have a case of

accommodation] or going along with the other's choice of

language.

Since the overall indices of extent of first and

second Ianguage‘ use were composed of the scores on the

first five individual language use factors, there were of

course strong correlations betﬁeén %he overall and tﬁé

individual factors. As for Aﬁglophones, Factors 1, é and 3 -

a1l correlated significantly with the extent of use

factors, with Factor 2 turning out to be the best

predictor, correlating at the .001 level of significance

with Factor 12 (r(9)=-.90), Factor 13 (r(9)=-.91) and with
Factor 14 {(r(9)=.90). Thus, those Francophénes who were

the most willing to continue in L1 to an L2 interlocutor

having difficulty with L1, had the lowest scores for

overall ~use of L2 and the highest scores for use of L1.
Factor 1, "Initiating", and Factor 3, "Persevering", also
correlated strongly with the overall language use factgrs,

with all correlations significant at the .01 level.
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'Féllbwing the statistical anaiyses,' the patterns of
response of the two ethnolinghistic groups for the language
use. and attitude variables were anaiysed from an,
interpretive point-of view. Some-of our most interésting
daﬁa concerned the differing motivations and attitudes
goward language use revealed in the subjects!' discﬁssion of
their behavior. Much of this constitutes addit%qnal
information which is not conveyéd by numerical manipulation
of objective scores. In addition, such data of%en provide
insights which allow us to confidently arrive at meaningful

interpretations of trends revealed by statistical analysis.



I . CHAPTER 4

INTERPRETIVE FINDINGS

1

I. INTRODUCTION ~ o

When we looked at the distribution of responses of

our, Anglophone and Francophqne subjects to the questions on

language use and attitudes we were often struck by the

differences in patterns of the two ethnolinguist{c,

groups. On'an'inﬁuitive level, the differences between the

groups.seem more meaningful when one can see how the scores -

are distributed across response categories in addition to
comparing the groups statistically. And such‘patterns are
rendered’ yet more meaningful when we ﬂéé'also able to take

intc account the actual words. of the -subjecté, clarifying

why they behave in the way they do.

We tried always to keep in mind that our subjects’

" expressions of their motivations, behavior, opinions and

feelings constituted our real data. The numerical scores
which we had assigned to subjects!' reported languagé

behavior and attitudes represented an abstraction which,

while permitting us to use the valuable tool of statis-

tics, could not replace the direct data we' received in the
interviews. The motivations for their language behavior as
expressed = by the subjects themselves represented an

additional set of data which statistics could not convey,
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and which, furthermore; offered the possibility .of

providing _explanations for the language use patterqsl“

" observed.

1

In this chapter we will discuss the patterns of

response found for the‘memﬂers of the two ethnolinguistic
‘groups for the language use situations and the 1language

. attitudes. We “will include some discussion of differing

motivations expressed by our Anglophone and Francophone

subjects. Many of the notions touched on here .will be

taken up again in more detail in Chapter .5, where the

discussion will be focused specifically on the concept of

accommodation, both as behavior and as motivation.

II. LANGUAGE USE FACTORS ’ o

A. FACTOR 1: LANGUAGE USED WHEN INITIATING A CONVERSATION
WITH A BILINGUAL OF THE OTHER OFFICIAL LANGUAGE

As evident in Table 4.1, French-speaking and
English—speaking subjects had quite different patterns of
response to the question of which language they would use
whén ihitiating a convérsation with a  bilingual of the
other official language, despite the faect that . these
différenoes were not féhnd to be statistically ;ignificant.
For Francophones, the language used appeared to be a matter
of personal choiéé, sincé subjects were spread in edual

numbers across every point on the scale, from "Always speak
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.
L2" to "Always speak L1". However, a full fhalf of+ the
Aﬁglophoﬁe subjeqts would either always Speak.£2 or were
more likely to.Speak it, while for the remainder} ;&gf%
- depended on the situation.. In other words, not a singlé
Angiophonﬁ said that he always initiated conversations 'with
bilinguall?rancophoges in English, or even that he was‘moré‘

likely to speak English.

- . - —— — ——— — ————— ———————————————— . — - —————— 0 o b CE WS Gk - Tl Wt S d Ga =

TABLE 4.1 \DISTRIBUTION'OF RESPONSES

FACTOR 1: “INITIATING"
Description A Score Anglophones Francophones
Always speak L2 5 #5, #9, #10, #20, #23
4 #1 , :
More likely to- 4 " {8 #18, #27
speak L2 : : T
. . Y
Either L1 or L2 3 - f##2, #3, #4, #25, {#26
#6, #11
More likely to L2 #22, #24
speak L1 :
Always speak L1 1 | ' T #19, {#21
_57___; ___________________________________________________
Ay !,; e~ L(

"{_“ The reasons given for their choice of language show
definite patterns related to group .membership. The’
responses’ for the mid-scaleApoint, "Either L1 or L2", were
particularly revealing. The two Francophones in this

category 5said that the language they would speak depended
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upon the language they associated with the particular indi-

vidual. However, four out of five Anglophones indicated

that whether they used Engllsh or French depended on their

evaluation of their own fluéncy v1s—a—vis that of theif

interlocutor. ‘The remainihg : Angiophone said that it

depended on her mood, which again had its roots in_  her

feelings about her proficiency in the second language.

. Differences in level of perceived . second language

126

proficiency seem to be the cause of these different“\‘“\

motivations ' for wuse of one laﬁguage or the other. The

Anglophones who chose "Either L1 or Le2v Eanged’from~having

low to <'moderate scores on the perceived proficiency scale

(scores of 3, 5, 5, 6 and 7), while both Fraq/pphones had

»

the moderately high score of 7.

B. FACTOR 2: USE OF L1 TO L2 SPEAKER HAVING DIFFICULTY IN

L1

This.question is a particplarly intereséing one from
the point of view of accommodation' because,_ in the
situation 1in whieh a person is addressed in “his native
language- by a second language speaker manifesting some
difficulty with the language, whichever language is chosen
by the person addréssed_ can be . interpreted either
positively or negatively by the interlocutor. A switch to
the interlocutor's first language may be motivated by

desire to help the language learner who is having trouble
¢



ékpressﬁngA himself, yét the Super-sensitive learner ﬁay
intérprét it gs.é's}ap in the face. On the other hand,
continﬁing in tﬁe interlocufbr's secénd languaéehbut of a
desire nof,to insdlt him may backfire;_ if the conversation
- eventualiy grinds .to a halt and the speaker is ‘belatedly
forced tp‘switch,fo theé interiocutor's Lt anyway, he may
discover. ‘that ﬁhe'iy;erlocutor is terribly relieved aﬁa

would have switched long since had he only known he was

dealing with a fluent bilinguall

& . We see that there is no simple, direct relationship

between lahguage use and accommodétiop in this " situation;

it 1is necessary to know the speaker!' intent before his
. ~ . .

behavior may be 1judged"_as either accommeodative or

unacéommodative. By looking at our subjects' explanations

of _their language choice, -we were able top see just how

accommodative their intent was.

5 -
’ .

. In contrast to an opinion commonly heard from less
fluent Anglophones that Francophones tend to cut them off
at - the first signs of problems with their French, fully

half of our sample of Francophones (5 out of.10) maintained

they would comtinue in French in such a situation. In

fact, Fr ango- pﬁones were=*%re likely than Anglophones to
3

continue in L1 (5 Francophones as opposed to 1 Anglophone),

\ﬁr
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and four out of these:fiVe Fréncophones seemed to be

~ motivated by accommodative tendencies..

example:

z

Take the following

;

"J'ai des coll@gues avec lesquels le frangais’
On- continue a parler
Ctest le vieux probléme des gens qui
apprennent une langue €trangdre.
~de parler votre langue et puis,
font une erreur, on les-.interrompt et on fait la

est un-

'frangais.

conversation dans leur langue.

peu délicat.

Ils essaient
parce Qgqu'ils

J'essaie de pas

faire ¢a parce que c'est d€sagreable. Alors, on

souffre ensemble.M

-

(#22 F)

7

The expression "on souffre ensemble" ("we:suffér together™)

clearly reveals -the speakemgs,~aécommodative motivation;

N
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TABLE 4.2 DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES

FACTOR 2: "USE OF L1 TO L2 SPEAKER HAVING DIFFICULTY IN L1"

Description -

Continue in L1
Moré'likely to
continue in_L1
Either continue
in L1 or switch

to L2

More likely to
switech to L2

Switeh to L2

Score

5

Anglophcones

#8
2

#3, #6, #10

#1, #11

#4, #5, #9

- Francophones

#18, #19, #21,
#22, #25

#26

#23, #24

#20, #27
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even though‘it requires effqrt and patience on his part; he

wiil-allow the wéakbr bil ingual to use the language of his

choice;'his‘second language.

3

However, the fifth Francophone subject who said he

would continue in L1 seemed-motivated not by inclination to

accommodate but rather by strong desire to push the use of

B N .
"French. We know this from his other responses, many of

-

which show more extreme ewWdence of this inclination.

was clearly doing so to accommedate his interlocutor.

."S'il parle frangais, je vais continuer

en

frangais avec lui, parce que je trouve, je suis

tellement heureux de voir sa démarche que

je -

vais certainement 1'encourager dans le méme

sens." _ _ (#21

<

y . -~
;Ihe one Anglophone who said he would continue

"1'11 tend to stay in Engliéh and givé

F)

in L1

an

English lesson. I feel as if I'd rather  help

them get it than switch.": ) . (#8

A)

However, a second Anglophone who was scored as more likely

to

because of his low competence in L2, rather than out

continue in Lf ¢learly preferred to remain

desire to encourage his interlocutor to speak his

language. His offer to’let the other person revert

‘own

it

language is a moderately accommodative gesture.

is almost nullified by the fact that he himself

4

in L1

of any

second

to his

Yet,

-would
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. remain - in the language he feels most comfortable in, his
own. He'cleafly recognizes this but is-ﬂbt concerned about

it.

"I would probably say, in French, you can speak
French if you want to...No, ~ I'm not very
concerned with hurting feelings because it can
be interpreted either way. ~ If I 1insist on
English or if I allow him to switch back, either
way, he can interpret it -as an affront if . he's
out to interpret it as an affront. Se I think
that in that situation I would normally say, you
know, go ahead and speak French if you want to,
it's fine with me. I may continue talking in
English but then that will probably force him
back into English again. A lot of people don't
like that situation, but I have no objection to
it...You've got the choice. Do it in the one
you can do it well in." ) _ (#2 A)

It 1s clear from the above examples of responses

that. choosing. to remain in one's L1 in this situation_ is

not aupomatically syhonymous with qg&ommodative motivation.
In fact, .some of the subjects who eQidenced the ‘greatest
desire to acéommodate their interlocutor were located at
the_midpoint on the scale, "either continue in L1 or'swgtch
to L2%. For the thfee Anglophones who fit into this
category, both offering to switech and actually switching
into French weré strategies employed to heig their
interlocutor feél more comfortable in his attempts to use
the second language.
"I'd .ask him--if he prefers to speak in French,

because he may be  trying to speak English.
Actually it's very insulting or patronizing if I

I8
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start speaking to you in French and ydu speak
back to me in English, expecially if I'm rather
- proud of my French. I always feel put down a
bit, if people speak to me in English, when they:
‘know I speak French, expecially if . they don't
speak English very well. Unless- I'm having a

lot of trouble, I speak the language that they
‘speak to me in." . _ (#10 A)

-t

\interlocutor desired. Another subject\admitted to feeling

conflict every time this happened.

(Y

"I never know whether to switch or not. I think
I'm very sensitive because I have felt this
myself so many times -- a Francophone doing that
to me where my Friench happens to be at least as
good as their English but they have this
stereotyped notion that I can't because I'm an
Anglophone, and they insist on speaking English
to me, and it really pisses me off." {#3 A)

Even though, from a statistical poiﬁi of view,

" language use for Factor 2 did ’not differ significantly
between Francophones and Anglophones,' we see that there

were ~some important differences 1in the expression of

accommodative tendencies for the two gr;ups. Fr ancophones

tended to express their desire to be accommodative to

Anglophones having difficulty speaking French by gllowing

them to continuedn their second language, i.e.aby not

switching .to English. Hoquer, Anglophbnes usually

demonstrated their willingness to accommodate by

offerfng to switch to their interlocutor's first languaée

but - not doing so unless that individual wished. In other |

In, obher words, he would speak whichever language his
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- words, while both’Erancophones and Anglophohes.shared the

- same perbeption 'that-ﬂswitching to the speaker's first.

language was potentially the most ihsulting and thus the.

leaSt accom@odativg‘respénse;'gnglopﬁones had the..addition-
al - iﬁsight that a\speéker Qho‘is really having a hard time
may appfeciate Having Qié interlocutor - allow him to
switch, as long as he, the‘speaget, has the - choice. In
general, Angiophones valued beiné‘sensitive to the "second

language speaker'!'s wishes more highly than Francophones.

C. FACTOR 3: PERSPBVERANCE IN SPEAKING L2 WHEN INTERLOCUTOR
SWITCHES TO SPEARER'S L1

Basic ethnolinguistic differences emerged Jin the

behavior of Francophones and Anglophones in the situation

where a speaker addresses ' a bilingual of the other

- language in his second languagé only to have the

interlocutor switch to the speaker's first language.

First, Anélophones were more likely to persevere in .

using the second language tﬁén. were Francophones. For
examplé, three Angiophones, maintained that they would
Qontinue in L2 until they forced:the inferlocutor to return
to his own native language, yet no Francophones maintained
this extremé position.  At.the other end of the scale, five

Francophones said they would follow the interlocutor's lead

and immediately switch to L1, while only two. Anglophones

‘13?



133

| said they would switch. When we look at the reasons given

by the members of the two groups, it is clear that these
are not accidental differences but reflect two basically.

different attitudes toward use of thexsecondAlanguage.

T . - e

.

___________ 7"----"""-"‘-_-_"""----_-_-_"“"‘__—_—__""""----"-_ )
TABLE 4.3 DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES
FACTOR 3: "PERSEVERANCE"

Description =~ ~ Score Anglophones Francophones

Continue ‘in L2 5 #1, #5,. #9
until interlocutor
is forced into L2

More likely to .4 #23, #24, #27

continue in L2
Either continue 3 . #3, #6, #8, #19, #20
in L2 or switch ' #10, #11 .
to L1
More likely to 2
switch to L1
Switeh to L1 1 2, #4- #18, #21, #22
“ #25, #26
Not surprisingly, ﬁhe principal motivation for

perseverance in wusing the second language.on the part of
Anglophones seemed to be that of improving their mastery of
the language. Indeed, those who insisted on speaking L2

until their inperlocutor switched back réted their second

.language proficiency the highest of all our Anglophone



subjects. In the following example, the subject describes

‘her use of reéponding in the second language as a learning

‘strategy, which even went so far that she deliberately:

suppressed’ any.recognition of accpﬁmodative motivation on

the part of interlocutors who switched to her L1.°

s

"When that happened to me, I‘would just continue
talking = French. I .decided that I would
automatically. hate anyone who did that to me
because I figured that if I started thinking
that they were doing ‘it to be nice I would never
be able to resist speaking to them in English.
So I would have to think that they were doing it
to be mean.m- o (#1 &)

In general,  Francophones seemed to think it was quite '

strange of the Anglophones to want to speak French if

addressed in English. They normally assumed that the

person ° was being stubborn and unreasonable. Net
surprisingly, they often reacted with considerable
impatience and a. switch to the SQeaker's L1 "Moi, jtai

-

horreur des gens qui veulent pratigquer la iangue en me
parlant!® (#24 F) Of course, the assumption on the part
of the Francophones who responded in this way Jés that
thesg. Anglophones .had a low level of competence in the
second language. Most Francophones did not objeéf to
switching to French if their Anglophone interlocutor was

very fluent.

e
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D. FACTOR 4: LANGUAGE OF RESPONSE WHEN L1 . INTERLOCUTOR
‘  INITIATES CONVERSATION IN L2 ("USE OF L2 WITH Ll
SPEAKER"S “‘ - T

. '_Q..
The situation in which_an individual is addressed in

‘the second language by'someone whom he +recognizeés -as a

first language- Speaker engenders completely different

Pesponses in Anglophones and Francophdnes.

For Francophones, the idea of responding in L2 to
another French speaker waé totally aberrant; every single

subject said he would respond in French to a Francophone

addressing him "in English, provided that he recognized the

other as a Francophone. .The issue of recognition of the
cther speaker’'s napivé language was raised by 6 out of‘ 10
" Francophones (for‘ exampie, vSi je reconnais un accent
_frangais, je vais lui parler en frangais automatiduementﬁ
#18F), but was mentioned by only two of the Anglophones.
Clearly, ~-the superior performénce of many Francophones in
English makes this an issue of importance for Francophones.
Three Franéophones indicated that they would initially
respond in English, then ask the other speaker if he.spoke

French and switch if he did. These three subjects were

scored as "more likely to respond in L1", since basically

they would speak L1 to an L1.speaker if they recognized him

as such. They were scored as 2", rather than "%, in:

recognitioﬁ of the fact that their responses were less

-.categorical than the rest of the speakers.
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TABLE 4.4 DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES.

FACTOR -

DeScription

Answer in L2
More likely to
answer in L2
Either L1 or L2

More likely to
answer in.L1

Answer in L1

O e Sy ———

"USE OF L2 WITH L1 SPEAKER"

Score Anglophones Francophones
5 #1, #4, #6,
‘ #8, #9, #10
. .
3 #3

2 #11 #18, #22, #26

1 2, #5 #19, #20, #21,
, #23, #24, #25,
#27 .

- ———n - et G G\ G G — —— ——————— P T Y W G - me = -

For Anglophones; on thel other hand, - responding in

the second language when addregsed in L2 out of desire to

help fellow language learners practice was the most common

response., It was indicated by 6 out of 10 speakers, for

3

example, the following responses:

"I think

important.

"I'd do my best to keep -speaking French. If

I've had so much trouble trying to
speak French myself." - (#10 &)

speak French. I feel that's

they're willing to make the effort, so am I. If

they're

like to encourage them." _ (#4 &)

trying to practice, etcetera, I

e

"Two Anglophones said that they would answer in L1,

but their reSpohses

seemed to be from -an aversion to



imperfect accents rather than from the feeling that ‘this
was - only the normél‘ thing to be expected, as the
Franébphpnes‘ responses seemed to'indicate. For examble:
L"If I detect any trace of Anglophone accent, I'm
- going to jump into English, somehow. Because
“there's a very low, lowy tolerance level that I
have for imperfect or foreign sounding language,
and if I know the first language of the person, .
I'1l jump into it." _ ‘ (#5 A)
The "original motivation for the QUestion was to

measure strength of accommodative tendencies, and for the

Anglophones the question seemed indeed to tap _this. As

mentioned "above, desire to accommodate to a second language

learner's -drive to practice was evident in many
respondents' indication that they would answer in LZ2. The
response of one other'subject, who said that it depénded,
which langﬁage she would use, -also Showé‘a‘clear awareness
that this situation involves the quesﬁion of whether or noct

to accommodate to the other speaker.

"I might answer in French. It depends on - my
mood... the mood of: do I want to hurt this
person's feelirgs, 1is his French so bad, or do
I want to make. it easier for him." (#3 A)

And even the most adamant user of L1, who was quoted above

as having a low tolerance for foreign accents, 1is aware

that accommodation is at stake. He went on to say:

"Y"If I hehr them with any mistake at all --
phonological or lexica)} or syntactic -- it:
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bothers me sufficiently when 1it's from an
Anglophone that I'1l1 jump into English. And
I'1l do so sometimes knowing perfectly well that
I'm offending them by doing it.» (#5 A)

For Francophoﬁeé; on the other hand, the question of

accommodating to the other's wishes is never in question -

because Francophones simﬁly_‘do not feel the need to-
T R Fi - * )

" practice their English with other Franco&bnes. They do
not even seem to be aware of the possibility that switehing

to French might insult another French speaker. Thus, we

see that the kind of language sensitivity Anglophones take

for granted seems to be merely a result of the attitudes of
their particular ethnolinguistic group in this 'partiéular

context, and not universally rooted in the human psyche.

E. FACTOR 5: ADHERENCE TO L1 IN GROUP DISCUSSION WHEN

SPEAKER OF L2 ARRIVES

The reactions of FranéOphones and Aﬁglophones were
again very different in the situation in which a group of
L1 speakers having a discussion is joined by a bilingual
L2 speaker. ~The overwhelming majority of Francophones
would address the newcomer in French (7 out of 10), while
only t wo Anglophones would always speak L1 and one. more
would be_more likely to speak L1. For Francophones the
motivation 1is '‘quite clear:’ they feel tha; a person who

wishes to join a group shouid be willing to adapt himself

to the language of the group. The following is a typical®

response.



L

"Je pense que je parlerai en frangais. Parce
que de  toute.fagon je parlais en frangais et
qu'une personne qul se Joigne & un groupe
francophone doit, je pense, accepter le fait de
fonctionner selon la langue d'usage du groupe.-
Une personne ‘qui veut s'adjoindre au groupe est.
bienvenu en autant qu'il fonctionne selon 1les
régles du groupe."® - . (#26 F)

»

- There 15 a sound historical reason for 4tﬁis‘ attitude:
Francophones .in Canadé%%have for many years lived 1in a
society in‘ which they were expected to bénd to the
lingpistic needs of the majoriﬁ;‘ culture. Now, with. a
changing. linguistic éonsciousnéss, n; situation seems To—
be .so detested by them as the one in wﬁiqh three or four
Francophones_‘end up speaking Engiish to one another on
account of one Anglophone in their midst. Even the single
Francophone ih our study who wogld be more like1§ to éwitch
to énglish. for a bilingual Anglophdhe made it.clear that

this would not“extend to his Francophone colleagues. -

-

"Mais ce que je ne ferais pas, par exemple, c'est
de parler aux autres qui sont 12 en anglais... je
me suUis souvent trouvé dans des situations comme
celle 134, ou nous étions quatre, trois
francophones et un anglophone, .et & cause de
l1tanglophone, 1les francophones se parlent en
anglais. Ga, je déteste ga." : " (#25 F)

However, it is clear that most of these Francophones
were willing to speak English 1if the newcomer were
unilingual, communicatidn with the new arrival being

generally seen as more impértant than the possibility that

.
-] 3

Ny,
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the whole group might switch to English.

"Si, dtautre part, ° dans un  groupe . 'de
francophones il arrive un anglophone unilingue,
et” que tous les, frarncophones qui font partf du
groupe sont bilingues, ce qui'arrive la plupart
du temps, Jje n'hésiterai pas 3 suivre la  loi
normale, et je ne ferais pas écart-type, enfin
de compte, je parlerai anglais; comment voulez-
vous .-qu'on communique autrement? Maintenant,
Eoute la.situation socio-historique qui aboutit
a unm~ tel paradox, c'est une autre histoire. Je
m'en fous." S (#27 F)

Only one Francophone‘yent so far as to indicate that hé

would continue to speak French when in a group, even if the
Anglophone was not bilingual; he feels that since
University policy 1is that professors should be at  least
‘passively  bilingual, he has every\right to insist on
French.

"Frangais bien sfr.. Encore plus dans un

groupe...Dans une situation ou le <corps

professorale par principe doit avoir une
connaissance passive de 1l'autre langue, je

considére ceci comme acquis." (#21 F)

The reactiops of our Anglophone subjects, on the
other haﬁd; covered a much wider range of opinions. Only
two seemed to Share the feeling of the Francophones that
- the language of- the group should be maintained for
newcomers, and at least one of t@gse seemed to be motivated

more by convenience than by principle:
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TABLE 4. : DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES

N

. . \ . .
- ' FACTOR 5: "ADHERANCE TG&LLbIN GROUP DISCUSSION"

LT Description - Score Angiophones Francophones
'; Continue in'L1 .. 5 .8, #11 #18, #19, #20
' . ) - e #21, #22, #26
.", .v‘ . ' ) . #27
More likely to ‘4 #2 ) )
continue in-"L1 3 ' )
Either L1 or L2 3 - #3, #4, #6, #23, #24
- . #9, #10 . -
A . ' ) . -
More likely to - .2 S ® ,  #25 ‘
swited to L2 . : . .
Switeh to L2 1 #1, #5 - -
. N
s | "I would basically think that it would be of
" . greatest ‘convenience to use the majority. .
language,. particularly since it is my own." . .
(#11 4) ot

-

For most of the Anglophones, c¢ode choice 1in this
situation seemed,. to be determined by the language they
- associated with the individual.  For three subjects this

meant that they would address some bilidgpal Francophones

in French, others in English. N
’ N

Ay

T . . s :
"It :‘depends. If he's one of the people who 1is
marked . Francophone, I speak to him first in
French." : (#4 A)



AT

"It depends- on the person and whether our past
‘relationship has been in French." - (#3 A)

’
x ~

_However, for two subjects this meant that they would
always switch to French because all of their relationships
with 'F%ancophones a(é‘;diFreﬁch. And, as one subject

pointed out, among her colleagues a reversal of the

historical trend has occured:  the Anglophone group will

switeh to accommodate & single bilingual Francophone!

"Usually, the conversation will switch into
. French, the rest of us will switeh. It's partly
the department, because of the consciousness of
Anglophone members of the department, partly
the political. context -- a 1little bit of
historical bending over backwards." (#1 &)

-

- -

S

the Anglophones. to this question is the assumption that the

rest of the Anglophone group is likely to be unilingual,

o

whereas the Francophones appeargd’ﬁd tagke it - for granted

that their group would . be composed. of* bilinguals, Thus,

" for . the Anglophones, speaking L2 with the newcomer was
comglicated by the issue of integration with - their .own

group: : <
L)

Ky .
&

-

" a "I find it awkward because if I switch-to French
I feel it looks as if I'm showing off to the
bunch of Anglophones who are around, and that
makes me feel uncomfortable." . (#9 &)

o # . .

“It must be noted that, underlying the.responses of

- .

T4



ol

~

RN

&

"I wouldn't speak French to him if I wanted him
to Jjoin in with all: of wus in a general
discussion which was - already ongoing “if the
others couldn't cope in French because it would -
be to exclude him.": (#6 A)

We see that the issue of éomprehension of the others in ‘the
gfoup seemed -to remove the ‘situation from the purely

. . : . b
yoluntary for these ‘Anglophones, while for the Francophones

. Jt remained at the level of choice and this cculd become an

- %
issue of principle. A

F. FACTOR 6: SWITCHING LANGUAGES WITH THE SAME INDIVIDUAL

The sixth 'languaée use question differed from the

pfevious five in that it did not attempt to measure the'

. ~ .
téndency to use either L1 or L2, but rather ﬁﬁied to assess

the ,degrée< to. which subjects felt ‘qomfortable switching

. Langﬁégés‘with a given interloéutpr. As with the other

language-- use situations, certain differences were evident

befween the behavior of Anglophones and - Francophones;

however,' these differences did not re?ph~~the level of

statistical significénce.

‘In general, ‘phé Francophones seemed to be more

positively oriented toward switeching languages with the

same. individual than the Anglophones. Although an equal

number of Francophones and Anglophones admitted to
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switchi

interlo
instead
additio

switchi

ng frequently (thfee  each)’, an additional

cutor, ‘switching . if he did, while the Anglophones .

tended to switch only with a few ‘individuals.
n, no Francobhones stated that they .diSl

ng, wheﬁeas three Anglophones actively disliked

-

J

The ‘comments of° the Anglophones who disl

four

. Francophones tended‘ to follow the lead . of their

In-

iked

it.

iked

swltehlng revealed that for them the language they speak to

a memb
emotion
power

back

er ‘of the_other~ethnolinguistic group is a’ highly

ally charged matter. One Anglophone saw it as a

question; if her interlocutor continually switched

and fqrth, she felt fhat he controlled

conversation. In addition, sheé made it cleer that for

phe

her

the itgpe of accomodation was at stake in this situation:

"The switching 1is more effort, almost, than
anything, - If they keep switching back and
forth because they can't express everything they

want to. in English, then .I get really annoved.

It's sort of an ambiguous situation... Speaking
a language has a 1ot more weight to it than just
which language you're speaking. = It's sort of a
power thing, and...there's always who's going to
get to accommodate, who's better? I don't like

.the ambiguity of it. I like to. know which

language - I'm going to speak with somebedy, ‘and
what language they're going to respond to me
in.m B . B (#3 A)

b
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TABLE 4.6 DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES

' FACTOR 6: "SWITCHING LANGUAGES WITH THE SAME INDIVIDUAL"™

" ‘Description . Score Anglophdnés Fr ancophones
Frequently switches; 5. #6, #8, #11  #19, #23, #26
is positively moti- o .
vated toward switch-
ing
Follows the y #18, #22, @24
lead of the #25

interlocutor and
switches if he
does

Switches with a few 3 #2, #4, #10 #27

individuals, most
are typed for
language

Switchgs only occa- = 2 #9 - #20, #21 ¢

‘sionally; not very
comfortable with it .

- Rarely or never 1 #1, #3, #5
switches; dislikes )
it :

—— s ——— O —— R - —————— ———————— s " Bt me in M - - ————————— ———————

For another speaker, the ‘choice of 1language of

interaction was closely bound to the question of identity.

-

"I wWwill rarely speak.in a language I am _not
accustomed to speaking with a person, because I

see it as an identity.thing; and I get
Jjealous about that identity if they break
cne language and go to the other... The

almost
from
code

with which one speaks-is part of the identity
that you have with that person, and if they go
to a different code, unless they're equally,

equally fluenﬁ, where the style comes out

the

same, you're uncomfortable. In other words,

»v'; °
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- secand language.‘

where. there is the slightest mechanical problem
in the second language, I think it makes them
look different than they normally are." . (#5 A)

" The ‘third subject may have put her finger on the
cause of the dlfference in attitude between certain members
of the two ethnolingu1stic groups; ° she ascribes. her

aver;ion to switching to the way in which she learned her

"I find 1t much easier to talk, to be all in one
language, or to be all in the other. I have a
little difficulty switching. I would rather
speak all one language one day - basically...It
comes back to how I 1learned the language.
Haying 1learnt French in essentially an almost
unilingual French milieu, I don't really 1like
swltchlng back and forth." (#1 A)

The relation of switching and context of second language

learning will be discussed at greater length in Chapter é.

ITI.. LANGUAGE ATTITUDES

4. ATTITUDE TOWARD TEACHING AT A BILINGUAL UNIVERSITY

o

Both'Anglbphone and Frangdphone subjects had a very-

,positive attitude toward working at a bilingual university.

75% of subjects were found in the upper end of the scale,

at scores of 5 and 4, and only one subject admitted that he

.would be more comfortable at a unilingual univérsity (Score

2). No one actively disliked being at a bilingual

university. (See Table 4.7)

g
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TABLE 4.7 DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES

FACTOR 7: "ATTITUDE TOWARDS TEACHING AT A  BILINGUAL
. - UNIVERSITY¥"._ - ;

Description ' Score Anglophones - Francophones

Chose to come to the 5 #1, #5, #9, #18,; #21, #24
University of Ottawa #10, #11
largely because of

its bilingual character; ‘

wouldn't want to teach Cs T
at a unilingual univer-

sity.

Appreciates the bilingual 4 #3, #4, #6, - #19, #22, #23
atmosphere of the univer-- . #8 :
sity and would miss it.

.Would not mind teaching 3 #20, #25, #26,
at a unilingual univer- #27
sity; would be equally :
at ease there, ‘

~Would be more comforta- 2 #2

ble at a unilingual
university.

—————— T e e e e e —————— 2 2 2 0 e e
{

There ar¢ some 1interesting differences in the

: responses of the two ethnolinguistic groups, howevern
expecially when the reasons given by the individual members
are considered. More Anglophones than Francophones (5 as
opposedn to 3) chose to come to the University of "Ottawa
primarily because of its bilingual charécter . and
aefinitely would not want.-to teach at a unilingual
institution. Of these fiQe Anglophones, four chose it
specifically because they wanted to be able to use French

as well as English.



"One of the reasons I came here was, in fact, to
become bilingual and to be able to teach in both
languages." , . (#10 A)

ny much prefer te be here because I love’ using
- two languages, you know." . (#5 A)

)

"I -enjoy being able to teach in French and
English both very much. The language...is one
of the really big plusses for me." - (#9 A)

- Only one Anglophone ~ﬁentidned a more cultufal
interest, the "relatlvely hlgh ethnic dlver51ty" ¢#11 R) of
the area, in addition to his 1nterest in the two languages,
as a reason for coming to the University of Oqtawa,'whereas
two Francophones oﬁt of three <c¢ited interest iﬁ the
cultural effect of a bilingual ugivérsity_ rather than
interest in using two languages as their reason for not

wanting to teach at a unilingual institution.

"Moi, Jje pense que ¢a prend une université .
bilingue, et une université bilingue
véritablement, et pas simplement deux profiles,
un frangals et 1'autre anglals.. Ce -que 1l'on -
veut c'est un caractdre blllngue 3 ltuniversité,
que l'on pulisse avoir des étudiants . et .des
professeurs qui vivent ensemble, qui finissent
par se respecter.” ' (#24 F)

-

"Je suis convaincu que ltuniversité, si elle
vivait le bilinguisme, ¢a serait extraordinaire,

n

biculturalisme. La langue pour moi est une
véhicule ‘d'une culture. La 1langue pour 1la
langue, moi, ¢a me-dit rien." ' (#21 F)

<

~ For Francophones, speaking the second language does not

seem to hold the same fascination as it  does for
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Anglophones; the university as a purveyor of uiculturalism
appears to be of more imp ance_for the Francophones in

our sample.

Four Anglophones and three Francophonés indicated a

‘ﬁoderétely positive attitude toward teaching at a bilingual
. university (Score &), that is,‘ they appreciated. the

bilingual atrosphere of the university and would miss it if

they left, yet it was not the factor béusing them to remain

at the University of Ottawa. The Anglophones tended to

1

stress the idea that using two languages was "fun" and that

it“made the university a more interesting place to be.

"]t adds a little more fun to it. I think it
- would be kind of dull and flat to teach at
a monolingual university ." : (#3 A)

"I think the bilingual character . of the
university makes it a far more interesting
place to be. . I don't really see how anyone
could find bilingualism a disadvantage." (#6 A)

This aspect was also stressed by one of the Francophones, a

-

Dean who found that it made his job as an administrator

-more interesting:

" "Pour un administrateur, le fait que ce soit une
institution bilingue, ¢a accrolt le 'challenge'

e ...¢a met du piquant dans la sauce, comme on
dit’en frangais." ' {#23 F)

However, the remaining two Francophones stressed the idea
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professional advantages such as a llbrary equipped in

languages and contact with both North American

European points of view in their fields.

"Sur- le plan strictement profe551onne1 je me
réjouis du fait que notre bibliothéque, par
exemple, soit bien equipée en frangais et en
anglais. Parce que ¢a me permet de rassembler
une  documentation beaucou plus riche dans mon
domalne, mais quand gm d*assurer mon
enseignement en anglais ou en francais. Alors le
‘bilinguisme pour moi, c'est avant tout un atout

professionnel. Pour essayer de  devenir un
meilleur historien, le milieu <d!Ottawa est
partlcullerement favorable." e (#19 F)

LI

It is significant thaf, while no Anglophones

teaching at a blllngual university offered them
two

~and

are

" found at 3, the.neutral point on the scale, where a subject

wouldn't mind teaching at a unilingual university, although

he doesn't mind being at a;bilinéual institution either,

four Francophones expressed this attitude.

~

"Non, Jje pense que je seraistout aussi 3 l'aise

a l'unlver51te unilingue frangaise...Parler
anglais, ¢a ne fait pas partie de mes plaisirs."
(#27 F)

"Jtirais certainement travailler dans une
unlver51te unil ingue frangalse sans difficulté.”
- (#26 F)

Pl

On the whole, Fr ancophones seem to be much more open to

idea

dare

©f- working in a unilingual French environment

English environment. AS one Anglophone said:

the

than

Aﬁglpphones to the idea of working in a .unilingual
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"No I don't think so. I've-'thought about that,
~because there are -jobs that one could get
elsewhere.. And it would be so awfull" (#9 A)

HoweVer, at the. same time, the 1least positive

~attitude of any subject was_expressed by an Anglophone, who

said that he would feel more cohfortable at 2 unilingual
English uﬁivérsity ﬁ...in the senée that I would feel that
I could do my job better. I'm a beﬁtér lecturer in English
than I am in French." (#2 A) His preference foé‘ a

unilingual wuniversity is clearly rooted inhis uneasiness

about his - proficiency 1in French rather than any other

reason. (This subject. had the lowest perceived second

language proficiency score of any of our subjects.)

In sum, although bo@h Anglbphones and Fraécophones
were positively motivated toward teaching at a biiingual
university, their reésoﬁs tended to differ aloﬁg
ethnolinguistic group lines; while for Anglophones the
opportunity to speak and teach ih French was s@en as the
chief attraction éf the university, for Frgncophones the

advantages were to be found primarily in 1living 1in a

biculthralli environment and in having the broadened

" professional opportunities of a bilingual work milieu.
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B. ATTITUDE TOWARD CHILDREN BECOMING BILINGUAL

- In light of the generally positivé attitudes towards

ﬁeachihg at  a bilingual',univefsity expressed by our
- ) ' . _

subjects, and considering that most of them chose to reside

in an environment where two languages are spoken, it is not

» , | TABLE 4.8 DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES

FACTOR 8: ATTITUDE TOWARD CHILDREN BECOMING BILINGUAL

Description - Score Anglophones Francophones
Strong desire to have 5 - #2, #3, #4,  #26
children become bi- . #6, #10, A
lingual, and would #11

send them to school

in the other language;
no reservations

about effect on first
language

Desire to have children 4 : : #2%
become bilingual but '
would not send them to
schocl in the other
language

£

-

Desire tc have children 3 #1, #9 . #18, #24, #27
become bilingual, but o

not at the detriment of

.their first language

Bilingualism is desira- - 2 #5, #8 #23
ble but by nc means : .

necessary; concern

that children have

strong grounding in

their first language

Concern primarily about 1 #19, #20, #21,
maintaining first lan- #22

guage rather than about ‘

child becoming bilingual
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surprising to discover .that n§n§ of.our subjects expressed

_unwillingness for their .chilérgn to become bilingual.

However, at the same time it is clear that in terms of both
the- strength of theirUfeelings dnd the nature of their

concerns, the two ethnolinguistic groups differ sharply.

3

The‘answers given b&fFfench speakers, who generally

feel that their children's mother tongue is in- danger,

‘reflected the feelings of a linguistic minority living in a

bilingual environment where the majority language

dominates. Table 4.8 shows that, while they generally

affirmed the desire to have their children become
bilingual, ¢their concern tended to be primarily with
maintenance of the first language.

The most common concern of'FréncophdneS was that

learning the second language -not occuf at the detriment of

4

the first languégg.

- "J'aimerais beaucoup gu'ils apprennent

: - - - ~ A .
l*anglais, comme langue seconde, tres tot.. Mais
. . ” - . . R
Jamals au detriment de leur frangais. Je pensg:

R . < . . < >
= que 1le pire service qu'on puisse rendre ‘3

quelqu'un c'est d'en faire un médiocre
bilingue.” ' (#18 F)

"Si j'avais des enfants, je les enverrais =~
carrément 3 1'école frangaise,  c'est sﬁr, et
j'insisterais pour qut'ils apprennent, ieci au
Canada, le plutdt possible l'anglais...Je ne
voudrais pas que l'apprentissage de 1la 1langue
seconde se fasse au détriment de 1la langue
premiére." . (#27 F)
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Only two Francophones did not express reservations about
the effect. of‘leanning the sécond language on the first
lénguage; and only one' of them would send hié child to . an
English school.
"Five Erancophongs expréssed great .concern about the'
prob}ems,which learning the second langnage created for the
'first language (Points 1 and 2 on the scale). As one
) subjeét,expressed it: )
"Stil- n'a pas une trés bonne base "dans  sa’.
propre langue, moi, je subgonne qu'il- -va. avoir
des problémes dans 1'autre de toute maniére. Du
cdté de la langue maternelle, ¢a ne se rattrappe
S pas...t _ (#23CF)
Four of these five were concerned more with. maintenance of
the first language than with acquisition of the second, a
position held by none of the Anglophones. English ‘was to
some degree seen as a danger against- which one ;héd to
defend oneself.
"Le pouvoir d'attraction de 1'anglais est
tel qu'il faudrait vraiment se defendre contre
l'anglais pour ne pas le parler a Ottawa." "
(#1 9\;-:) :

fgi

-
. e

v One subject observed that even sending children td -a Frencn
school was by no means a sure way of maintaining French

because:
"La langue de  communication dans les &€coles

primaires et secondaires francophones d'Ontario,
c'est 1'anglais.” (#20 FJ.
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"This type' of remark, however, “highlighty the fact that

t

course. Thus, - even subjects a

" scale cannot be construed aé,being

¢

those Francophones. who professed'no conce n with thekr

!

children learning the second language were ig fact assuming

that the. children would become bilingual a ‘a matter of

A A
-§he lowepBt.point on the

ainst bilingualism for

tﬁeif children. -Some‘subjects seemed to regard it as a

. nccessary evil.’

>

‘Anglophones f&€ll into two groups. ° Six out of ten

Anglophonesv s;rongly desired their ehiidren t become’

bilingual,- and were willing to send them .to French jschools
("imdersion orogréms"), withOut exoressing any concern for
the possibie effece on the first language. In the Ottawa

milieu, - where English is the dominant language, it is rot
L wn 5

‘surprising’ to find stch an attitude expressed- by English

speakers."As'was‘pointed out in Chapter 3, the Anglophones
whe fell into ‘this-cetegory were in general those with
»

moderate to low perceived proficiency_ecores.<:;\df,

~e

-

.The remaining four Anglophones, three of whom ‘had

the hlghest perceived proflclency scares d? our Anglophone

;subgects,y generally expressed doubts about the 'effect of

-

second language learning on the first language. Two of

them were all for their chiloren becoming biiingual as long

as it was not at the detriment of the'first language,(3 on

ﬁ!

o

5
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early bllingualism._‘ : S

. J

.o
-

scale).’ In particular they doubted the necessity

A
.Y

o

"Sure I would 1like them to be: bilingual but ittt s
not necessary to start them at two months old.

156
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After all, I didn't start '_until 1. was
'seventeen!" ) 4 _ L (#9 A)

The- }emaining tnd" Anglophones expressed serious

concern for-the quality of the first language, . similar

the concern voiced by cértain Francophone subjects.

to.

One in

particular, 'while feellng that learning a- second language

was desirable, felt that "bLllnguallsm" ' in one sense

the tegm, held certain dangers.,

become

‘"I make a distinction between belng blllngual
and being able to speak two languages. For me,
'bilingual' 1is a person who is equally at hogme

of

in two' languages, having learned both pari ri -

passu¥ as a child. But I suspect'that thatts

not so good. Because I've seen the results of

that 1in my first year classes, whére students
“are not quite certain  which their native
ldanguage 1is. They make - misvakes in English
which are ‘the result of French contamination,
but -their French teachers tell me|that they make
mistakes in French wnich are he result of
Engl@sh contamination, " I think 'a person should
have a strong first language with a goed solid
- base in it. And then a very competent. knowledge

_ of :a second language so he can speak it well."
g . . s (#8 -A)

3

- “ .

-

We see that att;tudes toward hav1ng gne's children

bilingual are clearly related both,

s

*with equal Steps

*to
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ethnolingu1stic _group membenship and to second language"
proflcienoy. Because of the minority status of French in.

the: community, Francophones were generally more concerned

-

“than \hnglonhones with maintenance of the flrst-‘language, .

while Anglophones, expecially those withﬁnone.doubts about

thelr proficiency in French tended to embrace the idea of

"immersion™ schoollng for their chlldren. However, those

“

Anglophones -with- strqng confldence in their abilgties in.

French tended ° to express less concern wlth early

‘blllnguallsm and correspondlngly more concern wlth quality .

of the first language.
< LZ7EN

C. LINGUAPHILIA: ATTITUDE TOWARD SECOND LANGUAGE LEARNING
/ AND ATTITUDE -TOWARD FOREIGN LANGUAGE LEARNING

In Chapter 3 it was mentioned that” two scales were .

formed out of ."the subjects"responses to the original

"LingnephiLia" question: the original scale Became-® Factor

9, "Att&tude towards learninﬁ"gnd using the second
‘Iangu;geﬁ, and a second scale was created for Factor 10,
"Attitude toward foreign language leerningﬂ

‘("Liﬁhuaphilia"). Althongh we nad‘béen aware ever since

. 7
the  scale was .administered that -it was less than

satisfactory from several points of view, it Qas not until
the group responée patterns emerged that we "began 4to
understand the true nature of the scale and what it

actually measured.

.157'
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. As is'_cleér _ffom Table . 4.9, ‘the answers of the’

two jgroups'actualiy occupy dbposite'hal;_ of * the »scale;

with the éxception of Anglophone #2, \.the two distributions
} - : Y L) -

owerlap only-atlchoice C.A‘JFui}y hadf of Anélophones were

~ located at eithér A or B, the two points of the  scale

'iQQicating the most posiﬁive attitude towards language

learnihg; whiie not. a single Francophone selected these .

.

" viewpoints. Since we could not 'imagine that 1love of

learning foreign languages would be a characteristic solely

limited - to English speakers, these ex¥reme results forced

-

us to take a hard look at the linguaphilia scale.

RN

"The first probIeﬁ ~with the scale was that the

4

«choices were not mutually - 'exclusive. Respondpnts

applied to them. For-example:
B and A are not contradictory. I ¢think I'm .
going from A to. B.% : (#8 A)

"M"Je sympathise le plus avec E. Ctest ce que je
fais. . Mais le C, c'est aussi l'attitude que je
. fais." ' TP _ (#24 F)
K L. '. ——r
In fact, two:- respondents initially indicated that all
points on the_Scale;applied to them! When they elaborated

upon the choices, it was clear that this was not literally

[

- ~ )
e .
- 7 . LI s
L e
. ] . \
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TABLE b, 9 DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES FOR FACTOR 9:

"ATTITUDE TONARD LEARNING AND USING THE SECOND LANGUAGE“

Level

A

"A/B

B/C

C/D

D/E

Description ' Score - Anglophones Francophones
'Language learning fas- 10 #5, #9 - ’
cinates me, and I seek ’
every opportunity to
use my second language.

9 #10
I enjoy using my second - '8 . #3, #8
language and, except for )
a few situations where I
feel -inhibited, I use it
whenever it 1s appro-
' prlate.
. 7 #1, #6
"It doesn't make any 5.5 #4, #1311 #18, #20, #25
difference to me which : .
language I use as long
as there is efficient “
~ communication.
i #22, #23
I would rarely initiate 3 22 #19
a conversation .in another '
language but, addressed ’
in that language, 1
would respond in it.
2 #27 ‘
T much prefer to use . 1 N #21, #24, #26

my first language if
the person I'm talking
to knows that language.

4 '1'59
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-true, 'yet the fact that subjects could respond in this -

manner .was indicative that each point on. the scale did not

correspond to a unique po1nt in reality. 1 .

y -

Secondly, it was clegrvthat the scale mixed three

thlngs rather than measuring only one: attitude toward
' language ‘learning in general, attitude toward using, the

‘second language, and degree of use of the second language.

Although we had attempted to measure "linguaphilla" or, love

of language learnlng, in fact‘only ch01ce A made reference
" to th;s concept, while all five choices referred to ng of
the second languaée! It was clear‘that the scale could not
lbe‘ *used to draw velid conclusiohs about’ any of these three

. : . PR a4
factors without some drastic revision. ..

]

‘A.third c;ucial»prleem with the scale was revealed
by Choice A, which makes the erroneous. assumption that
fascination with language learning is alwafs accembanied by
desire to use ‘the secend language at every oppertunity.

The, responses of our subjects clearly showed this to be an

attitude expressed ‘by members of the majority culture

A : & .
(Anglophones) but mot by those belonging to the

ethnolinguistic minority (Francophones).  For example, one
Anglophone stated: o .

MI've always_ wanted to learn any foreign
language I heard. 1I'll seek out any opportunity

160
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to learn a new language or to use - one ‘I know

++.If I know the language of the ‘person, I'11

jump into it " : (#5 A)
Hoﬁever, Francophone #21, who prefers to speak French if

his . interlocutor can speak 1t at all (Ch01ce E),

maintained:

"Honnetement pour les langues, par nature j'ai
toujours alme les autres langues -- je parle
.1l'italien et l'espagnol, et je lis .1'allemand,
le grec, et 1le latln, bien slr. Mais le
probleme de la langue seconde, g¢a c'est un
probléme en lui méme. C'est politique, c'est
patriotique,; également." o (#21 F)

Thus, while he loves to speak foreign languages, the second
language is another maﬁterl The séme applies for
Francophone. #27, who agaiﬁ prefers to speak French ("Plus
on va de Arvers E, plus on's'approche de moi") vyet also
maiﬁtains: - .

‘"t'L'apprentissage des lahgue§ me passionne' -

oui, ¢a c'est vrai, mais pas pour l'anglais...Je
ne peux pas dire non plus que j'éprouve du

plaisir a wutiliser 1l'anglais. Si vous 1le
remplacez par 1l'allemand, pour moi ¢a marche
trés bien." : (#27 F)

These two subjects have hit upon what is probably
the central condition for interpretation of responses to
the Sscale: for membe?s of a minority ethnolinguistic
group, the learning of forgggn languages and of the seéond

language' must be sharply “differentiated. While for

161
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Anglophones the second 1language often holds all the: same

positive associations of excitemeﬁt, travel and ~cultural
enrichment tﬁat foreign 1$nguages do, for Francqphones,
even those who love learning foreign languages, use of the
«econd languééé oftén has'diSagreeable assoéiations. ‘It
Qas clearlyv'necesséfy to sepgrate these two concepts in’
order for the data to be meaniﬁgfullf interpreted. |
Choice' C.~6n the scale also contained a false
assumption which caused problems for members of both
.- efhnolinguistic gréyps alike. The statement "It doesn't
make any difference to me which language I use as long as
there 1is efficient cdmmunidafionﬂ imblies' that efficient
comm;nication is the concern uppermost in speakers? J;iﬁds
when choosing one language.over another. Although this may

be .true in some cases, subjects frequently expressed the

idea that 'using the 1language they associated with a -
) [

particular individual was far more important than efficient

communication.

T

< "It could just as .well Dbe efficient
: communication speaking the other language but,
sort of, I have these relationships where

theret's a marked and an unmarked "language, and I
would prefer to speak English with L. and 1
would prefer to speak French to M." o (#4 &)

"Cl'est vrai, mais pas complétement vrai. Cela
m'est pas égal qu'on parle une langue ou
l'autre. _ Je préfére parler la langue de mon
interlocuteur.® (#20 F)
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TABLE 4 10 'DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES

FACTOR 10: " ATTITUDE TOWARD FOREIGN LANGUAGE LEARNING"
" ("LINGUAPHILIA")

. it".is necessary

and seeks o every
opportunity to learn
foreign 1 nguages

Used to find language y ) ' #18, #22
learnlng fascinat-
ing, but the drive
is less strong now

P

Neutral attitude; no 3 #1, #3, #4, - #23, #24, #25
strong indication #6, #10, ~

one way or the other . s {11

Learns foréign " 2 4; #20

languages only when

Dislikes learning 1
other languages

In ligﬁt‘of the major problems with the Linguaphilia
scale outl%ned above, it was found necesséry to créaté two
separate scales }rom subjects! responses: one for
"Attitude tdward learning and using the secénd language"
and the other for "Attitudé toward foreign language

learning" or "Linguaphilia". Tables 'u.g.and'4.10 contain

163

_Déscription - Score . Anglophones Francophones
Finds language 5 ‘#2, #5, #8, . #19, #21, #26,
learning fascinating, - ' ‘ #27 '

the results of these scores. It is clear from these tables'

first, that 1love of language”_learning is indeed a

" characteristic which cuts across linguistic boundaries,‘and
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second, - that the Francophones in our sample expressed a
much less positive attitude than the Anglophones toward use -

of the second language. ° ' . ’ T

In conclusion,  our  &xperience with  the

- "linguaphilia" question taught us pﬁoﬁ'valuable things.

First, it showed wus the xdahger of taking our own,'
{assumptions as widely held attitudes, with the ‘resultant
"problems caused by hslng scales written by members of the
majority group to~investigatefattitddes of minority group
‘members. - And secondly, it revealed just how difficult it

is 4to Ereﬁare attltude questions and, by contrast,

emphasized~ the value of the open ended interview as a data:
<eollection tool. - If all of our questions had been
formulated in terms of pfe-establlshed-categories like the

"linguaphilia® question, it if doubtful that any of 'our
. data would have been lnte%pretable. " We should constantly:

have - been fighting against . the bias in;reduced 'iqu
. subjects! responses by the way in which we had formulated

tﬁe response choiees. .And if the.saﬁe ifems had been,
administered as a written rather ¥ than an  oral
questionnaire, and subjects had been unable to qualify and
explain their answers, we would have gone on to interpret
the' data without being aware that the answers chosen by

>

the subjects corresponded almost not at all with their real

i/
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attitudes and feelings.

“In tﬂisA chapter we have seen some of the ways in
which fhé )meﬁbers ‘of the tﬁo gﬁhniC‘.groubs difféﬁ in
exbréssion not only of linguistic behavior buﬁ ‘alsé of
accoqﬁodabive and non-aqcommodétive.motivation. 3 In the
following chaﬁﬁer a more svstematic‘appfoach_will be takeﬂ
to e#ploring'thé concept of accommédation; seen both from
the;éngie of the observer (accommodative‘behaQior) and from

that oﬁ)the speaker (accommodative motivation).



AR ey 5

D e LS Oy

TN A Do e b et O Bamy o b e e e M an e o A A mmeeme

I.- INTRODUCTION

e e et g - ek o e m s e e

CHAPTER §

ACCOMMODATION: MOTIVATION AND BEHAVIOR |

The central questions this study sought to t'zaans-nqer‘
have concerned the nature of lingu1stlc accommodation and
its manlfestatlons in situations of language choice. In
addition to " our interest in, defining linguistic accom-

modation in a larger sense, we had a number of specific

" questions for which we wished to find answers, in
particular:
1) Does linguistic\accommodation between bilinguals of

different languages necessarily take the form of use of L2,

as Giles and Powesland predict?
2) Is all use of L2 with bilinguals of the - other
language necessarily motivated by accommodation?

3) Are . therg contexts in which ethnolinguistic

differences in terms of manifestations of linguistic

accommodation are evident?

In order to answer these questions, we felt that we

needed to distinguish between desire 39 be accommodative,

-®
or accommodative motivation, and actual language use. OQur

‘original approach to this problem was to attempt:to draw up

two scales for each language use situation, one for use of

1

Sl e e e ae A e e
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L1 or L2, and the other for the degree of accommodative
motivation expresséd by the subject. It was hobed that, by

running correlations between the scores on the two types of

~factors, ‘we would be ablé.tq’measu}e concretely the degree

of relationship between particulaf' language. use and

accbmmodation, However, when we attempted to apply " the

scale of accommodativeness, the true complexity of ‘thé

notion of accommodation became more and more apparent, and

we found ourselves constrained to abandon this abproach.

Accordingly,A in order that the reader may gain a

better 7‘appreciation of ~the difficulties.finvblved in

measuring accommodative motivation, the first secticn of

fthia chapter will outline. some. of the obstacles we-

encountered . 'in devising and apblying the motivation scale.

The main part of the chapter will be devoted’ to .a

>

discussion of the types of pressures, both internal and

external, acting upon bilinguals"in'situationé'of language

cheice, as well as to a consideration of the QUestion of

whether certain individuals are more accommodative than
others. In the final pages of the chapter we will attempt
to answer the questions we posed ét the beginning and to
outline some qf the insight$'we have gained on the com-

ponents of linguistic accommodation as we understand it.
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IT. TMEASURE“ENT OF ACCOMMODATIVE QOTIVATION

N

firgt, to set up criteria for scoring responses as eithér

accommodative or’'non-accommodative, and second, to assign

scores based on these criteria. ‘While the first taSk

was. deceptively simple, the second turned out to ‘bé‘

insoluble. . _ . .

Ly

.
. . .

TentatngIy, a five-point scale was set~up} ranging

from strongly ‘accommodative (+2) to Q}Strongly “non-

LT

L . : i}
accommodative (-2), wjth the mid-point (0) as neutral. We

decided to ~classif‘y~-as -"strongly accommodative™ those

responses which indicated a desire tg hélp the interlocutor

(for exémple, by " being patient with his efforts 1in the

second langﬁage), or which expressed concern about the
interlocutor's reéctioﬁg to a particular }1anguage; . "Non-
accommédative" responsges we defiheé'as reasons for language
choice "which originated directly in the needs of the
speaker rézhér than in concerh for the'interlbcutor. Thus,
non-acéommodétive elements includeg; bqphwﬁ_ political

commitment to speaking a particular language and personal

. . i \;
aversion to "accents". It must be understood that '"non-

PR % :
‘accommodative" was not interpreted to mean deliberately

unaccommodative, but rather simply that ego=centered -

motivations were overriding other-centered motivations.

Responses.which indicated that use of a particular language

In- order to quantify accommodative motivation we had,
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had 'a practical hotiyation,' such” as coﬁeErn‘forizefficient’

~

communication;or nabituai&association of an individual with
a given 1anguage! were to be scored as neutraliresponaes.
4 ( ; . ) \ ; o

They'- were felt to -be neutrai' because neither_ -the
interlocutor " nor. ‘the ego of the Speaker was the focus ‘of
the'choice." Cﬂe recé@%ized however that this was not ‘a
totally~ satisfactory way to handle the question of language

use based on‘hablt, since some other motivation was . acting

\.

at the time “the association was

- o’

Responses 'indicating that the speaker would accommodate

~.

J o
strong, we decided to score as "mlldly accommodating” (#1)

or "mlldly ‘non- accommodating" (- 1) -

only part- of the bime,.-and responses ~whicﬁ fwe;e less

o : s

‘While ‘these criteria seemed straightforward enough

at first glance, their -faults became evident as soon as we

‘tried to .apply them. In attempting toﬁascore actual

‘responses, we discovered that jindividual answers. varied

widely in the degree to which_mot}?ation~f0r language use

R

was made. explicit. This 1edf£o.two nrob;ems. " First, we’

-

had to determine what score to assfgn~whenVSu61ects.gave no

reason for thelr language choice. We tentatively decided

to .score such responses as "neutral"} on the assumption

that.' our generally outspoken SUbJ cts probably would have
voiced any " strongly accommod'tiﬁe .or strongly non-

A . . -
. ’
: ‘e

~

)

. originally B formed )
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_‘ o accommodative reasons for their language choice.\*Secondly,»’

certain - responses which d1d not} contaiq: an - explicit

LS

. motivqﬁion, neverthe1e§s,,‘in_ the context of particular-

labgqug use, tended tb§vsound' "accommodative", For

r
e 1

- éxample,' in .answer to tﬁe question of'whibh language the

- Ssubject would use with an L2 speaker- having dlfflculty in.

< his second language, the statement "Je vais 'le laisser

. alleé” ("I'11 just let. him keep® golng") 'sounds like desire

to accommodatlve is behind it (as in fact it is, for this

‘respondent). Because of examplgs like ‘this, we felt that

if we were to follow our instincts as to where we. detected

accommodation, we should have to score as- "accommodative" _

: an}' response aczompanied by "typically " acoommodatlve".'

behavior. Howe%er~ this proposed criterlon 1s clearly 1n

-

contradlctlon with our prev1ous de0181on tg s or responses

with no stated motlvatlon as "neutral". '.Even.more seriols,
T ‘we can no longer make any claim “to exﬁerimfntal objectivity
’ ’ . '. P " g .

-

oﬁce  behaviour 1is wused as_a criterion, since it is no
longer an independent factor which can be correlated with
o ' language use.

-—_———vc—--———--———-————-—-—_—---—————-..---———-—————-o—--—‘—————_-w.—-

: In many cases, probing by the interviewer did not produce
. more useful answers. Often subjects responded ith "1
don't know" or "That's a good question™. When sybjects

did-met have an ‘easily-accessible answer, the interviewer
wﬂiﬁ\ not probe any further in order not to push subjects
into 1nvent1ng ‘answers- “Just to satisfy the 1nterv1ewer.
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The question may be poséd: why were we ‘'so sSure that’

,*certain' responses were, due to de81re to acoommodate even

when no motlvathn was expressed” It is. because we were

- . .

'taking‘ into account‘ our knouledge' of that particular

Ad

subJect's overall attitudes, which allowed us ‘to get a good,

7oA

" feel -for his or her motlvatlons for specific language use.

J\ I3

< It 'was borne home to us that we were using the hidden
criterion of overalF ~attitudes by t%e fact that the
'response of Subgect #ZOE, "Si je sals qu*il eet anglals,

‘je vais 1u1 éarler‘en anglais", was at first interpreteéd as

°
»

accommedating because 1t was orlglnally attributed to Sub-

" ject #22F, a llngu1st1cally very accommodatlng 1nd1v1dual

’

who had made 51m11ar statements out of de51re ‘to make his

v
a

1nterlocutor feel .good. _However, when it was reallzed that
4‘the, response‘ actually originated with Subject #20, the
statement 'Wwas seen as non- accommocatlve, stemmlng from this

latter subgect's 1mpat1ence w1th Anglophones speaklng poor

French! Thus, we came to the realization that coding non- .-

explicit responses 'in terms of accommodatlve motivation
',requ1red 051ng knowledge of the subJect's overall attitudes
to disambiguate them. We began serlously.zo doubt whether

<

it Awas . possible to arrive at obJectlve quantlflcatlon of

accommodatlve motivation whlch could be corzg}é?ed with'

language use. V ) . f

oy

}x
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S Furthermore, we ran iﬁto‘yet another major problem:

respdnses frequently could not 'bé‘ §cofed és_‘uniquely

. S : It ¢
accommodative or wuniquely non-accommodative. but instgad

included both of these elements 'simultaheously. . This

occurred typically whenever the subject enumerated ppssible

alternative behaviours, depending on certain aspects of the

situation which wefe‘subjecﬁ to variation. For example, -in

the following éudtation, a Francophone describes how he

. 4 .
prefers to speak English to Anglophones in work situations

but :fé willing.tb accommodate to their desire to practice

French in social situations.

r

5

"Moi, Jtai. horreur des. gens qui veulent’
pratiquer 1la langue en me parlant. Et puls ga

arrive parfois que vous rencontriez des gens qui -
¢ sont au gouvernement et qui ont suivi un cours
de frangais et jalors il faut qu'ils s'addressent
"4 vous en frangais, d'abord pour montrer qu'ils
connaissént - un peu de Jfrangais et deuxiémement
parce qu'ils veulent le parler. Et 13 alors,
‘3 al pas toujours la patlence, sauf si c'est une
réunion sociale. ga,‘ga me dérange pas, maIS*SL
vraiment c'est un rapport d'affaires, je préfére
parler anglais.™ - . (#24°F)

Here at least two factors seem to be ™ at work at the

~

.same time -~ desire for efficient communication and " desire
. N

po behave: in an accommodative manner toward - the

interlocutor -- and depénding on the purpose of the

interaétion, one or the other will win out. For othér

- speakers,. we found that their perception of the

interiocutor's language competence, or of the intent behind

€
'




a language switch,~ueré‘crucial factors whi h. edefined the

\patametefs of the situation” for them and affected their .

: willingness to accommodateflinguistically.

For_&et other subjects; two conflicting motivations
were’preseqt in' .the same situation and wére‘expressed as a
wish t§ behave 1in one way, while the subject actually

behaved in another way. For example, SUbjecQ‘#GA said that

he often wished ¢to resbond in French to a Francophone

»

having difficulty in English BUt'thenvconfepsed‘ that - he
actually rarely did So because he felt too sh§ “to speak’
Fnencﬁ when- other Francophones were 'present.' Here the
subject felt a drive to accommodé@e iingﬁistically, yet did
not. Can/ we . consider his overall ‘ﬁopiﬁétion’ as

"accommodative", when his second motivating force, the

. self-interest involved in ‘preserving his- image in front of:

the group, won ocut? Clearly there are ofteh two or more
'conflicfing moti?atioﬁs presenf simultaneously in a speaker
in manib gifﬁations of language. chq}égj lq?qy§g9uenﬁlf;
quantifying .thé degree of accomﬁodativ%} motivation when,
under some conditions .one motivation dominates, thle under

other —conditions another ~dominates,  1is virtually

impossible. o a

Given the kinds of problems outlined above, 1t was-

Ya

"decided that our original plan Lo assign quantitative

AN
s
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scores'fdr'accommodatiVe mdtivation and then correlate them
withwghs-scofes Tor'iahguage use was not feasible. Even if

the problem ' of scoring responseé" without  explicit

motivation could be solved and some kind. of compromise-

scofes_'could be worked out for responses containing both’

acbommodative-and other types of motivatién, this appréach
ﬁ

'”wOuid only conceal rather than reveal the true " complexity

of motivations underlying language use. - It seemed to us
that the most' fruitful approach to undérstanding
accommodation would not be quantitative, but rather would

F]

involve a more qualitative exploration of the role played

by ~aécommodativg tendencies in interaction with ‘the myriadﬁ

\ -

'facpors ihfluencing code choice. Accordingly, we began_to'

look at the types df:motivation and pressures acting on our

subjects in various situations of language choicg.

o

III.  EXTERNAL PRESSURES ON SPEAKERS
| In making a distinction between ‘external' and

. "internal' pressures acting on speakers in situations of

language choice, we are Hifferentiating betwegn factors

originating in the wider social and situational environment -

of an 1interaction, . and factors which have their roots

within the individual. We found four major types of -

-external factors: social norms stipulatlng pollte behavior

toward 1nterlocutors, pressures originating in

r
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ethnolinguiétic group membership, ) second language

proficiency of 'the interlocutor, and pressures arising

’

from features of the particular situation in which the

interaction takes place. Internal pressures seem to stem

primarily from two sources, the bersonality‘characteristics
and the pefceivéd' as well as actual second language

proficiency of the speaker; However, therens?e\g\yariety

of. other internal_ pressures which affect Spéakers

P

o .
unequally, such as context in which the second language was

learned, aversion to accents, mood, etc. We shall discuss

external factors first.

"A. THE SOCIAL SIDE OF ACCOMMODATION

: Giles! has proposed the concept of ?interpersonél
accommodation" as an éxplanatibn for shifts in Speech style
or code which stem from the speaker'é need for social
appfovali from his inteflocdtor rather than from COmpliénCe
with social norms. We do not disagree with Giles'
contention that there 1is probably a general sét to

accommodate to listeners in most sSituations; on the

contrary, our data support this. However, they suggest in

addition that such accommodation has in fact become such a
well-recognized part of speakers' behavior that social
rules have grown up around it. In other words, what had

its origin in purely " interpersonal needs has become
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codified into sociai}norms. - ?W:

Thé existence f;o? social ffules codifying

accommodative tendencies'was§atte3ted-to in two ways by our
sUbjects, both positiveiy and negatively. On the positive

side, subjects mentioned "politeness" or "courtesy" toward

their interlocutor as a factor influencing their choice of

code. While politeness has its roots in certain universal
. »

human reactions, . it- is nonetheless a socially defined.

‘behavior; what counts as courteous behavior in one society

'~

may not be seen as polite in another society. On the other
hand, the social nature o6f the rules defining appfopriate
language usé'was also shown by the faét that subjects were
'cénsciéus when they were 'cohtravening the "rules" or
expectations concerning language use.

. '

- It seems clear thé} whére bi}i;guaiism is a part of
everyday 1life, a set of norms will develop concerﬁing
appropriate code choice, just .as they develop for
appropriate use of particﬁlar forms of any one language.
Many of these will reflect universal accommodaiive
tendencies, while some may be peculiar to the " individual
communities invelved, depending on the historical
background of interaction patterhs, culturally defined‘Qays
of showing deference, ete. inen that the social énimal,

man, has a deep~-seated universal drive to be accom-modative
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. to other human beings, we'askéq ourselves what the natunal
“expression of .these accommodative tendencies would be in
" the particular situation of interaction between speakers of

" different languages? We were able to formulate four

natural rules gofernidg appropriate or "polite" code choice

in bilingual interaction.

One of the‘strongest natuéal ruies operating with

bilinguals seems to be to address speakKers of another

language in their own language. As one Speaker put it:

"Naturellement, si c'est juste pour 1lui, pour
f€tre poli vis-3-vis lui, je vais utiliser sa
langue." : _ - (#24 F)
This 1is an expression of accommodation in its most

basic form as formulated by Giles, that is, convergence on

the part of one speaker to the language of the other. This
.pressure to‘accommodate by addressing Speakers in their own

language may be felt even when the speaker-is unable to act

on i For example, most indiviauals travelling abroad
feel the urge to'communicate with the local inhabitants in
fheir own language;“ even 1if they know nothing of the
langgage they will wusually quickly 1learn to ‘use the
equivaients of ﬂplease" and "thank you" in fthe foreign
language.‘ Some individuals feel such a strong instinctive

prohibition against using their own language with speakefs

‘of other languages that, without conscious effort they tend
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toisl}p into.aﬁy‘oﬁher foreign language ﬁhéy'know, because

it simply "feels" more appropriate to use a -foreign .

language with a foreign speaker..

’ Clearly, . such behavior is a naive or instinctive’

BN

‘accommodative response rather-than a normative response,

since such sbeakérs are not part of a bilingual community

where thesg norms
same accommodative behavior finds expréssion in social
norms 1in bommunitie where more than one language 1is in
regular use. . Such ngrms are taught, and bréaches of ‘Ehe

rules are subject to:co ment. For example, the writer has

observed French Canadian children being reprimanded for

addre531ng their paren%s in frénch when unilinguaﬁ

Anglophone visitors weﬁe prese&t' the children were
informed exp11c1tly that such 1anguage use was 1ack1ng in
courtesy toward the gUests, who mlght assume that the

children were making rude cqmmentg dbout them in a language

i

they did not understand. Note that this has repercussions

i

for ¢ speakers' feelings aboht switching languages with a

given individual - as well. %
‘x

) E
The feei&ng that 1t\13 only polite tu speak the

first language of the 1nterlocutor seems to be especially

strong when his second languaée competence is the lower of

i
«,

Qg

{

t

x

E
o
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ave been taught to them. However, the-
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the two 'speakers involved in the interaction. As one -

subject put it, Wthere's_a certéin"courtés&: ‘you speaknthe

language of the one who's weakest." (#10 A) W¥e cdn. formu- -

‘mulate from  this a second rule,  to speak the first

language of the weaker bil}ngual. This has its

origin 1in practical necessity, and allows speakers to

gracefully revert to their own - language if. their

‘interlocutor is more at ease with their language than - they

are with his. However, this is clearly a lower order rule,
since once a-certain threshold of communicative aﬁility is

attained by the spgakén, i€~is'frequent1y overridden by

other pressures.

~ -~ %

A third rule, perhaps the most po&erful bf the

natural rules we have found concerning accommodative

linguistic behaviqr, is t§ answer in the lénguage in which
one ii”addressed. 'As one Anglophone said: "] answer in
thnch, I'11 go along.with whatever anybody starﬁs."(#B A)
Even when their proficiency in' L2 is not high, speékers
feel this pressure. A subject who rarely initiated a
conversation in L2 because of his doubts about .his
abiligiés in the second 1language still Astatéd: }¢if

somebody starts to . speak French to me, I try to reply."

(#6 A)
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ghén - an Angiophone is addressed by a Erancophoné.in
French:¢Rules 1 and 3 dictétk the same.behévior, toﬂreqund
in - French. ﬁbwever, when a 'Francobhbhe ‘addresses an
Anglophoné-ih English, these rules are in 7c§nflict. The ~
bilinggal interlocu£or is 1likely £o expﬁeiénée two
contradibtory iﬁéulses, '_b;th of them stemming from
‘accommodative norms: to answer iﬁ French because the

speaker is French, and to answer in English because he has

.

been a&dressed in English. Which impulse actually wins out)
depeq&s on a variety of factors. "(These are treated later

in the chapter.)

However, there is no doubt that answering in the

langpage in which one is addressed was felt.to be 'the most
polite and apprOpriate resgénée b}(ﬁhe majority of our
subjects. Anglophone subjects'in particular indicated that
it- was insulting- to have their iﬁterlocutor. switch;.to
another language after they had initiated a conversation in

one language. As one pefson put it:

"Actually, it's very insulting or patronizing if
I start speaking to you in French and you speak
back to me in English, especially if I'm rather
proud _of my French. I always feel put down a
" bit if people speak to me in English, when they.
know I can speak French, especially 1if they
don't speak English very well. Unless I'm
having a lot of trouble, I speak the language
they speak to me in." - (#10 &)
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situation as resgending in the languagé'addrgésed-in, ffom_
both the Speaker's gnd the receiver's pgint of view. In
other wordé} ~to be polite, listeners should be willing. to.

put up with less than péffect second language 'ﬁerforhance.:

The same subject goes on to say: . -

"People - should be prepared to accommodate
themselves, to listen to the other language. So
I don't feel I'm imposing -anything. I suppose
this is the point, I don't feel I'm idiposing on

" C. ~ He's French. If he wants people to speak
A French he's got to~ put up with people speaking
, * bad French." (#10 A)

te »>
w

The factor . of - effort raised by Simard, Taylor and Giles
(1976) plays a role here. .The speaker seems to act on the

assumption that if he is makiﬁg an effort, the interlocutor

~should exert a’ commensurate amount of effort by being.

patient sand allowing him to take the necessary time to

express himself in the second language.

Awareness of the insulting nature‘of a language
switeh is shared by the potential switcher. In the
following example, a Francophbne subject changes 'his ﬁind
about switching to English out qf concern for the feelings
of his Anglophéne‘interlocutbr, who:has addressed him in
French:

"Je vais essayer de parler en anglais, 3 moins

que ¢a l'insulte. Alors & ce moment la“"je
parlerai frangais. C (#24 F)

181
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When subjécts did not follow the_rﬁle of, answering
in the language they were addressed in, tbey'wére clearly

conscious of being unaccommodative. - As one Speake; qbted

concerning his tendency to switcﬁ to L2 when he nea;s_an L21‘

sbeaker havingggifficulty in the second languagé: "Tbat “‘

.

wlll last about two" seconds. Iashould be . more toleraht

of that." (#5 &) - Another speaker admitted: -

"Je sais que peut-E&tre ¢a peut les vexer, de
“I*autre c8té de faire de grand§ ‘efforts de
parler avec moli en frangals et que je réponds en
anglais." (#27 F)

“The socially based natyre of the rule to answer in

~

the language 1in which one is addréssed is highlighted by

the’fact that it exerts a stronger'bfessure when the inter-

locuﬁor is of higher.status. In the fqllowing quotafion we
seeﬁhow a speakér feels';aught in a dilemmé-because—ihe-two
rule;,( that of'speakingrﬁhe infeflocutbr'svfiréf language
and that of respondlng in the language addnessed 1n,_ have
come into conflict. The 51tuatlon is more dellcate for the

speaker because his 1nterlocutor is’ the .Dean of his

Féculﬁy.

"The othersday I was in a meeting and the . Dean

came up -to me. I was speaking Engllsh with
somebody so heé began speaking English. His
-English- ' is . perfectly fluent...slow but

fluent...and he began speaking English with the .
people that I was talking to. They went away
and hé then stayed in English with me. There

Y regvre
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was no longer any need to do that. I'd never
spoken English to him. before dnd I had a
. decision to. make. He was speaking to me " in
English. = Clearly he knew me in French, we had
known ~each other for a 1long time. He was
obviously making some kind of effort and he had
a reason for doing-it...not -a very strong reason
I think...I had to calculate whethetr . I would
offend- him in terms of "I don't 1like his
English" by turning back into French. So, I

¢ remember now what ‘I said was,. "“Eh bien,
: puisqu'on se connalt en frangais" and I went
-back .into ‘French; I found some kind of

justifying reason for going back into French,
and he wanted me to get back.into French.’ (#5 A)

From this we may formulate a fourth rule, . to speak

the language associated with the individual. 1In this tase

this rule proved gp be tHe strongest rule evenﬁually. The
combined -force of the rules to speak- the interlocutor's

first language and to speak the languagé associated with

.thE: ‘%ndigidual,.ultimately>uoutweighed the. pressure to

respond in the language addressed in. = R

.

This example illustrates the kind of bind bilinguals

often unwittingly find themselves in .because .of

: : ) 7
unwillingness to bréak the rule of responding in the
language in which they are addressed: ‘even when ,the

language they are speaking is not their usual language 6f

communication,  the ';Eil'ofpen continue on in it until one-

of the participants becomes uncomfortable enough‘to switeh
to their more usual language. Another subject describes

this situation:

Ni
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"The other day I mét someone who's Francophone
and I always speak to him in French whenever I
see him, but for some reason or other the first
‘question- that came out of me was - in English. .
And he started reblying in English; and I was
thinking to myself, ‘'Gee, this.is stupid. His.
English isn't good why are we speaking .
“English?" And I coulgn't switch! It was funny:

I just carried on. And he was, struggling. It
was really weird." _ (#9 A)

Here the subject feels bound to adhere to the rule of
respbndlng in the 1anguage addressed. It seems that there
is an element of individual variability involved in which

- ¥

rule wins out.

I£ is important to point out here that respoﬁding'in
the language in which one is addresged seéms to bé a
reflection of a deeper principle ro&tgd in the
neurophy51ologlcal code-swltchlng mechanlsms in the brain.
Researchers such as Kohlers (1966), MacNamara (1971) and G.
Neufeld (1976), have shown by means of studies involving
measing the time taken to decod;‘ and " encode passages
containing various types of lathége switches, that such a
mechanism must operate iﬁdependently for input and output.
The  input switch is4 automaticaily triggéred when the
receiver hears a message in a language he understands; once
in that mode the easiest thing fo do physioldégically is to
remain in that .mode. ' Since the indiyidual does not

function on two channels at once, going from one language

In the input mode -- listening.to and understanding French
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,gfffgd anothé;'languége in the output mode -- answeriﬁg in
'Engiish ---requires a véluntary_decision to switch. We see
from this that there is a neurological Basisvfor behavibr
which is often conceived of as a socialiy or linguistically
determinéﬁ phenomenon. - .The feeling that there i$ s;mehow
something "uﬁnatural" about a conversation in _whichﬁ?one-
interlocutor spéaks one lahguage while the seéond' speaks
anothgr, is legitimate. It is indeed unnatural because it
requires continual voluntary ”and active switching (G. -
Neufeld, 1976). In other words, when a bilingual English
speaker is Léddressed in French, his language switeh is
ihvoluntarily activated, and in ordetr to suppress a
neéponse in the same language, there must be strong_céunter
pre%Sures_ofAQ social or psychoiogical natu?e actiqg Sn the
individual. Thus, the nature of the neufophysiolqgical
code-switching mechanism may well determine more about
language switching than many people working ‘wifh Sdéial:

constraints may normally consider.

- B. ETHNCLINGUISTIC PRESSURE ON SPEAKERS

A second type of external pressufe on speakefs in
situafions of laﬁguége choice 1is that stemming from
attitudes about - language use shared by members of a
particular ethnolinguistié group. We found that- certain
of our language choice situations tappedv'accommodative

motivation and behavior for one group and not the other.
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Ciea{Ly, the majority or minority status of each group has
. "3 : ' . - ’ .
an influence here.

L4

~ -

."

'/;,; For example, langgagev use situation #4, which

s

involves the question of use of L2 with an L1 speaker,

.

brought out accommodative résponses from'seven out of ten
Anglophones but ﬁo _ acépmmodative» responses ..’froﬁ
.“Francophones. For Francophoneé, the situation in which two
French speakers dre speaking‘English:tB one anogher was
perceived as totally aberrant, one which should be

normalized as soon as possible by switéhing to French.

3

"Si je reconnais un accent frangais, je vais Iui
répondre en frangais automatiquement." (#27 F)

Anglophones, hbwever3_- generally perceived the
situation as. one involving being supportive to . a second .

language.'learhef doing his best. They were particularly

empathetic and conscious of the ego involvement this may

~r‘épr‘eseht for the speaker because they had frequently\ had
. h : .
the same experience ‘themselves. The following two comments

are typical:

"I think 1I'd speak French. . 1 feel that's
important. I've had so much trouble trying to
speak French myself,. it's maddening to begin a
conversation in French and then have someone
patronize you and go back to English." (#10 A)

"I'd do mylbest-to keep speaking French...If
they're willing to make the effort, so am I. If

\



ﬂheylre here trying to praétiee, etéete;a, 1
like. to encourage them." . . (#8 A) -

_Even those Anglophones who would switch to English

3

were  aware of the feelings -the other, was p?gbably
experiencing. For example, the following speaker is quite

conscious that what he is doing is unaccommodative.
s A

"No way I'm going to have a conversation in
French "with another Anglophone! I have to say -
that when I<lived in Quebec, I greatly enjoyed
Anglophones coming up to me and saying something
to me in extraordinarily bad French, whieh I
would let them suffer and struggle through, and
then say 'Sure, Mac!' and answer in English. I
have to say I take a certain joy in that because
it's been done to me enough; times." (#2 A)

Despite. the diverse reactions of different

Anglophqnes to the same situation, it is clear that all

members of the group share a certain ‘basic set of attitudes '

concerning the appropriateness oTlhsing French to other
Anglobhones who h@&é Jjust addressed them in French whentene
wishes to be accommodative.

In another example of ethnolinguistic attitudes
‘ creating,p%essures which affect inclination to accommodate,

Francophones as a group reacted 1linguistically . very

unaccommodatively to the situation in which a bilinguai

Anglophone joins an ongoing discussion among a group of

French speakers. Their tendency to expect a bilingual
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Englishf<speaker jtoadapﬁ himself to the language sof the

‘group was in marked contrast to the -attitude of our

Anglophone subjects, almost all of whom expressedA their

willingness to adapt to the language of the newcomer.

Ciearly, we have here an example of changing norms of

.language use, which are'directly reléfed'to ethnolinguistic

group membership. A consciousness of a need to redress the

Wrongs done to the linguistically downtrodden Francophone

minority, a bit of "historical bending over backward" (#1

A), as one suEi§§¥—iput it, seems to have permeated
Anglophones in ggé University community, thle Francophones
as én ethnolinguistic‘grbup éreanow>conséiously asserting~
their riévts as French speakers. Among-these they!include
the right to be accommodated to in situations in which
social norms of politenéss dictate such behavior, for
example, - Qhen they arevthe'interlocutors of higher status,
or in situations in which the majority of speakers
interacting have French as a first <1aﬁguage, efc. In
short, they Va%e asking that the natural convérsational
rules be allowed to operate in interadctions between the two
ethnolinguistic groups, without French speakers being

required to do the lion's share of the accommodating.

Some Francophones go even farther than this in using

language choice to affirm their ethnic loyalty. One of our




.subjedts’ maintained that he uses French in all group
si&ﬁations on principle, even where there are unilingual ~
AnglbphOnes present. It seems cleér that he is 'hﬁgng

French 'with Anglbphones\ thé' way English 'épeakers. have

used English to Francophones for, many .years.

"Je vais, trés volontiers, par principe, quand
Je' dirige une réunion qui a trait a

. l'administration, je - méne 1la réunion en
frangais, méme si je sais pertinamment qu'il y a
des professeurs qui ne comprennent pas, ou & peu
preés. Je le fais exprés. Je le fais par
principe. Je me dis 'Si on céde 3 ce moment 13,
inévitablement la réunion va se dé&rouler en
anglais.'...La-ou je céde, &videmment, tout le
monde “comprend, c'est en rencontre privé...Je
maintiendrai pas le‘frangais quand je sais’'qu'il
ne comprend pas, ¢a c'est clair...Dans une
réunion, si l'autre me.pose une question, moi,
. Je me rends'jusqu'a 13, Jje sais que c'est pas
toutes les authorités administratives qul font

la m€&me chose, mais quelqu'un va me poser une
question en anglais et 'je vais répondre en
frangais. Par principe." . « (#21 F)

This kind of Qveét statement of group membérship
seems 'to be rare among Anglophones in the dUniQensity
community, primaril9, no doubt, because it is unnecessary.

However, one. of our Anglophone subjects explained his 'use
2
of English in a Faculty Council meeting carried out in

French in Just those terms, to stress his® group

affiliation.

T T T T T T T e e e e e e e e e e e e o e - o — - — — ———

This behavior was observed by ‘the writer in  the
observation phase of the study. “
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. "In such a situation, even though I perceive . '.
that the majority of the population there is -
much more fluent in French than in English and.
some might even have some difficulties with
English, I basically assert my rights as an
Anglophone. So my tendency there would be to
"speak in English primarily but occasionally
switech to French just to  indicate- that I
understand other people's arguments. (#11 4)

C. SECOND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY OF THE INTERLOCUTOR

The second language proficiency of the interlocutor

is one .of the most important variables which affects

second language .speakers’ willingness to ' accommodate .

linguistically to L2 interlocutors. This point came up

over'énd over in our data. Speakers frequently mentioned

two alternative courses of action in a .given situation of ’

.langnage' choice,- depending on the interlocutor's
._capabilities in the second language. This was particularly

true of Francophones in our sample since they generally had

experience with many Anglophones who were;not very fluent -

in French. For example: ~.

S'il parle frangais de faéon raisonnable, Je .
vais essayer de parler en frangais parce que

pour ,moi . il est plus facile, Sril est
parfaitement ®Bilingue, voyez—vous...§a‘dépend de
-leur competence bilingue." (#24 F)

'Ahd.ffom another Francophone:

\

"That depends. If the person 1is fluent in
Freneh, I'11 talk in French. 1If really they are
having difficulty, struggling to enunciate their

\//
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thought, then I'll switch to Englishs"  (#20 F)

We see that for fluent L2 speakers efficiency of
‘communication is frequently a very important factor in

i chosing - which ‘code to use. Yet the degree to which
AN ) ) o :
\\\efficiency takes precedence - varies ' enormously from

\,

 individua1' to individual. Compare the responses of twg
indivi@uals "to - the question of language choice .in a
situation in which an L2 speaker is having a hard time ;n"
his second language. ‘The first subjectvputs efficiency of
communication ‘above alil elée, inclﬁding his interlocutor's

preferences:

"1l nty a rien qui m'énerve autant que
quelqu'un, qui, sachant que je suis francophone,
va essayer de m'expliquer quelque chose de
compliqué en frangais, alors qu'il est
anglophone. Qu'il me parle en anglais! Moi, je
comprends l'anglais beaucoup mieux que lui
il le parle,. ' - (#20.F)

-~

For the second subject, efficiency of communication gives
way to the desire to be accommodative, based Seemingly on
empathy for his interlocutor's position as a second

language speaker.

"On continue & parler frangais. ' C'est le vieux
probléme des gens qui apprennent une langue
étrangére. Ils essaient de parler votre langue
et - puis, parce qu'ils font une erreur, on les
interrompt, et on fait la conversation dans leur
langue. J'essaie de pas faire ga parce que
c'est désagreable. Alors, on souffre ensemble.
- . (#22 F) .

-
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For sbeakers who are not §erribly comfortable in L2,
'efficiency of'comﬁunicatéon isvusually less important. For

them the -degree_of second lénguage competence of tﬁeir

interlocutor serves a different purpaese: it can be crucial
in either encouraging or stifling their willingness. to
speak L2. ~In our sampie’this was true of a number of

Anglophones., Among them the following subject's response

is typical.

g "The situations in which I feel the least
comfortable are situations where the people with
whom I'm speaking are better in English than I
am in French. That 'is the psychological
problem. But where the listener is not as good
in English as I am in French, .I have the
psychological advantage and I relish it. I will
then speak a lot of French...I don't mind making
mistakes, because I'm the one who's the more
bilingual of the two of us. And you feel good
in those situations." (#6 R)

Here, although the speaker's prime motivation may be an

internal one, to practice his L2, the natural “drive %o

>

accommodate to his interlocutor by speaking his language is

either, allowed to surface or repressed, depending on the

second language competence of his 5interlocutor. We see

that the relative competence of speaker. and interlocutor

may perhaps be more important than actual second language

proficiency in determining whose language will pfedom@nate.

This notion will be discussed further later' on 1in the

chapter (Section IV. A.).
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D. SITUATIONAL PRESSURES - T

Y

We have seen how the attitudes of individuals ‘are

subject to pressures both ffom their ethnolinguiétic group

membershipv: and from general social norms concerning.

appropriate language use, as well as from ~ the crucial
factor of the second language . proficiénc& of their
'intérlocutof. However, the strength ‘of ~motivation ‘to
éccommpdate linguistically to an interlocutor ~i's also
influenced “by certain othef external»factors which we have

grouped under the blanket term of situational pressures.

—

By this we mean factors stemming from the particular

situation " in which the speaker finds himself, and which

impinge upon his ;anguage choice. We have distinguished .

here four'types.of situational pressures, but there are

certainly others. "Strictly speaking, second language

proficiency of the interlocutor is also a situational
2 ; .

faétor, in that it varies from situation to .situation, but,

because of its importance, we have treated it sepérately.

1. Language of the relationship

Speakerg normally develop associations of particular:
individuals with specific languages. Our. subjects, both

Francophone and‘Anglophone, often mentioned "the 1language

of a relationship" ag ‘a factor in the choice ofj(one

languaée or another.
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The following responses were made to the question of

‘which 1language the Anglophone subjecﬁé‘uould use to_ia

bilingual Francophope joining a grbup discussion among

. Anglophones.

"It depends on the person and whether our' past
relationship has been in French." (#34)

.

"It depends. If he's one of the people who is
marked ‘Francophone';, I speak to him first in
French." o (#4 A)

NN

"It doesn't work that way [according to the
. language of the groupﬁ. It works on the basis
of% really two elements:  the language. you're
~used to speaking with people, and also where the
" conversation will go easiest." (#10 A)

As one subject expressed it, the language one associates

with a person 1is part of his 1identity, ~and changing

languages, especially since the person is not likely to be

equally competent in both languages, changes this identity.

"It's 'a question of identity. I mean one's
speech style, one's 1language, the code with:
which one speaks, is part of the identity that
you have with that person, and if they go to a
different code, unless they're equally, equally

fluent, where the style comes out the . same, <

you're uncomfortable." (#5 A)

. . /
Thus, we see that there is often a close relationship

between second 1language, proficiehcy and history -of thé

relationship.

.
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2. Purgose of the interaction - l

Another pressure arising directly from the 81tuat10n'

which influences desire to accommodate is the' .nature or

purpose of bhe 1nteraction. We refer to '~ the -overall
pur pose rather than to conversatlonal strategies. For
example, as we have already seen, people are often willlng

tq/ be more accommodating to a none-too-fluent L2 Speaker
/ N

who wants to practice his second language when the

interaction is purely.social. As one.Franeophone.said:
"If it's irrelevant, just chitchat and he wants
to practice his French, then okay. If it's
+ serious or-anything to do with business, then
I'1l switch to English right away.® (#20 F)
Likewise, in such social situations this same none-
too~fluent speaker is often more willihg to be venturesome
in following- his natural inclinations to accommodate
linguistically. When the interaction is a business meeting

where the consequences of misunderstanding may be great,

the: speaker's desire to accommodate and/or to practice. L2

may give way to the morée urgent need to be sure all parties

understand. .For example, the following explanation comes

from an Anglophone who is a member of a University Senate
L '

- —_—

. - N 7‘ .
committee where French is spoken most of the time at the

meetings.

"Unfortunately, I almost always make [my_point]
in English. But the reply would be in
French...If my 1interjection 1is a relatively
short one, then I may speak iQTErench. But if I
have something that may be a ttle bit on the

194



.
- . 3
Rt 1

‘ “lengthy side or may be. complicated "then I tend
- to speak in English ‘because T guess I don't want
- to make a fool of myself, that's part of it, and
partly the serious nature. of what we're
discussing. is such that I want to be sure -that
I'm understood. I don't .want to make any.
mistakes and mislead people." ’ - (#6 A)

'3 Expected language or basic ground rules of the situation

Certain situations seem to have an "expected

language" attached to them. For example, subjects’ frog;'

certain faculties‘lreported that the expected languageof

administfatiye meetings at the Faéplty level was defined by

long tradition as French. ,Aé-éne subject stated, "The-

meetings are always in French." (#1 A) ' Here, for an

individual “to épeak English -would be remarked upon, would

(constitute'.a violation'bf.the un spoken ground rules of . the

~situation. rMany‘researchers have used locale as the factor
-‘pobéring such situations but we prefer to separate ground

rules of the situation from iocéle, because within one:

location, the '"Univeréity, _ground. rules. differ from

=

/.

vary accordingly.

For the majority of uniwersify meetings, our
RS

Ssubjects .seemed to feel that-.the ground rules of the

situation provided for partlclpants to speak their owun

-

) ‘,{‘p.-.‘,' -

in French, some mainly in English, others equallyAin botb

" department to department. Some departments functlon malnly

, fTEnguggés, and the expected language of interactions will

i g e et e e ey L e el

Wee o

o

Tai

195"

Al

FRSL



—— e N U P

languagé without any fear of censure. (This is in . line
“with the official policy of the university of passive
bilingualism, wherejindividuals are expected to be able to

understand the other language but hot necessarily to sﬁeék

1 4

it.)

-

"Les deux réunions du comité ont lieu dans 1les
deux langues." . o (#19 F) -

"I basically assume the policy of the university °
is one of bidlingualism, .passive bilingualism: at
least, ~so° I assume that - everybedy should
undersfand “the second language, and
consequently, in group bodies I by and large
assert my, not my rights, but rather do what is
more effective 'in terms of expressing myself."

: (#11 A)

N
P PR

— -
" Subjects ‘often .defined the ground rules of a

situation themselves. For one Anglophone, who is married
to a Francophone, shopplng and business is done in French.
> "I almost always .speak French in taxis, stores,
etcetera, wunless. I know they're Anglophone.
~1"1l1 do that even more, when I'm with my
<husband ." : : {(#10 A)
‘A Francophone subject also .said that he .did all his
_shopping'in French. For him, 1living in a bilingual area
reans that he should have the right to be served in French.
"Et il m'est d&j3 arrivé de quitter le magasin
parce que personne ne parlait frangais. Cr'est

un quartier bilingue ici, et si je vais acheter
quelque chose dans un magasin, et que personne
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ne peut me servir dans ma langue, je ntaime pas *
ga. Mes billets d'un dollar sont dans les-deux
langues. Je ne pense pas €tre fanatique, mais
lorsque j'ai €nvie de m'acheter quelque chose un
peu précieux et que personne ne peut me servir
dans ma langue, c¢'est possible que je quitte le
magasin...S1 Jje me‘rends dans 1l'ouest de 1la

ville, par exemple, je vais pas insister sur la
langue franqalse.ﬁ (#19 F)

. k . .o *
'We See that expected language can be combined with other,

- more personal motivations. In this case, ~insistence ‘on

being seryed in French becomes a statement. of ethnig

.rights. As ment;ohed earlier, we rarely found such
L . : \\
statements from Anglophones in our study because, as
majority .group-members, their ethnolinguisti¢ rights are

- : _ -
seldom trampled upon. - . ;

4 Topie’
.Topic or ‘subject vof théA c&n&ersatiqn sometimes
conditions the languaée of'.ﬁhe interacgidh.‘ In tﬂis
Auniversity co@text tOpic seemed t5 be particuléﬁly relevant
Qhé;f an academic ';ubject was discussed - for “which the
términology was principally in one language. “For example,
one subjectlsaid}Bf\his choice of language, "(a depend du
sujet qui est‘abordé", then went on to explaln why he
_élmost. alkays speaks Enélish with a partlcular Anglophone
colleague when discﬁséing English histofy.
"Jusqu'un .certain point ¢a demande un effort

supplementalre et un peu idioct, si vous voulez,
de _tout traduire en frangais. Par contre, si



IV. INTERNAL PRESSURES ON SPEAKERS -
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"cet‘angibphoneAét mdi, nous houS-entretenons de
sujets d° histoire de France, c'est bien possible '
. alors que ‘nous parllons frangais ensemble."

- R . | (#19 F)

®»

e
- .

or, Vin another example, a 'su%ject deseribed how . his_

habitual language\giiixa certaln 1nd1v1dual changed when a

partlcular toplc was.discussed.

MAvec M e est tougours en frangais sauf quand
il s'agit des questions techniques sur 1la
syntaxe. Toute 1la terminologie de la syntaxe
est- en anglais." - - (#2717 F)

n

-

o

We mentioned earlier ih the chapter that there are
often several conflicting motivations present in a speaker
in'é situatiqn‘of language choice: Indeed, - this state of
conflict may well be the nbrm, since in additi&n to the
various ekternal pfessures acting on the individual, there
are certafn strong internal pressures-which intervene in
any language choice gituation. The two ovenridihg internal
factors which are present in all individuals are-the secord

language proficiency of the speaker and the basic make-up

of his.'personality. In addition, - the context in<s which

speakers have learned the second language, averﬁidﬁ to

abcehts, verbal strategies; and mood all seem to be factors

conditioning use or non-use of the second Jlanguage.
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A." SECOND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY OF THE SPEAKER

It is commonly . assumed that second '.language'
proficiency is the primaEY'factor affecting code choice in
1nteractions between speakers of unequal competence,' Whed
the level of L2 proficiency is below a certain threshdld,

‘:this jiis’.undoubtedly, true. Several of our _subjects

illustrated thxs.' For example, ' among Anglophones; the

\l

?§Ebjeet’,‘w1tﬂ e the lowest bercei@ed' second - language

€

pprof101ency (3 on a scale of 10) also had the lowest scores'

3

- fattitudes toward use of the second language. " In general,

4

'f}ﬁeﬁ{=expressed llttle motxvation to accommodate to- L2

speakers in the various sxtuations of. language choice. His

-most accommodatlvé response was to allow a struggling L2

speeker ;o_revert to hlS first language while he continued

~in his own first languagg._' ' v

"1 would probably say, in French, you can speak
French if you want to...I may continue .talking
in English but then that will probably force him
back into English again. A lot of people don't
like that situation, but I have no objection to
it...You've got the choice. Do it in the one
you can do it well in." (#2 4)

Clearly this subject's low L2 proficiency makes him feel

e 0 W > = ——— s e e e b il o o Y= ——_— O ———————

3 . 4

His score on the secondary factor "Extent of Use of L2"
was 9 out of a possible 25, while the next lowest score by
an -Anglophone was <14, and his score on "Attitude toward

learning and using L2" was 3 out of 10, again the lowest
in the Anglophone sample. A

¢ e e b
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more comfortable carrying on most interactjions in his first

language. We note also phaﬁ he seems to feel the need to

- justify his lack of accomquativehess; and that he does it -

by referring‘to his lével of L2 proficiency.

A fet, it seem§ to be more accurate to¢.say that
relatiye rather.pbén‘absblute proficiency, ah?. Eercéived
ratber than actuéi proficiency in‘the‘second iénguage, are
the relevant factors in influené;ng speakers! L2 usé. It
seems that even quite fluent speakers make judgments about

© their 'proficiency relative to that of their interlocutor,

‘and . that these are probably one of the key factors in_

whether they choose to speak or switch to L2 in any given
situation. The 'following»two speakers are quite éxplicit

on this point.

-

+

"I would generally try to perceive what our
respectidve levels of capability are in the other
language, and if I felt that my competence in
French were greater than his English, I would
switech t6 French even before he went into
trouble.® (#11 A)

-

"There's a whole package of conflicting factors
- there, sort of an appreciation of the quality of
my French vis~a-vis his English, that sort of
thing. Sometimes the situation determines 1it;
sometimes the material determines it...I don't
think there's any absolute one principle, :and I
think basically the thing that determines it
frequently 1is:  sort of a.self-evaluation of my
capabilities in French." (#8 A)

And for speakers with doubts about their capabilities in

the second language, when they peﬁceive their L2

. 200



) prdficiency to be greé%ér than that of their inteélocutor;

they' normally feel far more willing to use the laqguage.

* -
[

Do ~ "I'd say’that the situations in which I feel the
' least comfortable are situations where the.
. ‘ people with whom I'm speaking are better in
English than I am in French. That ~is the
psychological problem. But where the listener
is not as good in English as I am in French, I
have -the psychological advantage and I relish
it., I -will then speak a lot of French...I don'®
mind making mistakes, because-I'm the one who's
the ,more bilingual of the two of us. And you
feel good in those situations.” (#6 A)

Even the Anglophone with the lowest perceived proficiency,
whom we quoted earlier as preferring to speak. English with
:°  ~ Francophone bilinguals, admitted:
o - "I have Qery little shame speaking French whén
everyone around either speaks worse French than
I do or worse English than I speak French."
(#2 A)
. However, once a certain threshold of proficiency is

reached, degree of proficiency in the ~ second language

diminishes considerably as. a fac@or influencing .
accommodation. Once speakers are at ease in LZ; their
incidence of use of L2 generally rises. Yet their

motivation to accommodate to second language speakers may
not increase at all. As wgl have seen earlier,
ethnolinguistic Agroup attitudes may either increase or
depress desire to accommodate_ to the members of the

opposite group b& speaking their language, while pressures

e v e AT

201



- ———

e e e o

it

S I ”i
originating withing ‘the interaction situation fitself, such
as 'L2 competence of the interlocutor, may inflluence actual
behavior. Thus, a competent speaker may speak L2
frequently-while“preferring'all thp time to speak L1, as‘we
fbund ih‘a certain number of Francéphones. At the' same
time a_'sﬁéaker of mid-level:competence in tﬁe second
languaée may use his L2 ohly modéréteiy frequentlygbﬁf may
feel mpch4more_desire to accomhédétgfto his L2 interlocutor

than his behavior indicates. D

We found, in fact, that speakers with a moderate

level of competence.iﬁ the second language usually tended

.
to express highly accommodative’ feeiings. However, such
© e Y
feelin§s> were not automatically synonymous with = increased
3 N

switching\,id. L2. Rather, these subjects often tended to

show their drive to accommodate to their interlocutor . by

offering to switch, by being willing at all times to speak-

S Attt
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whichever language the other party .wished. In our samplgrw}

such behavior was most typical.of Anglophones. Throughout-
their responses we see the consciousness of knowing how it

feels to haié'ﬁeople switch languages on them.

"I would probably, by switching into French,
offer them the chance if they wanted to talk
French. If they didn't, then I'd continue in

L2

English. I would probably at one point switch RO

into French.n (#1 4) -
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"I*d ask him if he prefers to speak in French,
‘cause he ‘may' be trying to speak English.
Actually it's very insulting or patronizing if I
start speaking .to you in French and you speak
back to me in English, expe01ally if I'm rather
proud of my.French.® (#10 A)

-

Sometimes- an inabilitY'to decide which language

‘- to

-use 1nd1cates a high degree of accommodative motivation.

The speaker is in a 51tuat1Qn of conflict where whichever

language is chosen is open to misinterpretation,

following two examples.

* Here

they

most

"I never know whether to switch or not. "I feel
caught -every time’ thls happens. I think I'm

very sensitive becduse I have felt this myself’
so many times -- of a Francophone doing that to -

me where my French happens to be at 1least as
~good as their English but" they have this

:Stereotyped notion that I can't because I'm an

‘"Anglophone, and they 1n51st on speaklng English

‘ﬁﬁ me . " _ . - (#3 A)

"T find if awkward because if I switch to French

I feel it looks as if I'm showing off to a bunch-

of Anglophones who are around and that makes me
feel uncomfortable. But on the other hand, you
know the whole business about Francophones being
so miserable having to speak English in a
gathering...I'm a bit of a mlsanthrope

probably wouldn't say anything.! (#9 A)

the subjects clearly wish to be accommodative,
are not sure which language use will be perceived

accommodative. In the groupgsituation mentioned

as in the

only

as

in

the second quotation, the subject feels that whichever

. i -4

fﬁggpage she chooses will be subject to bad feelings by one

group

or the other. Her decision to avoid initiating

~in
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either lénguage- is the most: accomﬁodaﬁive response

possible.

4

We found that highly competent L2 speakérs in our

sample 1indeed tended to use L2 more than less proficient
speakers, Yet, although £his behavior might seem
superficiall& “to be more accommodative since it involves
using L2 to ‘L2 speakers almost exclusively, we found that
ée%tain other factors originating in the individﬁal, with

personality factors among the most powerful, were in fact

dictating much of this use of ‘the second language.

B. PERSONALITY FACTORS

A second source of internal pressure acting on
people in situétions of lanéuage. choice is the
personality make-up of the individual. All‘of-tﬁe factors

which are discussed in this chapter are filtered through

the individual; thus, no predictions can be made about how

any particular person will react in a given  situation
without knowing something about how he rates on certain
important personality traits.

1

As an _example of the effect of individual
personaliﬁy characteristics on language behavior,  let us

take the striking case of the reactions of two - different

204 :
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-individuals td?khe same situation. - Both are Anglophones,
N
so ethmolinguistic differeénces can be discounted. ‘In terms

of pefoeived proficiency- im\the second language they are

quite close, with Subject #11 being rated at 6 out of 10

and Subject #6 rated at 5. The following quotations show
the reactions of the two speakers to the sitdatiqn‘in which
they have just addressed somecone in French, only to have

this persoﬁ turn around ani“respond in English,

¢

ERAR .
"That's a very disheartening thing...sometimes I
get the distinct impression that it'# a putdown.
Other times I get the impression that the person
is genuinely trying to accommodate me. He isn't
trying to hurt my feelings...If it's a situation
where I have the impression that the person is
quite willing to go on speaking French but has
switched because he or she thought they were
doing me a favour, I would probably continue in
"French. But :if it's a put-down, I find that
rather devastating. JIf what I'm being told
implicitly. is, I don't want to speak French to
you becalse your French is so bad, well, you
know, the wind goes out of your sails. Then I
would probably continue in English.® (#6 A)

=]

"I take it depending upon the way I perceive the’
objective to be in the other person's mind. So,
for example, 1f I feel that the other person
basically perceives that I don't speak French
adequately, my tendency would be: to continue
speaking French...If I feel that he seems to be
creating an environment in which he feels more
at ease, then I let go and probably continue
speaking in English thereafter." (#11 A)

Notice that both speakers have envisioned the
possibility of eithér accommodative or non-accommodative

intent lying behind their interlocutor's switch. However,
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while Subject #6 would become discouraged and go along with

the language switch when he perceived it as a put-down,

Subject #11, on the other hand, would get his dander up and

persevere in French. These,differedt reactions to”the same

" 'situation are clearly pérsoﬁélity ﬁgI&fed. When we

examined thefpersonality profiles of these th‘ individuals
we diséovered that, ’émong other things, Subjeét #11 tended
to be mote assertive, more cohfi&ent' and moré self-
sufficient than Subject #6. Personality cha;acteristics
such as these may well go a long”way toward préviding an

explanation for the differences 1in ~behavior of two

individuals when faced with the same situation of language -

t

‘_ In ‘some Eases personality‘ ‘caﬁ intervenen‘and
draqgtically aiter the effect normally exerted by a
particular variable. For example, we meniioned that, 1in
general, ﬁigh écores' for "Extent of Use of L2 -wefe

associated with high self-ratings on second " language

proficiency, while people with low perceived proficiency

scores used their second 1language less. However, our
sample -included_one glaring exception to this rule. This
subject had _ an extremely low rating on perceived

proficiency (4 out of 10) but a high score on "Extent of

Use of L2" (19 out of 25, a score which was surpassed only

by the three subjects with the highest scores on perceived

206
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proficiency). This subject expressed his attitude toward
using the second language as follows:

-

UTo learn French you have to be aggressive, you
, . have to Dbe psychologically aggressive...And
‘ secondiy, you have to .be able to expose yourself
to ridicule, to be inferior. The madn reason
, . people don't 1learn to speak French is that
\ . . .they're afraid of putting themselves in awkward
. positions, or feeling ill at ease. But you have
- to be aggressive. You have to make up your mind
that you're going to speak it -- that's the way
I did -~ that you're going to make misgaﬁes. And

you also have to have an attitude that you don't
really care if you make mistakes. It's never

- bothered me that I speak French badly. I'm
e _never self-conscious about it...It's a very good
attitude. It's the only attltude to have when
you learn. ) (#10 A)

This speaker has an exceptionally strong drive to /)
persevere ~in using his second laﬁguage, even without: the:
feedback derived from knowing that he is performing well.

. - .
’

How can we explain this drive?

The personality profile of Subject #10 reyeals
several. gsaracterlstlcs which may help to explain his lack
of 1nh1bit10ns and the very tough-sklnned attltude he has

~toward L2 wuse. He is exceptionally expedient (1 on the
. scale of PF G, Expedient Qs Conscientieus), which indicates
that he "feels few obligations™ and that "his refusal eo-be‘
bouhd by rules causes him fo have less somatic upset from:

. : stress" (Manual, p. 15). Thus, he is likely to persevere
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in using his second language githobt regard  for social

" appropriateness, censure of others, etc. He also scored

very high', on PF M 68‘35n.tﬁe scale of Practical vs
Imaginative),;rwhich'_mggnsfhe teﬁés.ﬁo be unconyentibnal,

b

SR PPN O e, L

208

self-motivated, 'iMagiﬁétiQe,”yfgpped up in inner urgeﬁcies.

and careless of practical~ﬁ%téers;itraiié which-may explain

some of his lack of inhibition in using the second language

. . : /
.scored very. high on self-sufficiency (8 on 'PF QZ,' Group-

dependent vs Self-sufficient) as well as extremely high on

“~

independence (9.8 on Secondary Factor I?,J,Subduedness- vs

whenever he feels like it: - And’ frnally:' Subje;t #10 .

B . “ :
Independence), , whidh® means he is resourceful and .prefers.

his own decisions, is aggressive, independeqtfand‘incisive.
These éharacteristics again  seem to  support  this
individual's te%@ency to persevére in his desire to
practicéA L2l whgrever he wishes, aespite how others may

react.

These are only two exémpies’pf how differences in
personality traits inflpence us; or non-use éf the second
language. Certainly persdnality éfﬁgcts the reactions of
speakers and interlocutors to some degree in .most
situations of language choice. As we have seen, the factor
of personality can even override ‘strong- accommodative

pressures. We feel, in fact, that personality is.so vital

to wunderstanding accommodation that we have distinguished

T8
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. proficient speakers learned Frenéh by living in eithefr a

DR

-

" betweeén accommddative . and non-accommodative -personality

’types;. .In Sectign»VI of this chapter portraits of these

'personallty types will be drawn. .

»

- C. CONTEXT IN WHICH L2 WAS LEARNED

In addqtion to the faotors of second languaget
) proficiency and personal1ty which 1nf1uence *almost all
§péakers, ’éhere are certain other internal factors whighNA
may affect 1language use for some individuals but  not‘
necessarily for others. One of the factor§- leading to-

“increased second language use for certain “'subjects found

-

in our sample is the tendehcy to assoc¢iate L2 speakers with

a0

A L

L2 uniquely. This association &seems to be present

primarily - in thééelsbeakeﬁs who learned the sedond—languagg

7
¢

in'a true immersion context. - : -

'Among ~our | Anglophone - subjects, - the three most{

-

?rench-speaking country or pﬁovince. All three manifested

"a drive to speak French to .Francophoneﬁ”' in  all

circumstgnces‘ which far surpaSsed that of Anglophones wheo

had not _learned -French in. such a copfext. This drive

expressed -.itself in initiating convé sations only in L2,
switching to L2 when an L2 speaker 1n1t1ated a conversation

in L1, and persevering in L2 when the 1nterlocutor swltched

PR
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’ to‘L1£ it even oVerrodejéféﬁp'preSsures to speak L1. These

é' thfee‘Ahg;ﬁbhones é}ﬁé/ékpressed'éxtrehe unkillinghess .to -

; . . switch 1anguag§3<§ith{the same'individuél, ; factor whdich

seems to

"directly tied to #heir association of L2

with L2 only. = We found no corresponding drive to

speak. English to Anglophones on the part of

.

ancophones in our study, who for the most part had’
. I\ . -
learned English in a bilingual environment where switcﬁihg
languages with the same individual was normal .

We mentioneq the language of the relationship as a
major factor irrfluencing  speakers' choice of one -iénguage

or another. .The crucial point for ‘%ﬁgsoa,speakérs‘nuho

learned the second language in an immersion situation is

-l .

"thdt they haye such a strong drive to associéte L2 speakers
with L2 only,  that they virtually establish no
.relétionships with L2 speakerS';iﬁlLT. Thus, context in
which the second language was learned and ;anéuage of the
relationship go "hand in hand' to producé na situation in

which such speakers always speak the second language with .

second language speakers,

D. AVERSION TO ACCENTS

Aversion to foreign-sounding speech or "accents" is
another very strong pressure which, for some speakers,

results in increased use of L2 which is not attributable to



accommodative sgendencies.  Wnile only a few subjects

mentioned it, it seems to be a'powerfﬁl enough.factor when
it does‘éXist go-war;éﬁi‘Se(}ous consideratioﬁ. We found
two Anglophones who ‘said that this was an important'facﬁér
influencing their language choice. 1In the‘caée of é highly
competenp bspeaker such as Subjecﬂu#s,. who already has a
strong ’association of Francophones with Frenéh b-ecause . of
the coﬁtextl'in: which he 1learned the languége,. ;this
sensitivity to accents reinforces his dri;e to speak only

L2 to L2 speakers. As he put it:

"There's a very low, low.tolerance level that I
have for imperfect or foreign-sounding language,
and if I know the first 1anguage of the person,
I'11 Jump into it." ~ (#5 A)

This factor pro&ides equally strong pressure on him to
speak only English to Anglophones; it seems to be the
overriding' factor in the situation "in which another

Anglophone addresses this speaker in French:

"If I detect any trace of Anglophone accent, I'm
going to jump into English, somehow...If I hear
them with any kind of mistake at
all.:.phonological or lexical or syntactic, it
bothers me sufficiently when 1its from  an
Anglophone that 1I*'11 jump into English. And
I'1l do so scmetimes knowing perfectly well that
I'm offending them by doing it." (#5 &)

g
We say it is the overriding factor because it clearly takes

precedence over the pressure to "Answer in the language in
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which one isvaddressedﬂiwhich_many Anglophoﬁes seem to feel

even when other Angiophbnes address them- in French,  Here

the speaker is well aﬁare«that he is being unaccommodative

. but the internal pressure to avoid accented speech is

stronger.

~

This aversion to accents seems to be independent‘of

- proficiency in’ the second language. The other two- highly

- competent Anglophone L2'speakgrs did not mention it, and

they are quite réady to converse in French with an
Anglophone speaker.. Yet it was an important factor ‘for
the Anglophone with the .lowest second language proficiency
of- any iﬁ our sample, aithough it had rathgr a different

effect. He also felt the same drive to speak only English

to Anglpphones; however, the chief effect of his aversion

to accents was to aét as a deterrent to his speaking

French.

"I would much rather have them hear good English
than bad French and I would much rather listen
to somebody else's good. English than their bad
French. As it Yurns out, all the Francophones
are fluent enough 1in English so that their
English is most pleasant to me. So that it
doesn't matter a bit to me whether A. speaks
English or French. Or P, or D. But some of the
~Others, who probably speak better French than I
do -~ their'accent bothers me.. I think it is
partly because there was a certain amount of
snobbism and whatnot -associated. with my early
contact with French, "and I'm embarassed by a bad
- accent, a bad English accent in French, you
know,  the pronunciation. Even if somebody 1is
very good "in all other aspects, if their

fmm e T
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,

pronunciation is bad, I simply get embarrassed,
totally distracted . from what they're
saying...It's very simple: I just don't 1like
listening to it." P (#2 AY.

2

[ 4

This sgnsitivity to accents_probably:haé at least

X two causes, Firstly, some- individuals simply hear the
differences more acutely, whether because of a natively
"good ear" or-. by training. Of the two isubjeots who
mentioned this, the first speaks four_foreign laﬁguages
virtpé&ly without accent, . while.'tﬁg second is  a
phonetician. Secondly, sensitivity tg accents, in addition
to being a highly individual factor, may well be aésociated
with second language learning patterns. For beople' who
learned their L2 in a bilingual eqviroghept,'in association
with_ many speakers who did nof have 3 perfeot pémménd of
the \ second ' language, more tolerance pf imperfect
pronunciation may'have developed. " This may have been the
case -‘for our Francophone subjects, none of whom mentioned
this aversion to bad accegts.- Also} as one of the above
subjects Suggested, language learning in the class;oom,
where teachers make a big deal over Tcorrect”
pronunciation, ﬁay contribute to a lessened acceptance of
‘pronunciatidn érrors; while all of the Anglophoﬁes,in our
sample learned Freﬁch primariiy in school, many of the
Francophones in the study greQ up with two languages spoken

around thenm.
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E. VERBAL STRATEGIES : _

" As we mentioned earlier in the chapter, beople

sometimes use lahguage deliberately to accomplish certain

ends within a given conversation. A few subjects made

.comments about u31ng one 1anguage or the other in &
conscious attempt to manipulate their interlocutor. For
example, -.one administrator mentioned using L1 rather than

‘the L2 he nprmally'used with a particular interlocutor in

order to gain the upper hahd.

"Every so often I do it |switch languageé] for
very sort of Machiavellian . purposes...Not
automatically and not even the majority of the
time, but I can remember situations where I have
deliberately said to myself, I'm going to do
this in English because I don't want any
“arguments from this guy...Sort of because I know
‘that 1if - he-wants to argue with me, he's at’ a
disadvantage because he's-going to be arguing in
his second language, and I'd be at an advantage
because I'1ll be arguing in my first. I've done

this " with a couple of people with whom I -

Y

frequently enough speak French.” (#4 A)

Speakers alsd mentioned delibeﬁaﬁely switching to L2

as a tactic to show the other party that they Qpeak his
- : A Y

language. This was only mentioned by- Anglophones;’

bresumably Francophones do not need to show that they speak
English in this' particular bbilingual context. . With
reference to switching to French so‘that everyone knew he
was bilingual, one subject stated:

"I doh't do that much any more because everybody
knows I am. But I know years ago I used to do .

[ Nalds
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it. And I still do it in situations where I

want a liftle extra punch. I want the sympathy

of Francophones that are there, for example, for

my .argument, -and if.they!ve heard me speak 1in

English, . I'm 'going to be damn sure that they

. know I can get on their wavelength." (#5 - A)
Here the second language 1s used with thé intent of being
well thought of by the members of the other ethnolinguistic
group. However, the very calculatedness of the action
seems te . push it beyond the normal definition of
‘accommodation; perhaps - wé could call it "calculated
atcommodation' or accommodation as a "conscious verbal
.strategy."

More often code choice as a verbal strategy ¢to
persuade or influence an interlocutor occurs not so much
deliberately» as naturally, often unconsciously. * For
example, a strong need to make sure that the bther person ~.

really ° understands, especially in meetings involving
serious university business, 1is evident in many of our
subjects? answers.‘.Quite often. this will cause the Speaker‘
fto switch to his ;nterlocutor's language, as 1in the

following example:

~ Lo "J'al 1l'impression que ce qui peut me faire
e changer de langue 3 l'occasion c'est quand je
veux @&tre bien certain qu'il comprenne...Avec
H., par exemple, je sais que je parle anglais

avec lui, pas toujours, mais des fois. Et j'ai
l1'impression 'que c'est toujours lorsqu'il faut
le convaincre de quelque ,chose en particulier.
Alors je vais 1lui expliquer en anglais." (#23 F)

A
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Yet for some'indiyiduals this same need to convince their

audience will'cause them to switch to their own language.

‘ t, [}
"Mais si je veux vraiment démontrer quelque
chose, comme par exemple, au réunion des profs,
quand j'tai l'impre551on que ce que je vais
expliquer 13, n'est pas trés clair, que ga va
se préciser en disant et que je veux vraiment --
13, tu vois, je viens de dire- "make a point", si
je Veux vraiment convaincre, je vais tout de
suite dire 'Bon, .en frangais' dans mon esprit,
et 13 j'explique en frangais." (#18 . F)

While it is fairly typical to slip into one's own language

to be more convincing, it should be noted that the above

individual is extremely fluent in.'English, conside}ably
more so than the previous subject., - Thus, language
ﬁroficiency is unlikely to be the deciding factor here. We
see that there are certainly indiﬁidual factors which ;come
into play in using language choice to influence’ one's

interlocutor,

Sometimes use of the second language is seen by one
ethnolinguistic group to carry one mean%yg, while for the

other group it has a different meaning. For example, one

Anglophone subject speculated that English might be used as

an isolating device by some French speakers.

"Probably certain people that you come in

contact with refuse to speak French with you

regardless of vyour French because you're an.
R Anglo, so they're gonna isolate themselves from

you by speaking your language...not to
accommodate, but to isolate.™ _ (#5 A)

¥

+
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Frpm‘fﬁﬁ.qther side of the liwmguistic fence,: houever, this

use .of English is perceived és'having a different value. A

Fran?ophbne~explains that his inability to speak colloquial"

French with Angyophpnes_originated in the way iq.which he
- ’ri' R . N
learned = English. Again we see how context of- learning

affects subséquent language choice.

"Jjtai appris vraiment 3 €tre "buddy-buddy" avec
quelqu'un en anglais. Je suis plus "huddy-
buddy" avec un anglophone 'en anglais qu'en
frangais. J'associe vraiment les.gens 3 un
niveau de 1langue en anglais...C'est dans ce
contexte 13 que moi j'ai appris_l'anglais, avec
des bons copains, tu vois, et je connais des
expressions assez bien...Tandis qu'en frangais,
si l'autre pourrait fonctionner en frangais, a
mon niveau, au niveau populaire, tu sais, 1le
niveau du copain de "locker-room", si tu veux,
alors 1a, d'accord, aucun probléme, mais comme
je mt'adapte plus au niveau "colloquial™ de
ltanglais que 1l'anglophone va s'adapter & mon
niveau "colloquial™ ou populaire, 13, je
préférrais parler anglais.” (#18 F) .

We see from this. that speaking English to
Anglophones, while it may be 'viewed by the Anglophone as

unaccommedative or as a device to iscolate or keep him out,

actually 1is the Francophone's way of establishing c¢loser

contact, of feeling tﬁé most at ease and breaking down as

many barriers as bossible between two individuals who have
different native tongues. In other words, we have here a
type of motivation which is accommodative, despite how the

Anglophone interlocutor.may perceive it.

. e e e et mmnn
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Another Fréhcophone expressed the same need
to use the second language to establish intimate confact,
although here the .context is more clearly that of -
interaction with . individuals ef low . second language
proficiency.

"Voild deux cas, ol aussit8t que eux, ils me

parlent en frangais, moi, j'ai ltimpression

d'€tre trés artificiel lorsque je leur réponds

en frangais. J'ai 1'impression enfin de compte

‘de ne pas parler ou méme de ne pas établir un
contact aussi intime que celui qui s'&tablirait

Si je leur parlais en anglais. De sorte que, je

-sais que peut-8€tre ¢a peut les vexer, de 1!'autre

coté, de faire de grands efforts de parler avec

moi en frangais et que je réponds en anglais."
’ (#27 F)

F. MOOD

Throughout ™ this chapter we have spoken as if the
choice of 6ne code or another were more or less determined,
whether by extérnal or internal factors impinging on the

individual,© or by his - conscious decision. However,

language choice is rarely that cut and dried.

The ‘intangible_ factor'of gégé frequentl'y plays a
largé part in determining how a person will rééc£ to the
other factors acting upon him. We may liken swings in mood
to temporary mini-changes in persohality: for example, a
person. who is normaily rather assertive and decisive ‘may

sometimes feel rather down and, as a consequence, less
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asseriive*or more indecisive.’ Mood may be an expecially

" important factor when the individual involved feels

qonflict in the'pérticular situation. For example, in the .

situation in which a speaker addresses an-interlocutor in

one language only to have him respond in another, many

subjects said-ﬁhat‘how_they would react depehdéd on their

mood . Clearly, they were often both cﬁaérined'and angry,

and which emotion won out was subject to the‘way they were

feeling at the time.

"It would depend on my mood. If I felt 1like
.pretending that my native language ;wdS German
and I couldn't speak English either, then I
might continue in French. .But if I were in a
hurry, I might just make the switch." (#8 A)

"Depends on how belligerent I'm feeling at the

time. Because sometimes I just let it go and
sometimes I get mad .and insist  on speaking
French.” _ (#3 A)
! o
"It depends on my mood. Sometimes I say: 'I'm
sorry, I don't speak English. I'm an immigrant.

I'm sorry my French is bad.'"- . (#10 &)

In other situations, téo, mood was cited by subjects
as a factor influencing théir language choice; One subject
suggested that it was mood which determined whether or not
shé responded in L2 to an L1 speaker who had addressed her
in L2. It seems that, in a conflict situation where sbe is
aware that switching languages is dﬁaccpmmodative, she has

to decide whether or not she really does feel like creaiing

219
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this unaccommodative impression. - As she expresses it:

it may depend -on - just how tired they are or just how
energetic and confident they are feeliﬁg, whether they make

the effort to initiate a conversation 1in the

4

"I might answer in French. It depends on my
mood...the mood of: do I want to hurt this
person's fee€lings, is his French so bad, or do I
want to make it easier for him?™ (#3 A)

- .

For moderately proficient second language speakers,

hd

language. As the same subject indicated:

influence on code use for second language speakers at

"It depends, Sometimes I feel 1like speaking
French, sometimes I don't...I plan on a certain
interaction "being in French just because it's
getting easier and I want to try it, It's sort
of a minor triumph if I can pull it off and the
person doesn't switch into English. But
sometimes I'm too lazy to bother.™ (#3 A)

Y

second

Clearly, fluctuaggons’in"mood may have a more direct

a

mid-level of proficiency. Yet the factor of mood is

~ ~language proficiency is an intervening variable;

also
are

where

cited as a factor in

certainly not restricted td speakers for whom second

"mood was
language choice by subjects 'who

completely at ease in both languages, in situations

there is no clearly expected language. Concerning

the language he used for teaching, one subject said:

O e asias

220



TS A m -

R —— e e e o

.l . ety

"The thing that dictates the language mainly 18
how do I feel that year, do I want to speak more
' English than French? ° I've noticed that I tend
to, from year to year, sort of vacillate, going
back and forth:..This last year, oh again it was
half and half. It's 2 mood situation; it's not
a mechanical problem.™ (#5 1K)

And again in a general context he continued:

"I think my command of the language is such that
it's not  mechanical difficulties which would
make me decide which one to use. It's to whom
I'm speaking, what I feel like speaking at the
time...It's almost a mood thing for me unless
it's obvious that I must speak French or should

speak French with somebody or some~group.  If I
‘ have the option, it varies which one I'11 use."

w2t -

9

V. ACCOMMODATIVE AND NON-ACCOMMODATIVE PERSONALITY TYPES

A. PROFILE OF THE ACCOMMODATIVE INDIVIDUAL

In an attempt to get at the persbnality tréitS'which
characterize the.accommodativeufndividual, we compared the

personality profiles of the two subjects (one Anglophone

‘and one Francophone) who seemed to be the most

accbmmodaﬁing from.a linguistic point of view. On.  seven
P . N u
out of the fifteen primary traits we compared, these two

subjects had identical stens, and-their scores were only

2 tang

one sten apart for four more traits. The remaining scores

were eithér_two or three stens apart. In every case, ‘the

_-_———_—.-._——-.—_-——.-.——___—_———-——-——--—_—_——-———-——--——_—————

We omitted Trait B from consideration ("Less versus more
intelligent™). B
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~ scores tended . toward the same pole on the personality

dimension measured. . Even more revealing; all of the scores
for thé secqnd;ofder factors were within one sten of eaé?
other. Although we . would -not claim that jsuch close
ﬁarallels between pergﬁnality préfiles are to bé expécted

in all accommodative individuals,  nevertheless théSe

'results were striking.
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Table 5.1 contains a comparison of the scores

obta}ped';by these two accoﬁmodative subjects, #4 A and

#22 F, on the fifteen primary factors and the four  second

order factors.: The pole of each personality.factor toward

which the two subjects tended has been underlined.

\

\

We see from this table that these two -~ accommodative

individuals tend to 'ﬂe extremeley imaginative and
interested 1in ideas, rathér than practical and dqwn-to-
earﬁh'Cyery high M factor) and extremely "tender?minded" or
sensitiJé‘ and gentle, thher"than ‘"tough-minded™ or

unsentimental, insensitive and hard (very high I factor).

get along with (low L), as wellAas accommodating, mild,
considerate and non-dominant (low E). They tend to be
self-assured, confident, and characterized by feelings of

~

untroubled adequacy (low 0), as well as self-sufficient,

They tend to be trusting, adaptable, tolerant and easy to



Q1
Q2
Q3

Ql

* PROFILE OF TWO

'TA§LE 5.1

ACCOMMODATIVE INDIVIDUALS

Second Order

I
II

11T

v’

..Pensonality Dimension
Resérved vs. Outgoidg
ﬂffected by vs. Emotionally
feelings stable
Accommédating §s. Assertive
Serious” vs. Happy-go-lucky
Expedient vs. Cohscien@iousf
Shy vs. Venturesome .
Touéhminded ' vs. Tender-minded"
Trusting vs. Suspicious
Practicai vs. Imaginative
Forthright vs. Shrewd
Self-assured vs. Apprehensive
Conservative 35. Experimenting
Gfougédependeﬁt- vg. Self-sufficient
Undisciplined vs. Controlled
self-conflict Tl
Relaxed vs. Tense
Ad justment vs.. Anxiety
Introversion vVs. E;ﬁravergion'
Tenderminded vVs. Alert Poise
Emotionality (Decisiveness)
.~ Subduedness vVs. Independence

4 #22
2 3
g 6
3 y
y 3
4 oy
~'u'A Y
9 9
2 2
.9 9
6. 6
3 -3
7 6
9 7
6 9
2 5
2.3 3.3
2.0 = 2.5
3.9 - 3.1
8.9 7.8

44 #2
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resdutééful _gndl prefer}ing their bﬁn decisions (hiéh Q2) -
énd duite eﬁotiéna11y~stéﬁie; ‘mature anﬁ rgélfétic about
life (medium to>ﬁigh C); They also tehd £o bé kegerved,
detached  and oﬁjeétive' rathef. than butgoin% | and
participating (lpw 4y, modeﬁatély shy; \‘cérefui and .
_ restrained as'oppdsed to venturesome, ‘sdciaily' bgld and
.iﬁpﬁlsive (moderately low H5, médefately serious and
taciturn as opposed to lively and ;alkétive'(m§derape;§ iow
Fj énd moderately expedient ané{refusing to be boupd by
rules (moderately low;‘G). They are avgfage' on iﬁhé
dimension of naivete (versus shrewdness {forthright‘ and
unpreténtious as opposed to astute and Qorldl&j (mid scores
on N). The two subjects vary somewhat on the factors Q3
and Qn;‘rangihg from average to highly ;ontrolled, exacting»
and soclally preqise (mid to very high Q3) and from aQerage
'to very relaxed, 'tranquil and frustrated, as opbosed to
ten#e, driven and frustrated ﬁmid to low Q4). Both subjects
tend to be average to moderateiy iiberal or eiperimentihg
on the dimension "Conservative versus Experimenting®. (6 apd

L4

7 on Q1).

On the second drder factor§ the tendencies of the two
accommodative subjects are rem;}kably similar. They--tend
to be very well adjusted (2.3 and 3.3 on Second Order PF
I),- very fﬂffcverted_(Z.é and 2.5 on Second Order PF“II),

quite emotional and sensitive (3.1 and 3.9 on. Second Order



PF IIIY, and‘very.iﬁdependent (7.8 ahd 8,9 on Second Order

PF<IV).. Since the'seéond'ordet factors represent a summing

_oup of the primary personality faétors,- we can take these
second order results as indicative of extremely. similar
personality scores for aur twoe - most ‘~iinguistica11y

‘accommodating subjects:

.-

.- B. PROFILE OF THE NON-ACCOMMODATIVE INDIVIDUAL

. To characterize the nonwaccommodative individual, we
followed ' the same procedure of cbmparing the two subjects,
7 ‘one from each ethgolinguistié group, who . had had the most

unaccommodative responses. As  with the accommodative

individuals, we found striking similarities between the two

~subjecﬁs for many personality traits. However,—for certain

traits, opposite tendencies were found.

As shown 1in Table 5.2, the two non-accommodative

individuals are-assertive, aggressive and dominant in the

extreme (10 on Factor E), as well as quite tense, driven
and impatient (moderate to high Q4). They also tend teo be
suspicious, self-cpinionated and hard to fool (moderate to
very high L). - Th®y are venture§ome, socially-bold and

uninhibited (high H), quite experimenting,‘ liberal and

free-thinking (moderate to high Q1), and tend to be self--

sufficient, resourceful and preferring their own decisions.

(mid to high Q2). They are also characterized by

e G AP eTEemEEERE T T T
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© "undisciplined self-conflict",) that 1is, ﬁhey follow their

own urges and are careless of soecial fhiés '};%heig than
beging controlled and~socia11y precise (very‘low 3). They

are average on the dimension of guilt-proneness versus

untroubled adequacy, with scores about midway between the5

‘two poles of éelf—assured, confident, and serene, and

apprehensive, worrying, and self-reproaching (mid scores on

-0). In common with the ‘accommodative subjects, they are.

" imaginative and interested in ideas (moderate to high M),

as well‘as rather reserved, detached and objective (low to

moderate A). However, they are also rather lively and

talkative ‘as _oppésed “to serious. and taéiturn (mid to.

moderate F)J; -

On four .personality dimensions, the subjects had
scores which tended toward opposite poles of the dimension.
One subject was rather emotionally stable (moderately high

), moderately "tough-minded” .or ~unsentimental and

insensitive (moderately low I, gquite conscientiousv

. - !
(moderately high G) and very shrewd and calculating (high
N), while the other‘sﬁbject was less emotionaily stable and

more affected by feelings (low C), average in terms of

"tender-minded" or sehsitivity and gentleness (mid score.on
1), somewhat expedient rather than ,conscientious

(moderately 1low G) and very forthright . and unpretentious,

(low N).

226

PO SN



A . ) ] ' . 227

” | TABLE 5.2

- PROFILE OF TWO NON-ACCOMMODATIVE INDIVIDUALS

Faciérv' _Persoﬁality Dimension = o #20 E # A
A : ,Réserved,‘. . ‘vs. Outgo{Bg - 2 oy
{ c ‘-Affected S§‘3_ vs. Emotionally 7 3
; ' feelings "% stable
; E Accbmquatihg vs. Assertive . 10 10
L o F Serious ’ vs. Happy-go-lucky 7 6
f s G Expedient = <'v$. Conécientious 7 y
: H Shy | vs., Ventureﬁéme 8 8
| I ﬁ\\\;shgh—minded. vs. Tender-minded ; &‘ ' -~ 6
L Trusting ) vé. Suspicious 10 7
Mo Practical | vs. Imaginative 7 8
N Forthright vs. Shrewd 8 2
0 Self-assured | vs.‘Apprehensive 6 5
Q1 - Conservative ' vs. Experimenting 7 9
Q2 Gnoupfdependenf ;s. Self—sufficieﬁt - 8 6
Q3 Undisciplined vs. Controlled 2 1

sel f-conflict

Q4 Relaxed ‘ vs. Tense ' 8 - 7
. & ;
Seconq Order
I Ad justment - vs. Anxiety . | - 7.4 7:1
I1 ~Introversion = vs. Extraversion 7.5 7.9
IIT "Tender-minded vs. Alert Poise 9.5 5.1
Emotionality (Decisiyeness).
: IV Subduedness | vs. Independence 10 10
P
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‘quite anxious (7.4 and 7. 1 or Second Order PF I), - quite»“'

However, despité these diffe;gpces on certain

primary personality dimensions, the - scores of these two

non-accommodative subjects are virtually identical on three»

out of the second order factors. They’both tended to be‘f

extroverted (7.5 and 7 9 on Second Order PF I11), and extre-

mely independent (10 and 10 on Second Order PF IV){ The

subjects differed only on Second Order PF III, "Tender-

minded Emotionaiitfsversus Alert  Poise . (Decisiveneés)".

On this factor one subjectAshowgd himself to be extremely.

N

enterprising, decisive and resilient ('score of 9.5), while

the other was just average on the dimension (score of 5.1).

It is interestlng that there was less agreement ‘on
certain of the personality factors for non-accommodative

individhals than fon,accommodative individuals. it may be

" that motivation to be non-accommodative can have a va%iety

of origins, so that extreéme scores on one factdr may be the

s 3
cause for one person, while extreme scores on a different

factor may lead to non-accommodative motivation for another
person. We see this question as a fruitful area for

further investigation.

C. ACCOMMODATIVE VERSUS NON-ACCOMMODATIVE PERSONALITY TYPES

When we compare the two personality profiles we have

228
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drawn, quite a clear picturefof two differeht txpes-.oﬁ_

individuals emerges. To summarize, we found that the most

accommodative and the most non-accommodative subjects

.

differed most marke@ly'on the following b;imary personality

. dimensions:

1.

The 1linguistically accommodative individuals tended to

" be quité psychologically accommodating, miid,

considerate and non-dominant,' while the non-
accommodating individuals were extremely assertive,
aggressive and dominant (PF E).

The . non-accommodative individuals were apt to follow

their own urges and be careless of social rules, while

the accommodative individuals were more controlled,

exacting, and socially precise (PF Q3).

The -non—accommodative individuals were apt to be
suspicious, self-opinionated and hard to fool, while
the accommodative individuals tended to be very
trusting, adaptable, tolerant and easy to get along
with (PF L).

The non-accommodative individuals tended to be both
more venturésome and uninhibited and“moré lively and
talkative, whereas the accommodative individuéls.tended
to be moderately careful and restrained, as well as
rather serious and taciturn (PF;S H and F).

The non-accommodative individuals tended to be quite
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Q4 and 0).

tense as well as modefately,apprehénsivé and worrying,
whereas the accommodative individuals tended to be both

more relaxed, and more self-assured and confident (PF's

However, it is in the second order factors that the

contrast between the accommodative and non-accommodative

personality types was most clearly evident.

.].

5

The accohmodative individuals ternded to be introverted

while the non-accommodative individuals tended to be
extraverted (Seéondary PF II).
The accommodative individuals wefe considerébly better

adjusted and less anxious than the non-accommodative

-individuals, who tended ¢to manifest a much higher - -

P4

anxiety leve;'(Secondary PF I).

The accommodative individuals were more empéional,
sensitive and indecisive, while the non;accomm;dative
individuals ranged from averagé'on-the dimension. to
extremely enterprisiné, Aecisive and resilient (less

emotional) (Secondary PF III).

While both types of 1individuals were high on

independence, as is the population of university pro-

)
fessors in general,. the nonaccommodative individuals

o .
S .
- — " ———————— ———————— S ——— —— - — — - —— - ——— T —— ———————

16 PF Manual p. 184.
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were much more\ext&eme in this leaning (Secondary PF
Iv).

In  one wey we found a similarity between the two

types of individuals. It may have struck the attentive

reader that very few stens of 5 and 6 were mentioned for

the accommodative and non-accommodative personality types

o= - -

described above, but th%t there were cor}espondiﬁgly many
mdre stens of 2, 3 and 4 or 9, 8 and 7. Qur most
accommedaﬁive as well as our least accommodatlve subjects
had, by and large, many more extreme scoree than those
subjects who gave average résponsee. Sihce stens of 5 and
6 are each obtained by 19. 1% of the adult population, an
average subject should have 38 2%, or between seven and
eight, of the 20 personality tralts falllng on. stens 5 and
6. In fact when we looked at.the_personallty proflles of
some subjects who tended to give mederately accommodative
respbnses, we found a much higher proeortion of stens 5 and
accceMmodating.indiQiduals.~ For example, SubJect #6 A had
eight, stens of 5 and 6 and no scores lower than 4 or
higher thaﬁ-8, while Subject #25 F had nine stens of 5§
and 6 end no scores lower than 3 er higher than 8. Cur
most accommodative and most non-accommodative subjects,
however, haé an average of between two and three stens of

5 and 6, and all profiles included scores of 2 or 1 and 9

6 than those of the extremely accommodating or non-

B
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or 10. Evidently, as one would expect, extremes of
personality gé ~hand in hand with extremes. in terms of
accommodative and non-accommodative motivation on the'pért

of individuals in situations of language choice.

We. conclude from looking at the personality profiles .

of our subjects, first, that thére are indeed accommodative

and non-accommodative personality types, and second, that

such personality leanings are reflected in the:

accommodative or non-accommodative motivations expressed by

subjects.  However, because of the numerou$ other factors,
interﬁal as. well as external, acting on individuals in
situations of %anguage chbice, such motivationsmcannot be
trahslated directly . into use of L1 or L2. ~In order to
make predictions about specific code choice, all of the

relevant factors must be taken into account.

VI. TOWARDS A STRUCTURE OF ACCOMMODATION -

At the  beginning of this chapter we poéed three
questions concerning the relationshipﬁbetween accommodation

and second language“use. After exploring the types of

‘factors which influence code choice in .situations where

linguistic accommodation is at stake, we are in a much.

better position to‘.answer the questions with which .we

opened the chapter.

e m——
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Our first question was whether linguistic

accommodation always takes the form of use of L2 with,

bilinguals of ,the. other 1anguage;- and .our second was
wﬁether'all use of L2 with bilinguals of the other language
is” neceSsariiy motivated by_accoﬁmodatibn. It will be
cleaf"by ﬁow~that the answer to both of these questions 1is
"No"™, Our exploration of what we have termed the "natural
rules" of bilingual intefactidn, has revealedva much more
complex Structure of accoﬁmodation, one in which there can
be no simple equgtion of use of the second language with

accommodation. We are much closer now to being able to

attempt‘the task of most interest to us, that of defining a

structure of linguistic acgommodation in a mobre general

sense. We have found that there are éeveral aspects of

eccommodation which must be distinguished.

A. BEHAVIOR VERSUS MOTIVATION
The first basic distihction we must make 1is between

behavior and motivation.' Speakers may feel a drive to

~accommodate but yet fail fo behave 1in an accommoﬁﬁpive
manner. This wusually occurs in a sitﬁation of language
choice. where the speaker feels the pull of various
conflicting motivations simultaneously.  For example, a
speaker mé& Qish to speak L2 to accommodate his
interlocutor but may feel toc shy, if he feels his comqand

of the second language 1is poof. On the other ‘hand, a

o i
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Speakér~ who _useé the second language with a bilingual of

the other language may not be doing so out of desire to be

acbommodatif@; ~this-drive may stem .primarily from his own-

needs to practice the language, his assocfation of all

second language speakérs with L2, his aversion to accents,
etc. Thus, it 1s important to separate. acéommodative
motivation -and accommodative behavior when attempting to

measure accommodation.

B. INTENT VERSUS PERCEPTION

However, when we come to measure accommodative
behavior we discover that a second distinction is

necessary, that between accommodative intent and perception

of accommodation. For the curious ’thing about . =&

linguistically accommodative act is that it must both be
intended to be accommodating and’ be ‘ﬁerceivea as
accommodating in crdgr for genuine éCCOmmodation to occur.
If a speaker switches to his interlocutor's L1 with the
intent to be accommodative‘but the interlocutor in fact
perceives 1t as a put-do&n, as a negative comment on his

mastery of the second language, then we feel that . the

speaker has not actually accommodated to his interlocutor.

We feel rather that the condition of mutuality must be

placed on "accommodative" acts before they qualify as true

accommodation.

P et o
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In fact, mispe}oeption of- the speaker's intent
(misattribution of:his motives) ;c;ursifaifly frequently,
and 'is a major causé.of iingufstic misun@ersxandfng; - Wnhy
does this occu%? There seem to ge 'twd major céﬂses:

ethnolinguistic differences ~in attitudes about

apprgpriateness in code usé,-and the fact that the natural

rules governing chéice'of.oqde in bilingual interaction

situations are overlapping, such that different spéakers

may order them differently, depending on their pekception_

of the sipuation;

As an example.of differences in ethnolinguis;ic
attitudes, let | us take the common  situation of an
Anglophon; who is moderately fluent in French conversing
with a Francophone Qho is extremely fluent .in English.
Even when add;essed in Frehch’by the Anglophone, through
long expefienCe with English speakers who stumble and
hesitate in French, the Fréncophone is likely to apply the
rule “Speak'the {irst language of the weaker bilingual" and
switch to English. However, the Anglophone is applying the

more basic rule "Address speakers of another "language in

their own. language"™, the rule which normally will apply if -

no other conditions take precedence. The Francophone may
have an accommodative intent (to make his interlocutor feel

5 y
more at ease) or again he may be motivated simply "by the

235
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desire to ensure efficient communicatién (héutral in. term3

of accommodation). "The perception by Francophones of. the

"act of switehing' to Epe first language of the weaker

- bilingual as being either accommodative or neutrgl' is

N

‘rooted’ in ethnolinguistic group attitudes, for Anglophones |

typically have quite a d}fferent response to the situation.

‘

»

[ U
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As 1is to be expected, Anglophones generally feel - .

that they are being accommodative by addressing .their

interlocutor in his 6wn language. CohseqUently they often .
.feel as 1if they have received a slap in the face if _ghe
Francophone switches to English, eQen when the Francophoné-

had ne such negative intent. Or if the Francophone opehs

\,

the'conversgtiqn in English‘ they may feel hound to answer

in English in Qrder to be polite, yet feel quite frustrated’

because they wish to speak French to Francophones. Their
motivaﬁion may be acéommodative in the pure interpersonal
sense (ie. to gain the other person's approval) or it may
be given a much stronger force by the existence of ‘certain

ethnolinguistically based attitudes. Since there is

considerable pressure on the Anglophone members of this '

bilingual academic community to. learn French, and to be

seen to know French, mastery of the second language brings
status and high regard in the eyes of FrénCOphonésf and
Anglophones alike. (However, no such extra status seems to

be gained by Francophones} who seem to be expected as a

-

'
¥
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? — matter of .courée’ fo:séeak 'English').. Thus,‘Anglgphones
‘i' ; frequently feel an extra pressure to use French and a sense.
§~‘_‘ B - of insult when ‘not allowed 'to use French with Francophones.
yoC :
i;:j;qi' : which Frgncophones do not feel about -using qullsh to -
- ' Angléphonesm k For the‘}atter,_it is more often a practical

neceééity to spesk English)rather than a stétus-bonferring

activity‘@ithﬁspecial value. Tﬁus; each group's attitudes

about the second language condition the way. in which O
ff members of the group perceive situations of langlage * -
' )gﬁoice; thesé< attitudes therefore constrain the order in ~

»which the’ members.of each 11ngu1st1c communlty apply the

I3

rules of billngual 1nteractlon.

I d o anhe diaattinduiii it At ML E LS At

C. THE CONSTANTS OF ACCOMMODATION : R

' - ’ ' A Because of the very deep4¥obted ps&chological RN
_principles dpon which‘accommodation is based, there seems
to bée a b351c natural ordering of the rules of bilingual
interaction. These constants are embodied in norms .of
‘accommodative laﬁguage_usage, as-discussed in Seqtion II;
fi A, of this chapfer. We shall list the rules here in térms
; T "of the natural priorities for usage whlch seem bo..-exist.

-

g These rules apply between strangers and acqualntances alike

. in all but the most familiar of relatlonshlps,_wheneﬂpeople————————"

may develop their own idiosyncratic rules of behav1or.
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P . - We. designate as Rule 1, . Answer in the language in
.. - which. one is addressed. . This seems to be uﬁiversa%ly' .

" viewed as the most accbmmodétive response. No matter what
their ethnolinguisdtic gfqup,_ali of our subjects recognized

this as the normative response; either they themselves

~ .responded in that language or they were conscious of being

unaccommodative when they did not conform to this rule.
. - N . N < -

R . The second rule in the hlerarchy is Rule 2, Address

- speakers of another language in thelr own language. When a

speaker is initiating a conversatlon, thlS lS the rule
whlch is applied if- there are no 1nterven1ng constraints.

This rule is ordered seéonq, however, because in cases

-

. -where an individual is. addressed by 'a member of the

i o ‘ o
‘ ///’“\\other ethnolinguistic group in the latter's second
' language, i.e;fthg'individuai*s—tﬂT_tﬁé most -accommodative -

behavior is to respoﬁd in L1; in other words, Rule 1 rather

than Rule 2 applies." ' Lo

o’

v ‘A variant of Rule 2 is Rule 3, ‘Speak the language

. associated with %he individual (habitual 1language).
-"%ff“; """"""" While the application of Rule 2 normally means that a

___.second—tangUage speaker will be aSsociated with L2, his own

s e

first language (in which case the two rules are collapsed
. . & . -
into one), particular circumstances may have conspired such

, ¥ :
that a particular individual becomes associated ‘"'with a



language other than his nativé one. In that case Rule 3
applies. |

- -
’

Rule E is Speak the first language of the Aweéker"

bilingual. Thls rule will override hlgher level rules in

¢clear-cut -‘cases where -one 1nd1v1dua1 has not mastered his

second language well enough to carry on a rudimentary' 

conversation. On the other hand it cease§ to be épplicéble

IS

once the weakef bilingual has attaiged a certain threshold

- of mastery. In such cases, even if the interlocutor is the

stronger bilingual, the difference ceases to be relevant.

In etween these two poles lies a whole«éange of degree of

L masﬁery. Whether or not Rule 4 applies in aay particular

case séems to be dependent upon a variety of other factors,
inéiqding<pérsonality traits and attitudes peculiar to . the
! N _

ethnolinguiétic‘group.

D. THE VARIABILITY OF ACCOMMODATION - (

Despite the fact that certain constants. in the form

of _ strong norms concerning accommodative behavior, which

are themselves based cn deep-seated psychological

principleét appear ﬁo be operating in bilingual interaction

'in  any actual situation involving

situations, there are several major sources of variability

~

briefly summarize here the factors which have been

discussed in more detail earlier in the chapter.

accommodation. We will.

e ke e Y
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'Ethnolinguistie group -attitudes are a major source

N

of variability. Basing themselves on the natural rules,

parﬁicular attitudes may develep because of the . historical.

situation of the 1languages . in dohtact, Attitude54'df

«* o [
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minority and majority groups normally differ along certain

parameters. We have already alluded to the difference in

attitudes toward a sthch to the first language of the

" weaker bflingual, with majerity group members feeling'ﬁhis

~ from just such 51tuat10ns as this that mlnorlty g%zouﬁ

as an insult ahd‘minority group members having a neutral
attitude toward ft. ‘We also'mentioned earlier the-dase‘of
children in minority group families ‘where all family
members - are bilingual, who are taught that it is no§

P
o

"polite" to speak their native language to thelr parents

| —

when v151tors from the majorigy culture are present. It 13

members learn a dlffevent set of’ attltudes than member 'of
the majority culture about language switching ahd the
appropfiateneés of using more than one language to the same

individual. T

" The second language proficiency of the interlocutors

- . - - - ‘ - >
is a second major source of variation in situations of

'aceommodation. Attitudes toward accommodation and drive to

accommodate by wusing the second Yanguage vary with the

stage of second language learning at which the individual

2

~.
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attempt to find other ways to accommodate their'receivers;

Speakers at a mid—leveliin~terms of"proficiency, however,
"may be extremely mgﬁivaped tq use ‘the second language yet
may be very touchy about interiocutors who switch to their
L1. Théy tend to have a sensitivity and empathy with other
language 1learners which makés them very ‘accommodative as
we;l'as‘eager to be accommodated to. .And finally, Spéakers
.;hd"have4reachedla position of being thoroughly at homé in

‘the .second language often. drop off in "~.degree of

L '~ accommodation showWwn through use of the second language.

.The language becomes a tool to be used rather than a means
of expréssing - their own neds to practice, to be thought
well of, to achieve recognition-and status through use of

the second languége. - The sensitivity of these speékers to

.switching (in the sense of interpreting it as a ,slight)~

“ usually decreases, and. their willingness to be

accommodative to others by letting them practice their

: second language méy also decling,-“"depending on _ the
Psychological makeup of the individual.-

—

The personality.characteristics of the ‘individuals

= R .
involved in any bilingual interaction are a third major

T . source of variation in accommodation. Certain inddviduals

. seem to possess a cluster of personality traits which tend

is. Speakers in the early stages'of'iearning‘ a second-

'lanQUage may be hesitah& about using-thé ;anguage and mayr

t e e i il
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" toward an accémmodati@e personality type, while ‘others
po ssess traits which make them tend 'to be non-
_Aaccommodative. " Verbal interactions contain an  infinite

‘yariety of opportunities to make one's personality felt;

'accommodativgﬂ_personalities may'tend to follow the norms
régarding language- .USe , mbre ' closely, thle non-
éccoﬁmodative individuals may.let their personal drives
dictate their cboicé of code more often. T
. . : - : //////////af’ :
We have emphasized thréughout//fié chapter that
personal drivés and: ' eiivations, second language
_ proficiency, and/étEgtuqes abéut language use and language
é' ] , | ;parning particulér’ to dné's ethnolingﬁistic group all
//;;//’/fi///interact ‘withJ the ﬁatural‘ accommpdatiQe tendencies t&’
) T 7 produce  a very complex behavior. * It should be clear now
. that accommodatiﬁn can take multiplelforms: whether it be
N use of'L2 or use of L1, and that; cdnversely, use of either

L1 or L2 cannot be assumed tc be accommodative without -

knawledge of the speaker's intent.
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" CHAPTER 6
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. ’@gﬁg STUDY

‘In this study we set out to explore the inqérfaCe

between language use and accommodative tendencies in

interactions betweenbilingual Anglophones and‘Francophones

at the University of Ottawa. Following up hypotheses put

forwar& by. Giles, Taylor and Bourhis (1973) and Giles and

Powesland~ (1975), we wished particularly to investigate the

extent to which interpersonal accommodation on a linguistic

level was necessarily linked to use of L2, as well as to

arrive sat an understanding of: the structure of

accommodétive behaviour on a linguistic level in
interaction situations between bilinguals of dif{grent
first laﬁguages. We also wished ¢to examine the
interrelationships -between' language .usg, accommodative
tendencies, and the variables of individﬁal' pgrsdnality
traits and perceived proficiency in the second language.
Lastly, we wanted to find out to what extent the
ethnolinguistice background of our subjééts played a role

in determining accommodative and non-accommodative language

choice, in the hope of isolating the relationships which

" hold across eihnolinguistic groups.

‘ﬂ",‘
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Daﬁa from the study'were collected in interviews in

which ten,Anglophoné and ten Francophone professors at yhem

»

Universiﬁ} of Ottawa discussed their use of L1 and Lé in
various situations, their attitudes about language use and

their perception of ‘their proficiency. in the second

language. Further data con isted of personality profiles

!

for each subject based on the results of Cattell's 16

Personality Factor-Inven£ory. Sﬁatistical anaiyses A‘were
performed on the data to determine potential ré}atiohships
between the variou; language use, attitude, peroeivéd
proficiency and pgrsonality factors. %ollowing the
statistical_analyses, the language choice béhavior of our
subjects was interpreted in iight of the motivations they

expressed, and differences in the responses of speakers of

the two ethnolinguistic groups were examined.

Based on these data we have come to 4c§rtain
conclusions regard;qgi a possible structure of
accommodation. In thi; éhapter, after sumarizing our -find-
ings briefly, these conclusions -are ~discussed more
thoroughly 1in relation to the hypotheses put forward by
Giles and other.researchers deging work in accommodation
theory. Finally, after dischssing the limitations of the

study, a number of implications for future research are

raised.

R R s Rt
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II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Pm— "l

The findings of this study of language choice and

accommodation may be summarized as follows:
8 .-

1.”“Thene can bg no simple equation of use of the second
language with accommodation, since:

a) Not all people who desire to-’aééommoﬂate their'
interlocutor lingui3£ically do éo by using L2;4’ in
some situations use of L1 1is typically more
accommodative, while in others offering to switch

languages {(but not necessarily dqing S0} is the

most accommodative behavior:

_bB) Not all use of L2 reflects desire to accohmodate an
interlocutor; desire for efficient communication,
aversion to a;centéd speeéh, the context in which
the langq?@e was learnéd; £he‘.history of the
relationsﬂgp, and many oﬁhérifactors condition use

of L2.

.

2. 1In stddying accommodation by means of 1anéuage, we must
distinguish beﬁween accommodative behaviour and
accommodative motivation, as well as betﬁeen accommo-
‘dative intent and pe?ceptioh of accommodation; in o;der
for a particular linguistic act to be accommodative, it
must both be intended to be accommodative by the

speaker and perceived as accommodative by the

interlocutor.
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3. The expression of‘accommodatioh, which has its origin"

in the déep-rooted psychological»need of individuals

for social approva},>‘has-become codified into social

. norms dictating - appropriate language choice  in

interactions beﬁyeen bilinguals of different language

.communities; these norms may be expressed in terms of -

natural ~ rules such as the fblldwing,_'which form a
constant basis for accommodation:’ Sﬁ@
Rule 1. Answer in the language in which one is
.addfessed.
Rule 2  Address speakers of another language in
their own laﬁguaéé:
Rhle 3. ‘Speak the laﬁéque asSociated with the

individual.

3

g Rule 4  Speak the first lénguége of the weaker.

. ‘ bilingual.

4. Major T“sources of variability in expression of
accommodation in inte}actions between bilingﬁals of
different ethnolinguistic groupg' include attitudes
‘based on<ethnolinguistic group membership and related
1anguaée learning experiences; the perceived Sécond
language profioiency of the interlocutors; and
personality characteristics of the individuals

involved.

RN R S
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.-~ Thére are strong relétionships between personality .and

languagel use which transcend ethnol&nguistic‘ éroqp .

membership, = such that .portraits  ~ of iypical

lin§uisticélly‘ accommodative ahdAlinguisticélly non-
. . .

X

accommodative,inéividuals.mayﬂbe sketched:

a) Linguistically accommodative individuals tgn{_to be

psychoiogically accommodating ‘and- 'non-dom;nant,

introverted, socially controlled, tolerant'and easy L.

tolget*along;with, well adjusted, and emotional and

sensitive. .

b) Linguistiéél;y’ non-accémﬁodative individuals tend
to bé assertive and ag@ressive,‘ extrave%ted,
a_nxious3 apt to fo%;;h'their oﬁn urges rather than
sgcial rules,. and extfemely iﬁdependent, decisive

~
.

and resilient.

&

Accommodative tendencies are not 3tatic but fluctuate
with ~the individual's mobd,‘as well as evolving accord-
ing to the stage at which an individual is in his

learning of the second language.

DISCUSSION

ACCOMMODATION THEORY

;“ Most of the work which has been done in the field of

accommodation since the theory was elaborated by Giles and _~

Powesland (1975) has focused upon monolingual  speech -

-
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variation (accent convergence and divergence) rather. than

upon;'bilingual behavior. Only one experimental study“

known to this writer, that of Bourhis, Giles, Leyens
and Tajfel (1979), has dealt with interaction between
speakers of different languagés. Because the me£h6dology
of.ithis study, as in previous ones, used tape-recorded
stimuli in a laboratory context,t many of-  the queétions
‘raised by earlier_studie;Ain a bilingual context by Giles,
'.}aylor‘ and Bogrhié (1973) and Simard, Téylgr and Giles
.(1976) remained unanswered._ Our study differs from these
.previous‘ oﬁes in that it did not use a laboratory setting;
by uéihg an interview'technique, we were able to tap
speakers' reported language choice (which prio: obﬁsrvation
generally confirmed), their attitudes toward theifflanguage

fuge and their motivations for use of ‘L1 and L2; in

addition we investigated the dimension of personality and-"

its relation to language choice.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, on the basis of earlier
3 )

experiments Giles and Powesland (1975) presented a model

of accommodation appiied to bilingual interaction. Using

this model, they made several specific predictions with~

- — ————————————————— ————— ——— ——— . - s At M . - - s - - - —— -y " vt o

The study of Simard, Taylor and Giles, though published in

1976, actually predates Giles and Powesland (1975) and is
discussed by them. :

R S
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régard to language choice in.fabe-to-face'inﬁeractions ‘be-
tween biiinguals from aiffeéent ethﬁolinguistic-groups, To

the extent that these were considered serious hypotheses by

Giles and Powésland,“ wethave felt it incumbent upon us to -

e

evaluate ‘them in relation to our -*findings. ,Gile$v$and

o, . N

"Powesland present the model firSt in the'basic unel aborate

form as used by Giles, Taylor and BOUThiS'(}QTB), then in a

modified form which takes into account the -effects “of

causal attribution, as developed in Simard, Taylor and-

Giles (1976). We will first discuss the predictions from.

- the basic model because, in large measure, the same points

~.apply to the elaborated model as well.

~or has personal reasons for being unaccommedative), they:

The first case'that‘Giles and Réwgsland deal with is
that of two bilinguals, one.French,Canadian aﬁd the other
Engiish ‘Canadian,~ “each equally‘proficient in.bgth Frénch
and English". They prediét'that, "if each 1is set to

accommodate (i.er, neither wishes to emphasize gfhis
s < s :

ethnolinguistic group membership by,using .his own lahgbage}

would both begin by using their second language, beford

then settling on one 1language Qr'.the other for the
remainder of the conversation. Reéarding the 1language
chosen, Giles and Powesland suggest:

It could be that the participants would then
agree to adopt the first language of the one who

2

249
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first: accommodated as a k1nd of reward for his
i willingness to adJust to the other. Thus' thereé
may be -some advantage for the individual who
. 1nit1ates bilingual accommodation. (pp. 160-161)

—

< tor
Qur study revealed nothing to support such an hypothesis.

Rather, our study p01nts to the opp051te .epnclusion, that
the interaction would continue in the second language of

the one who first accommodated

As mentioned in the discussion of natural rules of
bilingual 1interaction in’ Chapter 5, ‘the 'most powerful

rule governing accommodaﬁive behavior is to answer in .the

language in which one iiAaddressed. Once the language of

the interaction. has been set by the first remark,

"accommodative behavior is manifested by reeponding in that

language. 'It frequ1res extremely strong 1nternal counter-.
pressure on the '1nterlocutor to cause hlm_.to switech
languages, 51nce he will iﬂ;easence be telling the first
speaker that he 1is unwilling to play’by the rules the

latter had laid down. . In the case of a~ speaker

'addressing his interlocutor in L2 in order to accommodate

him, the most accommodative response-on the part of theeo

interlocutor is to respond in his own first language. Thus,

it is true that the advantage is to the first speaker, but

not for the reason Giles andlpowesiand suggest; it 1is
simply because he calls the shots rather than because his

own language will be *used. ’Indeed, accommodation theory as

-

"_.

-
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laid down by Giles and Poweslandkwodld predlct that he
wouwld - prefer to use the first language of the otheM
. When it comes to predicting the language which will

be used by the firstvspeaker,“ we see_ that the hypothetical

e
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interaction -broposed by Giles and Powesland is.so neutral

as to have excluded most of the ‘significant variables

determlnlng language chozce in real life contexts.” First

of\aili\ theré is the question of yhether the interlocutors

will ~actually—be "set to accommodate".: As we have seen‘
~earlier, ﬁe:sonality type,‘theisecond language proficiency

-~

‘various attitudes stemmlng ?rom ethnolinguisti®  group

membership,, as well ‘as. the context in which L2 has been

!learned, are all important in determining whether or not

of . the speaker .reiative_ to .that of the inte}locutor,‘

the participants of' a bilinguaf interaction will be’

~disposed to be accommodative. S e

»

Secondly, Giles and Powesland are clearly talkiné-

about an' 1deallzed context when they dlsCuss .interaction

K
-

‘ between 1nd1v1duals who are both equally proflclent in the

-

two languages‘ln quest%on. There is little evidence in the

literature of bilinghalism to support the notion of a )

compleﬁely'"balanced bilingugl™” who masters e aspecﬂ of

two languages equally well (Pipping, 1975). Most pilinguals

- ‘g!

Y
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.who function weii,in two languzges will §5ﬁfess'to lexical

¢

_ &omains in'itheir second langlage in whiﬁﬁ _@pey :Sbﬁsidér

themselves very'defiéient, ' while otheérs-uho work mainly in

 tﬁ¢iE second_ language wili édmitAtﬁqp 'the}e"aré work- s
) .o related tdpic; !for. which they §imp1§ldo not héve..the
‘ _terminology‘.'ln tﬁeir“firSt languagé. qu subjects
. ' z 'ﬁéntioned guch perceptioné time and time again. It would

‘ X . ) : e
be more accurate Lo propose as an idealized - context an———
- interaction in which L2 preficigncy is not ‘an intervening:
——————

E ' féétor. However, it_4 must bg kept in ,mindf that'-ﬁhe
majority Sf interéctions' between membérs' ?f different
‘ethnolinguistic groups are bétween'indiﬁiduals 1of'_ﬁne§ual

g __;secbnd‘olanguage skills, so that L2 proficiency norﬂ@lly

intervenes, . , N : : . K
, i '

Thir&ly,g'CileSA and Powesland have neglected ta

mehtidn Qhethe? phiéfproposed interaction is between people .
who have alrdady ;intéracted befpre. Ihey seem £o~ be
pfoposing a situation ih which the participanté know 'each_
oo other's ygﬁgﬁage bacgground,_which would in mést cases mean . i

“that .they had met before. If +4hat is:;the,"case, by

A

, . disregarding history of tﬁe_relétiénsﬁip'in }heiy idéalized
| bilingdal-interaction,“‘Giles_andtPowésland have excluded a
powérful factor acting on languagé choice' beéween two

. .'indiQiduals in any given siﬁution: As we have, mentioned

<~

before, ‘the pressure to speak the language associated with

-~

-
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relative . L2  competence of thé"intenlocqtb%gf

that the language which,they,associéted

-

. ‘the individual is. usually . a stronger. factorb than- the

. - . A A
overrides pressure to address speakers of anoth r
, A aare p 4 )

in their own language.

-

language

and ‘even

And flnally, ‘we flnd that the 51tuk¥10n as set ub by

1.
!
5
]

Giles and Powesland is totally and unnaturally d veid of

any contextual trappings. Every 1nteract10n is e bedded in

”

some context, and contextual const"alnts a*z/ﬂamogg the
A / .

'firsﬁf"to make themselves felt in- any s’ghatioh of

4

- .

jintereétion. | Subjects in our stddy freque tly mentioned

with particulag
bilinguals of the other first language/was probably often
just  M"accidental", dependlng the '» particular

circumstances in which they had gyrsf’met the individuals

. c0ncerngd.‘ Before belng in a p051t10n to"suggest which

language a given individual will use to initiate a

'conversation with a person he does: noi yet know, -we must
ask a number of questions concernlng the context of the

‘interaction: Are there otber people present with whom a

language of. interaction hég already been established, . or

whose flrst language must be catered to in the 1nterests of

efficient communlcatlonV Is there an unspoken "expected"

language og,the situation? Does the dress or manner of an

individual allow a potential interlocutof to ascertain his

.



"roles of the two partlclpants 1n an

3speculation on language choice.

language ‘affiliation? What are the re atlve statuses and

teract10n°. It is

rare that ’there are no clues from the context as to- an.

Loe

p .
"approprlate" language of 1nteract10n In sum, we: suggest

that given the unrealistlcally simplified 1nteract10n set

‘up by Glles and Powesland 1t is 1mp0531b1e to test«out any

-

~

The secend,situation about which Giles and Powesland

made predictions wés one%in'whicﬁ "imbalanced . bilinguals"

(biiinguals who are stronger in one language . than  ~ the

. other) interact. They proposed tﬁat in such a situation,

it might be that they would.both use an alternating

mixture of lanéuages" (p. 161). The study of Giles Taylor

‘Y

and - Bourhis (1973) provides only very llmlted support for
such a notlon, in that about one-third ‘of their subgects
who heard a stimulus message in a mixed English/French
condition resbonded in kind. = While .the experimental
groﬁps were - matched fér seeend language p%oficienoy,‘ﬂnnis
not <clear whether their generally low ievei of second

language proficiency affected their behavior. The results

.also showed that subjects had more difficulty decoding™ the

mixed messages and felt less relaxed than the subjects
listening to the.other stimulus conditions.

Our study does not in general support the idea of

254
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""_Anglophoné subjects with weaker L27§roficiency did not mind

-means of linguistic 'accommodation. = While some of our

use ' of én'alﬁernating mixture -of langu favoured

switching . languages with a given individual, in the sense

-of using French on one occasion and English on another,
- - ‘ ;

* most did not 1like mixing languages .in " the - Same

conversation. As one subject complained: “
' . t

"The switching is more effort, almost, than
any¥hing...If they keep switching back and forth
‘because they can't express everything they want
to in English, thén I really get annoyed."(#3 A)

. =
-

Only one Anglophone recounted feeling at ease with
a conversation ~ which switched back and forth, with the
Francqphone-initiating one topice in(FrencHTmfolloweq by the

, . _ P4
Anglophone initiating a different topiec - in English.

Because of the low L2,proficiency of this 1individual, we -

are reasonably sure tﬁat‘his reaction was due to relief

that he did~not_have to sustain conversation in L2 without

interruption. Thus we aré not prone to. take the attitude-

of this one individuallas typical. - Indeed, our Anglophone
subjects with high L2 proficiency universally dislikéd
using different languages Qith the same individual, due, as
mentioned earlier, to the céntext in which they learned the
secoﬂd language. AHowever, a npmberfof odr Francophone

subjects at varying levels of L2 proficiency either

L e el
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switched "themselves or wére williﬁg to follow switches
1nitiated by their interlocutor. The'context in uhiﬁh; '

members~ of the minority group - learned the majority

~~

2

. 1anguage ﬁieyailing_norms concerﬁing language mixing and

other .attitudes' on appropriate language use may all be

involved in. accounting for this more positive: orientation

: towérd switéﬁlng} 'In general, our results show that

”ethnolingulstic attitudes and L2 proficiency ‘aré: both

involved in wlllingness to either switch 1anguages with the

same individual or to use alternatlng languages within the

same conversation. So far we have seen little sign- of
using a mixture of two languages an ' an accommodative'

‘strategy, as Gi;es-‘and Powesland suggest. This would

undoubtedly be a fruitful area for future research.

‘Giles and Powesland go on to speculate further that

where ‘1nteract10n Lakes place ‘between one balanced
3 - .

biiingual and .one imbalanced bilingual from ‘the other

language group:

The latter may still attract the former's
approval simply by expressing his regret for not
being able to match his ability to ‘accommodate.
The interaction - could then continue comfortably
in the second language of the speaker with egual
proficiency in both languages. (p. 161)

Giles and ?bwesland‘ suggest that both inte}loéutors

would feel comfortable  because both would have

256
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accommoéated,vbut‘on different levels. This conclusion is

experiment, - where = 14 different _categoriés of

- "accommodation" were distinguished, ranging from speaking

based on the results of Giles, Taylor and Bourhis! {1973)

totally in L2, ‘to expressed intentions of slowing the

speech. rate in L1. Using a mixture of the two languages,
providing a salutation and benediction in L2, giving key
lexical items in-L2 and expressing regrets at not speaking

L2 were the other categories of accommodation

distinguished. (The total of 14 categories resulted from
various combinatioqs of these behaviors.) Giles, Taylor

and Bourhis gonclude from thié that accommodation is in -

fact not an M"all or nothing" proposition; and that
accommodétion\ may take place on various levels and to
Aifferent dégreeé.

e suggest that some caution must be exercised
before generalizing fhe results of this artificial
experiment to natural contexts of bilingual interaction.
In 4a;laboratbry setting the subject is‘likely to manifest
more concern about his L2 performance than in ‘a normal
conversational situation; even without knowing the focus of
the experiment, he ' is aware that he is being tested in
some ‘way, and apprehensions about using his second language

o

may loom larger than usual. Furthermore, he has time to

. .

reflect on which language he should choose and on . whether

257



he should \slowvden.his speech if he chooses to use his
fifst language. , Sending a tape'i§ rather like writing a
Igzter, in wﬁich people are likely tq begin with apologies
("I'm sorry I hayeh‘t written to &od“, etc.). In .fact, the
regrets for not speaking French expressed by suﬁjeots fn
this experimedt probably served the same function that
apologies do in a letter, -as a kind of transition bridging
the gap in time and space between the two individuals.

Once in a'real‘interaction situation, this type of behavior

. largely disappears under the pressure to communicate with

the other person. The immediacy of the contact demahds

instantaneous reaction, ‘'and as stressed before, an

initiation in one language will generally bring about a

response in the same language.

While Giles, Taylor and Bourhis' experiment suggests

that apologies for using L1 instead of L2 may be emitted by

258

the weaker bilingial as a form of linguistic accommodation, '

we found no such behavior.  .Instead, our subjects almost

always mentioned that, if the _weaker— bilingual <¢annot

--sustain the conversation in his L2 and gets into linguistic

trouble, it 1is the stronger bilinguél who will initiate a
language switch to help out the struggling speaker. In
fact, as we have noted, the stronger bilinguals were prone

to switch to L1 even when the weaker bilingual wished to

e ——r—o T



A

!

———— e e

carry on in LZ2. ?rom our observatibns in the first phase

of the project, we" p@ticéd that'épologies énd' regrets

seemed to play Qery.littlé part in these interactions;-
when they did it was almost always later in the exchange,

when the-éonversation had ground to a halt, rather than at

the outset. Even in the case of the non—fluent L2 learner
greeting his bilingual interlocutor in L2 and exchanging a
few formulaic remarks abouﬁ the weather, etc. Dbefore
opening the real qonvérSation in;£1, we found that there is
generélly no»apology, since both participahté realize from

the speaker's limited . repertoire that theré can be no
- .

question of continuing a discussion in his second language.

.

To sum up the predictions of Giles, Taylor and

Bourhis' oexperiment, our study does not support their

conclusion  that there is a vast range of possible

accommodative responses from .which a speaker will bhooée,
depending on the amount of effort he perceives his

interlocutor to have made in the initial remark. As

well, we did not find evidence for conversations between

~imbalanced bilinguals continuing in a mixture of the two

2 .
languages. Giles, "Taylor and Bourhis? interpretation of

_~-—-—-—_....._____..___-.-—_-__—__-..__——.--———__—.._—_.—__—-._——...__——...—

There is ample evidence for the existence of
"econversational code-switching™ between fluent bilinguals

of the same first language, but we are not dealing with
that situation here.
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conversations in a mixture of French and English as being

more -éécqmmodative "may well Be true from :the speaker's

‘point of view, but, according to their owd'reéults, such

-

mixed responses probably would not be interpreted as
terribly.  accommodative by the listener. ~ Thus,
conversations which conﬁinge in a mixture of~languages do
not - seem- to be a logicai prediétion of the acéommodation
model itself. '

‘The - 'notion .of effort as  a factor affecting
language choice  surfaces - fifst— in Giles, Taylor
and Bourhis; later it becomes the focus of attention in

Simard, Tayibr and Giles (1976). Ciles, Taylor and Bourhis

'suggesf two possible explanations for their experimental

result that more Anglophone subjects FesﬁBnded totally in

French with a non-fluent English stimulus condition: than

with any other. They propbsed this result as support for

the notion that subjects are willing to put more effort
into responding to an interlpcutor who seems to be
manifesting more effort himself in the conversation.

Hovever, they concede that: - T

-~

P

It is also possible that more Ss were prepared
to fully accommodate in this condition since.
their FC speaker's ‘'poor' English may have"
reduced social embarrassement at airing their
own 'poor' French. . (p. 184)
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Our -study, supports’the latter conclusion. As we discussed

~in Chapter 5, the relative rather than absolute level of

 second languaée proficienéy fothe\twoAspeakers seems  to
be the key in, willingness to use L2. Several of our least
-competeht Anglophone subjects stated emphatically that

-

they were much more willing to speak French  with

Franqophoneé whose English was not. very-good, .preferably

1

poorer than their own French. (See Chapter 5, Sections

Y .
ITI. C. and IV. A.)

It seems likely that reduction of inhibitions is’ a
more powerful fédtor than percebtion of the amount .of
' : 2 .

effort expended by thé/;nteridcutor, in causing speakers

with doubts about their competence to use L2. Especially.

where a second language ‘Ieérnér -is aware that His
inter{péutor is flueﬁt in L2, the learner does not thiﬁk
about tﬁg\dggree.of effort ﬁhe interlocutor would expend if
the latter were speaking the -second language. We found
that .in situations where learners were working to upgrade
their ' second language proficiency, use of L2 seemed to be

more a reflection of internal drives than of a "desire for
7 .

social integration", as Giles, Taylor and Bourhis suggest

(p. 187).

However, 1in one particular context our study does.

strongly support the notion that the amount of effort
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expended by5 an interlocutor - inf‘iuences~ the degree of .

accoﬁmodation. - This is in the situatioén in which a fluent
bilingual accommodates to a weaker bilingual of the

opposite language by allowing the conversation to continue

in the latter's L2 when communication would be more -’

efficient in the speaker's L2. Speakers in our study were

quite consciobs that they Qere aécomodating by‘using their

first language in this situation; - théir comments made. it
clear that théy.weré suppressing their initial impulse to
switch to L2, out’ of appreciation for the effort put forth
by their interlocﬁtor. To cite a quotation already familiar
to'the reader, "If,they'fe willing to make the effort, so
am I" (#4 A). Thus, our findings support the notion tha£
perception of effort on the part of the.interlooupor ténds
to lead a speaker to _accommodéte to. him.-iHowever, as
mentioned several times, in a real lifé inperactidn this
implies accommodation by responding in the 1language in
which one was addressed, rather than -necessarily by using

the speaker's first language.

Using 1insights from causal attribution theory,

Simard, Taylor and Giles (1976) proposed a revdision of the

basic accommodation model which takes account of speakers'
attributions of accommodative and non-accommodative

linguistic acts in terms of the factors of ability, effort

. 262
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and external preésure; With this elaborated version of the

theory, they make more refined predictions concerning
_evaIQationS' of speakers by their interlocutors and their

subsequent linguistic behavior. . They predict’ that  when.

accommodation is attributed to éxternal 'pressuré rather
ihan to voluntary effort, _reciprocal accommodation will
ocecur, but tﬁat the favourable impression .created by
aécommodation will'be attenuated owing to uncértainty aboﬁt

the speaker's motives.  On the other hand, non-

‘accommodative linguistic behavior which is attributed to

lack of language ability or to external pressure will be
viewed less negatively than it would otherwise be, and

reciprocal accommodation is probable. The one case in

‘which they predict non-accommodation by an interlocutor-: is

‘- that in which the first speqker*s failure to accommodate

\linguiétically is attributed to lagck of effqrp. - They

suggeét, finally, that there is probably a general tendency

for people to attribute non-accommpdatién to the speaker's

-

-limited repertoire rather than to lack of effort, since

attributing it to lack of effort would imply that the

speaker does not value the listenerts approval.

The experimental results ofusimard, Taylor and Giles
support these:predictions. How, then, dé our findings,
which give us insight 1into speakers' attitudes and

motivations, fit into this model? We feel that, while the

b

R o e 2
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qugl 'works'in an expérimentél setﬁ;ng,‘ it does not téke R
-into accountigéVeral aspects of’éontaét between members of -
. two languége communities(uhich complicate matters in real-.
-1ife situétions; First of all, we found that, in ﬁérmal

(i.e. 'nonfhostilé). interﬁroup conditions, it is not true

that people percelve an interlocutor addressing them in his

r

native languagé as néhfaccommodating. In,geheral, probably’

-

‘ . . .. - Cae )
-because they appreciate the fact that language 1s a vehicle -

of group loyalty, people find it entireky appropriate that -

speakers should use their own language in many situations.

“In fact, as"the unelaborated accommodation model predicts,

subjects often reacted as if it were incumbent upon them tQ‘.

Rt MCEN

speak their interlocutor's languége, rather than vice-

1

versa.
~ N . .

We found conflict and negative feelings to arise

most often not bécause speakers failed to make the effort

to - address -their interlocutors in their second -language,

but’ rather because both parties wished to speak L2t - These
‘hostile feelings seem to arise out of conflicting attitudes

-about what constitutes accommodation, és well as out of

misattribution of participants' motives.

The first case of negative feelings we found occurs

when a fluent L2 speaker switches to his, interlocutor's L1,



it

'~interlocuto" of obuoxious insistenc'

‘either out of conce?n for efficlent communication or out of .

a de51re to make things easxer on his _interlocutor. our -

-~
- - =

weaker bilingual‘aubgec g often *eported themselves to be

'Vextremely upset aud:hos 11e_in such 31tuations, whlle their

interlccuﬁdrs, the' stronger 'biliaguals;, were genuinely

astonished ‘at the reaction caused by their well- intentloned

language' switch. } Clearly “the eonflict hingeS‘ . ~the f
'speaker's and the 1nterlocuto"'s confllcting definltlon of .

"accommodatlon in thlS‘SituatIOQ; - the non- fluent bilingual

s 7

feels that, to be aceommodating, his llstener’ should'

answer  in the language in which hegwas addressed (Rule 1)

w

-."uhile ‘the 'strongfbilingual feels tha-t.‘ | giving . his

~

1nterlocutor the chance .to speak hls first language 1is more

*acccmmodatlng (Rule 4), (See the dlscus31on of rules in

[
1

Chapter 51)

*

Impl;c1t in theeAnon fluentr blllngual' hostile
- A

- feelings is' the assumptlon that both part}es put "a _high

value on second language acqu151t10n. nHoweVer, -it %eems
that this assumptlonAis~not_necessar11y true. The'strong

bilinguals in this situation ofteu_f t anuoyed.with°having

to put up with inefficient commanicatio and accused their

on p*actlclng L2. In

=

ather words, they did not see such L2 ‘use as accommodatlve,‘

but ,rather as self—centered and consequently as non-

-

accommodative. . Thus, we found that thefincreased effort on -

N

P 1. -
£ 7 A

N
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1nterlocutor. . - C

the 1ntentlon of accommodatlng to hlm, he is more llkely to

- ) (—\
;?W By

-far-off East Afriéa, ,this interaction has an exotic- ring,

LI

give rise to a more positive evaluatlon on the part of his

.
*

N

The - interaction UYetween fluent and non-fluent

~

bilinguais”descriﬁed above bears a strong resemblance to an.

observation by Hymes on language use between an English-

*

‘speaking European and an East African officiél (recounted’

o by Giles and Powesland, p. 167). -~Hymes points out that 1f

the English speaker addressed the offlcial in Swahill, with

¢

be met wlth hostlllty than. wlth approval. - In; thlS

Q

‘.
’

. .AF" ) . .
context, .the offlclal would be }ikely to ingerpret use - of

13

Swahili "as an act of condescSHsion .implyiﬁé"fthat the -

Edropean . thought him incapable of undepstafiding Englisﬁ.

To gain gpé official*s app*éval and show. a de51*e of

solldarlty, Hymes suggests that the European should instead
\

begln by addre551ng the off1c1al ln Engllshf “to allow hlm

to show his competence in that langpage, and then SWltCh to

Swahlll. -
reason . of its dealing with Swahili speakers in

as ,though speakers in suoh multilidéusl_communities -might

be motivated by more complex feelings than North Amer:icans

R

: .
EXs:
Rl .u .

. the part of a speaker in using L2 does not automatically-
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or :Euédpeahs; -‘Despiﬂé the fact that norms régarding
approprlate language use will vary to some degree ﬁccordlng
to partlcular hlstorical © situations and cqltura}
&ifferences, the same human d;ivg§ are'clearly}operating.
7ihe Swahili—§peakin%¢?ffici§i is moyéd by the same emotioﬁ
»és the Anglophone professor at the‘Univgrs§%y of Ottawa who

H

is acquiring French. Both have invested a great deé;ﬂ of

timé,{ effort and emotiohal energy inbo'learning'a second

languagé the acquxsltlon of which has glven them a certaln
amount of status. .They quite natu"ally wlsh to use and to

gaxn credlt for using the second language they have worked

© S0 hard to acqulre.
v : } . ~

Giles and’' Powesland suggest that the. Swahili

Aincident represents - ap exampﬁe of ° dlfflcultles <in
appllcatlon of the model to real- llfe 51tuat10ns In fact'

however the Swahili speaker‘s desire to use Engllsh ,ylth

English spéakers is entirely ,copsonant with ~ the

[ s

267
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accommodation model's prediction fhat a speaker will tend - .

e

to wuse . his interlocutor's first languége to gain his

approval. What is missing from the model is an g#Ccounting

fof the internal motivation to use L2 for various briyate'

reasons such -as enhancement of status in one's own. eyes,'

sheer’ pleasure in speaking the secoénd language, etc., which

have nothing to do with desire for soecial integfation with

_——

a member: of the other'culture. The model as formulated by

-



.....

"

. . . . X . . \ ' .
‘Giles and 'Powesland thus does not acoount adequately for’

the other types of internal p*essures act1ng on 1nd1viduals
ﬂ -

.which, because they also result in use of L2 to L2

" speakers, .are confused with accommodation based on desire

for social approval. In addition, it neglects the gap—

i

which - cin: exist between speaker intent and  the

inte?loe&tor's perception-of the speaker's intent.

We also feel that the accommodatlon model dlscussed“

by Giles and others does not properly handle the factors.of
the second 1anguage proficiency of the two interlocutors.
First, not only does tBe speakér';]ﬁbtual proficiency in
his second language influence his wllllngness to use the
language, but his perceptlon of his p"oflclency as coﬁpa*ed
to that of hls interlocutor may be an ‘even more important
facto" in hlS decision to use L2 or. LT.‘- And secondly, the

1mportance*whlch'%he factor of second lahguage proflclency

plays 1in the . speaker's hi;rarchy of 1nfluences oh his

ﬁ§§ngpage’f Use varies with the stage of° acquisition.

I

If our data are any indication, internal_pressure to be:

accommodative and win the listener's social ~approval by
using L2 iBO usually strongest in the middle stages of
learning +the language. Before this stage the speaker has

téo little confidence in his abiiity to attempt to use L2

and will try to gain his listener's approval . by othéf

i E L e e

268



N Ty —— e — e M~

_ means, while later, - when . a, high/,level" of prbficienpy

\

is'estabiished the'sécohd langbage is oftén regarded horé
as“ a tool for efflcient communlcatlon than a8 a means of

wlnnlng social approval.

Ay

And  finally, -the present accommodation model - doés °

not allow for the dimension of personality, which we. found.

to. play a major rolé in dete"mining speakers' and

inferlocutors® ch01ce of language in bllingual lnteractlod

situations. As we have 'seen, whether speakers adhere

rigidly to th?/mﬁst polite, or normative language choicé,

or whether their own internal drives (often in conflict

- . »>

- With the normative choice) take precedence, depends largely‘

on the strength of particular personality ﬁraifs'in their
make-up. We feel that personality variables have a
legitimate plaee'in any theq%y of laﬁguage choice' between
bilinguals. - - . L T T T T e

3

We - find,. then, ‘that the accommodation model as
7 .
formulated by Giles et al needs to be augmented by several

-

components before it W1ll be capable of explalnlng the role .

Q
of accommodation in language choice in reallstlc contexts.

. . - ' 4 .
DPistinctions need to be made between behavior and
motivation, and intent and perception in accommodation, as

} , _ N :
well . as between situations of initiation. and - response,

between intefactions with individuals met for the first

=

S
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time and individuals with whom a prior history of language

choice exists. : A o B

B. & MODEL OF CODE CHOICE g -

*

These limitations . of the accommodation model as
&évgloped by Giles, Taylor and,Bourhis (1973) and Simard,
'.Téylor and Giles, (1976)"should not be construed - as
criticismslpf their valuable work. It is chiefly to their
‘pioneer work‘ that we owe the present'inﬁerest' in social

psychological factors reiatihg to 'bilingual interaction;

interpersonal accommodation has been clearly shown by them

o

to be an important facﬁor in determining the lpnguage- an
individual will choose to employ .in interacti9ﬁ. with '~
members of -a different ethnollnguistic group. H.If the
relation be}ween use of the second languége and linguistic
.aqcommédatloﬁ - has not turned out to be quite as
straightforward as Giles et gi. originally assumed, the

fact remains that ;bilinguals' cﬁoiée of 1language -in -7
iﬁteraction situations encompasses more thaﬁ just

linguistic and sociolinguistic considerations.

In our attempt to discover in just which -way T
language choice and interpersonal accommodatlon overlap, we
found it necessary to consider variables from a variety of

areas. We find, in fact, thé; in order to explain code use
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”betweén ;bilidguals in any comprehensive way, we need an
explanaﬁory model(encompassing elements from five different
disciplines.v Although the aim“of this study is not to

_devélog a..comple;e model of code- choice in inte?actioh

between bilinguals, on‘ﬁhe basis of our findings we would
like to suggest at least some of the components such a

e

©
model would have to contain.

&

First, thel'purelx linguistic aspect of language

‘choice would have to be considered. Under this we include

’

not only. the competence of the two interlocutdrs in <the'

‘codes in question, but also the influence of the syntactic

and semantic aspects of the two languages, and the relation

of second 1énguage proficiency to these formal aspects of

© codes. Quite a iot of work has already been done in this
-latter field:(see, for example, Poplack, 1981). As for the

former, choice of a language of communication is inevitably

determined in part by the relative linguistic abilities of
the two bilinguals, eQen though, és we have seen, once a
certain threshhold of communicative competence has been
reachéd,, the‘ importance of the factor of second language

proficiency diminishes greatiy.

Secondly, the psycholinguistic aspect of code choice
cannot be neglected. The nature of the neurophysiological

mechanism which controls switching in the brain may

o
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determine to Quite some dégreeﬁthe pressure' most speakers -

feel _tb speak the same language their interlocutor is

using, even when they feel less. at ease in tﬁat'.language}
While the psyéholinguistic aspect of ¢ode choice may ‘lie
outside most;linguistic or sociolinguistic apbroaches to
code choicé; $£ should nofibe omitted in a comprehensive

model which attempts to account for code choice.

Thirdly, the socially determined side of codd use is

clearly . a major éomponent in any theory of code \choice

between pilihgual interlocutors. Language use 1is very

often -- although certainly not always -- a result of

compliance with social norms. These expecﬁations of what

Y

constitutes Ecéeptable linguistic behav ior may dictate use

of the interlocutor's language because of his superior

’

status or rank or his role as the boss, or norms of

solidarity -ngween two interlocutors may indicate the
language to be used, etc. V»As we have seen, interpersonal
accommodation has been incorporated into social norms of
politeness, So that polite béhaviqr beﬁéeen bilinguals of
different languaées virtually requires that interlocutors
be addressed in their own language, aﬁd .so forth.
Situational factors such és the expected language of the
situation and the context in which the second language Qas

learned are also included under social factors. The

-
%
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one aSpgct. which must be considéred when attempting ¢to

explain code use by individuals.

Closely allied to the social side of language use is

‘the social psychological aspect. When :individuals

interact, their behavior reflects not only the accepted

norms . of the 1larger society for the situation . and

interlocutors they are dealing with, but the attitudes of

the groups and subgroups they belong to. . The ‘individuai

»expresSion of group norms in the form of actuél behavior

-

and éttitudes is the proper domain of social psycholbgy;

Attitudes such as those reflecting membership in  an

"ethnolinguistic group, or in a particular Subgroup {(such as

Francophone professors at the Univehsity of Otta&a) often
play- a largé"role in the ééde choice of particular
individuals. :fq;her attitudes, such as speaker's attitudes
towards use of'fhe second language, also fall under Fhis
headiné.

-

The final component. we feel is essential in any

model of code choice falls into the domain of the purely

'bsychologicél. We found that the dimension of persoﬁality

plays a major role in determining speakers! and -’

interlocutors? choice!qulanguage in bilingual- interaction’

situations. As we have seen, whether

rigidly to the most polite‘or normative 1anghage choice, or

speakers adhere
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whether their own internal drif%b‘(ofteﬁ'in'conflict‘ with
the normative choice) take précedenceq depends largely od
the stréngth of particﬁlér personality traits in their
make-up. We. feel ‘that be?éonality' variables haQe a
legitimate. place in any theory of l;nguage choice between
'bilinguaIE. '

e
-

‘IV. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Although the study seems to have clearly revealed*

'the potential for individual factors éuéh as attitudéé and.
personality traits to. influence language choiée " in
‘bitingual iinteraction, because of the unique character of
our sample and the setting we_§€;died, these results cannot
"be generaiized' to a 1arger- bopulation without great
caution. While we regarded our' data base, the University
of Otﬁawa, as an ideal setting for our.study because of its
relative freedom ffom social and political cohstragpts, at
the same time these characteristics meant that individual
factors such as pefsonality .traits, ‘motivation, and
attitudes concerning language use .would increase in
importance.  Conversely, in a highly politically charged
context, - these factors may be'reduced in intensity by the
p}essuke on individu;ié fto subsecribe to the norms
determining appropriéte language use. For example, 1in an

employment situation where an employee is quite dependent

e m i e e e alae Py

. 274



.on ?ﬁg'boss's‘gopd wili-for his or hef'job, the pressure Lo

speak the superior's 1language may be quite strohg;‘ no

parallel situation exists in the University context where-

professors -work quite independently and no bbssiemplbyee

relationship exists. In other contexts, for. example in
certain federal government departments, where. there is
strong pressure of a political nature to push the use of

the mino?ity language, individual preferences méy likewise

be muted. Hence, we .suggest that any attempt to predict a

bilinguai‘é choice of language in interaction’with members
of a different ethnolinguistic group requires that the

‘researcher be able to gauge the-intensity of the socio-

political climate.

Not only did the university'environment differ 1in
certain respects from that found in.society at large, Dbut,
in addition, certain of the 'stfiking differences in

attitudes and ianguage use traceable to ethnolinguistic

group membership which we found in our population may not

apply in other bilingual areas. -  For example, we found that

Anglophdnés showed ‘a'substantially greater use of 'pheir‘

second language with bilingual interlocutors than _did
Francophones, as well as a significantly more positive

attitude towards such use. It is not at all clear that

such attitudes would be found in Anglophones . in other

contexts; we suggesﬁ as well .that the greater use of the

215
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second léhguage by'Anglophones would almost cértainlyA'not
 be generalizable to. phé. Anglophone,.populaﬁion‘ across
Canada.- We are quite consciou§.that Anglophone brofessorsA

.at .the 'University of Ottahavare a special subgroup of

highly motivated second language learners and users, most

.of whom chose to come to the University partly if not

~

primarily because they wished to work in both langanZS.

)

As a result of the above considerations, wé do not .

feel that we can make anything more than - tentative
statements about. what Anglophone and Francophone bilinguals

really do in face-to-face situations without Knowing

something about the socio-political climate in which ‘they

are interacting. We do feel on-firm ground, however, when
discuSsing the wunderlying motivations and psychological
factors wh;ch influence céde choice. - It 1s with reSpeét to
the latter that we feel our study to make the greatest
contribution. Despite | these reservations . about the
generalizability of our research, the fact remains that
psychological facto;s were.clearly shown.to':obtain; and
hence deserve a plaée in. either a predicti?é; or an

interpretive model of code choice.

A further limitatior of the study may lie in . the

nature“of the data upon which 4the research is 'based.
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E Because our.data oh lénguagé“use'and-attitudes;as well as
i ‘ " perceived proficiepéy is based~6n spbjeéés',insights 'ghto
; and 'repo?ts.Bn\éBeir‘own behavior, Tit is clear that these
? ‘data are not “hard" in”thé*conventional;sengé, Singe they
" do not necegsariiy éeflect actual language use.‘ The;

A weaknesses of introspective data,  which'only givé indirect
access to subjects' behavior,*tare well known. Informants

are noto%iousl} unreliasie'in reporting frequency of use of-
lexical'items, for eXgmple, ahd thgy»mayAhave oﬁly a very

;‘ o vague idea of the percentagenoﬂ the time they speak their
‘second language. However, desﬁite the inherent wééknes;es

of in;rQ§pective data, we feel that we were.justifiéd in

procéédggg with an interview approach in which _subjeéts
gave us{insights into their language use and attitudes. In .

the fi%stzblace, we were.deéling with.educated biling;al

subjects who werevﬁ;t only accustomed to- thinking about

their -fanguage use but who were also unusually -articulate

in expressihg their feelings and attitudes; In the'secopd

place, fhe questions we po sed dqr subjects did not'concern_

general items such as frequency of use but rather dealt

with their reactiops'to specifie situations of ianguage

choice 1in which they were frequently involved. Thirdly,

s . prior observation of each of the subjects' language choice

—

in meeting situations did confirm in a general way -their
reported use of their. first and_ second languages. And

finally, it is clear that a "hard" data approach using only
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observations of actual language, provides data which- are

difficult to interpret without full knowledge of the

'_bilingual's. l@nguage . learning bacéground;: attitudes " and
-motivation. It i§"beééuser‘we_fe1t that much of the

interest in our study lay in exploring. = just “'such

ihtrqspéqt;lg responses to situations of languaée choice:

that we structured most of our réséarch around in-depth.

interviews.. -

F-4

—r

Ideally, of course, a étudy such as this might have
been conducted at .both levels, with precise observations of
sbbjects' ianguage‘ choice being madé fn a vériety\ of
situations~ of intgréction.ﬁith Silinguals of‘thé. opﬁsgite
ianguagk _which would then be coféelateﬁ with.'tﬁe same
subjecgs' introspective observations on the motiyation§ and
behavio;, as well as with‘objective.heasuées'of personality
and ‘sécond ;anguégeAproficiency. Unforﬁunately; sucﬁ an

-undertaking was beyond the scope of this study.

V. IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

While' we  feel fhaﬁ ‘the relation between -

intefpersonal decommodation and ;;nguage use between
bilinguals of different ethnolinguistic groups has been
clarified to some extent, there are still many questions
which remain unanswered. Cur study, by concegtrating on

individual variation‘ in ‘code use as well as pointing out
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individtal - variation 1in code use as well as pointing out
. . : 1 . i : ' .

‘ N - 0. K3 . M
some of the constants in accommodative lapguage choice, has
opened .up - even mor¥e. questions on how , the social

psychological theory of . interpersonal accommodation is

applicable sLo interqptiQn between biiinguals. . In the
following section we ‘will :saggést juéﬁ'ra/ few of the
questions which ‘might be  explored 'by interested
résearéhers. ' " . “ ‘ .

The .relationship of peésonaliﬁy féllanguage. choice
is an area which-certainly merits further éxploraiion._ Our
study has documented the existence of ;, a ﬁelationship"
betweea accémmodative and non-accommodative personalit&
'ﬁypes in general and certain kinds of uses of ‘the .secbnd
language.  However, man& aspects.of this relatioﬁship aré f .-
stiii “unclear. . For example, are bnly one or two of "the
traits making up a partiqula{ pérsqnélit;-type respoésibie
for this Ianguage use, or is it the set of traits as. a
whole?" IWhy did" the most l’inguisticéll'y éccommpdatihg
ihdividuéls show more simdlar personality profiles tgan ﬁhe
linguisﬁicélly non-gceommodating ininiauals, and which of
those. traits are the crucial ones for non-accommodative
‘language use? v~ﬁould fhe same ‘relationships vetween
"pérsonabity type and langdage usé hold for very -different

populatibné, in other ‘bilingual context or is the set of

motivational = and attitudinal variablks



o
university populatlon inte'acting with the persopality
'dlmen81on and’ affeotlng these 'elatlonshlps° In addition

-

. persoﬁali@y and 'language' ﬁse could be looked at. For

N

. example, the *ole of other varlables suggested by Brbwq

'CT973>, such as "eflectlve vVersus 1mpulsive personalities

. and "open" ve:sus "closed" mlndedness as well as the-

factorg ‘of.inhibition and empathy arising out of :Guiora's
work, definitely merit investigation.

.Nany queétions raiséd\g!\phg varidus studies by
Giles and his assdciates also femain to be ‘investigated.
We have al*eady mentloned the p0551b111ty of. studylng the
mixing or altgrnatlng of languagéds as an accommodatlve

strategy, for example. dﬁher ”eséérch might look sé*iously

at the notion of the effort dlsplayed by the speake'~ and-

# .
its effect upon the 1nterlocutor. The questlon “of the
difference between actuél second language préficiency and
perceived‘ proficiency could also be explored, while still

other reseéearch might concentrate’ on non-accommodative

strategies and the motivationg underlying  them. For

example, - are there particular political attitudes which

~lead to.desire to be non-accommodative? Are such attitudes
mor-e or less pwoerful than personality factors as

influencers of code choice? 1Is it correct to call language

to " the above pypes of questions, many other facets of.
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. choices "non-accommodative™ when they arise out of positive

-lbyalty to"éne's,owh group? How exactly do we treat’ the

disparity between a speaker's intent and the interlocutor's

‘perception of a partlcula" code chome‘> Ihegpossibility of

such mlspe*ceptlons has been broached but no . Systematic

‘

way of handllng this problem-has been suggested. In fact,

"the concept of accommodation still' requires much more

con51de"at10n before a” complete deflnltlon can be p"oposed.

The dynamlc 1nterplay of lnte”locuto"s‘ code choices
is a final area in whlch reséarch would be p'ofltable - As

we have seen, language choices do .not depend solely on the

speaker; the reaction of the interlocutor to an initial-

code choice may in large bart' condition the speaker's
‘suﬁsequent choice.  Take fhe‘exémple -6f ‘a_ Francophone
(Speaker A) who. addresses an Anglophone (Speaker B) in
Eng;ish.' If the Angléphone responds in English, theh no
fﬁrther chéices.are involved.. Hoﬁeve?, if we assume that

" the Anglophone: switches to French, then Speaker A is

required to make a second decision:.. should he go along'

with the switeh to French or should he maintain the code. he

initiated? How 1s his decision»affectgg by Speaker B's

desire to use his second language? If Speaker A still
maintains English, will Speaker L be tempted to‘abandon his
attempt to use French? = Clearly this type of speculation

could be purused ad infinitum. When we begin to take into
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éonsidéréfion\ hoﬁ Speaker B's reaction to A's Jlanguage

choice influenceS~.A'§ further = choices, ‘accommodation

becomes a highly dynadib\cgnoept. Cérﬁainly~a complete:

‘theory of . language choice cannot ;top at the initial

decision, but rather must provide for the complex inte?play'

.of social norms and individual variation which oceurs over
a whole intéraction sequence, This aspect of a theory of

language choicehas scarcely been studied Lo date.-

It is clear thén, that although we have carried the

conceﬁﬁ "of interpersonal accommodation through lénggage

originatéd by Giles et al somewhat further, our study has

not attacked the perhaps more interesting aspect of the
dynamic interplay between bilingual interlocutors of
different ethnolinguistic -groués, nor yet arrived at - a

complete 'operationél definition of accommodation through

language.’ Before such promising work can be profitably

undertaken, howéve!",~ it will'be neéessary-to develop an
_integrative model which brings togéther.both normétive éhd
individual faétors which Aacqount for decisions about
laﬁguage choicé}” It 1is -our hope thag this 'sfudy

constitutes one step in this direction.
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" Interactions Observed

APPENDIX 1
‘PRELIMINARY OBSERVATION PHASE

Observations were carried out on University mémbers

in a variety of meetings taking place on the Uniiersity.

.of  Ottawa campus. These ranged from informal club

ﬁeetings "to meetings of the JUniversity Senate, and

"participants were students, administrative personnel,

‘professors, heads of departments and deans.. Mietings

can be roughly gtpuped into five types, depending both

L2 A
on the participants and the level of formality.

/

Type . - Participants
1) Student§club meetings - Students

2) University commlttee ~ Students,
meetlngs . . .~ University admlnlstrators,
~ Some professors as
representatives

3) Departmental meetings - Professors, chairpersons,
; Some students as
. representatives

3

4) Student‘government

Students
meetlngs '

i

5) Faculty Council aﬁﬁ» Profeésors; Deans,

University Senate Vice Rector and Rector
meetings

. A total of 27 suéh meetings were observed over a

pefiod‘ of two months, with 16 separate organizations
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being sampled. - Although SOme.'orgaﬂiiatioqg .were . .
observed several tiﬁ%s,_.théré was usually a change of

members present so that different patterns were often

obsér?ed. Within these meeting types, there was a

range -in terms of formality from informal <¢lub ' and

cémmittee meetings,  through Hepértmenta; meetings, to
- N . ) 2

thg extreme formality of the University Senate and the

'Crand Council (the University student gowernment'

equivalent of the Senate).-

Observation Procedures

Permission 'to observe each meeting was requested of

the chairperson, and the investigator was introduced as

" being an observer, so that all ". participants were
aware of -her status. . In some " cases, the
meetings were tape recorded,; in which case = permission

was asked of the chairpefson before the start - of the

séssioq;_ However, . the prindipal data-collection tool
‘ \ g
.was an observation schedule. ! The recordings were only

‘used to verify interactions noted on this form; tapes

were not analyzed intensively..

A basic information sheet was filled out for each

meeting. It identified the date, time, setting

" (meeting room, office, eté.),fand‘type of meeting, as

. . . - ~
well as the following informa%ion' about participants:

" 294



-

identifying dharaq;eristics'(or"néme, if known), Vsex;
first language, "visible second ladguage pfoficigncy;
‘uniVeréity,role_(sﬁudeqt, professor, etc.); and role in

the situation (e.g.‘chairpgrson). This information was

"noted only for the principal participants in’  the

interaction. - On the basis of ‘this informatidn sheet
'subjects who i'manife&ﬂ:ed»;i.m:,er‘esti_ng code choicé- or
— swltching behavior ‘were later approached about being

\ {“o

interviewed.

Interaction between participants was noted on a form

' which contained <columns for the foliowiné' types‘ of
:information: .' NE
1}_ Speaker
2) ALanguage: English/French

3) Turn type: First turn/Contlnuatlon/A51de
v ) /Interruptlon

4) Form: Questlon/Answer/Appellatlon

t- 5) Function: Request for 1nformat10n/Request
. . for action/Agreement/Suggestion
/Explanation/Summary/Speaker
recognltlon o

" 6) Topic i _ ) R

PR

7) Switch: Mid-utterance/Between spéakers

-
~

It was neither possible nor necessary to note all of
thesé categories for every Utierance, but thé main

ca;ééories of 1), 2) and 5) were noted regularly and

L
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.oﬁher . categories were noted when. apropriate'
- - o - v.,‘a. . J ) CoAe

examble,' asides; Switches, change in top;é?ﬁ The

category of "form" proved to be largely sﬁperfluous,téé‘fs

thé_funcﬂioﬁ generally implied a particular form.

_SyStematic- analyses of these observation data
were not done, but switches in code or other
interesting language choice behaQiOr were . looked at

carefully. (for example;_ a person of obviousfy' limited

second 'langque )prdfibfency who bersevered in L2

despite his intérlocptor“s switch to L1, or a competent

1

biiingual's sudden‘ switch to L1 in an L2 conversation,

~

etc.). 'An impressionistic overview was obtained of the

factors which might be influencing speakers' 1language

choice,' as well és‘of‘the.switching styles or code use

of particular individuals. = On the basis of this

behavior, a total of 62 meeting participants were
contacted and subsequently interviewed and tested. (A

subsample of professors and administrators were used

for - this' study. The data on the 32 - students -

intéfvieyed were not analyzed at this time.)

”~

During the interview, subjects were often asked

aboht_ any particularly interesting code choice or

(for
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Situationsu'
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'switéhing behaviqf they had manifested. In'phiS"way
-theyrwefe'able'to offer insighté on their‘own behavio?.
Their .comments almostw always proved to corroborate

behavior which had . been ‘observed -in the meeting
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APPENDIX 2 ..

- | LANGUAGE. BACKGROUND: INTERVIEW GUIDE
:\'-\j; .

1. Where did you.grow up?
i _ Ontario:
Quebec:

Elsewhere in Canada:

Cther Country:

2. What 1is your nétive-language?
E:- F: Not Sure: . Other:
Best 2nd Language:

—

3. Did you speak a second language wlth anyone at home
while you were grow1ng ‘up? .
. : %
Mother: Father: Siblings:

~ Grandparents: - QOther info.:

q, What ‘languaée'aid you receive your formal education
in? ' B
Kindergarten: -E Other.

Gtéde school: E Other -
E

m oM

chondary school: Other

University: =~ = E F - Other



VWheﬁ did you first start learhing French

Age?

»

' 'In what circumstances? Atiséhool?

Around the neighbourhood?

'Nhat type of instruction?

Gr dmmar translation: -,

Audiqlinghal/visual:

What language(s) do you speak at home now?

-

Spouse Children

Other people sharing place of residence

I .
+93
a2 N

RS . Z
- . FRREY }
Y . .

~
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- APPENDIX 3
LINGUAPHILIA SCALE (FRENCH FORM)

L'apprentissage des langues me passionne et - je suis

‘ constamment a la recherche des situations ou je peux

utiliser ma langue seconde. B L

”

J‘eprouve“dd plaisir a utiliser ma langue seconde, ét‘a

- 1'exception ‘de quelques situatiohs ou je me sens mal ‘a

ltaise, je m'en sSgrs aussi souvent que possible.

v

Pourvu qu'on se comprenne, ca m'est egal qu'on parle. -

une langue ou 1l'autre.

Dthabitude ce n'est pas moi qui "debuterai une
conversation en anglais, mais  si on m'addresse. la

parolé en anglais je repondrai’ dans cette langue.

Si la personne avec qui je. parle sait parler francais,

_Je preferais parler cette langue.
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APPENDIX 4

POTENTIALLY ‘- ACCOMMODATIVE LANGUAGE . SITUATIONS

-

T FORMY

When you encounter a Francophoné; 'whom,you'know to be

fluently bilingual, which 1language would you be

inclined to use when initiating a conversation? Why?

~

Imagine that a Francophone starts speaking to you in
English but after a few minutes starts having some

© difficulty. Do you think you'd be inclined to switch

into French or to stay in English as 1long as
‘communication didn't break down? o ' '

Why? .

Would you worry at all about hurting his feelings?

In a situation where you address a Francophone in

French and instead of~responding to wyou in French he
responds in English, what would you be likely to do?
Switeh into English or keep on speaking French?

Why?

If an Anglophone whom you don't know speaks to you in

French, do you think you'd answer in English or carry
on in French? .

Why? Whéfiif'this person keeps on speaking French to

you?

Have you ever met an Anglophpne who insisted on using
French to you?

v

Imagine that you were conversing with several English-
speaking friends when a bilingual Francophone joins
you. One of your friends, who likes .speaking French,

"starts speaking that language with the newcomer. What

-
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do you think you'd do?

switch into French?

continue speaking English?

start another conversation in English?
Jjust listen? '

1

' -
” .

Are therg‘\people to whom you sometimés speak‘ one

language, sometimes another? °

Are ydu comfortable when others spéak to you in- one
language on some occasions, 1in another on other

occasions?
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APPENDIX 5.

-

SCALE OF PERCEIVED SECOND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ~

DESCRIPTION 5\\_

Uses " the second language essentially
as a native speaker does. Feels
completely at ease 1in the second

‘language. Can adapt his/her speech to .
fit the situation and the person ad-= -~

dressed. Able to use a wide variety
of registers or levels. . Can convey
nuances and subtleties.’ Able - to
teach, discuss .intellectual subjects

both in and outside of his/her field, .
participate fully 1in .administrative

meetings, and convince people of a
point equally effectively in either
language. . Can write in his/her field
in both languages with equal facility.

Functions almost equally in the second
language in most respects (teaching,
discussing, ceonvincing, adjusting
variety ‘to fit situation or interlocu-
tor) but does not feel he/she is quite
as competent in writing as in speaking
the second language. Conscious of

making an occasional error - 1in
- speaking. '

Is at ease with the language and able.

to function very competently.in most
respects (teaching, discussing, con-
vincing in administrative meetings)
but feels unable to be quite as
subtle, has not got the same range of
vocabulary, does not control as wide a
range of registers (although quite
adequate - for all university
situations.) Some accents provide a
bit of difficulty because he/she has
not had as wide an exposure to them.

SUBJECT

#5,

#9,

#1
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Functions competently in most respects
without major problems. However,
feels that there are gaps in his/her
competence, . for  example, lexical
fields not mastered. Can discuss
certain areas perfectly well in either
language but others only in one
language. The major factor which
distinguishes this 1level from the
previous one 1is that the  person
sometimes has doubts about whether his
second language is,capable of -coping

- wWith the situation.  In  certain

situations he/she. may become too

" conscious of form, suddenly doubt his

ability to handle the situation, and
"block". e '

.Is comfortable with general give and
take, discussions on general topics or
fields ..where the terminology :is

familiar'; however, has difficulty with

discussing topics requiring speciali-
.zed vocabulary. Is generally able to

"make just about any point he/she

wishes but feels that he/she is not as

effective or convincing in the 4second .

language. Although he/she is able to
teach in the second 1language, often
runs into specific problems which make

it difficult. Is at a level where
being tired can make a difference in
finding the right expression.
However, is at ease in sccial

situations; can joke 1in the second
language. ' -

Can run a meeting with the help of
formulaic expressions; finds it easier
when "he/she has control of topics.
Conscious of major gaps in lexicon (as

above). Not at ease 1in situations
he/she hasn't had experience with.
Conscious of making errors: often

blocks when upset or tired.  If the
“subject becomes too complicated, will
switeh to L1.

Doesn't feel his command of the second
language is very good, is conscious of

making many grammatical --errors.-

24,

#8,

#3,
23,

#10

21,

6,

ot A, ST
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Controls th;\g rathéé fdémal register
and - can<discuss his field or areas he
encounters fréquefitly in the .- work

"context, but doesn't feel as able ‘to

participate at 'a - party or social
situation ~where the conversation can
.cover a broad. range of subjects.
"Cannot interrupt, play with the
language or joke. e -

Does not feel competent enough to use
the second - language in- meeting
situations . or - intellectual

discussions, even in his/her field..

~Has difficulty using thellanguage in
social situations, even chatting about
the °~ weather,  etc. Has many
inhibitions. Is not able to say what
he wants in many sItuations.., -Usually
prefers to use L1.

~

(N/R)

(N/R)

#2 .
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