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Preface 

This book is about poetry. At least, that is how the speech of young multilinguals 

sounds to me: as an art form. It is certainly not the way they perceive their 

frequent intertwining of language varieties themselves. At the start of the 

interviews with the teenagers who figure as informants in this study, I had to 

assure them that switching varieties is an intriguing phenomenon, which even has a 

scientific name; not something to apologize for.  

Heaving heard this, they were willing to open their world for me, a world in 

which they juggle  aspects of two languages and cultures. Explicitly thinking about 

this world was a voyage of discovery, for them as much as for me. Thinking out 

loud, they guided me past many important persons and places in their lives, but fell 

silent when I asked them one particular question: how do you speak among 

bilingual peers?  

Then they stared off into the distance, shrugged their shoulders, and paused, 

until politeness forced them to provide an answer: “We praten gewoon door 

elkaar.” Which is an answer of untranslatable beauty.  

In the first place because of the unstressed adverb gewoon, which means 

something like ‘ordinary’, ‘just’ and ‘normally’, but all at the same time. (I have 

always wondered how English speaking communities have survived for ages 

without having at their disposal these little adverbs we have in Dutch, such as toch, 

wel, juist and hoor, but that is beside the point here.) I pointed out above why I 

consider this gewoon language behaviour as something extraordinary, in spite of its 

frequent occurrence all over the world. 

A second reason why it is beautiful is that door elkaar praten (literally meaning: 

‘talking through each other’), which they used to indicate that their speech was 

mixed, has a more common, idiomatic meaning as well: not waiting for one’s 

speech turn. When I was at pains to translate we praten gewoon door elkaar in a 

satisfying way, I bumped into an English expression that denotes this latter, 

idiomatic meaning: ‘talking all at once’.  

Using all their resources at once is exactly what these teenagers do when they 

are chatting among each other. Speaking with their friends and siblings, who share 

their multi-faceted worlds, they can bring in all the richness from their repertoires, 
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sketching more nuanced and colourful images than someone who is monocultural 

and monolingual could ever accomplish.  

When I started analyzing their recordings, I often wondered where their 

surprising word choices came from all at once. Capturing all their creative and ever 

changing motives is probably more than can be done in anyone’s life time, let alone 

in one big book. 

 

 

 

 

Nadia Eversteijn, 

November 2010 
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CHAPTER 1 

Language choice in the Turkish-Dutch community 

Turkish immigrants form a stable community within Dutch society. This study aims 

to paint a picture of how fluent bilingual teenagers in this community, who are free 

to choose from among the various resources in their linguistic repertoires, come to 

the language choices they make in everyday interactions in their social networks, 

and which factors determine these choices . In addition, the study investigates in 

what cases codeswitching is preferred, and for which pragmatic reasons. Finally, 

the aim is also to propose a more integrated and elaborate methodology for 

studying the processes of language choice and codeswitching than is generally used 

so far. 

In Section 1.1, a portrait will be sketched of the Turkish community in the 

Netherlands. Section 1.2 will summarize the TCULT program, of which the current 

study was a part. In the final section, the structure of this thesis is outlined. 

 

1.1 The Turkish community in the Netherlands 

In July 2010, 383,957 individuals of Turkish origin were living in the Netherlands, 

about 2.3% of the total Dutch population. This makes them the largest group of 

inhabitants of non-Western origin, followed by Moroccans (349,005), Surinamese 

(342,279) and Antilleans (138,113) (source: CBS Statline, retrieved 2010-09-14). 

The first Turkish immigrants were men, mainly from rural areas in Anatolia, the 

Black Sea Coast or Konya, who arrived in the context of labour migration in the 

early sixties, at the invitation of Dutch companies (Backus 2004). Most of them had 

attended five years of primary school, and some had a few years of additional 

schooling under their belt. Their initial purpose was to save money and then return 

home. The vast majority, however, was unable to carry out this plan, as the high 

living standards in the Netherlands made it hard for them to save enough from 

their minimum pay, while at the same time they often became alienated from their 

relatives who had staid behind in Turkey and who held high material expectations 

from their ‘rich, Western’ kin. When economic development stagnated, the Dutch 

government took measures which disabled new labour migration from 1973 on. 

However, wives and children were allowed into the country; as a result, family 
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reunion took place on a large scale in the late seventies and eighties. Thus an 

intermediate generation emerged of people who had spent part of their childhood 

in Turkey, and arrived in Holland roughly between the ages of 10 and 19. Due to 

industrial restructuring, many of the men who had been working in factories, 

shipyards or the cleaning industry for fifteen to twenty years, lost their jobs (Crul 

and Doomernik 2003). In the late eighties, migration in the context of family 

reunion gave way to migration with the purpose of family formation, as many of 

the children reached marriageable age. Ties with the country of origin being strong, 

preference was generally given to a spouse from Turkey. Between 2001 and 2007, 

a decrease of these so-called ‘migration marriages’ can be observed, however, 

(from 50 down to 20% of the total number of weddings by Turkish residents). This 

tendency was probably due to the stricter governmental migration policy that was 

introduced in 2004. From 2008 on, the proportion of migration marriages seems to 

have stabilized (Gijsberts and Dagevos 2009). 

The proportion of second-generation members is growing in relation to the first 

generation: in 2009, 42.8% of the Turkish residents belonged to the second 

generation (Gijsberts and Dagevos 2009). Figures about the third-generation are 

not yet available. 

A striking characteristic of the Turkish-Dutch community, when compared to 

other groups of immigrants in the country, is its strong internal cohesion and its 

strong orientation on Turkish culture and language. Leisure contacts are mainly 

with friends of Turkish origin, and if one is a member of an organisation, this tends 

to be a Turkish organisation (De Hart et al. 2002; Dagevos and Gijsberts 2007, 

2009). Also remarkable is the high percentage of self-employed entrepreneurs. 

Language shift is taking place only slowly (Gijsberts and Dagevos 2009: 245). In 

comparison to the situation of ten years ago, opportunities to stay in contact with 

the country of origin have expanded enormously. The cost of plane tickets and 

telephone have decreased. Moreover, the Internet offers many new possibilities to 

stay in touch (through contact sites, forums, and messenger services, for example). 

Older possibilities for keeping contact with Turkey alive remain available and 

popular, such as satellite dishes, and six weeks-long summer holidays in Turkey.  

This orientation inwards that characterizes the Turkish-Dutch is often 

interpreted as a lack of the will to integrate into Dutch mainstream society. Authors 

such as De Hart et al. (2002) and Dagevos and Gijsberts (2007, 2009) directly link it 

to the worrisome educational position of Turkish youngsters. To illustrate: upon 

leaving primary school, the Dutch language proficiency of Turkish-Dutch pupils is 

two years behind that of their Dutch peers. In secondary school, pupils of Turkish 

origin top the list of class repeaters and drop outs (Gijsberts and Dagevos 2009). 

Troublesome as this situation is, the supposed link between the orientation on the 



Language choice among Turks in the Netherlands 3 

own group, the lack of integration, and educational failure is problematic, for two 

reasons: 

• In the field of acculturation studies, integration is defined as a combination of 

the maintenance of the heritage culture and identity and — simultaneously — 

participation in the host society at large (Berry 1992, 1997; Bourhis et al. 1997). 

For instance, Van Heelsum, Fennema and Tillie (2004) illustrated how a stronger 

bond with the own ethnic group often goes hand in hand with a stronger 

affinity with mainstream society. They found out that of all ethnic groups, the 

Turkish community participated most in the municipality of Amsterdam. Not 

only were Turkish residents most often members of organisations (usually 

Turkish ones); those organisations also turned out to have more managerial 

contacts with Dutch organisations, and the Turks had above-average interest in 

local politics, and also had most confidence in political institutions (cf. Van 

Stokkom 2004).  

• Educationist Scheele (2010) fully contradicts the finding of Gijsberts and 

Dagevos (2009) that Turkish children lag behind further in Dutch language 

proficiency than their Moroccan-Dutch peers. It was found that both Turkish-

Dutch and Moroccan-Dutch children obtain lower scores on language tests in 

their first language (when compared to the norm group of monolingual children 

from the country of residence) as well as in their second language (when 

compared to a control group of monolingual Dutch children). However, 

although Moroccan-Dutch parents speak much more Dutch to their children at 

home than Turkish-Dutch parents, the Turkish children lag behind less. Scheele 

ascribes this finding to the fact that Turkish parents involve their children in 

language activities more, such as joint book reading, which help develop their 

academic skills.  

In such educational studies, language proficiency is measured in exact, quantifiable 

ways. In the present study, language proficiency in this sense plays only a minor 

role. When I am stating, for instance, that the Turkish-Dutch second-generation 

members involved as informants were all balanced bilinguals, I merely refer to the 

fact that they could speak both languages fluently, without, for instance, having to 

think much about sentence construction or word choice. In this, they differ 

considerably from their first- generation parents. That is, their basic interpersonal 

communication skills (as defined by Cummins 1984) were more than sufficient to 

enable them to function in their everyday lives in Holland, both in monolingual 

Turkish and in monolingual Dutch settings.  
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1.2 The TCULT program 

This study was part of a larger research project called TCULT (Languages and 

Cultures in the Utrecht neighbourhoods of Lombok and Transvaal), funded by the 

Universities of Amsterdam, Leiden and Utrecht, the Meertens Institute, Babylon 

Centre for Studies of the Multicultural Society at Tilburg University, and The 

Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO). The project involved 

cooperation between linguistics and cultural studies, and explored an inter-

disciplinary main research question: which linguistic and cultural aspects do 

different ethnic groups adopt from each other in a multicultural neighbourhood? 

The neighbourhoods of Lombok and Transvaal were selected as the setting for 

these studies, as they are considered exemplary in successfully accommodating 

both inhabitants from Dutch origin — particularly highly educated young people 

but also older residents — and inhabitants of various ethnic origins, including 

Moroccan, Turkish, Surinamese, Antillean, former-Yugoslavian, Indian and many 

other (Aarssen and Jongenburger 2000; Bennis 2002). The project had a Norwegian 

counterpart, the KUSK (Culture and Speech Contact) research program which was 

carried out by the University of Oslo (Hvenekilde and Nortier 2001). Within this 

broader framework, the current study focused on the following questions: which 

roles are fulfilled by the Turkish and Dutch language — both apart and in 

combination — in the daily lives of Turkish-Dutch youngsters from this neighbour-

hood, and is their orientation to aspects of Turkish and Dutch culture reflected in 

this daily linguistic behaviour?  

 

1.3 Outline of the study 

A major point I will wish to make in this thesis is that language choice and code- 

switching are two different labels for one and the same multi-faceted, complex, 

and intriguing phenomenon. It requires a more holistic methodological approach 

than it has received up till now (also see Gardner-Chloros 2009); an approach which 

can simultaneously take in macro-societal aspects and zoom in on its locally 

conditioned details, but which also manages to illuminate the different steps that 

connect both perspectives. In an attempt to illustrate what this could look like, this 

thesis combines a survey study among fifty Turkish-Dutch teenagers with an in-

depth case study of four of them.  

Chapter 2 discusses some difficulties with current terminology and metho-

dology in the fields of language choice and codeswitching; some proposals to 

overcome these matters will be suggested. 
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Chapter 3 introduces the design of the survey. First, informant selection and the 

various ingredients of the questionnaire are dealt with. The chapter also discusses 

the results of two pilot studies; these pilot studies helped improve a set of four 

research instruments. Chapter 4 describes the results of the survey concerning the 

informants’ socio-biographical characteristics, their cultural orientation, their 

contacts with Turkey, the constitution of their social networks, and their language 

preference and dominance profiles. Then, Chapter 5 discusses the informants’ self-

reports on language choices with various interlocutors in different settings, as well 

as their reports on their conscious motivations for making particular language 

choices and for codeswitching. Consequently, Chapter 6 explores the correlations 

between the various survey results and attempts to relate these findings to a 

broader framework of acculturation processes among bilingual and bicultural 

youngsters and their families. 

Chapter 7 presents the design of the case study, discussing informant selection, 

data collection and transcription techniques, data coding conventions, and method 

of analysis. Chapter 8 then explores the case study data. Patterns of language 

choice are visualised for each conversation in the database. This is followed by the 

analysis of one conversation containing very dense codeswitching. Quantitative and 

qualitative approaches combine to address the question whether what the 

speakers are doing is best conceptualized as switching between two codes or as 

speaking one mixed lect. To conclude, Chapter 9 analyzes a number of pragmatic 

functions of codeswitching in the speech of several informants, comparing their 

behaviour in conversations with interlocutors of the first and the second 

generation. To validate the analyses presented, the original speakers were asked to 

comment on their language behaviour; the results of this methodological step and 

the degree to which it should be considered a valuable addition are assessed 

towards the end of this chapter. 

Chapter 10, finally, summarizes and integrates the findings of the survey and the 

case study, winding up with some implications for future research. 



 

 

 



CHAPTER 2 

Language choice and codeswitching 

Rather than attempting to provide a complete overview of the extensive literature 

published on the topics of language choice and codeswitching up to now, in this 

chapter, I would like to refer to the thorough and multidisciplinary work of 

Gardner-Chloros (2009) on the subject. What I will try to do in this chapter is to 

highlight some of the difficulties I experience in both current terminology and 

methodology, and to launch some proposals to overcome these matters.  

Section 2.1 will examine some terminological and conceptual issues. I will argue 

here that the commonly made distinction between language choice and code-

switching is not a very fruitful one. Also, I will attempt to get some grip on the 

question of what codeswitching actually is. Subsequently, Section 2.2 will discuss 

some methodological perspectives, winding up with a suggestion to integrate these 

different angles. The theoretical framework I applied to analyse the so-called 

functions of codeswitching, will be explained here. 

 

2.1 Terminology in the field of language choice and codeswitching  

Since the 1960s, when Fishman first posed the classical question “Who speaks what 

language to whom and when?”, all kind of terms to describe the processes of 

language choice and codeswitching have been used confused and therefore 

confusing throughout the literature. In their introduction to ‘One speaker, two 

languages. Cross-disciplinary perspectives on codeswitching’, Milroy and Muysken 

(1995: 12) remark: 

When we started working together in the Research Network, one of our first endeavours 

was to standardise this terminology, with a view to imposing some order on a 

heterogeneous field of enquiry [...]. This soon turned out to be an impossible task [...]. 

And in her thorough review of the codeswitching (CS) research field up to now, 

Gardner-Chloros (2009: 10) notices:  

In the introduction to a volume on CS, Eastman wrote: “Efforts to distinguish code-

switching, codemixing and borrowing are doomed” (1992: 1). Little has occurred since 
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then to lighten this pessimistic view: terminology has been endlessly discussed in the CS 

literature without any real commonality of practice being achieved. 

According to these authors, the terminology used in the field of CS is thus rather 

blurred. So rather than venturing into the unfeasible task of presenting an 

exhaustive description of terms and their fluctuating definitions here, I would like 

to refer to Gardner-Chloros’ (2009: 12–13) enlightening description of some of the 

obstacles.  

 

2.1.1 Language choice and codeswitching 

On page 13, Gardner-Chloros (ibid.) mentions: 

In social psychology, CS refers to language choices in a bilingual setting (Sachdev and 

Bourhis 1990).  

More specific, Sachdev and Bourhis (1990: 294) argue that the  

determinants of codeswitching (my stress) are subsumed under three major sets of 

factors, 

i.e., normative factors, motivational factors and sociostructural factors. In their 

consequent exemplification of these factors, it appears that the authors employ 

the terms ‘language choice(s)’, ‘codeswitching’, ‘language switching/switches’ and 

‘code choices’ within only one page (ibid.: 295), without commenting on this 

themselves. This makes that it seems from their work that Sachdev and Bourhis 

believe that the terms are similar, and that they can be used interchangeably. 

From the alternatives they use, ‘language choice’ and ‘codeswitching’ are the 

terms most extensively applied by other scholars
1
. Although this is scarcely 

commented upon explicitly, ‘language choice’ is commonly used to refer to the 

process of determining what language (or mix of languages) is appropriate at the 

onset of a conversation with a certain interlocutor (cf. Gardner-Chloros 2009: 80). 

This decision is generally based on macro-level institutional factors being at force in 

a community (such as the societal status of an interlocutor, combined with the 

overt or covert prestige of a certain variety, or the general language dominance 

among the members of a certain generation of migrants). The term ‘code-

switching’ is usually applied to refer to micro-level, conversation internal behaviour 

                                                        
1
 Myers-Scotton (2000: 37) and Mahootian (2005) use the term ‘linguistic code choices’ instead of 

language choice, which is more logical and consistent than using language choice besides code-

switching. I will, however, maintain the term language choice besides codeswitching because of 

its more direct recognizability.  
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of individual speakers of that community. Sachdev and Bourhis (1990: 293) argue 

for the integration of 

micro-individual aspects with the macro-collective levels of bilingual and multilingual 

communication  

This is a valuable point to make and it is shared by many others (see for instance 

Myers-Scotton 1986, 1993a; Li Wei and Milroy 1995; Li Wei et al. 2000; Gardner-

Chloros et al. 2000; and Gardner-Chloros 2009). I will come back to it in Section 2.2.  

It is striking, however, that Sachdev and Bourhis apparently do not wonder 

which term covers the speech processes taking place at each level best. I would like 

to argue that this omission is probably caused by the fact that it is impossible to 

draw a strict dividing line between language choice and codeswitching. The 

processes appear to be two ends of a continuum. Or as Gardner-Chloros (2009: 80) 

has put it: 

Language selection (or language choice, the two terms are here used interchangeably) 

will be dealt with briefly: whilst it is conceptually inseparable from codeswitching, since 

switching represents changes in the choices which are made or, in some circumstances, 

a ‘third choice’ […]. 

In Backus and Eversteijn (2004: 1395), it is proposed that : 

One reason for the conceptual overlap between language choice and codeswitching is 

the fact that the same factors seem to govern the two phenomena. This is shown, for 

example, in Grosjean (1982: 136, 152), who, without commenting on this himself, gives 

largely overlapping sets of factors accounting for language choice and for code-

switching. Under the heading ‘Factors influencing language choice’, he mentions, among 

other things: power relation, to raise status, type of vocabulary, and to exclude someone. 

It is striking how these factors match (and in some cases even are literally the same) with 

four of his ‘Reasons for codeswitching’, such as add authority, raise status, fill a linguistic 

need for lexical item, set phrase, discourse marker, or sentence filler and exclude 

someone from conversation. 

A second reason why the distinction between language choice and codeswitching is 

fuzzy, is the fact that macro-level factors can change in the course of a 

conversation. This might for instance be the case when a new interlocutor enters 

the room, or when interlocutors switch from a formal to a personal speech topic. 

Obviously, changes like this can bring along transitions to another language. Should 

we, in case of such transitions during conversation, speak of a newly made 

language choice, or of a codeswitch? In fact, both terms make equally sense. 

If we would insist, however, on calling every transition either language choice or 

codeswitching, we would have to decide which part of the definition of language 
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choice we wish to stress. We could either emphasize that language choice is 

determined at the onset of conversation, or that it is based on macro-level factors. 

Instead of drawing such an artificial dividing line, however, I will confine myself 

here to the observation that prototypical cases of macro-level language choice on 

the one hand, and prototypical conversation internal codeswitching on the other, 

are just two ends of a broad continuum. 

When the data for this study were analysed, it was therefore constantly kept in 

mind that the same reasons can be decisive for the choice of language for a part of 

discourse of any length, i.e., ranging from an entire conversation to a single word 

switch. For instance, an African speaker living in a former French colonial area 

could show his own erudition by addressing an interlocutor in monolingual French 

during a whole conversation. But he could also do this by saying some sentences 

about his study in French, or by just inserting the French word ‘université’ in the 

local African language. Regardless of the length of the French discourse, the 

speaker’s aim might stay the same, i.e., showing his (educational) status to the 

interlocutor. 

 

2.1.2  Insertion and alternation 

With regard to the history of the research field, Mahootian (2006: 511) reminds us 

One of the earliest definitions of codeswitching was provided by Weinreich’s (1953) 

description of bilingualism as “the practice of alternately using two languages.”  

According to Boumans (1998), it was Haugen who then coined the actual term 

‘code-switching’
2
 in 1956: 

for “the alternate use of two languages” (Haugen 1956: 40, cited in Boumans 1998: 8)
3
.  

In the 1960s and early 1970s, the work of Gumperz and his associates stimulated 

scholars to consider codeswitching no longer as a random, arbitrary phenomenon, 

but to start investigating it in a structured manner (cf. Gardner-Chloros 2009: 9). It 

is therefore not surprising that the most widely accepted definition of code-

switching stems from Gumperz (1982: 59), who describes it as  

the juxtaposition within the same speech exchange of passages of speech belonging to 

two different grammatical systems of subsystems 

                                                        
2
 Later also written as ‘codeswitching’ or ‘code switching’. 

3
 Before that,  ‘codeswitching’ had a different denotation, as will be clarified in the subsection on 

the term ‘code’. 
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What is striking in these early definitions is that they mainly seem to be written 

with alternational codeswitching in mind. This becomes especially clear in the 

definition of Gumperz, who uses the word juxtaposition, which contains Latin 

‘juxta’ (meaning ‘next to’/’besides’). So Gumperz refers to the placement of 

different codes next to each other. This definition applies well to alternation, i.e., to 

switching where 

[…] the switched string is preceded and followed by elements not structurally related 

(Muysken 2000: 97, stress in original) 

but it does not really cover insertional codeswitching as well, which we could best 

describe as the hierarchical embedding of one code into the other.  

Nowadays, the division between alternational codeswitching (also called 

intersentential CS) and insertional codeswitching (also: intrasentential CS) is 

commonly made, however: 

Two main types of codeswitching can be identified. Switching between languages at 

sentence or clause boundaries is called intersentential. Switches within a clause involving 

a phrase, a single word or across morpheme boundaries are intrasentential switches. 

Some researchers identify tag switching as a third type of switching
4
, separate from 

intersentential switching. Tag switches involve the insertion of tag forms such as I mean, 

you know, isn’t it?, etc., from one language into an utterance of another language 

(Mahootian 2006: 512, stress in original). 

Interesting is that all tags mentioned above can fulfil the function of discourse 

markers. Discourse markers, which can either occur with or without insertional 

codeswitching, will be discussed in detail in Section 7.3.3. In the same section, it 

will be pointed out that many codeswitches do not neatly fit into either the 

category of alternational CS or into the category of insertional CS, but that in fact 

many borderline cases can occur. A plausible explanation for this partial overlap is 

provided by Muysken (2000: 9): 

Insertion of longer fragments leads to more complete activation of the second grammar; 

there are more different modules potentially involved in the insertion: phonetic shapes, 

lexical meaning, morphosyntax. 

                                                        
4
 It is interesting that Muysken (2000) describes an entirely different third type of what he calls 

‘codemixing’ (as he reserves the term ‘codeswitching’ as a synonym of alternational switching 

only) besides alternation and insertion. This third type is referred to as congruent lexicalization, 

and it occurs when the grammatical structure of the two language varieties in case is similar to 

such an extent that lexical labels from either variety can randomly be selected and placed into the 

slots of the structure.  
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2.1.3 Matrix Language and Embedded Language 

A model which takes the insertional character of codeswitching as its starting point, 

is Myers-Scotton’s Matrix Language Frame (MLF) model, which was first formulated 

in 1993 and was further specified in several reformulations after that (cf. Myers-

Scotton 1997: 240–257, 2002). The model has provided a leading method for the 

structural analysis of codeswitching data for more than a decade. The main 

assumption of the model is that any bilingual clause is asymmetric, in the sense 

that it displays a base language, the so-called Matrix Language (henceforth ML) and 

an Embedded Language (henceforth EL). While the ML provides system 

morphemes (functional categories) and thus constitutes the morpho-syntactic 

frame of the clause,  the EL supplies (some of) the content morphemes (open class-

items). 

Myers-Scotton thus distinguishes three types of constituents in bilingual 

discourse, namely ML-Islands, EL-Islands (both types of islands being well-formed 

monolingual stretches), as well as mixed ML + EL constituents. 

Recently, the MLF model has been under fire, as many researchers found that 

the model does not apply equally well to all bilingual settings. More specifically, its 

emphasis on insertional switching makes it less appropriate for settings in which 

two (or more) varieties contribute about equally to the conversation in a fairly 

symmetrical way, as is often the case in in-group conversations of fairly balanced 

bilingual speakers  (cf. Backus 1996, Chapter 7 of the current study). Muysken 

(2000: 245–246) comments that Myers-Scotton’s Swahili-English material, on which 

the development of the MLF model was based, shows a predominantly insertional 

pattern  but that many other corpora show quite different patterns. Or, as Belazi, 

Rubin and Torobio (1994: 222), cited in Gardner-Chloros (2009: 104), put it: 

The distinction between matrix language and embedded language that is crucial to much 

codeswitching work may be indicative of a lack of balance in the two languages in the 

bilinguals whose speech is at issue. 

Gardner-Chloros (2009: 104) convincingly illustrates that natural conversation data 

which contradict the grammatical predictions of the MLF model no doubt exist. As 

the model is primarily useful for the analysis of insertional CS, there are probably 

two kinds of data which are especially hard to handle within the framework: cases 

of congruent lexicalization (as defined by Muysken 2000: 122–123), and borderline 

cases between insertional and alternational CS (see Backus 2003).  

However, the finding that the MLF model does not always fit and that its 

predictions are incorrect sometimes, should not be a reason to completely 

abandon it. As it is exactly the finding that things are somewhat more complicated 

than the original theory allowed, that furthers our understanding of the complex 
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nature of reality. In other words, it is the description of ‘clear cases’ and 

prototypes, and their accompanying ‘simple terms’ like ‘ML versus EL’, or ‘language 

choice versus CS’ which assists us in the understanding of more nuanced cases in 

the complicated world of codeswitching behaviour. Therefore, rather than treating 

Myers-Scotton’s Matrix Language hypothesis as a ‘real’ hypothesis which should be 

tested and then maintained or rejected on the basis of various CS corpora, the 

hypothesis should be considered as a descriptive tool for analysis. Findings that 

actual CPs either follow or deviate its predictions, are thus equally valuable. 

Moreover, I believe that the use of the MLF model should not necessarily be 

restricted to insertion but that the model is able to cope with some alternational 

codeswitching data as well, if we adopt the view that the ML can be changed at 

clause boundaries. Myers-Scotton (2002: 64–65) does acknowledge this possibility, 

although she describes it as a not very frequent phenomenon, which “may even be 

rare in most codeswitching corpora”. She mentions the corpus of Backus (1996), as 

one of the exceptions.  

 

2.1.4 Code and switching 

Alison Wray starts her book Formulaic Language and the Lexicon (2002) with the 

following charming anecdote: 

In a series of advertisements run on British TV early in 1993 by the breakfast cereal 

manufacturer Kellogg, people were asked what they thought Rice Krispies were made of, 

and expressed surprise at discovering that the answer was rice. Somehow they had 

internalized this household brand name without ever analyzing it into its component 

parts. It was as if the name of the product had taken life of its own, and required no 

more reference back to its ‘meaning’ than do words of foreign origin such as chop suey 

(‘mixed bits’) and spaghetti (‘little cords’). 

A similar development like that of the formualic sequence ‘rice crispies’ has 

apparently occurred to the term ‘codeswitching’. It seems that scholars scarcely 

ever analyse the whole into its two components (but see Alvarez-Cáccamo 1998). 

Otherwise, the question whether either flag covers its cargo would have been 

discussed much more frequently in the CS literature. Below, I will have a closer look 

at the labels ‘code’ and ‘switching’ respectively. 

 

‘Code’ 

What is odd about the use of the word ‘code’, is that it is hardly ever used in the 

field of bilingualism studies otherwise than in the context of ‘codeswitching’ or 

‘codemixing’. Alvarez-Cáccamo (1998: 30–31) informs us that the term ‘code’ was 

first introduced by Fano (1950) into the field of speech communication technology. 
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Historically, ‘code’ did thus not refer to language styles as such, but to the tool that 

is needed by either humans or machines to decipher the speech sounds of different 

speakers (as any speaker produces speech sounds in a somewhat different way). 

When speakers, however, used more than one phonological system within their 

speech (because they were using two language styles), the code to decipher the 

message “had to be switched” (Jakobson et al. 1952). Since then, the meaning of 

the term ‘code’ has undergone drastic changes. As Gardner-Chloros (2009: 11) 

remarks: 

Nowadays code is understood as a neutral umbrella term for languages, dialects, 

styles/registers, etc., and partly usurps the place of the more usual “catch-all” term 

variety to cover the different subdivisions of “language”.   

A more specific definition can be found in Backus (1996: 8), who clarifies that the 

term ‘codes’ includes more than just ‘varieties’ or ‘speech styles’: 

Every community has a code matrix: the set of codes and subcodes which are in use in 

the community. Codes and subcodes can all be varieties of the same language or they 

can be varieties of two or more languages. Note that nothing prevents a code from being 

made up of two or more languages. [...[ The term “codes” is fairly neutral and covers 

different things, such as registers, interdialects, sociolects, etc. 

So a code can either be a variety or a (either diachronic or synchronic) combination 

of different varieties.  

This statement prompts the question: then what counts as a code? According to 

Backus (ibid.: 9–10), a code is a lect (i.e., a fairly focussed linguistic system, of which 

speakers are aware to a certain extent) having sociolinguistic reality. In other 

words,  a variety or a combination of varieties is a code, when it is perceived by its 

users as a distinct way of speaking, which is representative for a specific social 

context. The association with this context is what renders the code its so-called 

‘indexical power’
5
. 

Auer (1998: 13) shares this point of view, emphasizing that it is up to the 

speaker, and not to the linguist, to determine what counts as one and the same 

code: 

The ‘objective’ statement by the linguistically or semiotically trained analyst that a given 

arrangement of signs constitutes a combination of elements of two systems is not only 

                                                        
5
 For instance, non-Moroccan teenagers in the Netherlands are often observed to speak among 

each other in the in-group variety of Moroccan-Dutch youngsters, i.e., Dutch with heavily 

accented pronunciation characteristics, which find their origin in Moroccan-Arabic and Berber 

(Dorleijn and Nortier 2006). By doing so, they establish identification with the tough image of 

Moroccan-Dutch street youth. 
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very difficult to make at times (see the discussion on borrowing), it is also irrelevant
6
. 

There may be cases in which the two systems juxtaposed by the members of a 

community (and interpreted as such) are ‘objectively speaking’ very similar, but from the 

members’ point of view completely independent (as in dialect/standard switching [...]), 

just as there may be systems that are ‘objectively speaking’ very distinct but 

nevertheless seen as non-distinct by the users. 

Many studies illustrate the unpredictability and complexity of speakers’ 

perceptions of distinct codes. For instance, Meeuwis and Blommaert (1998) 

describe the ‘monolectal’ view of CS in the Zairian community in Belgium. In natural 

settings, the four national languages of Zaire are all learned in a form mixed with 

varying degrees of French. More artificial, purist attempts to speak a non-mixed 

variety of one of the national languages, such as the daily TV newscast, is not even 

understood by many Zairians. Among these CS modes, several different sociolects 

can be distinguished on the basis of the density, the style and the structural 

pervasiveness of the French they contain. The contrast between these sociolects is 

observed to be more salient to the speakers than the contrast between French and 

the national language concerned. 

Gafaranga (2005: 287) describes how the Rwandese society is extremely divided 

along ethnic lines, while these ethnic differences do not correspond to any 

significant linguistic differences. Other social differences which are much less 

sharp, however, such as differences in education and generation, actually are 

reflected in linguistic differences. As a final example, Sebba (2004: 197) showed 

how non-fluent speakers of British Creole apply a strategy of “‘dressing up’ a 

basically London English sentence […] as Creole” by making some minimal changes, 

for example adding some aspects of Creole phonology, lexis and grammar. In other 

words, the speakers wish to associate with and switch between two codes, 

although they actually have no proper command of one of them. 

In their study mentioned above, Meeuwis and Blommaert (1998: 77) introduce 

the term layered codeswitching to refer to ‘codeswitching within codeswitching’, 

i.e., the alternation of two internally mixed codes. More specifically, they show that 

a combination of Lingala and French is alternated with a combination of Swahili 

and French within the same conversation; the choice for one code over the other 

depends on the direct recipient of the utterance.  

                                                        
6
 Note that the linguist’s findings that there is variety on certain parameters,  is only ‘irrelevant’ 

from a strictly pragmatic point of view. When objective perceptible differences are not perceived 

(or: experienced?) as such by language users, this raises the question whether these differences 

just cannot be observed by untrained listeners, or whether they are ignored as they lack 

ideological value. 
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I want to argue that ‘layered codeswitching’ is a very useful term, especially if 

we broaden its denotation a little bit beyond its original meaning. I would like to 

argue that mixed codes — which can be used together within the same 

conversation — can be built up not just from different pairs of two varieties (like 

Lingala/French versus Swahili/French), but also from pairs containing the same 

varieties in different proportions. To clarify what I mean, the concept of language 

mode, as it was defined by Grosjean (2001, 2007), is helpful:  

As has been proposed on numerous occasions [...], bilinguals find themselves in their 

everyday lives at various points along a situational continuum that induces different 

language modes. At one end of the continuum, bilinguals are in a totally monolingual 

language mode, in that they are interacting with monolinguals of one – or the other – of 

the languages they know. At the other end of the continuum, bilinguals find themselves 

in a bilingual language mode, in that they are communicating with bilinguals who share 

their two (or more) languages and with whom they normally mix languages [...]. These 

are endpoints, but bilinguals also find themselves at intermediary points, depending on 

such factors as who the interlocutors are, the topic of conversation, the setting, the 

reasons for the exchange, and so forth. [...] At the bilingual end of the continuum, when 

bilinguals are interacting with other bilinguals, they usually first adopt a language to use 

together, that is a base (or matrix) language. Once it has been chosen, bilinguals can 

bring in the other language (the guest language) whenever they need or wish to 

(Grosjean 1998). 

Obviously, bilinguals may move along the language mode continuum during one 

and the same conversation. For instance, when the topic of the conversation 

changes or when an additional interlocutor enters the room, this will logically have 

immediate consequences for the speech mode spoken so far. The change can make 

the participants speak proportionally more in language A and less in language B. 

Moreover, as we saw above, for many balanced bilingual speakers it can be 

common practice to change the matrix language within a conversation.  

Gardner-Chloros et al. (2000) empirically showed that a monolingual language 

mode
7
 can be alternated with a bilingual mode within one conversation. I claim 

that it is also possible to alternate several bilingual modes within a conversation in 

a contrastive way. For instance, it is feasible that a language mode consisting 

almost exclusively of language A, with some incidental insertions from language B, 

is alternated with a bilingual mode to which language A and B contribute about 

fifty-fifty. To put it differently: the quantitative proportions in which each of the 

varieties contribute to the speech mode, might be a distinguishing characteristic 

                                                        
7
 Actually, Gardner Chloros et al. (2000) apply the term speech mode from Grosjean’s earlier work, 

which he later changed to language mode to include written as well as spoken discourse. 
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representative for a specific social context, thus granting the language mode the 

status of an independent (mixed) code. Below, I will refer to this specific form of 

switching between mixed codes as ‘language mode’ switching. 

The assumption that the code matrix of a bilingual speaker contains several 

bilingual language modes, motivated the construction of the research instrument 

used in the current study  to access language choice (see Section 3.3).  

One last remark about layered codeswitching has to be made here. When there 

is a meaningful contrast between two mixed codes, this does not necessarily imply 

that there is no meaningful contrast to be found within these mixed codes. As long 

as the bilingual speaker possesses some consciousness of the fact that the mixed 

code is originally composed of two varieties, some trace of contrast will probably 

be experienced. Figure 2.1 illustrates the difference between contrast within and 

between mixed codes. 

 

Figure 2.1: Mixed codes 

 

The same goes for the contrast between and within bilingual speech modes
8
, as is 

illustrated in Figure 2.2. 

 

Figure 2.2: Bilingual language modes 

 

It is high time to define more specifically what is meant by ‘a meaningful contrast’. 

This matter will be raised in the next section, in which the other problematic part of 

the term CS, ‘switching’, will be examined. 

 

‘Switching’ 

The word ‘switching’ (which evokes the picture of a switch which can be flipped in 

two different positions) holds two premises: 

1. That there are two distinct systems to switch between. 

2. That the one system is off when the other is on. 

                                                        
8
 In terms of Mahootian (2005: 363),  the content of both rectangles is mixed code discourse, while 

the arrows within them indicate codeswitching. 

code A ↔ code B ↔ code A ↔ code C 

90 % 

code A ↔ 
10 % 

code B ↔ 
50 % 

code A ↔ 
50 % 

code C 
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There are reasons, however, to question both assumptions. An area in which the 

problematic nature of the first assumption comes to the surface, is the grammatical 

approach to codeswitching research. Researchers who look for regularities in the 

way that the grammars of two linguistic systems are combined, quite frequently 

run into problems as exceptions to the formulated constraints are found (the most 

widely discussed instances probably being the work of Poplack 1980 and Myers-

Scotton 1993b). Muysken (2000: 32) attributes these findings to the flexible 

attitude of bilinguals themselves towards grammatical constraints, when it comes 

to combining elements of different varieties: 

If you cannot have equivalence, adopt another form, by bending the rules of the systems 

a bit. 

However, Alvarez-Cáccamo (1998: 36) provides a more fundamental explanation 

for the apparent lack of constraints, namely the possibility that bilinguals actually 

might not be combining two different systems at all when codeswitching. He argues 

that the pre-existence of “two (or more) identifiable linguistic systems or 

languages, each with its identifiable grammatical rules and lexicon”, should not 

automatically be assumed during the analysis of bilinguals’ speech. The most 

salient cases for which such a supposition is not appropriate, are settings in which 

multilinguals never speak otherwise than in a codeswitching mode, as can be 

encountered in, for instance, parts of Africa (cf. Juffermans 2010; Meeuwis and 

Blommaert 1998). However, note that even when a bilingual is used to speaking 

both varieties A and B in a monolingual mode to different monolingual 

interlocutors, plus a codeswitching mode which is reserved for communication with 

other bilinguals, it is possible that this codeswitching mode is not simply a 

combination of A and B, but that it is processed as a distinct variety C. 

Mahootian (1993, 1996, 2005, 2006), who has conducted work on both the 

pragmatic and structural aspects of code switching, affirms that codemixed 

discourse is a variety both pragmatically and structurally distinct form the L1 and L2 

varieties. She argues that scholars should not be looking for universal constraints to 

codeswitching at all (i.e., they should not focus on what cannot be done in CS), but 

they should aim to describe the guiding principles behind the production of 

intrasentential codeswitching. Consequently, she shows how the same rules and 

principles which produce monolingual utterances apply to produce codeswitched 

sequences as well. 

 

Activation and inhibition 

The question of how bilingual speech is produced and processed, brings us to the 

second problematic assumption: is one code really switched off when the other is 

on? In other words, is one linguistic system inhibited, when the other is activated? 
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Note that this assumption cannot be separated from the former because when the 

two linguistic systems would be merged, the inhibiting of one of them would be 

impossible.  

Some psycholinguistic work has been carried out to investigate the processes of 

activation and inhibition. (cf. Rodriguez-Fornells et al. 2002). However, the studies 

conducted took the form of controlled experiments; to the best of my knowledge, 

neuroscientists have not been involved yet in studying spontaneous conversations, 

the natural locus for codeswitched discourse (see the comments in Grosjean et al. 

2003). Moreover, Gardner-Chloros (2009: 118–119) remarks that usually the 

bilingual informants in psycholinguistic/neurolinguistic research are college 

students who have consciously learned a second language in a school environment. 

The languages of these ‘artificial’ bilinguals are presumably stored more neatly 

separated, when compared to ‘natural’ bilinguals who need their languages on a 

daily basis. That is, when we follow the claim of De Bot (1992/2000, described by 

Gardner-Chloros 2009: 34) that 

[...] the systems are partly unified and partly separate, depending on the closeness 

between the languages and the speaker’s proficiency in each. Links between elements 

are strengthened through continued use, and in general, those between elements of a 

single language would be stronger than between those in different languages. In the 

case of regular CS, however, interlingual links could be just as strong as intralingual ones.  

Gardner-Chloros (1995: 71) claims that speakers are extremely flexible when it 

comes to the dual activation of their languages: 

We should consider the possibility that speakers can simply let down the mental barriers 

between the two languages at various different levels — for example, switching can take 

place at the phonological level only — rather than assuming that they constantly shift 

from one pre-set frame to another. 

There are, indeed, numerous examples of cases
9
 in which one language appears to 

be not totally ‘switched off’ as soon as the other is switched on. In the following 

example from Eppler (1999: 287), the barrier between German and English syntax 

appears to have evaporated: 

Jemand hat gesagt dass er ist the father of her child 

Somebody has said that he is the father of her child. 

The German copula ‘ist’ (is), is in non-final instead of final position here, thus 

obeying English word order and not German. This creates the impression that 

English syntax was already activated in the speaker’s mind before the actual switch 

                                                        
9
 Cf. Backus’ examples of ragged switches (1996: 336–357). 
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to English was articulated, i.e., when (s)he was still producing labels retrieved from 

the German lexicon. 

Grosjean in Li Wei (2007: 446) states that real deactivation of one language is 

not possible: 

At the monolingual end of the continuum, bilinguals adopt the language of the 

monolingual interlocutor(s) and deactivate their other language(s) as best as possible. 

(my emphasis) […] In fact, deactivation is rarely total, as is clearly seen in the 

interferences bilinguals produce, that is, the speaker-specific deviations from the 

language being spoken, due to the influence of the other, deactivated language. 

An example of apparent lack of deactivation of ‘the other language’ will be 

discussed in Section 5.2.2.2, where the so-called ‘most available word 

phenomenon’ is discussed. 

A much more radical view is taken by Kecskes (2006), who claims that both 

language systems are constantly available to the bilingual speaker or hearer, to 

meet his or her immediate needs. Kecskes presents a ‘Dual Language Model’ 

(DLM), in which he introduces the presence of a Common Underlying Conceptual 

Base (CUCB) in the bilingual speaker’s mind. Out of this CUCB: 

Bilingual speakers tend to choose particular concepts or a chain of concepts that map 

onto particular lexical units rather than language to express their verbal thoughts. The 

selection of concepts and conceptual units may determine to a certain extent the 

language in which the given preverbal thought will be expressed. (Kecskes 2006: 264) 

This leads to the position that “codeswitching involves a cooperative rather than a 

competitive relationship between language channels” (ibid.: 260). The assumption 

that neither language system is ever ‘switched off’ to a certain degree, has far 

reaching consequences: 

In the DLM it does not make much sense to talk about “base language,” or to distinguish 

between “monolingual mode and bilingual mode”, because the CUCB results in a unique 

bilingual language mode that is usually characterized by the activities of the two 

constantly available language systems that may lead to relatively frequent switches of 

codes. (ibid.: 265) 

The denial of the existence of a base language makes Kecskes explicitly reject 

Myers-Scotton’s MLF model:  

[...] the main difference between the MLF model and the DLM is that in the MLF model 

the ML sets the relevant grammatical frames, while in the DLM the lexicalized 

conceptual frame (preverbal thought) requires a particular grammatical formulation 

(ibid.: 266). 
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And although Kecskes does not mention this, his DLM model is not compatible with 

close Conversational Analysis (CA) either, as the latter is also concerned with the 

question which language is spoken at a given moment in conversation
10

. For 

instance, Auer argues that participants orient to a preference for one language at a 

time (cf. Auer 1999: 313). 

Kecskes’ work is promising, as it is rooted in the quickly developing theory of 

Cognitive Grammar (Langacker 2008; Tomasello 2003), which states that people 

store larger units than just single words as a whole into their lexicons (see Wray 

2002, 2008), and assumes that there is a gradual rather than a categorical 

difference between lexicon and syntax (Backus 2010). Kecskes’ model potentially 

will enable us to explain a lot of cases in which codeswitching appears to “break the 

rules of grammar”. Nonetheless, I believe that more psycholinguistic investigation 

among bilinguals is needed before we could decide to abandon the whole notion of 

base language eventually.  

As the psycholinguistic study of the processes of activation and inhibition of 

languages is still in its infancy, I would like to underline that when I speak about an 

apparently simultaneous activation of two languages in the remainder of this study, 

I am mainly relying on the informants’ reports on their handling of two languages 

at the same time, and not on the types of data retrieved by neurolinguistic 

techniques such as fMRI. In the concluding chapter, I will return to the need for 

more studies on the interface between neuroscience and linguistics. 

However, what we can safely conclude from the discussion above, is that there 

is enough ground to state that ‘switching’, taken in its most literate sense, is not 

the most appropriate word to denote what is going on when a bilingual is (either 

simultaneously or successively) retrieving labels from two language systems within 

one and the same conversation. ‘Combining’ would probably be the safest term to 

use. However, just as I maintain the term language choice, I will continue to use the 

term codeswitching because of its recognizable denotation, and to prevent the 

further confusion which is usually involved by the introduction of new terms. 

Above, I have discussed why the term ‘switching’ is problematic from a 

psycholinguistic perspective, that is, we do not know whether one code is inhibited 

in the brain while the other is activated. We should finally ask the question, to what 

extent is the term ‘switching’ appropriate from a pragmatic perspective? In other 

words, in what cases are speakers really exploiting the contrast between the two 

                                                        
10

 See for instances Auer’s (1984, 2000) effort to attribute cases of alternation either to the 

category of codeswitching or to transfer (roughly comparable to the distinction between 

alternational and insertional CS). In the case of transfer, “no renegotiation of the language of 

interaction is observed. The stretch of speech formulated in the other language  has a built-in and 

predictable point of return into the first language” (Auer 2000: 177). 
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codes they are combining in their conversation? And in what cases are they ‘just’ 

speaking a mixed code, without being aware of the different origins of the labels 

they combine? These questions will be addressed below. 

 

2.1.5 Determinants and functions of codeswitching 

In this section, the factors that determine the choice for speaking one code or the 

other will be explored, as well as the functions that can be performed by switching 

codes. It will be shown that codeswitching can either carry out pragmatic functions 

on its own (e.g., adding, directivity indexicality or referential specificity to the 

content of the message), or that it can be deployed to highlight the pragmatic 

function of an utterance (in this respect it resembles the contextualisation cues 

that monolinguals also have at their disposal). 

 

Situational and metaphorical 

In 1972, Blom and Gumperz introduced a distinction between two types of code-

switching which has become classic, i.e., situational versus metaphorical switching. 

The latter type  exists by virtue of the former. 

Situational switching assumes a direct relationship between language and social 

situation. For instance, a village’s local dialect is reserved for communication with 

kin and friends, in places such as the home, work and public spaces such as a pub, 

whereas the national standard language is used in church services, schools and 

business (cf. Gumperz 1982; Blom and Gumperz 2000: 111–136). When the 

participant’s definition of the social event changes within the same setting, for 

instance because a tourist enters the pub, this change results in a switch to the 

language variety associated with the new setting. The change may simultaneously 

be signalled by non-linguistic clues as well — such as the participants taking their 

hands out of their pockets — and by several linguistic contextualization cues
11

, such 

as a reduction of sentence speed and an increase of hesitation pauses (Blom and 

Gumperz 2000: 126). 

Metaphorical switching, on the other hand, takes place while the social 

situation remains the same. Neither the participants’ posture nor the speed or tone 

of their speech necessarily indicates a change. The language variety they use is 

altered, however, for instance because the degree of formality or the topic of their 

conversation has changed. In Blom and Gumperz (2000: 127), metaphorical 

switching is explained as follows:  

                                                        
11

 Blom and Gumperz apply the term channel clues. 
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The context in which one of a set of alternates is regularly used becomes part of its 

meaning, so that when this form is then employed in a context where it is not normal, it 

brings in some of the flavour of this original setting. 

In other words, metaphorical switching derives its indexical power from non-

metaphorical switching: 

[…] one would want to argue that codes, in metaphorical switches, receive their social 

meaning from whatever that meaning is when they occur in a situational switch. That is, 

their metaphorical meaning is derived from their unmarked (i.e., situationally based) 

meaning (Myers-Scotton 1993a: 55, commenting on Gumperz 1982). 

The possibility to switch metaphorically enriches bilinguals’ repertoire with a 

versatile tool to express themselves: 

What distinguishes bilinguals from their monolingual neighbours is the juxtaposition of 

cultural forms: the awareness that their own mode of behaviour is only one of several 

possible modes, that style of communication affects the interpretation of what a speaker 

intends to communicate and that there are others with different communicative 

conventions and standards of evaluation that must not only be taken into account but 

that can also be imitated or mimicked for special communicative effect (Gumperz 1982: 

65). 

Actually, the fact that it is possible to create a metaphoric effect by inserting or 

alternating to another language variety or, more precisely, to another code,  traces 

back to the essence of the phenomenon code as it was defined above: a language 

mode which is perceived as distinct from other modes. Because of its distinctness, 

and because it bears connotations of its own, it can be contrasted to other codes. 

 

Indexicality driven and locally conditioned 

It should be remarked that the metaphorical, i.e., the indexical, potency available 

through the contrast between codes, is not always exploited. In those cases where 

indexicality does not play a role, the opposition of codes is just used as a signaling 

device marking the structure of the discourse. For instance, codeswitching may 

serve to highlight the punch line of a joke  the closing of a quotation, the summary 

of an anecdote  the clarification of an expressed opinion, or the introduction of a 

new speech topic.  

The most exemplary instances of codeswitching in which the direction of the 

switch does not matter, are probably quotations that appear in another variety 

than the discourse surrounding them, while it was unlikely or even impossible that 

this variety was actually spoken by the quotee (see Alfonzetti 1998: 198–202 for an 

illustration).  
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The type of codeswitching in which indexicality does not play a role but where 

the contrast between codes is just exploited to stress the structure of the discourse 

on the spot, will be called locally conditioned codeswitching in this study (see 

Backus and Eversteijn 2004). This type of codeswitching is the main concern of 

conversational analysts, who argue that codeswitching can only be understood 

when discourse is examined turn by turn (Auer 1984; Li Wei 2002: 165).  

 

Marked and unmarked 

Myers-Scotton (1993a) introduced the so-called ‘Markedness Model’ to deal with 

the pragmatic aspect of codeswitching. The model is related to Giles and Smith’s 

Accommodation Theory (1979; cf. Bell’s theory of audience design 1984), as it 

states that bilinguals can either converge to their interlocutors by speaking the 

language variety which is expected from them in the given social situation, or can 

diverge from the interlocutors by choosing an unexpected variety. In Myers-

Scotton’s terms, a converging speaker obeys the ‘rights and obligations (RO set) 

which hold for the situation according to unwritten rules. The ‘unmarked choice 

maxim’ predicts that, when the speaker chooses the variety indexing that holding 

RO set, the RO set will be (further) established or affirmed.  

The diverging speaker, on the other hand, makes the individual ‘rational choice’ 

to deviate from the rules in order to create a certain effect, for instance to express 

authority, along with anger or annoyance or to uplift his own status. 

Myers-Scotton (1993a) emphasizes that for some speech situations, not one 

single code is the most appropriate but rather switching codes itself is the 

unmarked choice. Gardner-Chloros (2000: 1309) provides a useful comment on 

this:  

What we must ask ourselves is how likely it is that, even within a variety the selection of 

which is itself unmarked, micro-level choices carry no significance. 

This question will be explored in the current study. There is quite a lot to be said 

contra the Markedness Model. Consider, for instance, the argument in Meeuwis en 

Blommaert (1994), that the level of abstraction at which Myers-Scotton works is so 

high (she aims at describing universals, therefore relying on an explanation in terms 

of innate human capacities) that she denies the relevance of the macro- 

characteristics of even the (urban Third World) society she based her analyses, and 

arguably her whole theory, on. I would like to add that the four types of 

codeswitching she distinguishes are so general that they become vacuous. Anyone 

who wants to compare several speech communities, and finds that speakers in all 

communities apply ‘codeswitching as an unmarked choice’, is not finished but still 

needs to describe these codeswitching patterns. 
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A useful insight to be deduced from Myers-Scotton’s Markedness Model is that 

the more ‘marked’ a variety is in the perception of discourse participants, the 

stronger its local contrastive power becomes. This brings us to the next topic: we 

should wonder to what extent CS is just one means, though a very powerful one, of 

signalling what is going on in a conversation.  

 

CS as a contextualization cue 

In order to answer the question “Why do people switch between languages in the 

course of a single conversation?”, Appel and Muysken (1987: 118–120) present a 

framework of six types of functions of CS, i.e., directive, referential, expressive, 

phatic, and metalinguistic functions. Surprisingly enough, this model is derived 

from the functions of verbal communication as they were described by Jakobson 

(1960). If the functions of CS exactly correspond to the functions of verbal 

communication in general, we should infer that what bilinguals can do with CS, 

apparently can be established by all speakers, including monolinguals.   

Indeed, monolinguals have several means at their disposal which enable them 

to perform pretty much the same functions that can be carried out by code-

switching. For instance, switching between more and less formal registers of the 

same language variety enables speakers to converge to their interlocutors (or to 

diverge from them), and to index certain norms and values in the interaction (cf. 

Bell 1984 on style shifting). When locally conditioned codeswitching is applied, it 

should be remarked that other contextualization cues can be used at the same time 

to mark verbal activities in ongoing discourse, “such as change of loudness or 

tempo, change of body position or gaze, etcetera” (Auer 2000: 176). To 

accommodate this fact, Gardner-Chloros (2000: 64) puts codeswitching in a relative 

perspective, calling it 

after all, no more than the bilingual manifestation of universal discourse practices. 

The same position is taken by Jørgensen (2004: 19), who describes a longitudinal 

study among Turkish-Danish pupils: 

These observations leave us with the realization that individual codeswitches are not 

single-purpose statements. Even a short exchange with one or [two] utterances may 

contain both pure ludicrum linguae, performance, in-group marking, and internal 

jockeying for position — in the same expression. 

The finding that speakers are performing so many functions simultaneously within 

one and the same utterance, leads Jørgenson (ibid.) to the conclusion that: 

The codeswitches, or in some cases perhaps more precisely: the code choices, are so 

integrated with the other mechanisms and tools at the speakers’ disposal that it makes 
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almost no sense to isolate the functions of the codeswitches, as if they were in any way 

special. They contribute to the language play as well as the social negations, both in in-

group marking and in the struggle for status in a hierarchy. 

I would argue that the question to what extent codeswitching has a ‘special’ or just 

an ordinary place among the contextualization cues, cannot possibly be answered 

in general terms. It depends very much on how ‘big’ the speakers perceive the 

contrast between the two codes to be. This question should be considered for each 

language contact situation separately. Even if codeswitching is only employed to 

mark verbal activities on a local level, the fact that CS can do this derives from the 

fact that the codes are (or were) originally associated with different communities 

each having their own characteristics. This probably means the codes are never 

fully interchangeable. Imagine an experiment in which speakers who are observed 

to never speak otherwise than in a codeswitching mode (cf. Gardner-Chloros 2009: 

46), for instance the French-Lingala speakers in Meeuwis and Blommaert (1998), 

discussed above, were presented with some excerpts of their own discourse. 

Subsequently, they are confronted with the same fragments but with one 

difference: all French in the utterances would be translated to Lingala, and the 

other way around. Chances are that the speakers would report that the latter 

fragments do not mean exactly the same (in the sense of both connotation and 

denotation) as the original ones. And that, I believe, makes codeswitching special 

and worth studying, no matter how multi-levelled, complex, fluid and 

unpredictable it may be. How this can be done, is the subject of the next section. 

 

2.2 Methodology in the field of language choice and codeswitching 

What I hope to demonstrate in this section is that different disciplines studying 

codeswitching should not only be considered as complementary rather than 

competing, but also that applying insights from these different angles 

simultaneously, is the only way to grasp what is going on when speakers switch 

codes, or when they choose not to do so. I will argue that current methodology 

needs to be elaborated by an intermediate step. 

 

Macro- and micro-perspective 

In Section 2.1.1, it was pointed out that language choice and codeswitching can be 

considered as one and the same phenomenon; scholars applying the former term 

implicitly indicate that they are focusing more on the macro-side of the continuum, 

while scholars who report they are analyzing codeswitching find themselves on the 

micro-side. As was mentioned in Section 2.1.1, many authors have argued for the 

importance of bridging the macro- and the micro-perspectives. Especially valuable 
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contributions in this respect are thanks to Li Wei and Milroy (1995; see also Li Wei 

et al. 2000), who have shown how the mapping of personal network structures of 

different generations in a bilingual community can illuminate the social dynamics 

underlying the diachronic processes of language maintenance or shift, and their 

synchronic reflections in language choice behaviour. A similar ‘social network 

approach’ was used, among many others, by Jaspaert and Kroon (1991), Van 

Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer (1997), Svendsen (2000), and Hvenekilde and Lanza  

(2000).  

Overlooking the fact that the two extremes of the continuum, as well as all 

intermediate points, are equally relevant, causes an exaggerated value to be 

attached to just one of several possible methodologies. The most striking example 

of this, no doubt is the vicious debate between Carol Myers-Scotton and Peter Auer 

about one and the same data fragment. Surprisingly, both authors seem to believe 

that their respective analyses of the discourse contradict each other. I would claim 

that both the ‘macro-level’ insights provided by Myers-Scotton (concerning the 

societal values attached to the use of particular varieties) as well as the ‘micro- 

level’ insights provided by Auer (contributed through Conversational Analysis) are 

indispensable for gaining a proper understanding of what is going on in this piece 

of discourse. Furthermore, neither author is able to verify the interlocutors’ real 

perception of the code-choices they made, as an important intermediate 

methodological step is not taken. 

Let me also present this notorious excerpt from Myers-Scotton (1993a: 82), 

which was recorded in Kenya, where Swahili (italic case) is functioning as an official 

language besides English (bold case), whereas Lwidakho (normal case) is an 

indigenous language here functioning as the in-group variety between a farmer and 

a worker who has returned from the city to visit his family in his area of origin. For 

the sake of clarity, I will not present the original utterances here, but just the 

English translations: 

(1) 1. Farmer: As I live here, I have hunger 

2.  Worker: What kind of hunger? (= interrupting) 

3.  Farmer: It wants to kill me here 

4.  Worker: What kind of hunger? (= interrupting) 

5.  Farmer: Our children  

6.  Worker: I ask you, what kind of hunger? (= interrupting) 

7.  Farmer: Hunger for money, I don’t have any. 

8.  Worker: You have got a land. 

9. Worker: You have land (=farm). 

10.  Worker: You have land. 

11.  Farmer: My brother 
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12.  Worker: I don’t have money (=interrupting) 

13. Worker: Can’t you see how I am heavily loaded? 

Using her Rational Choice Model (described above), Myers-Scotton (1993a: 83) 

claims “the use of Swahili and then even English has a shock value”, not just 

because these languages bear associations with authority and index situations in 

which ‘solidarity is not salient’, but also because their use in (1) 

is a departure from the unmarked choice, from the expected (emphasis in original). 

Auer (1998: 13) argues that the “microscopic aspects of conversational 

organisation” should be grounded in “ethnographically documented wider 

(macroscopic) structures”. Therefore, in his re-analysis of the fragment, Auer 

(1998: 10–12) presents a closer look at the sequential order of the respective code 

choices made in utterances 8 to 10. He points out that these utterances are all 

indirect refusals of the farmer’s indirect requests for money (made in utterances 1, 

3 and 5). While emphasizing his decline by codeswitching from English to Swahili to 

Lwidakho, the worker simultaneously converges to the farmer’s preferred 

language. According to Auer, he does so to mitigate his “dispreferred move”
12

, i.e., 

declining to honour the request. When the farmer makes one more attempt in 

utterance 11, the worker reacts with a direct refusal in 12, but again he does so in 

Lwidakho. Therefore, Auer interprets utterances 10 and 12 as instances of 

accommodation, constituting a “common symbolic ground” between the two 

interlocutors
13

 and states: 

While Myers-Scotton claims that codeswitching by the worker serves to distance himself 

from the farmer, a closer investigation of the sequence seen as a language negotiation 

sequence reveals almost the opposite (Auer 1998: 12). 

Both authors provide information which is essential for the interpretation of the 

fragment. Myers-Scotton reports that Lwidakho is the unmarked choice for this 

type of interaction, while Auer notices that the worker presents his decline in the 

order English–Swahili–Lwidakho, and not the other way around. In my view, both 

types of information are necessary but not sufficient. 

Myers-Scotton reports that the preferred language for the interaction is 

Lwidakho but provides no explicit information on the language skills of the 

interlocutors; she only  mentions that the local farmer “speaks Lwidakho and also, 

                                                        
12

 Li Wei (2002) points out that the technical concept of preference, as it is intended in 

Conversation Analysis, “has often been wrongly equated with the attitudinal notion of liking, acts 

of compliance, or the grammatical construction of affirmatives, cf. Bilmes (1988)”.  
13

 Auer also remarks that this common ground is temporal, as the worker leaves it again in 

utterance 13. 
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perhaps, a bit of Swahili”. The word ‘speaks’ probably refers to active language 

skills here; from the fact that the worker — who has known the farmer since 

childhood — also speaks English and Swahili to him, it can be deduced that the 

farmer at least has some receptive skills in the latter two languages. More detailed 

information about his language dominance, however, could indicate how the 

farmer might perceive the refusals uttered in 8, 9, 10 and 12. If a person is fluent in 

a certain language variety,  a message voiced in that variety will get across without 

problems, and every nuance will be perceived. However, if the listener has only a 

superficial command of a particular variety, he may fail to notice nuances and 

details. In the latter case, a message with unpleasant overtones may hit the listener 

less hard. More generally stated: a message with unpleasant or dispreferred 

overtones can be mitigated by not using the in-group variety.  

Therefore, an alternative hypothesis to Auer’s interpretation that the farmer 

and worker have found each other, sharing a ‘common symbolic ground’ 

temporarily in utterances 10–12, would be that the worker is getting annoyed 

more and more during the uttering of 10 to 12 (maybe because of gestures or body 

position of the farmer, who could for instance have shaken his head as if he did not 

understand or accept the implicit message of “You have a land”), which made the 

worker phrase his utterances in a more direct and blunt manner, winding up with 

the rudest phrasing possible in 12, that is, a direct decline, produced in the 

language variety that hits the interlocutor hardest.  

An outside interpreter could never decide for sure which of these opposite 

hypotheses is true; the only way to find out would have been to ask the farmer 

himself which utterance he had experienced as the most unpleasant and face-

threatening. But surprisingly enough, participants are hardly ever asked for their 

interpretations of their own switching behaviour (but see Gardner-Chloros 1991: 

98, and especially Maschler 1997, who uses so-called ‘playback sessions’). 

This brings me to a serious methodological gap in the conversation analytic 

approach as advocated by Auer (1984, 1998, 2000). Auer argues that the term 

codeswitching needs to be reserved “for those cases in which the juxtaposition of 

two codes (languages) is perceived and interpreted as a locally meaningful event by 

participants” (Auer 1998: 310). But how could an analyst decide which perceptions 

and interpretations are in the interlocutors’ heads? Auer does not really provide for 

a satisfactory solutions to this, when he states: 

A methodology to prove participants’ orientation at the juxtaposition is precisely to 

show that it is used as a contextualization cue (i.e., that it is “functional”).  

To illustrate  this methodology, Auer (1999: 311) uses a data fragment taken from 

Di Luzio (1984: 67–68). Three boys (Ag., Cle. and Cam.) are speaking to a 

monolingual German adult (m). In (2), the fragment is reproduced. Again, only the 
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translations are represented here (from Di Luzio, ibid.): normal case indicates 

standard German, italics a dialectal variety of Italian.  

(2) 1.  Ag: Well at the playground. 

2.  Cle: At the playground.. 

3.  Ag: Do you know where the playground is? (addressee = m) 

4.  m: That is […] 

5.  Cam: But he can <go there> 

6.  m: <eh> 

7.  Ag: Yes this is sure where he will <go>. (addressee = Cm) 

8.  Alf: <no there in these> 

9.  Cam: yes […] 

As “German is the language they usually choose for most of their speech activities” 

(Di Luzio 1984: 62), a switch to Italian is rather marked. According to Di Luzio (1984: 

67–68) , the switched utterance in 7 is a typical example of irony: 

[…] a playful ironic, sometimes comically exaggerated way of speaking serves to 

stigmatize a behaviour or opinion that violates the behavioural norms shared by the 

group and which is criticized in a playfully ironic way by using expressions typical of their 

own language and culture.  

As Auer (1999: 311) puts it: 

The switching in line 07 changes “the footing” of the interaction […]. In retorting in 

Italian dialect, Agostino marks his reply as  ironical (“there is no reason why an adult 

should spend his time looking for playgrounds”), but also as reproachful and as a mild 

critique of Camillo’s utterance. 

There is no reason to assume that Auer and Di Luzio’s similar interpretations of the 

alternational switch in 7 would be incorrect. The point I want to make, however, is 

that they do not show any proof for this interpretation: possible accompanying 

contextualisation cues such as, for instance, laughter or a change in voice quality, 

are not transcribed
14

. Moreover, Auer did not reproduce lines 8 and 9 from Di 

Luzio’s original fragment, thus further reducing the chance to show convincingly 

that the switch is perceived and interpreted as locally meaningful by the other 

boys.  

Possibly the switch itself was the only observable contextualisation cue, not 

accompanied by any others. It also possible that the interpretation of utterance 7 

was left implicit by the interlocutors, i.e., that they showed no audible or visible 

                                                        
14

 This is even more remarkable because Auer condemns the poor quality of some transcripts 

(Auer 1998: 22). 
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reactions to its functional load. That possibility would make the methodological 

problem even more urgent; if interpretations of local contrast sometimes have no 

reflection in the interlocutors’ behaviour, there is no way in which an analyst could 

demonstrate its meaningfulness.  

Although this problem can probably never be solved entirely, the best way to 

diminish its impact, most likely lies in a multi-faceted methodological approach to 

each excerpt of discourse. As Gardner-Chloros (2009: 65–66) remarks: 

It goes without saying that each instance of CS, being a highly complex form of speech 

behaviour, requires a multilevel explanation […]. 

 

Qualitative and quantitative 

In addition to bridging of the macro- and micro-perspective, another requisite of 

the multi-faceted methodological approach argued for above, should be the 

integration of both qualitative and quantitative analyses. As Schegloff (1993) 

demonstrates in his ‘Reflections on Quantification in the Study of Conversation’, 

quantification enables the researcher to answer questions which would otherwise  

remain concealed from his view. To give an example from Gardner-Chloros et al. 

(2000), who apply quantification to compare a set of four discourse features in 

both monolingual and bilingual passages from one and the same conversation 

among a group of British-Indian women, calculating frequencies facilitates 

answering the question  

whether CS is used instead of other contextualization cues or whether it is used in 

addition to them (Gardner-Chloros et al. 2000: 1335). 

Note that the only way to answer their question was to compare the proportions of 

switching and non-switching accompanying these specific four discourse features. 

Any analyst willing to apply quantification to the study of conversation has to 

substantiate that certain concrete excerpts of discourse are indeed “defensible 

notions” (in terms of Schegloff 1993: 103) of the phenomenon under investigation. 

For instance, in order to demonstrate how often clarifications coincide with a 

switch, one needs to explicate how both a clarification and a codeswitch are to be 

recognized (I will discuss this issue further in Chapter 7). In other words, 

Conversation  Analysis of the concrete fragment has to precede its abstraction to a 

“countable phenomenon”. It is for that reason that Schegloff (1993: 102) states 

that: 

Quantitative analysis is […] not an alternative to single case analysis, but rather is built 

on its back. (stress in original)  
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Obviously, abstraction and quantification in this sense enable us to compare the 

use of codeswitching within and between bilingual corpora. Therefore, it may 

ultimately lead to the demonstration of some general or even universal functions 

of codeswitching that are shared by most or all bilinguals, albeit probably on a less 

abstract and more modest scale than aspired to by Myers-Scotton (1993a, cf. the 

discussion above).  

 

Taxonomies of functions 

What we are doing when we assign single, unique instances of codeswitching to 

more abstract categories such as ‘accommodation to the interlocutor’s language 

preference’, ‘expressing in group identity’ or ‘marking disagreement’ is classifying 

these cases into a system of CS determinants and functions. Several, more or less 

categorized, lists have been proposed, cf. Valdès-Fallis 1977; Gumperz 1982; 

Grosjean 1982; Saville-Troike 1982; Zentella 1997 and Gardner-Chloros et al. 2000. 

This kind of listing was strongly criticized by Myers-Scotton (1993a: 63), who groups 

them under her heading “the ‘better taxonomy’ approach”: 

A favourite method of presentation is to use an open-ended listing of ‘functions’ with 

examples, with a final disclaimer to the effect that ‘there are many other functions as 

well’. The best of these approaches do not use the listing format, but concentrate on a 

few functions. […] But all of them stop short organizing any listings or insights into a 

coherent and comprehensive theoretical framework. 

In my view, the aim to build a taxonomy of both determinants and functions of CS 

can nonetheless be an extremely useful enterprise, as it enables the researcher to 

map in a structural way, on a level that is concrete enough,  what is accomplished 

by CS “in different situations within communities, and [in] alike situations in 

different communities” (Gardner-Chloros 2009) and what is not accomplished by it. 

In Backus and Eversteijn (2004: 1402), it was claimed that uncovering the 

pragmatics of CS is still a field in development. Therefore, 

the list has to be open-ended until we can be reasonably sure, in the name of descriptive 

adequacy, that we have uncovered all or most of the functions that theoretically can be 

fulfilled by CS, or by any utterance, for that matter. […] We feel enough headway has 

been made to impose some sort of structure on a list that we don't pretend is complete, 

but which we do think is not all that incomplete anymore, either.  

In this study, I elaborate on the proposal of Appel and Muysken (1987, discussed 

above) to impose the six functions of language as they were originally defined by 

Jakobson (1960) as a frame to classify and subdivide the motivations at force in the 

processes of language choice and codeswitching. By defining all these factors in 

some detail, I am quite confident that Myers-Scotton’s objection that Appel and 
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Muysken’s (1987) functions are “so vague as to be vacuous” (1993: 64) can be 

overcome. Moreover, I will attempt to demonstrate that such a taxonomy actually 

can be embedded ‘into a coherent and comprehensive theoretical framework’;  

I hope to have laid the foundations for that in this chapter. 



 

 

 



CHAPTER 3 

The survey: informants, design and instruments 

The survey was conducted with 50 Turkish-Dutch informants. This chapter deals 

with the selection of the informants, the design of the study, and the research 

instruments used to access the factors that determine language choice.  

 

3.1 Informants 

Potential informants for the survey had to meet three requirements: 

• They should be of Turkish origin, i.e., one or both parents had to be born in 

Turkey 

• They should be teenagers, broadly defined as between 11 and 19 years old 

• They should have attended primary education in the Netherlands from first 

grade on, meaning that they had to be born in the Netherlands or arrived in this 

country before the age of 4.  

 

The reason behind the latter two requirements was the expectation that teenage 

informants who started acquiring Dutch no later than age four would be rather 

balanced bilinguals. The assumption was that balanced bilinguals are more able to 

freely choose their languages than those who are clearly dominant in one language. 

Therefore, balanced bilingual informants were expected to reveal more about the 

factors that potentially influence language choice (see also Section 3.3). 

Informants were contacted through Turkish shops in the Lombok’s main street 

in Utrecht, as well as with the help of several institutions located in or close to the 

neighbourhood: a secondary school, a meeting centre for Turkish youngsters, a 

general activity centre for teenagers, and the neighbourhood museum. Interviews 

were held on the spot at these locations. Informants were invited to bring friends 

— who met the requirements mentioned above — with them to the interviews, 

and often they did so. Interviewing informants in small groups of 2–4 persons 

turned out to have a positive effect, especially with open-ended questions on 

language choice (see below), as informants started to compare and complement 

each other’s answers. 
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Fifty informants were interviewed, i.e., 26 females and 24 males. Eight informants 

were born in Turkey, the remaining 42 informants were born in the Netherlands. 

From the eight informants who were born in Turkey, two arrived in the 

Netherlands when they were a baby, two when they were one year old, three at 

the age of three, and one when she was four. Figure 3.1 depicts the informants’ 

ages at the time of the interview. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1: Age of informants at the time of the interview 

 

Most informants were between 13 and 15 years old at the time of the interview. All 

informants were connected to Lombok-Transvaal in one way or another. They lived 

in the neighbourhood (26 informants), went to secondary school there (36 

informants), or regularly visited a social club located there. 
 

3.2 Research design 

The design of the survey follows in the footsteps of research into ethnolinguistic 

vitality, especially Jaspaert and Kroon (1991) and its follow-up study by Van 

Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer (1997) and Klatter-Folmer and Van Avermaet (1999). 

In this section, I will describe the design of these studies, and the adaptations I 

made to fit the purposes of the current survey. Adaptations were necessary as my 

informants were all members of the second generation. Therefore, the variation in 

my research population was smaller than in the aforementioned studies which 

included first, second and sometimes also third-generation members. 

 Basing themselves on the work of Bourdieu (1982), Jaspaert and Kroon (1991, 

1993) state that migrants are confronted with two kinds ‘linguistic markets’ (LM1 

and LM2). LM1 concerns the interaction between members of the minority group 
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and members of the host country majority group. LM2 concerns the interaction 

within the minority group. Bourdieu claims that migrants tend to transfer the 

norms of LM1 to LM2. When they (economically, socially and politically) integrate 

in the majority society, majority norms are brought into the minority community. 

With respect to language behaviour, this entails that the majority language gets 

used more frequently in intra-ethnic contacts. This tendency increases over 

generations. However, several factors can keep speakers away from shifting to 

majority language use for intra-ethnic contacts, such as a high value attached to 

minority membership, and low proficiency in the majority language. Ethnolinguistic 

vitality of minority languages was measured, among others, by Giles, Bourhis and 

Taylor (1977), Allard and Landry (1988) and Broeder and Extra (1999). Attempting 

to predict languages shift behaviour of Italian migrants, Jaspaert and Kroon 

developed the following research design: 

 

Figure 3.2: Research design of Jaspaert and Kroon (1991) 

 

Sociological characteristics 

With respect to the independent variables on the left of Figure 3.2, Jaspaert and 

Kroon (1991: 88) remark:  

In view of our hypothesis, every social factor which shows a correlation with language 

choice is of interest to us, so we tried to obtain information on as many as possible. 

Following findings in research on language behaviour and maintenance, they 

decided to include age, length of stay, education (in country of origin and country 

of residence), profession, generation, region the informant resided in, amount of 

dialect use, father’s profession and education, frequency of writing and calling to 

the country of origin, and being written and being called from this country, 

frequency of visits to and from the country of origin, hours of watching television, 
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hours of watching TV programs from the country of origin
1
, and religious activities. 

These variables turned out to cluster in 7 distinct factors; alongside these, amount 

of dialect use and religious activities were maintained as two separate independent 

variables. 

 Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer (1997: 99) subdivided their informants’ 

sociological characteristics into personal characteristics, ethnic-group-data, 

objective language proficiency level and ethnic group contacts
2
. Analogously to 

Jaspaert and Kroon, they included: 

[...] as many social background variables and variables concerning educational history as 

possible, assuming that these variables do not so much determine one’s own estimate of 

Dutch language proficiency, as well as influence this estimate (my translation). 

The research design of Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer is depicted in Figure 3.3
3
. 

                                                        
1 Evidently, these studies were conducted before the entrance of internet as a widespread mean 

to maintain contact with the host country. 
2 In contrast to Jaspaert and Kroon, Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer did consider ethnic group 

contacts’ not an intermediary concept, but an independent variable predicting self-estimation of 

Dutch language proficiency.  
3 ‘Structure of LM1’ is mainly determined by the linguistic facilities the majority group allows to 

the minority group. The majority can for instance decide to publish texts in the language of an 

important minority, or to facilitate home language lessons for them. Jaspaert and Kroon 

encountered problems in the operationalization of the structure of LM1, as it turned out the 

facilities were too divergent, not only between but also within the four regions they were 

planning to compare. Therefore, structure of LM1 was left out of the analysis, and was not 

adopted by Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer either.  
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Sociologic profile Intermediate concepts Language choice behaviour 

Figure 3.3: Research design of Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer (1997) and Klatter-Folmer 

and Van Avermaet (1999) 

 

Taking these designs as point of departure, I decided to include a large number of 

questions concerning educational and migration background of both the 

informants and their parents in the current research (see Appendix 1). Following 

the intuition that Jaspaert and Kroon’s questions concerning visits to the country of 

origin, and telephone and written contacts with this country, were not merely 

‘personal characteristics’, but that contacts with the country of origin was a distinct 

concept mirroring ethnic group contacts in the country of residence, I decided to 

include these contacts as a distinct factor in the research design. 

  

Relative importance of LM2 

Jaspaert and Kroon inquired about the ethnic origin of the people their informants 

came into contact with in seven different domains of life, i.e., family, 

neighbourhood, work, religion, leisure time, friends and shopping. Answers were 

rated on a five-point scale ranging from ‘practically only group members’ to ‘hardly 

any group members’’. In addition, they used one general question: “If you review 

all the contacts you have in the course of a week, with whom (in terms of origin) do 

you come into contact?”.  

 To access ‘ethnic group contact’ (which they considered to be a sociological 

characteristic), Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer asked the same type of questions 
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for nine domains
4
, ranging from informal to formal, and also added the same 

general question. 

 

Identification with LM2 

Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer also measured an intermediary concept which 

they called ‘identification with own ethnic group’. They operationalized this using 

five indirect and five direct questions accessing dependency, solidarity, legitimacy, 

vitality and group boundaries, respectively. An example of an indirect question:  

Somebody is writing a book on Turks/Italians living in the Netherlands, who are well 

known from television, movie, sports or politics. According to you, which Turks/Italians 

should he certainly write about?  

And the corresponding direct question:  

According to you, how well are Turks/Italians represented in Dutch politics/Dutch art 

and culture/Dutch television, radio and newspapers?  

As this type of question was developed for adults, I found it too complicated for 

teenage informants. Because of their young age, their ideas concerning society and 

politics were still developing. Therefore, to access their orientation to both 

majority society and their own minority group, I decided to limit the questions to 

very concrete everyday behaviour (like food consumption and media behaviour) 

rather than attitudes. The patterns to be measured were captured under the terms 

‘orientation to Turkish culture’ and ‘orientation to Dutch culture’, respectively. The 

questions were mainly based on behaviour characteristics expected to be cultural 

markers taken from the TCULT survey (Aarssen and Jongenburger 2000). In 

addition, I asked one open question straddling the border line between language 

use and ethnic identification, i.e., “For what purposes do you think knowing 

Turkish/Dutch is especially important?”. 

The answers were very telling with respect to the value informants attached to 

their Turkish and Dutch identity, respectively (see Section 4.3) but obviously they 

were hardly quantifiable.  

 

Anticipation of acceptability L2-utterances 

Jaspaert and Kroon asked about perceived L2 skills in both an indirect way 

(informants were confronted with 10 hypothetical situations in which they could 

either decide to communicate among themselves in the majority language to solve 

a practical problem they encountered involving a person from the majority group, 

or to call upon the help of a minority group member to translate), and in a direct 

way (informants were asked to rate their Dutch proficiency on a five-point scale). 

                                                        
4 Inserted were ‘administrative services’ and ‘sport clubs’. 
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They assumed that informants who judged their own ability to express themselves 

in Dutch to be adequate, would opt for speaking Dutch more often. 

 Starting from the logical assumption that actual Dutch language proficiency 

stimulates speakers’ self-confidence regarding that proficiency, Van Avermaet and 

Klatter-Folmer added the results of 3 language tests (a listening test, a grammar 

test and an editing test) as independent variables predicting one’s judgment of 

Dutch language proficiency. 

 As my informants were all from the second generation, they were much less 

heterogeneous regarding their Dutch language proficiency. This is particularly due 

to the fact that they attended Dutch primary education from first grade on. 

Therefore, adequacy of Dutch skills was replaced by measurement of language 

dominance, i.e., the balance between proficiency in L1 and L2 was included as an 

independent variable. Its operationalization will be described in Section 4.2. 

Following Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer, the measurement of language 

dominance was partly based on a rough indication of actual proficiency in both 

languages. 

 

Language shift and language loss 

To restrict themselves to situations in which informants really had a choice
5
 of 

language, Jaspaert and Kroon limited their questions to those domains in which 

informants talked to fellow ethnic group members. The domain-related questions 

described under the heading of ‘relative importance of L2’ functioned as a basis for 

this. For all relevant domains, the informants were asked which language they 

usually used with group members, and whether they sometimes used a different 

language with them as well. Jaspaert and Kroon add: 

When an occasional change to a language other than the one usual in the context was 

reported, the interviewer asked in which instance this occurred and noted down 

whether the change was motivated by the presence of an interaction partner of a 

different generation from the informant, by the presence of a non-member of the group, 

by the topic, or by the locale of conversation. 

A second type of questions aimed at establishing an average use of both languages 

regardless of the domain of interaction. Considering all their intra-group contacts in 

the course of a week, informants were asked to indicate on a five-point scale 

(minority language only, mostly minority language, both languages equally and so 

                                                        
5 In fact, Jaspaert and Kroon are assessing their informants’ language choice at a single frozen 

moment in time (namely the time of the interview) rather than processes of language shift and 

loss processes over time, which would require a longitudinal research design. However, a quasi-

longitudinal result regarding language shift and loss over generations is obtained by them by 

interviewing several generations of the same minority group.  
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on) which language they used. This question was asked separately for first-

generation members, for second- and third-generation members, and for contacts 

in the presence of majority group members not knowing the minority language. 

Exactly the same approach was adopted by Klatter-Folmer and Avermaet.  

 In the current research, more concrete questions were asked about specific 

interlocutors in the most frequent domains. For instance, the following questions 

were asked: 

• What language do you speak with your father at home? 

• What language do you speak with younger siblings at home? 

Because any differences in language choice with different generations were thus 

already captured in the first question type, generational differences were not 

investigated in the second, general question type. The latter type was applied, 

however, to enquire about language behaviour in domains which occurred less 

frequently than for instance school and home, but nonetheless constituted a part 

of the informants’ lives, for instance: “What language do you usually speak with 

Turkish people in general in a Turkish shop?”. 

 To conclude, two general questions were added regarding the usual language 

choice with minority members (Turkish monolinguals and balanced bilinguals, 

respectively) in the presence of majority bystanders. A seven-point scale instead of 

a five-point scale was used for all questions. A more elaborate discussion on the 

construction of language choice questions can be found in Section 3.3.3. 

 

Design 

In the end, the presented adaptations led to the following research design: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



The survey: informants, design and instruments 43 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.4: Design of the survey study 

 

Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer assumed ‘objective level of (Dutch) language 

proficiency‘ to be an independent variable, whereas they supposed that ‘self- 

estimation of Dutch language proficiency’ functioned as an intermediate concept. 

As I expected that language dominance could influence my informants’ language 

choice behaviour (as communication in a certain domain could be easier for them 

in one language compared to the other) but would not be a decisive factor (as they 

were all rather fluent in two languages), I considered language dominance to be an 

independent variable, probably not more consequential than the other variables. 

The correctness of this assumption will be discussed in Section 6.2. 

 The operationalization of the concepts in Figure 3.4 will be dealt with in detail in 

Section 3.3. Results will be presented in Chapters 4 and 5. Eventually, the design 

will be evaluated in Section 6.2. 
 

3.3 Instruments 

In order to find an answer to the research questions as formulated in Chapter 1, 

five research instruments were developed. Table 3.1 presents these instruments 

and the type of information they aimed to provide. 
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Table 3.1: Research instruments 

Name of instrument Type of information 

questionnaire on background characteristics 

and language attitudes of the informants 

personal/sociological characteristics, cultural 

orientation, ethnic group contacts 

questionnaire on language choice of the 

informants 

language choice behaviour 

word definition task language dominance 

lexical naming task language dominance 

observation protocol factors influencing language choice 

 

Before these instruments were administered, they were tested in three pilot 

studies.  

 

3.3.1 Pilot studies 

Within the framework of an MA thesis, Verhoeven (1999) carried out a survey 

study of language choice in a Turkish family in Tilburg she was acquainted with. She 

collected reported as well as observed data. In doing so, she tested the applicability 

of three instruments: a questionnaire on background characteristics and attitudes, 

a questionnaire on language choice and an observation protocol. 

 To validate the items of a newly developed “Bilingual word definition task”, 

Haemers (2000) administered this task to 54 pupils of a Turkish boarding school in 

Tilburg, along with two already standardized monolingual tests, i.e., the Passive 

vocabulary test Turkish (Passieve woordenschattoets Turks, Aarssen et al. 1992) 

which is part of the CITO final test for primary education (CITO Eindtoets 

Basisonderwijs), and a diagnostic passive vocabulary test belonging to STAAL 

(Schriftelijke Taalvaardigheid Allochtone en Autochtone Leerlingen), an instrument 

developed to assess the written Dutch language skills of non-native and native 

pupils (Van den Hout and De Jong 1993). 

 To test the complete set of instruments, I conducted a pilot study (Eversteijn 

1999) among six Turkish-Dutch teenagers in Tilburg who had a background similar 

to the Utrecht informants of the main study (see Section 3.1). There were five girls 

and one boy, aged fifteen and sixteen years. All informants were visited at home 

one to four times, and all research instruments were administered in the presence 

of their families, which enabled many persons to provide feedback. During every 

visit a tape recording was made.  
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3.3.2 Questionnaire on background characteristics and attitudes 

The goal of the Questionnaire on Background Characteristics and Attitudes 

(presented in Appendix 1) was to establish a profile of the participating informants 

with respect to those characteristics that were expected to influence language 

choice. 

 

Design 

The questionnaire was designed to be administered orally, which made it possible 

to ask more in-depth open questions. The formulation of several questions was 

inspired by Aarssen and Jongenburger (2000), Yağmur (1997), Van Avermaet and  

Klatter-Folmer (1997) and Lanza and Hvenekilde (2001). 
 Questions 1–20 and 22–27 (Appendix 1) focused on the migration history and 
educational background of both the informants and their parents (thus 
operationalizing ‘personal/sociological characteristics’). Questions 21 and 28–38 
aimed at mapping the social networks the informants moved in (operationalizing 
‘ethnic group contacts’). Questions 39–53 focused on cultural orientation 
(operationalizing both ‘orientation to Turkish culture’ and ‘orientation to Dutch 
culture’). Questions 54–72 were designed to elicit the informants’ language 
attitudes and their own judgments concerning the degree to which they were 
dominant in one of their languages (thus operationalizing part of the concept 
‘language dominance’). It should be noted that all questions concerning language 
dominance focused on speaking, as it is oral skills which are needed in every-day 
conversations. 
 

Pilot results 

The questionnaire turned out to be a pleasant way to get acquainted with the 

informants and have them focus on the topics the research was about. None of the 

questions raised particular difficulties; the interviews took 60 to 90 minutes.  

 

3.3.3 Questionnaire on language choice 

According to Fishman (2000: 90–91, based on his earlier work from 1964), language 

choice patterns in stable within-group multilingual settings should be described 

in such a way as to attain factual accuracy, theoretical parsimony and stimulation of 

future research. Once we have mastered the problem of how to describe language 

choice on the level of individual face-to-face encounters, we can then approach the 

problem of the broader, underlying choice determinants on the level of larger group or 

cultural settings. 
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To enhance such a description, Fishman introduced the concept ‘’language 

domain” (1965). In fact, this is an abstract notion, combining several factors which 

can concretely be observed or asked about, i.e.: 

a) Group membership, which can be assessed not only through objective social 

criteria such as age, gender, ethnicity and religion but also, and foremost, 

includes the subjective socio-psychological perception of group membership. 

b) Situation, a term which has been used (according to Fishman 2000: 90) to 

designate a confusing variety of considerations, including participants, physical 

setting, topics and functions of discourse, and style employed; these were 

considered separate as well as in co-occurrence. Fishman limits the term to 

considerations of style alone, which pertains to dimensions such as intimacy-

distance, formality-informality, solidarity-non-solidarity, etc. Frequently, 

multilinguals associate one of their languages more strongly with informality, 

equality and solidarity than the other language(s). 

c) Topic, as certain topics are handled better in one language than in the other. 

This is caused by mutually reinforcing factors: speakers are trained to speak 

about the topic in that language, in the other language they lack the specialized 

terms to discuss the topic, or the other language itself currently lacks these 

terms. 

Fishman notes that the notion of ‘domains’ is very similar to the ‘spheres of 

activity’ which have been advanced by many anthropologists, sociologists, social 

psychologists and linguists, to study processes of acculturation, intergroup relations 

and bilingualism. A more recent example of this can be found in the work of the 

cultural scientist Rooijakkers (1994), who presents a ‘cultural rose model’ as 

depicted in Figure 3.5. 
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Figure 3.5: Cultural rose-model, taken from Rooijakkers (1994). 

 

The central circle constitutes the living world of the individual; the position of this 

‘participation circle’ inside the rose indicates which action patterns are dominant in the 

life of the person regarded. (Rooijakkers 1994, translated by Eversteijn) 

Rooijakkers notices that the position as well as the number of what he refers to as 

‘cultural circuits’ is arbitrary. Rooijakkers’ ‘cultural circuits’ coincide to a high 

degree with the ‘language use domains’ proposed by the linguist Özgüzel. In his 

thesis on the vitality of Turkish in the Netherlands, Özgüzel (1994) schematically 

presents a set of language use domains as depicted in Figure 3.6. He describes 

these domains as 

occasions of use (which) can be discerned as being parts of the social-cultural network in 

which language has a function”. (Özgüzel 1994: 33, translated by Eversteijn) 
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Figure 3.6: Domains of language use, taken from Özgüzel (1994: 33) (translated by Eversteijn) 

 

Özgüzel points out that the extent of centrality of each domain can vary from 

individual to individual.  

 In the light of the current study, a natural question would be whether L1 gives 

way to L2 as the speaker moves to the outer circles of Özgüzel’s figure (or, using 

the concepts of Rooijakkers, moves into a cultural circuit which shows less overlap 

with the participation circle). One of the main conclusions of Arends-Tóth (2003), 

who studied the attitudes of (first- and second-generation) Turkish-Dutch adults in 

the Netherlands on multiculturalism and acculturation, supports this expectation. 

She found that her informants made a distinction in what she calls ‘private 

domains’ and ‘public domains’, and that they preferred integration (maintenance 

of the original culture while simultaneously adopting the new culture) in the public 

domains whereas they preferred separation (maintenance of key features of the 

original culture while rejecting the new culture) in the private domains. 

  

Design 

The questionnaire on language choice (see Appendix 2) was designed to get the 

informants to report on their language choice in several language domains. The 

advantage of this approach is that information on many different domains of 

language use can be obtained in a short time span. The obvious disadvantage is 

that one cannot be sure whether reported behaviour always corresponds to actual 

Individual 

Politics/society 

Family/home 

Friends/acquaintances 

Religious organisations 

Street 

Shops/market place 

Selforganisations 

Work 
School/ 

governmental  
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behaviour. For this reason, the reported data were complemented by observed 

data from a subsample of 4 informants, as will be discussed in Section 7.1. 

 As the notion of language domain is an abstract one, it cannot readily be 

translated into concrete questions regarding daily language behaviour. Therefore, 

the notion of language domain first had to be broken up in more easily graspable, 

concrete components.  

 When Özgüzel’s work is taken as an example, one can see that the term 

‘language use domain’ is used for reference to persons (friends/acquaintances), 

physical locations (street, home) as well as forms of organization (religious 

organizations, society). In some cases, physical space and form of organization 

coincide (school). Friends and acquaintances are located close to the individual, 

while school is located at the outer margins of the figure, although it is a daily 

event that language is used with friends at school. In fact, every language use 

situation is composed of interlocutor(s), a place and a form of organization (with 

the last two coinciding sometimes), as depicted in Figure 3.7. This is why it was 

decided to refer explicitly to the factors interlocutors and place/form of 

organization (combined in the term ‘context’) in the questions.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.7: Nesting of an interaction in its context 

 

Note that Fishman’s original ingredients of a language domain, i.e., group 

membership, style and topic, are all intrinsically present in the mere combination 

of an interlocutor and a context. For instance, if informants were asked: “What do 

you speak to your Hoca (=religious teacher) in the mosque?”, this combination 

would evoke associations of an intra-ethnic conversation with an older person 

(group membership) and with a person commanding respect and formality (style) 

about religious subject matters (topic). Therefore, we may expect that more 

abstract information regarding — for instance — language use for formal speech 

style or peer groups, can be deduced from reports about concrete situations. 

 In the construction of the questionnaire, the first decision was about which 

combinations of interlocutors and context would be most fruitful to ask about. One 

FORM OF ORGANIZATION 
 

PLACE 

INDIVIDUAL INTERLOCUTOR(S) 
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could make up countless possible combinations of interlocutors and contexts, e.g., 

meeting the Turkish teacher at the market place or an uncle in a shop. It would be a 

waste of time to inquire about many such perhaps infrequent occasions. Thus, only 

frequent ‘prototypical’ combinations of interlocutors and contexts were included. 

An example is: “What language do you usually speak with your Turkish friends at 

home/on the street/at school?”.  

 Only one exception was made to this rule: I asked about language choice with 

parents and (older and younger) siblings during holidays in Turkey. I cannot claim 

that the informants find themselves in this situation very frequently, because they 

visit Turkey at most six weeks a year (many informants do not even go on holidays 

to Turkey every year, see Section 4.1.3). However, I thought this context would be 

exceptionally interesting because it is a monolingual Turkish environment. By 

comparing, for instance, language choice with siblings at home and in Turkey, the 

influence of context can be uncovered.
6
 

 The questionnaire was developed in cooperation with Verhoeven (1999). In the 

first pilot version, the questions had the following format (based on Jaspaert and 

Kroon (1991):  

• Which language do you usually speak with your father at home ? 

a) Do you also speak the other (non-mentioned) language with your father 

sometimes? 

If so, could you tell me, why or when you do so? 

b) Which language do you usually speak with your father at home when there 

is someone present who cannot speak Turkish? Do you also speak the other 

(non-mentioned language) sometimes?  

If so, could you tell me, why or when you do so? 

 

This way of questioning fits in with Myers-Scotton (1993a) in its assumption that 

for each type of interaction (in this case defined as a combination of interlocutor, 

possible bystanders, and context of the conversation), there is an unmarked 

language, and a speaker who deviates from that by using the marked language, 

should be doing so for a special reason. The follow-up question “If so, could you tell 

me why or when you do so?” straddles the border area between language choice 

and codeswitching. The next section will deal with the results that were yielded by 

this approach. 

 As mentioned in Section 3.2, the questions combining a peculiar interlocutor 

and context were complemented by a second type of questions, concerning in-

group members in general in certain contexts. By doing so, it was attempted to 

control for the autonomous role ‘context’ might play. If it would be found that no 

                                                        
6 In fact, these questions ask about the opposite situation as questions 31 and 32 do, which 

concern the presence of Dutch monolinguals during a conversation among bilinguals. 



The survey: informants, design and instruments 51 

Dutch is spoken at some ‘typical Turkish’ locations such as the mosque or a Turkish 

shop, and vice versa this would imply some functional distribution of Turkish and 

Dutch among the teenage informants. 

 

Pilot results 

In Verhoeven’s pilot, the wording of the main question and sub question (a) turned 

out to be problematic in its assumption that there always is one unmarked 

language, either Turkish or Dutch, for every interlocutor in a given context. The 

informants indicated that, especially with peers, they talked ‘a mix’ of both 

languages (‘door elkaar’). In other words, codeswitching itself was an unmarked 

choice (see the discussion in Chapter 2). This is why I adopted a seven-point scale 

of language modes, ranging from ‘only Turkish’ to ‘only Dutch’, as presented in 

Appendix 2, and the initial main question and sub question (a) were fused into one 

main question: “What language do you usually speak at home with your father?” 

 The initial sub question “If so, could you tell me why or when you do so?”, which 

invited the informants to comment on their reasons for codeswitching, yielded a 

rich variety of answers, as is shown in Table 3.2, in which all reasons spontaneously 

reported by Verhoeven’s and Eversteijn’s informants are represented. For ease of 

comparison, all answers were ordered adopting the ‘six functions of language 

choice and codeswitching’ presented by Appel and Muysken (1987: 118–121) and 

discussed in Section 2.2 as main categories. 

Many of the answers supplied are factors well known to influence code-

switching. Of course, one cannot expect bilinguals to be conscious of all reasons for 

codeswitching that can be discovered by close Conversational Analysis (especially 

‘micro-level’ phatic factors, i.e., cases of locally conditioned codeswitching, are not 

reported). On the other hand, factors not reported in the literature, such as 

‘practicing the interlocutor’s language skills’, were mentioned by the informants, 

which justifies the use of a self-report method. Another advantage of this method 

is that one can be relatively sure that the reasons for codeswitching reported 

indeed play a role in the informants’ behaviour, as no interpretation of an 

intermediating analyst is required. This is why it was decided to keep this method 

of studying codeswitching in the survey, combined with Conversational Analysis. 
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Table 3.2: Reasons for codeswitching provided by the informants of Verhoeven’s and 

Eversteijn’s pilot 

 Reason reported Mentioned 

in pilot 

Verhoeven 

Mentioned 

in pilot 

Eversteijn 

1) Directive   

 Inclusion   

 • use of the interlocutor’s dominant language X X 

 • use of the only language known by the 

interlocutor 

 X 

 • translate/explain (because of lack of 

understanding interlocutor) 

X X 

 • accommodation to the language one was 

addressed in 

X  

 Exclusion   

 • for secrets X X 

 • out of politeness X X 

 • show respect/social distance X  

 Gender of interlocutors:  

Turkish for girls, Dutch for boys 

 X 

2) Referential   

 Association of the topic with one particular culture X X 

 Lexical reasons   

 • word findings problems X X 

 • appropriateness of terms of address X  

 • to prevent lack of understanding interlocutor X  

 • proper nouns  X 

3) Expressive   

 Emotion   

 • irritation/anger X  

 • tension X  

 Joking  X 

4) Phatic   

 calling names  X 

5) Metalinguistic   

 Practicing the interlocutor’s language skills X X 

 Authority dictates the language to be spoken  X 

6) Poetic   

 None  None 
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3.3.4 The language tests 

As shown in Table 3.2, two instruments were designed to measure language 

dominance. Bilinguals’ relative proficiency in their languages is known to exert 

influence on their language choice (e.g., Grosjean 1982; Auer 1984). The selection 

of informants as described in Section 3.1 started from the assumption that a 

bilingual is more able and free to decide upon his language choice when his 

proficiency in both languages is about equal or ‘balanced’. When a speaker can 

speak both languages fluently and is thus able to express a message with little 

effort in either language, this provides more room for other factors than 

proficiency to determine language choice.  

 Obviously, the ability to speak two languages fluently does not automatically 

imply that there is no difference in proficiency between those languages. For the 

present study, it is relevant to know whether such a difference exists in the 

informants’ language skills, and if so, in which direction it goes, how large it is, and 

whether this difference indeed influences language choice. In this section, I will 

describe how I attempted to measure these aspects of the informants’ bilingual 

proficiency. 

 Determining a bilingual’s relative proficiency in two languages is a highly 

complex enterprise, because language proficiency comprises numerous kinds of 

skills and areas of performance (let alone the fact that every language comprises 

many registers). In this section, I will discuss a few methods that have been 

developed to access language dominance. For each method, I will discuss its 

usefulness for the current study. Consequently, I will describe the methods chosen, 

the results obtained with them in the pilots, and the adaptations made to the 

original design. 

 

Methods for measuring language dominance 

In their work on bilingualism and testing, Valdés and Figueroa (1994: 56) distinguish 

two principal approaches one could adopt when attempting to determine language 

dominance: 

One approach involves measuring the performance of bilingual individuals across a wide 

(or narrow) variety of tasks, contexts, settings, modalities, and functions in each of the 

two languages and then comparing the two total performance scores obtained for each 

language. In this approach, if scores in one language are consistently higher than those 

obtained in the other language, the language in which the higher score was obtained can 

be designated the dominant language. The other approach involves comparing a 

bilingual’s performance on a set of tasks in each of his languages with the performance 

of monolingual speakers of each language on the same set of tasks. In this case, the 

language in which a bilingual more closely approaches the monolingual performance 

norm is designated the dominant language. 
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Elaborating on the second approach, Valdés and Figueroa (1994: 59) remark: 

An alternative approach to determining language dominance by comparison with a 

monolingual norm involves the study of an idealized, grammar-textbook standard, which 

is fundamentally prescriptive in nature. When this approach is used, the language 

samples collected from bilinguals are subjected to an analysis which seeks to identify the 

language in which there is a greater total amount of “interference”, transfer, or 

borrowing (phonological, morphological, syntactic, and lexical). 

The latter approach is adopted, for instance, by Nortier (1990: 102–108), who does 

not present tasks to her Moroccan-Arabic-Dutch bilingual informants, but has a 

panel of monolingual native speakers of Moroccan-Arabic and Dutch’, respectively, 

judging the grammaticality, vocabulary choice and pronunciation of her informants 

in monolingual stretches taken from natural speech data. In addition, she conducts 

an error analysis of monolingual stretches in Dutch. We should, however, bear in 

mind that if bilinguals speak a contact variety, it makes little sense to compare this 

variety to a certain monolingual norm (Valdés and Figueroa 1994: 59). As the 

informants of the current study could be expected to make use of a contact variety 

frequently, this method was considered inappropriate. 

 Another method for measuring language dominance is the use of self-report 

questions. For instance, the question: “Which language do you think you can speak 

best?” was formulated and thoroughly tested for its usefulness in the Language 

Survey Primary Education (Taalpeiling Basisonderwijs, TPBO) as set out in detail in 

Broeder and Extra (1999: 24–29). For a selection of the total population of Turkish 

and Moroccan primary school pupils from grades 7 and 8, the results of the 

question were related to observed data, i.e., the scores on the Turkish/Arabic and 

Dutch version of the standardized receptive vocabulary test of Aarssen et al. 

(1992). A high degree of correspondence was found between the answers to the 

self-report question and the scores on the language dominance tests (Broeder et al. 

1995).  

 A third self-reporting method used frequently, is to ask bilinguals to rate their 

own language proficiency for both languages separately (possibly distinguishing 

between productive and receptive, oral and written skills) on a scale ranging, for 

instance, from ‘excellent’ to ‘poor’. However, Valdés and Figueroa (1994) warn that 

bilinguals may apply different standards to their own proficiency in different 

languages, as these languages may be used in different domains of every day life. 

For instance, skills in the majority language might be judged in a stricter, schoolish 

way, if this is the language of education. 

 It is also possible to ask indirect self-report questions, such as “Which language 

do you prefer to speak when you are very tired?” (Yağmur 1997).  

 A final method for measuring language dominance (for instance applied in 

Nortier 1990: 98–102) is to determine which language is spoken most in 
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spontaneous conversations with other bilinguals. To do so, one looks at the 

proportion of monolingual stretches in language A, the monolingual stretches in 

language B and the mixed stretches the speaker utters. What this method 

disregards, is the fact that language dominance is only one of many factors that 

influence codeswitching behaviour. In addition to proficiency of the speaker 

himself, the language spoken can also be opted for because of the language 

proficiency of the interlocutors, bystanders, the topic etcetera, as will be discussed 

extensively in Chapter 5.  

 

Methods adopted 

As a comparative assessment of the proficiency of the 50 informants in Turkish and 

in Dutch was merely a secondary goal, the measures applied to do so should not 

take too much time. Therefore, it was inevitable to make concessions to the ideal 

of assessing a wide range of language skills and areas of performance. Self-report 

questions constituted an attractive option as they are not time-consuming. 

However, self-report data are not good for assessing the size or type of the 

potential difference between proficiencies in the two languages: bilingual language 

tests are much better for this. Following the approach of Nortier (1990: 111), who 

applied four different measures in order to determine language dominance, and 

found that: 

It is beyond doubt […] that the combination of the four measures is more reliable at least 

than each of the four measures individually. 

It was decided to use a combination of several direct and indirect self-report 

questions (included in the questionnaire on background characteristics and 

attitudes), complemented by bilingual language tests. Both the self-report 

questions and the tests focused on productive skills only, for two reasons. In the 

first place, language dominance was not the focal issue in this study. It was 

attempted to measure dominance in order to see whether (and if so, how) it 

correlates to actual language choice in speaking behaviour, which is obviously 

productive in nature. Secondly, it was assumed that the competence to understand 

both Turkish and Dutch was hardly an issue for the informants. Note, for instance, 

that in Broeder and Extra’s Home Language Survey among primary school pupils, 

98% of the 2010 pupils who reported to have Turkish as (one of) their home 

language(s), stated that they were able to understand Turkish (Broeder and Extra 

1999: 42–43). The results of Haemers’ pilot study are also in accordance with this 

finding: her 54 informants were asked to evaluate their own language skills, using a 

five-point scale ranging from ‘badly’ (1) to ‘good’ (5). For understanding Turkish, 

they obtained a mean score of 4.56, whereas their mean score for understanding 

Dutch was 4.33 (Haemers 2000: 23). As my informants would be from similar 
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backgrounds as Haemers’ informants, it was assumed that understanding Turkish 

and Dutch speech would be unproblematic. 

Moreover, it was decided to test lexical skills only, and to refrain from, for 

instance, grammatical or narrative tasks. The intuition that lexicon is an area in 

which second generation members’ language proficiency differences clearly 

manifest themselves, was sustained by several remarks from my pilot informants, 

spontaneously commenting upon their language skills while administering the 

questionnaires discussed above. For instance, one girl gave the following reason for 

attending Turkish lessons: 

to speak better Turkish, because with your parents you use easy words only. 

Lexical problems were often mentioned as a reason for codeswitching as well. 

About speaking with her father at home, one girl reported: 

I only use Dutch for the words which I do not know in Turkish. 

None of the informants reported having any problems other than lexical ones. On 

the other hand, while commenting on the language skills of her parents — who, 

being first generation, could be expected to be less balanced bilinguals than their 

second-generation children — one informant also reported grammatical problems: 

My mother knows very many (Dutch) words, but she cannot make sentences out of 

them. 

The only bilingual vocabulary test available at the start of the study was the 

receptive vocabulary test of Aarssen et al. (1992), which was less suitable for the 

current study not only because of its receptive nature, but also because it was 

designed for pupils in the last grades of primary education (i.e., 11- and 12-year-

olds), while the target population of the current study consisted of 11- to 19-year-

olds, whose scores would probably show a ceiling effect on this test. Therefore, a 

new productive test was developed, a word definition task. In addition, a lexical 

naming task was used. Both types of tasks will be described below. 

 

Lexical naming task 

Following Goodglass and Kaplan (1983), Waas (1993) and Yağmur (1997), a lexical 

naming task was used. In this task, also known as ‘fluency in controlled association’, 

the informants were successively asked to enumerate as many animals, vehicles 

and colours as they could think of in 60 seconds, in Turkish and in Dutch, 

respectively. Every unit of the task was introduced in the language in which it had 

to be carried out. The languages in which the informants had to start naming 

objects from a certain category were alternated, to minimize the possibility of a 

bias effect. In the pilot study, the lexical naming task turned out to be a useful tool 

for measuring language dominance, as is shown in Table 3.3. For three of the four 
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informants who reported to be dominant in one of the languages, there was a 

match between this self-report and the task results.  

 
Table 3.3: Pilot results of the Lexical Naming Task (N= 5) 

 

Inf. 

Self- reported 

dominant language 

 

Animals 

 

Professions 

Means of 

transport 

 

Total 

Turkish 

1 Don’t know 16 11 7 34 (44.7%) 

2 Dutch 11 4 6 21 (45.7%) 

3 Turkish 10 11 7 28 (45.2%) 

4 Dutch 24 11 8 43 (43.0%) 

5 Dutch 16 13 9 38 (40.4%) 

Dutch 

1 Don’t know 20 12 10 42 (55.3%) 

2 Dutch 9 7 9 25 (54.3%) 

3 Turkish 15 8 11 34 (54.8%) 

4 Dutch 32 14 11 57 (57.0%) 

5 Dutch 24 21 11 56 (59.6%) 

 

While collecting the data for the main study, however, I was confronted with the 

very practical problem that it was not always possible to have informants perform 

the lexical naming task individually in a separate room. As a makeshift solution, I 

decided to have them do the task in writing instead of orally, stressing explicitly 

that spelling mistakes were of no importance. However, when the informants were 

asked afterwards to reflect on the task, they almost unanimously responded that 

they believed they had performed better in Dutch, as they suffered from the fact 

that they were less experienced in writing Turkish. Their intuitions were confirmed 

by the results, as there was hardly any correlation with the other measures used as 

indicators of language dominance (see Section 4.2.4). For that reason, the test was 

not used in the remainder of the study.  

 

Word definition task 

The design of this task was based on one of the vocabulary tests Güleç (2007) 

developed in his study of Turkish mother tongue classes in Dutch secondary 

schools. In this test, a concept is described and the pupil is asked to write down the 

corresponding word label.  
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Design 

To enable the comparison of skills in Turkish and Dutch, the same ‘word definition’ 

was provided in both languages, as can be seen in Appendix 3. The informant was 

asked to provide both a Turkish and a Dutch lexeme.  

Some word definitions were borrowed from the explanatory word list in 

Gurbetteki Türkçemiz (Çelik et al. 1994), a course for teaching Turkish in Dutch 

secondary education. The twenty selected concepts included ten nouns and ten 

verbs, and varied from concrete concepts (harbour, midwife) to abstract ones 

(prejudice, revenge). Concepts expressed by cognates in the two languages were 

excluded. In addition, I attempted to exclude any concepts that are strongly 

associated with either Turkish or Dutch domains. In this context, Fishman (1971) 

remarks: 

Bilinguals who are equally fluent in both languages (…) are rarely equally fluent in both 

languages about all topics; this topic is invariably a reflection of the fact that the societal 

allocation of functions is normally imbalanced and in complementary distribution rather 

than redundant. 

Backus (1996) mentions a number of typically ‘Dutch’ semantic fields for second-

generation Turks, including education, students’ lives, clothing and fashion, sex, 

and television programs. What makes these fields ‘Dutch’ is the fact that speakers 

use the Dutch language for interactions that are prototypical for the field (Backus 

1998). Following this reasoning, one could expect that cooking and religion would 

be typical examples of Turkish semantic fields. However, whether an individual 

associates a certain concept more with Turkish or Dutch culture, might vary from 

person to person. For instance, someone who is a member of a Dutch political 

party is more likely to associate the concept of voting with Dutch. Such personal 

bias cannot totally be controlled for, but efforts were made to avoid this problem 

as much as possible.  

Table 3.4. displays the target words of the twenty items, both in Turkish and in 

Dutch (in italics); the words in parentheses are alternatives that were judged to be 

acceptable synonyms.  

 
Table 3.4: Targeted items of the word definition task 

Nouns Verbs 

bachelor/single 

bekâr/vrijgezel (ongehuwde) 

to (go on) strike 

grev yapmak/staken 

puberty 

ergenlik (ergenlik çağı, gençlik, gençlik 

çağı)/puberteit 

to infect/contaminate 

bulaştırmak/besmetten (aansteken) 
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Nouns Verbs 

judge/magistrate 

yargıç (hâkim)/rechter 

to echo 

yankılamak (yankı yapmak)/echoën 

inheritance 

miras/erfenis 

to melt down 

eritmek/smelten (smeden) 

harbor 

liman/haven 

to publish/edit 

yayınlamak (yayımlamak)/uitgeven 

midwife 

ebe/vroedvrouw (verloskundige) 

to vote 

oy vermek (oylamak)/stemmen 

horizon 

ufuk (çevren)/horizon (einder) 

to take revenge 

öç (intikam, hınç) almak/wraak nemen (zich 

wreken) 

tip/gratuity 

bahşiş/fooi (tip) 

to tell fortunes 

falına bakmak/waarzeggen 

trailer 

römork/aanhanger 

to rent out 

kiraya vermek (kiralamak)/verhuren 

prejudice 

peşin hüküm (önyargı)/vooroordeel 

to insure/ assure (o.s.) 

sigortalamak (sigorta etmek, 

garantilemek)/verzekeren 

 

Only the alternatives included in the table were scored as correct answers, with 

one exception. When informants mistakenly provided a morphologically related 

noun instead of the targeted verb (or the other way around), this was not scored as 

an error.  

 

Pilot results 

Table 3.5 presents the number of correct answers provided in the pilot of the word 

definition task, per language, per informant (one case missing). 

  
Table 3.5: Number of correct items in the word definition task  

 

Informant 

Self-reported  

dominant language 

Correct items 

in Turkish 

Correct items 

in Dutch 

1 Don’t know  9 (41%)  13 (59%) 

2 Dutch  3 (25%)  9 (75%) 

3 Turkish  13 (65%)  7 (35%) 

4 Dutch  8 (42%)  11 (58%) 

5 Dutch  7 (30%)  16 (70%) 
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For all informants, the task results appear to correspond to their self-reported 

dominant language. 

Since item 13, ‘yayınlamak/uitgeven’ (‘to publish/edit’), triggered incorrect 

answers from all informants, its initial, rather abstract, definition in (a) was 

changed to the more concrete definition in (b): 

a) Bir kitap veya derginin ticari amaçla çıkartılmasına ne ad verilir?  

Hoe noem je het voor de winkels laten verschijnen van een boek of tijdschrift? 

(What do you call it when one has a book or magazine appear for trade?) 

b) Bir yazar yeni bir kitap yazmış ve onu satmak istemiş. Bir kitabın (veya derginin) 

matbaada basılması işlerine ne ad verilir?  

Een schrijver heeft een nieuw boek geschreven. Hoe noem je het bij de drukkerij 

laten drukken van een boek (of tijdschrift)? 

(An author has written a new book and wants to sell this. What do you call it to have 

a book appear in print?) 

Haemers (2000) investigated both the reliability and the validity of this task. Table 

3.6 presents the average scores, standard deviations and minimum and maximum 

scores of her 54 informants on the Turkish and the Dutch parts of the test.  
 

Table 3.6: Scores on the Turkish and Dutch part of the word definition task by Haemers’ pilot 

informants 

 N Mean S.D. Min. Max. 

Turkish 54 8.56 3.97 1.00 17.00 

Dutch 54 8.87 3.98 1.00 17.00 

 

The scores for the two languages do not diverge much. To judge the reliability of 

the task, Cronbach’s Alpha was determined for both parts. For the Turkish part, it 

turned out to be .7972; the Dutch part had an alpha of .7750. These values could 

be raised a little bit by means of the removal of the items ‘bekâr’, ‘eritmek’, 

‘yayınlamak’ and ‘kiraya vermek’, for the Turkish part, and the items ‘aanhanger’, 

‘waarzeggen’, ‘verhuren’ and ‘verzekeren’ for the Dutch part, as is shown in Table 

3.7 and Table 3.8, respectively. 
 
Table 3.7: Items from the Turkish part of the word definition task with the accompanying 

Cronbach’s Alpha in case the item would be removed 

Item Alpha (- item) Item Alpha (- item) 

T1 bekâr 

(bachelor) 

.8093 T13 yayınlamak 

(to publish) 

.7994 

T12 eritmek 

(to melt down) 

.8085 T18 kiraya vermek 

(to rent out) 

.7974 
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Table 3.8: Items from the Dutch part of the word definition task with the accompanying 

Cronbach’s Alpha in case the item would be removed 

Item Alpha (- item) Item Alpha (- item) 

D11 aanhanger  

(trailer) 

.7826 D18 verhuren 

(to rent out) 

.7792 

D17 waarzeggen  

(to tell fortunes) 

.7768 D20 verzekeren 

(to insure o.s.) 

.7897 

 

As can be seen in Table 3.7 and Table 3.8, the removal of only one item would lead 

to a higher alpha for both parts, namely in case of the deletion of item 18, ‘kiraya 

vermek/verhuren’ (‘to rent out’). However, the resulting increase of Cronbach’s 

Alpha would be so small (0.002 for the Turkish part and 0.042 for the Dutch part) 

that it was decided to keep the word definition task intact. As Cronbach’s Alpha 

was very close to the usually maintained norm for reliability of .8000, the task was 

judged sufficiently reliable. 

To test the validity of the task, Haemers (2000) compared the correlations of 

the Turkish and Dutch parts to already validated monolingual Turkish and Dutch 

vocabulary tests (as described in Section 3.3.1), and to her informants’ self-reports 

on their language skills in Turkish and Dutch. The results are presented in Table 3.9 

Z-scores are used, as the tests contained different numbers of items. 

 
Table 3.9: Correlations between the Turkish and Dutch part of the word definition task, the 

monolingual passive vocabulary tasks and informants’ self-estimation of their skills (N=54, 

**=p<.01)  

 Z-score Turkish 

part word 

definition task 

Z-score Dutch 

part word 

definition task 

Z-score self-

report skills 

in Turkish 

Z-score self-

report skills 

in Dutch 

Z-score self-report  

skills in Turkish 
.48** 

 
 

 

Z-score self-report  

skills in Dutch 
 .44**  

 

Z-score monolingual 

Turkish test 
.65**  .42** 

 

Z-score monolingual  

Dutch test 

 
.53** 

 
.25 

 

Table 3.9 shows that all correlations except one are significant. Haemers (2000: 48) 

assumes that the fact that there is no significant correlation between informants’ 

scores on the monolingual Dutch test and their self-reports on their Dutch language 

skills, can be attributed to the ceiling effect in the scores on the Dutch monolingual 

test. On the basis of the remaining correlations, Haemers concludes that the word 
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definition task can be considered valid. Basing herself on the correlations between 

the Turkish and Dutch parts of the task and the monolingual vocabulary tests, she 

proposes to establish a norm for language dominance as shown in Table 3.10. 

 

Table 3.10: Haemers’ proposal for a language dominance norm, based on informants’ scores 

on the Turkish and Dutch part of the word definition task 

Type of bilingualism Norm proposed 

Balanced bilingual Maximal difference in scores on the Turkish and Dutch part of the 

task: two correct answers 

Turkish dominant On the Turkish part of the task there are at least three more correct 

answers than on the Dutch part 

Dutch dominant On the Dutch part of the task there are at least three more correct 

answers than on the Turkish part 

 

In the present study, this norm was refined to involve the absolute scores on the 

Turkish and the Dutch parts of the task (see Section 4.2.1). 

 

3.3.5 Observation protocol 

Four informants of the survey were selected to participate in the case study, in 

which recordings of spontaneous conversations were made, as will be described in 

Chapter 7. In order to register the context in which these tape recordings were 

made, an observation protocol was developed. This was assumed to be helpful in 

the subsequent interpretation of the data. 

 

Design 

The observation protocol (see Appendix 4) was designed in order to record all 

background information which might be relevant for the interpretation of 

situational codeswitching (see Chapter 2). Sometimes a research assistant was 

present during the recording. Whenever this was the case, the observation 

protocol form was filled out beforehand. When the informants made a recording 

on their own, the form was filled out afterwards as soon as possible. Included were 

date and time of the recording, place and context. Of all persons within hearing 

range of the key informant, the following characteristics were noted: relation with 

(focal) informant, gender, age (in six intervals), generation (in terms of first, 

intermediate or second; Backus 1996: 44), languages known by this person, and his 

or her dominant language (as reported afterwards by the focal informant). If a 

person came in after the start of the conversation or left the room before the end 

of the conversation, the times of arrival or departure were also written down.  
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Pilot results  

Pilot testing of the observation protocol did not yield any particular problems. The 

research assistants, who were called in to overcome the observer’s paradox (as will 

be clarified in Section 7.1.2), were able to fill out the required background 

information without any trouble. 

 



 

 

 



CHAPTER 4 

Survey results: informant characteristics 

In this chapter, the results of the survey will be discussed. Section 4.1 presents 

socio-biographical background information about the informants. In Section 4.2, 

their language dominance patterns are considered, and their language attitudes 

are the topic of Section 4.3.  

 

4.1 Background information on the survey informants 

On the basis of the questionnaire on background characteristics and attitudes, a 

picture will be presented of the informants’ socio-biographical characteristics, their 

cultural orientation, their direct contacts with Turkey and monolingual Turkish, and 

the structure of their social networks. In Chapter 6, the correlations between these 

characteristics and language choice patterns will be examined. 

 

4.1.1 Socio-biographical characteristics 

Recall from Section 3.1 that all informants were already living in the Netherlands 

before they started primary school, and were almost equally divided as to gender. 

All 50 informants started attending Dutch primary education in the first grade at 

the age of four. Three of them temporarily interrupted their education in the 

Netherlands because they went to Turkey with their families, where they stayed for 

1 to 2 years before returning to the Netherlands. Figure 4.1 presents the language 

or languages the informants used to speak at home before they started attending 

primary school
1
.  

                                                        
1
 There were three missing cases, due to the fact that some informants reported they did not 

remember. 
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Figure 4.1: Language(s) spoken at home before entering primary school (N= 47) 

 

A majority of 64% spoke Turkish only at home before entering school. Figure 4.2 

shows the type of education the 50 informants were attending at the time of the 

interview.  
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Figure 4.2: Current type of education (N=50) 

 

LOM stands for special schools for pupils with learning and educational problems. 

The four types of secondary education which used to be distinguished in the 

Netherlands at the time of data collection were LBO (lower vocational training), 
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MAVO (intermediate general secondary education), HAVO (higher general 

secondary education), and VWO (pre-university education). During the period in 

which the interviews were conducted, LBO and MAVO fused into VBO (preparatory 

vocational training). Comprehensive schools combining MAVO, HAVO and VWO 

usually started with a common bridging class in the first year, followed by another 

bridging class for HAVO/VWO pupils in the second year. ROCs (regional education 

centres) offer education to students aged 18 or older. In Figure 4.2, education 

types of comparable level are put together. As can be seen, the majority of the 

informants was attending MAVO, HAVO, or a bridging class preceding MAVO/ 

HAVO/VWO. 

Most informants (47, i.e., 94%) attended Turkish lessons, or had attended them 

when they were at primary school
2
. While 7 of them (15%) had gone to these 

classes for only two years, most had followed Turkish lessons during most of their 

time at primary school: 32 informants (68%) attended lessons for 6 to 8 years.  

The informants gave various reasons for attending Turkish lessons. Extrinsic 

motivations were given by 22 (46.8%) of them, for instance: “It was obligatory, I 

was told to go”. But only one informant added that she herself did not like to go 

there: “The teacher was only telling things in Turkish, I thought that was quite 

foolish. I would have preferred lessons in Dutch during those hours”. 17 informants 

(36.2%) expressed intrinsic motivations, such as that it was nice to go there, or that 

they wished to learn ‘better’ Turkish: “We are minorities in the Netherlands, we 

want to maintain our own language and culture”. “I also went there to learn the 

script system”. “To gain more knowledge of difficult words”. The remaining 8 

informants (17.0%) uttered a combination of both intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivations, for instance: “The first two years, it was obligatory. And I did not want 

to forget my own language”. 

All 50 informants lived with both their parents. All parents were born in Turkey. 

Figures 4.3 and 4.5 show the ages at which the fathers and mothers had arrived in 

the Netherlands, respectively
 3

.  

Figures 4.4 and 4.6 show the level of education attained by the informants’ 

parents. As some parents attended part of their education in the Netherlands, the 

figures combine Dutch and Turkish education types. Turkish primary school, ilk okul 

(first school), is different from Dutch primary education in the sense that it takes 

five years, whereas Dutch primary education takes eight. As for their level, the two 

types of Turkish secondary education, orta okul (middle school) and lise (high 

school), are roughly comparable to Dutch MAVO and HAVO/VWO, respectively. 

                                                        
2
 Home language instruction at Dutch primary school, in the meantime has been abolished, in 

2004. 
3
 When informants did not know this exactly, they were asked to give an estimate. That is why the 

round figure of twenty is reported most frequently. 
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University in Turkey, called üniversite, was attended by only one of the parents. No 

parent had attended university in the Netherlands. Overall, the informants’ fathers 

were somewhat higher educated than their mothers, as more fathers attended 

some kind of education after ilk okul. Variation in education level of the parents 

was quite large (s.d. was 3.76 for the fathers and 3.73 for the mothers). 
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Figure 4.3: Age at which the informants’ mothers arrived in the Netherlands 
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Figure 4.4: Highest school level attended by the informants’ mothers 
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Figure 4.5: Age at which the informants’ fathers arrived in the Netherlands 

0

5

10

15

20

25

no education ilk okul Dutch primary 

education

VBO, Turk. 

vocat. training

MAVO, ROC, 

orta okul

HAVO/VWO, 

lise

HBO

A
b

so
lu

te
 n

u
m

b
e

r 
o

f 
fa

th
e

rs

Type of education

 

Figure 4.6: Highest school level attended by the informants’ fathers 

 

Judged by the ratings given by the informants, parents with higher education also 

have higher language proficiency in Dutch (see also Section 6.2.1). One would 

expect that this higher proficiency would cause parents to talk more Dutch to their 

children at preschool age. Indeed a correlation was found between the language 

informants spoke at home before entering primary school and the educational 

level of their mothers (N=47, Spearman’s Rho =.258, p<.05, one-tailed), but not 

with the education level of their fathers (N=47, Spearman’s Rho = -.087, n.s, one-

tailed). This suggest that the mother, who is the main person responsible for raising 

the children in most Turkish households in the Netherlands, is the one who 

determines which language is spoken to the little ones. It is noticeable that 

mothers who have good Dutch language skills tend to speak both Turkish and 
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Dutch to their children, instead of Dutch only, as was shown in Figure 4.1. This 

finding can possibly be attributed to the observation that Turkish people in the 

Netherlands attach relatively strong importance to maintaining their first language 

in the private domain as an indicator of identity (see Extra et al. 2002: 137–138). 

Influence of the parents’ age of arrival and educational level on their children’s 

language dominance and language choice behaviour will be further explored in 

Chapter 6. 

 

4.1.2 Cultural orientation 

The topic of this section is the question whether informants orient themselves 

more on Turkish or on Dutch culture, or equally on both, as it was expected that 

this orientation would influence the proportions of Turkish versus Dutch spoken by 

them. Obviously, ‘culture’ is such a broad concept that countless aspects could be 

included in this part of the questionnaire, so a selection had to be made. Given that 

common everyday language use is the focus of the present study, questions 

focused on daily behaviour (mostly language-related), e.g., reading, watching 

television, listening to music, and also eating. As will be shown in Chapter 6 in 

which the various measures will be integrated, some of these components of daily 

behaviour turned out to be strong indicators of cultural orientation indeed, while 

others turned out to be quite independent. 

To start with, Figures 4.7–4.10 concern the extent to which Turkish and Dutch 

media are used. 42 informants (84%) reported to have a satellite dish at home, 

enabling them to receive more than one Turkish television channel. 
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Figure 4.7: Reported frequency of watching Turkish and Dutch television (N= 50) 

It turns out that both Turkish and Dutch television are popular among the 

informants, as the majority watches both everyday (see also Milikowski 2000: 457). 
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Figure 4.8: Reported frequency of reading Turkish and Dutch books (N= 50) 

 

Most of the informants never read any Turkish books, and Dutch books only 

sometimes. However, these findings do not allow any conclusions about the 

popularity of Turkish versus Dutch books, as informants who are in secondary 

school are obliged to read Dutch literary works, as several informants mentioned 

explicitly. Not surprisingly, the educational level of the informant and the 

frequency of reading Dutch books correlated significantly (Spearman’s Rho is -.238, 

p<.05). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.9: Reported frequency of reading Turkish and Dutch newspapers and magazines  

(N= 50) 

According to the comments of several informants, the finding that Dutch 

newspapers are read more frequently than Turkish ones, can partly be explained by 

the fact that some Dutch newspapers with local city news are freely distributed 

door-to-door. 
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In Figure 4.10, informants’ behaviour concerning listening to music is presented. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.10: Reported frequency of listening to Turkish, Dutch and English songs (N= 50) 

 

Turkish music turned out to be very popular. The fact that most informants 

reported that they never listen to Dutch songs, might be explained by the tendency 

to associate Dutch songs with the particular genre of tearjerkers, which is 

commonly associated with an audience of older, lower class Dutch. This in spite of 

the fact that other kinds of music in the Dutch language are frequently broadcast 

by pop music channels as well. English songs were also included in the 

questionnaire, because Anglo pop music is very popular among monocultural Dutch 

teenagers. Therefore, Dutch songs were excluded from further analysis (see Section 

6.2.2), while listening to English songs was maintained. 

Figure 4.11 shows behaviour concerning food consumption in the informants’ 

families. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure 4.11: Reported frequency of eating Turkish food, Dutch food, and food from other 

countries (N= 50) 
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It is remarkable that Turkish food is eaten every day in almost every household. 

When informants report they eat Dutch food and food from other countries, they 

especially refer to French fries (a very popular dish in the Netherlands), and Italian 

pizza.  

 

4.1.3 Direct contacts with Turkey 

Whereas media can offer indirect, passive contact with Turks in Turkey and 

monolingual Turkish, this section explores direct personal contacts. 

Figure 4.12 shows the frequency of holiday visits to Turkey. It should be 

remarked that when the data were collected, in the period 1999–2000, airplane 

tickets were more expensive than they are nowadays, so most informants could 

not afford to fly to Turkey every year. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure 4.12: Reported frequency of going on holiday to Turkey (N= 50) 

 

All informants report that, whenever they go on holiday to Turkey, they stay there 

for a period of six weeks, which equals the duration of Dutch summer holidays at 

schools. 

Figure 4.13 displays the frequency with which the informants maintain contacts 

with relatives and friends in Turkey, both by making telephone calls and by writing. 

Note that more modern means of communication through the internet were not in 

common use yet when the data were collected, and telephone traffic was relatively 

more expensive than it is currently. 
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Figure 4.13: Reported frequency of making telephone calls and writing letters, to family 

members and friends in Turkey (N= 50) 

 

It turns out that making telephone calls to Turkey is much more popular than 

writing. Several informants, who reported that they do not carry on any 

correspondence with persons in Turkey, clarified this by saying that their relatives’ 

or friends’ reading and writing skills are poor. 

Next, we will have a look at social network data which provide us with 

additional insight into the extent to which individual informants are ‘more Turkish’ 

or ‘more Dutch’ oriented.  

 

4.1.4  Social networks 

All informants were living with both of their parents, and they all had siblings living 

in the Netherlands as well. 27 of them (54%) also had grandparents who lived in 

the Netherlands. Elaborate data on these family members will be presented in 

Section 5.1.1., where the language skills the informants report for them will be 

related to the language(s) that are spoken to them. Here, the ethnicity of five other 

types of interlocutors who are part of the informants’ social networks will be 

presented: classmates, friends, neighbours, fellow members of clubs or 

organizations, and visitors to the mosque. Their ethnicity was indicated using a five-

point scale ranging from ‘(almost) exclusively Turkish’ to ‘(almost) exclusively non-

Turkish’. The term ‘non-Turkish’ was chosen instead of ‘Dutch’, to include persons 

from other non-Dutch backgrounds, with whom Dutch would be used as a lingua 

franca. 

To start with, Figure 4.14 and Figure 4.15 show the ethnicity of the informants’ 

classmates and friends. While a large majority of informants have more non-

Turkish than Turkish fellow pupils, 58% reports to have (many) more Turkish than 



Survey results: informants characteristics 75 

non-Turkish friends. This result indicates a preference for friends from their own 

cultural background. 
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Figure 4.14: Ethnicity of the informants’ classmates (N= 50) 
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Figure 4.15: Ethnicity of the informants’ friends (N= 50) 
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Figure 4.16 presents the ethnicity of adult residents in the neighbourhood with 

whom informants have conversations now and then. One informant reported to 

have no contacts with neighbours. The majority turns out to have most contacts 

with neighbours of Turkish origin, irrespective of the fact whether they live in 

Lombok-Transvaal or in another neighbourhood of Utrecht.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.16: Ethnicity of adult neighbours with whom the informants have regular contact 

(N= 49) 

 

16 informants belonged to some kind of club or organization: 4 of them had joined 

a sports club, 10 visited a meeting point for teenagers, and 2 were part of a club for 

homework assistance. The informants who visited a social organization were all 

boys. Figure 4.17 depicts the ethnicity of their club mates. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.17: Ethnicity of club mates (N= 16) 



Survey results: informants characteristics 77 

Not surprisingly, the ethnicity of club mates depends on the kind of club. The 

members of a sports club report to have mainly non-Turkish club mates. The 

informants who attend a homework assistance group, on the other hand, report to 

see almost exclusively Turkish peers there. The same goes for the members of a 

social organization that was headed by Turkish first-generation members. The 

members of another social organization, however, with supervisors from various 

cultural backgrounds, turned out to gather in several subgroups. Some of these 

subgroups mainly consist of Turkish teenagers, while others show equal numbers 

of Turkish and non-Turkish members. Yet, others consist of mostly non-Turkish 

members.  

39 informants (78%) report that they visit a mosque on a regular basis. These 

mosques were founded by Turkish residents and Turkish was the language of 

service. However, they were also visited by some Muslims of non-Turkish origin, as 

can be seen in Figure 4.18, which presents the ethnicity of fellow-visitors to the 

mosque. 
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Figure 4.18: Ethnicity of fellow-visitors of the mosque (N= 39) 

 

On the basis of the five variables discussed above, i.e., ethnicity of friends, 

classmates, neighbours, fellow club members and fellow mosque visitors, an index 

was calculated which was given the name ‘network composition’. Table 4.1 

presents the average score, standard deviation and minimum and maximum score 

on this index. Informants with a missing value on one or more composing variables 

were included. 
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Table 4.1: Index on network constitution 

N Mean S.D. Minimum score Maximum score 

50 2.84 .49 1.75 4.20 

 

A score of 1 would mean that all persons in the informant’s network are of Turkish 

origin, a score of 5 would mean the opposite. The mean score of 2.84 means a very 

slight preponderance of non-Turkish people in the informants’ social networks 

outside family.  

Data on cultural orientation, direct contacts with Turkey and social networks 

will be integrated in Chapter 6, where profiles of recurrent types of young Dutch-

Turkish people will be sketched, and correlations with language choice will be 

explored. 

 

4.2 Language dominance 

In this section, a profile of the informants’ language dominance will be constructed 

by combining their self-reports (elicited by the Questionnaire on Background 

Characteristics and Attitudes) with their results on the word definition task (see 

Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.4).  

In Section 3.2.4, the complexity of assessing language dominance was 

discussed. An attempt to do so in less than an hour, as was done in the current 

study, might be considered an overconfident enterprise. However, combining 

direct and indirect self-report data with the results of the word definition task, 

turned out to yield a rather coherent picture of language dominance. 

It should be noted that none of these measures had the goal of comparing 

absolute language skills between informants, but that their purpose was to 

compare relative language skills in Turkish and Dutch within informants, as it is this 

proportion between skills which can influence language choice
4
. When we imagine 

that a bilingual speaker would have ‘poor’ skills in both of his languages when 

compared to other monolingual or bilingual speakers, it would still be possible to 

indicate a ‘stronger’ language which this bilingual might speak more frequently; 

after all, he or she obviously has to speak some language.  

Below, the results of the direct dominance question “Which language do you 

think you can speak best?” (question 53 in Appendix 1) are reported, as well as the 

                                                        
4
 Probably, the opposite is equally true: when a bilingual speaks much more Dutch than Turkish in 

everyday life, it is likely that this will improve his Dutch language proficiency, which would mean 

that language proficiency and dominance keep mutually affecting each other. However, as the 

goal of this dissertation is to examine which factors affect language choice and codeswitching 

behaviour, this reverse pattern will be left out of consideration here. 
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answers to the questions “How well do you speak Turkish?” and “How well do you 

speak Dutch?”. Next, the answers to the indirect questions “Do you ever have the 

feeling that you lack certain words in Turkish/Dutch?” will be discussed, together 

with the answers to the cluster of indirect questions “Which language do you 

prefer speaking when you are very angry/tired/happy?”. Finally, the results of the 

bilingual word definition task will be presented. 

 

4.2.1 Direct self-report on language dominance and language 
proficiency 

In Figure 4.19 the answers to the question “Which language do you think you can 

speak best?” are presented. 25 informants (50%) answered “Dutch” to this 

question, 17 informants (34%) reported that their speaking proficiency in the two 

languages is about equal, and 8 informants (16%) said that Turkish is the language 

they can speak best.  
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Figure 4.19: Direct self-report on language dominance (N= 50)  

 

In Figure 4.20, the answers to the questions “How well do you speak Turkish?” and 

“How well do you speak Dutch?” are presented. Almost two thirds of the 

informants (64%) report they are able to speak Dutch ‘well’, while about a quarter 

(24%) claims to speak it ‘rather well’. When Turkish speaking skills are considered, 

the answers vary more: the responses ‘not very well’, ‘rather well’ and ‘well’ are 

each given by about one third of the informants (28%, 34% and 36%, respectively). 
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Figure 4.20: Self-report on proficiency in speaking Turkish (N= 50) 
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Figure 4.21: Self-report on proficiency in speaking Dutch (N= 50) 

 

On the basis of the outcomes of these direct questions, the informants were 

divided into five groups with respect to language dominance: ‘very dominant in 

Turkish’ (1), ‘dominant in Turkish’ (2), ‘balanced bilingual’ (3), ‘dominant in Dutch’ 

(4) and ‘very dominant in Dutch’ (5) as is shown in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2: Language dominance categories derived from the self-reports on proficiency in 

speaking in Turkish and Dutch (N= 50) 

 Turkish 

Dutch not good at all not very good rather good good very good 

not good at all 3 2 1 1 1 

not very good 4 3 2 1 1 

rather good 5 4 3 2 1 

good 5 5 4 3 2 

very good 5 5 5 4 3 

 

Figure 4.22 shows the distribution of the 50 informants over these categories. 

According to their own judgments, none of the informants turn out to be ‘very 

dominant in Turkish’. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.22: Distribution of informants over language dominance categories derived from 

the self-reports on speaking proficiency in Turkish and Dutch (N= 50) 

 

4.2.2 Indirect self-reports on language dominance 

Some other questions in the questionnaire can be seen as giving indirect info on 

dominance. Table 4.3 presents the answers to the question “Do you ever have the 

feeling that you are missing certain words in Turkish/Dutch?”.  
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Table 4.3: Occurrence of word finding problems while talking Turkish and while talking Dutch 

(N= 50) 

 Missing words while talking Dutch 

Missing words while talking Turkish No Yes 

No 4 (8%) 4 (8%) 

Yes 18 (36%) 24 (48%) 

 

It turns out that 48% of the informants experiences word finding problems in both 

Turkish and Dutch sometimes; 36%, however, claims to encounter word finding 

problems while speaking Turkish, but not while speaking Dutch. In Section  4.2.4, it 

will be discussed to what extent the occurrence of word finding problems can offer 

us information on language dominance.  

Assuming that an informant who reported to have word findings problems in 

Turkish but not in Dutch could be considered dominant in Dutch, the informants 

could be distributed on the basis of Table 4.3 as shown in Figure 4.23. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.23: language dominance on the basis of word finding problems in Turkish and Dutch 

(N=50)  

 

The second kind of indirect self-report was constituted by a set of three questions: 

“Which language do you prefer to speak when you are feeling very 

happy/tired/angry?” These questions were based on the assumption that more 

extreme emotional states of mind would trigger the language in which the 

informant expresses himself with the least effort. The results are depicted in Figure 

4.24. 
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Figure 4.24: Language the informants prefer speaking when they are feeling very angry, tired 

and happy, respectively (N= 50) 

 

On the basis of these findings, an index called ‘indirect self-report on language 

dominance’ was constructed. The informants’ scores on this index are presented in 

Figure 4.25. A score of 1.0 indicates that the informant has answered “Turkish” to 

all three questions, while a score of 3.0 means the opposite: the informant chose 

“Dutch” three times. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.25: Informants’ scores on the index of indirect self-reports on language dominance 

(N=50) 

 

Although the informants’ scores turn out to diverge considerably (s.d. =.547), and 

both the minimum and maximum scores are attained, the majority of the 

informants appear to be in a middle position.  
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4.2.3 Bilingual word definition task 

In this section, the results of the bilingual word definition task will be presented. 

Figure 4.26 and Figure 4.27 show the scores on the Turkish and on the Dutch part 

of this task, respectively. 
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Figure 4.26: Scores obtained on the Turkish part of the bilingual word definition task (N=50) 
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Figure 4.27: Scores obtained on the Dutch part of the bilingual word definition task (N=50) 

 

Although there is strong variation in the scores obtained, it is clear from the figures 

presented in Table 4.4 that the scores on the Dutch part were somewhat higher.  
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Table 4.4: Measures of scores on the Turkish and the Dutch part of the word definition task 

(N=50) 

 Mean S.D. Minimum Maximum Skewness 

Scores on Turkish part of task 8.46 4.16 1 17 4.53 

Scores on Dutch part of task 10.08 4.53 1 18 -0.57 

 

A positive correlation was found between age on the one hand and scores on both 

the Turkish part (N=50, Spearman’s Rho=.738, p<.01, one-tailed) and the Dutch 

part of the test (N=50, Spearman’s Rho=.320, p<.05, one-tailed) on the other hand. 

Also, a positive correlation was found between the informants’ level of education 

and scores on the Dutch part of the task (N=50, Spearman’s Rho=.299, p<.05, one-

tailed), but not with scores on the Turkish part (N=50, Spearman’s Rho=.229, n.s., 

one-tailed).  

A significant positive correlation was found between scores on the Turkish and 

Dutch parts of the task (N=50, Pearson’s correlation =.418, p<.01, two-tailed). That 

means that the larger the informants’ vocabulary is in one language, the larger it 

will be in the other. A similar finding was reported by Broeder and Extra (1999: 31), 

who found a positive correlation between the outcomes for Turkish and Dutch on a 

bilingual receptive vocabulary test which was administered to primary school 

children in grades 1 and 2. Klatter-Folmer (1996: 162) also reports a not very high 

but significant correlation between Turkish and Dutch language proficiency. 

Findings like these enable us to argue against ‘balance’ or ‘balloon’ theories:  

[…] initial research into bilingualism and cognitive functioning and into bilingualism and 

educational attainment often found bilinguals to be inferior to monolinguals. This 

connects with a naïve theory of bilingualism which represents the two languages existing 

together in a balance (original stress). The picture is of weighing scales, with a second 

language increasing at the expense of the first language. An alternative naïve picture-

theory attached to the early research is of two language balloons inside the head. The 

picture portrays the monolingual as having one well filled balloon. The bilingual is 

pictured as having two less filled or half filled balloons. […] The balance and balloon 

picture theories of bilingualism and cognition appear to be held intuitively by many 

people. Many parents and teachers, politicians and large sections of the public appear to 

latently, subconsciously take the balloon picture as the one that best represents bilingual 

functioning. (Baker 1993: 132–133) 

Unfortunately, more than ten years later Baker’s observation still seems to be valid.  

As compared to the other measures of language dominance discussed, the 

word definition task yields the most fine-grained results, as it is the only measure 
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with values at ratio level. This enables us to make some cautious
5
 comments on the 

degree of difference between informants’ skills in the two languages, and to 

distinguish, for instance, an informant who scores much better on Turkish than on 

Dutch from an informant who scores only slightly better on Turkish. This is not 

possible with the self-report measures, as an informant would not be likely to say: 

“I speak Turkish twice as good as Dutch”.  

On the other hand, merely subtracting each informant’s scores on the Turkish 

and the Dutch part of the test would not be that informative, because it is not 

possible on the basis of this calculation to distinguish different types of informants. 

For instance, one informant obtained a relatively high score on both languages; 

another informant obtained a relatively low score on both. Both informants have a 

difference score of –1.
6
 If we would only use difference scores to distinguish 

between informants, these two would be considered equal. To overcome this 

problem, informants were divided into six groups on the basis of their scores on 

both parts of the test: 

 

1. Scoring very low on both Turkish and Dutch 

2. Scoring higher on Turkish than on Dutch 

3. Scoring higher on Turkish than on Dutch, both scores being relatively high 

4. Scoring about equal on Turkish and Dutch 

5. Scoring higher on Dutch than on Turkish, both scores being relatively high 

6. Scoring higher on Dutch than on Turkish 

                                                        
5
 Cautiousness is required, as we should not forget that the test contained twenty items only.  

6
 With thanks to Huub van den Bergh for providing me with this insight, and to Tim van der Avoird 

for assisting me in solving the problem. 
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Figure 4.28: Distribution of informants according to their scores on the Turkish and the 

Dutch part of the bilingual word definition task 

 

Table 4.5 shows the number of informants in each of the six groups described 

above. About one third of the informants score equally high on both languages, 

while 44% is dominant in Dutch, and only 18% is dominant in Turkish.  

 

Table 4.5: Categorization of informants according to their scores on the Turkish and the 

Dutch part of the bilingual word definition task 

 Number of informants Proportion 

1. Scoring very low on both Turkish and Dutch 3 6,0 

2. Scoring higher on Turkish than on Dutch 5 10,0 

3. Scoring higher on Turkish than on Dutch, both  

scores being relatively high 

4 8,0 

4. Scoring about equal on Turkish and Dutch 16 32,0 

5. Scoring higher on Dutch than on Turkish, both 

scores being relatively high 

6 12,0 

6. Scoring higher on Dutch than on Turkish 16 32,0 

Total 50 100,0 
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Striking are the empty spots in the upper left corner and the lower right corner of 

Figure 4.28. It turns out that only one informant (with 2 correct Turkish items and 

16 correct Dutch items) scores very low on Turkish but high on Dutch. However, the 

highest scores on Dutch are only obtained by those informants who have either 

moderate or high scores on Turkish. The opposite pattern does not occur at all: 

none of the informants scores high on Turkish but low on Dutch. In this respect, my 

results differ slightly from Klatter-Folmer’s (1996: 165), who found that all her 

informants scored either equal on Turkish and Dutch proficiency, or scored higher 

on Turkish (where Turkish proficiency is moderate and Dutch proficiency is low). 

However, also in Klatter-Folmer’s research, only informants with high scores on 

Turkish proficiency also scored high on Dutch. These results led her to the 

conclusion that a good proficiency in Turkish is a necessary but not always a 

sufficient condition for good proficiency in Dutch.  

I traced only one informant whose results suggest that good Turkish proficiency 

is not a necessary condition. However, just like Klatter-Folmer’s, my results 

disprove the often held belief that developing the first language could be at the 

detriment of the second language. 

 

4.2.4 Discussion of the language dominance measures and 
correlations between them 

In Sections  4.2.1 to  4.2.3, the measures used to assess language dominance, i.e., 

direct self-reports on dominance and speaking skills, indirect self-reports on word 

finding problems and language choices while in some emotional state, and the 

word definition task, were discussed. In this section, I will assess the relative value 

of each of these five measures, and the correlations between them. 

Language skills are frequently mentioned as an important factor influencing 

language choice and codeswitching behaviour (Grosjean 1982; Auer 1984). 

Therefore, assessing language dominance was considered important for the 

present study. However, language skills, and thus language dominance, constitute 

such a complicated and multidimensional construct, that the measurement of 

these in fact deserves a study on its own (Valdés and Figueroa 1994). Since I merely 

wanted to get a general idea, I selected just a few measures, following two 

guidelines. In the first place, I only looked at productive skills, as was argued in 

Section 3.3.4. Secondly, different kinds of data were used in a complementary way: 

direct self-reports, indirect self-reports, and test results.  

Inevitably, different methods sometimes yielded different results for one and 

the same informant. For instance, a teenager who claimed to be dominant in Dutch 

(direct self-report), could be called balanced bilingual according to his own self-

judgement of speaking skills in both languages. On the other hand, according to 

their own judgements, the majority of the informants is (very) dominant in Dutch, 



Survey results: informants characteristics 89 

and most of the others are balanced bilinguals, as was shown in Table 4.2. This 

finding is perfectly consistent with the results of the direct self-reports on 

dominance as shown in Figure 4.19.  

It appears useful to have a closer look at the correlations between the 

respective measures of language dominance. In Table 4.6, correlations between the 

five measures are presented. On the basis of these results, the value of each 

measure will be discussed in turn. 

 

Table 4.6: Correlations between the language dominance measures applied  

(N=50, Spearman’s Rho, *=p<.05, **=p<.01, one-tailed) 

  

Direct self-

report on 

dominance 

Direct self- 

report on 

speaking skills in 

both languages 

Dominance of 

word finding 

problems in 

either language 

 

Index of 

indirect 

self-reports 

Direct self-report on 

language dominance 
  x    x    x   x 

Direct self-report on 

speaking skills in both 

languages 

 .310*    x    x   x 

Dominance on the basis of 

self-reported occurrence of 

word finding problems in 

either language 

 .263*   .096    x   x 

Index of indirect self-

reports 
 .309*   .242*   .176   .x 

Group distribution on the 

basis of scores on both 

parts of the word definition 

task 

 .297*   .387**   .544**  .296* 

 

The results yielded by the direct question on dominance “Which language do you 

think you can speak best?” turns out to show significant correlations with all other 

measures. It is not that surprising that this measure appears to do well, as it was 

extensively tested for its validity in earlier research (see Broeder and Extra 1999: 

24–29, described in Section 3.3.4). Apparently, people are quite good at judging 

their competence at this global level. 

The answers to the direct questions on speaking skills in Turkish and Dutch 

(presented in Table 4.2) turned out to correlate significantly with all other 

measures except for word finding problems in the two languages. This casts doubt 

on the assumption that the occurrence of word finding problems in two languages 
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provides us with reliable information on dominance, although it did show a 

significant correlation with self-reported language dominance (N=50, Spearman’s 

Rho =.26, p<.05, one-tailed) and with the bilingual word definition task (N=50, 

Spearman’s Rho =.56, p<.01, one-tailed). The assumed relation between word 

finding problems and language proficiency is theoretically dubious, as the notion of 

language domains plays an interfering role (see also Section 3.3.3). The lack of a 

label for a certain concept in language A might be due to the fact that the concept 

belongs to a semantic field that is usually associated with language B. This point 

can be illustrated with the true story of a bilingual Turkish-Dutch young man, who 

spoke fluent Dutch every day while studying at the university. One day in the 

university canteen, however, he felt embarrassed to find out that he did not know 

the Dutch word for a fork. For this student, cutlery typically belonged to the home 

domain, where Turkish was spoken. It does not seem justified to judge his speaking 

skills in Dutch on the basis of such accidental word finding problems
7
. (Note that in 

the construction of the bilingual word definition task, much effort went into 

avoiding such ‘domain-specific’ concepts.) In other words: caution is required when 

we want to say something about language dominance on the basis of word finding 

problems. Some informants clearly show awareness of domain-specificity in their 

answers to the follow-up questions: “If so, what kind of words do you lack while 

talking Turkish/Dutch?”. Concerning Turkish, the following answer was given by 4 

informants: 

Words from the television news. 

Two informants report lacking Turkish words when talking about school:  

Sometimes I lack words which I use every day (=in Dutch). When I say: “Tomorrow I will 

have a test (repetitie)”, then I will say the sentence in Turkish, but I will say “test” in 

Dutch. Or “paper” (werkstuk). 

There is one informant who even points out the phenomenon of domain-specificity 

in an abstract way, as she reports word finding problems while talking Turkish: 

…when I have to explain, describe, a typical Dutch word. 

And concerning Dutch, the following word finding problems are reported: 

Objects in the house, or when I want to say: “Could you pass me this?” 

Another informant refers to greetings: 

                                                        
7
 We should also bear in mind that although a word finding problem can potentially cause a 

codeswitch, the opposite does not apply: an insertional codeswitch does not necessarily indicate a 

word finding problem. 
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Things I say in Turkish are “well, bye bye” (haydi doeg)
8
 and “let’s go” (gidelim). 

However, most answers supplied by the informants are not related to a specific 

domain of language use. Concerning Turkish, no fewer than 12 informants report 

that they have troubles with “more difficult/complicated” words. One of them even 

states: 

We do not even know difficult words, you should go to Turkey for them. 

Others mention: 

Difficult words which are hard to pronounce. 

Posh words, which are learned in high school in Turkey. 

It is striking that the opposite, i.e., ‘simple/easy’ words in Turkish, are mentioned 

by 5 informants as well. 

Sometimes very simple words, like ‘finished’ (gefinisht). Then you have to say five or six 

sentences to explain it. 

Things like ‘suitcase’, strange, easy words. 

Some other answers with respect to Turkish are: 

Decent words. 

When I want to tell something exciting, when something has happened. 

With respect to Dutch, ‘difficult/infrequent’ words are mentioned by 12 informants 

as well. While ‘easy/simple’ words are reported twice for Dutch: 

Sometimes very simple words you use every day, but most of the time the more difficult 

ones. 

Three informants mention proverbs and sayings: 

Certain sayings. In Dutch you have them too, but I usually think that Turkish fits better 

then. 

Some other answers concerning Dutch: 

Words that occur in our Turkish dialect. Then you have to translate them to (standard) 

Turkish first, and then to Dutch. 

I don’t know, but it happens when I am talking too fast. 

The last answers indicate that the occurrence of word finding problems cannot be 

related to domain-specificity only, but is probably also related to more general 

                                                        
8
 The informant only uses Turkish for the ‘introducing’ discourse marker ‘haydi’. The greeting itself 

(‘doeg’) is in Dutch. I frequently observed this phenomenon among Turkish-Dutch teenagers. 
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language skills, which was the assumption underlying the development of the 

bilingual word definition task as well. 

In Table 4.5, informants were categorized according to their respective scores 

on the Turkish and Dutch parts of the word definition task. This categorization 

turns out to be a strong measure of language dominance, as it correlates 

significantly with all other measures applied, just like the direct self-report question 

on language dominance did. But unlike the latter, it also gives a slight impression of 

the degree to which skills in the languages differ, as was discussed in Section  4.2.3.  

The index of indirect self-reports on language dominance, to conclude, turns 

out to show significant correlations with some (but not all) of the other measures 

of language dominance applied: with directly self-reported language dominance 

(N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.31, p<.05, one-tailed), with the compared self-reports on 

speaking skills in both languages (N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.24, p<.05, one-tailed) as 

well as with the scores on the bilingual word definition task (N=50, Spearman’s Rho 

=.30, p<.05, one-tailed). In addition, the index also turns out to correlate 

significantly with general language preference, which will be dealt with in the next 

section (N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.34, p<.05, one-tailed). This outcome is not 

surprising if we look at the actual wording of its constituting questions: “Which 

language do you prefer speaking when you are angry/tired/happy?” For instance, it 

is conceivable that the informants opt for their dominant language when they are 

very tired (because speaking this language takes less effort), or that they speak 

their preferred language when they are happy (because this language makes them 

feel good). What we can conclude from this is that the index of indirect self-report 

questions measures a kind of bridging concept between language dominance and 

language preference. This is an interesting finding, as the answers to the direct self-

report questions on language dominance and language preference, respectively, do 

not show any correlation with each other (N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.001, n.s., one-

tailed). 

Now, what can we learn from this entire enterprise? The idea that it should be 

possible to yield basic information about a bilingual’s language dominance in less 

than an hour turned out to be not totally far-fetched. The direct self-report 

question: “Which language do you think you can speak best?” and the bilingual 

word definition task, previously validated by Broeder and Extra (1999) and 

Haemers (2000), respectively, both appear to be quite appropriate means to do so. 

The lexical naming task, which is a proven tool for the measurement of language 

loss at least, might also be a good alternative, provided that informants can carry 

out the task individually and orally. Closer research into this matter would be 

desirable. In the continuation of this study, it seems reasonable to make 

statements about the informants’ language dominance (and its correlation to, for 

instance, language choice behaviour), based on the outcomes of the direct self-

report question and the word definition task, as long as we are aware of the fact 
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that it was only a very small area of language proficiency (i.e., productive 

vocabulary) that was actually tested, and that such statements can only be made 

with an appropriate amount of cautiousness.  

 

4.3 Language attitudes 

In this section, the informants’ general language preference, which was briefly 

touched upon in the previous section, will be dealt with as well as their answers to 

the questions “Do you wish you could speak Turkish/Dutch better?” and their 

open-ended follow-up questions: “For what kind of things do you think 

Turkish/Dutch is particularly important?”  

In Figure 4.29 the informants’ answers to the question “In which language do 

you generally prefer to speak?” are presented. The informants turn out to vary 

strongly: most of them have a preference for one particular language (38% prefer 

Turkish, 36% prefer Dutch), whereas one out of four expresses no preference.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.29: Language the informants prefer speaking in general (N=50) 

 

Table 4.7 depicts the answers to the question pair “Do you wish you could speak 

Turkish/Dutch better?” 
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Table 4.7: Answers to the questions “Do you wish you could speak Turkish/Dutch better?” 

(N=50) 

 Wish to speak Turkish better 

Wish to speak Dutch better Yes No Don’t know Total 

Yes 26 (52%) 11 (22%) 1 (2%) 38 (76%) 

No 3 (6%) 8 (16%) 0 (0%) 11 (22%) 

Don’t know 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 

Total 29 (58%) 20 (40%) 1 (2%)    50 (100%) 

 

A little more than half of the informants report they would like to have a higher 

proficiency in both languages. There are more informants who would like to have a 

higher proficiency in Dutch (76%), than those who wish they could speak Turkish 

better (58%). 

The results presented in Table 4.7 for Dutch show a significant correlation with 

only two of the five measures which were applied to determine language 

dominance (see previous section), i.e., with the self-reports on speaking proficiency 

in Dutch (N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.308, p<.05, one-tailed), and with the reported 

occurrence of word finding problems in this language (N=50, Spearman’s Rho 

=.308, p<.05, one-tailed). Remarkably, no correlation could be established with 

other measures of dominance which are often believed to be more reliable. It is 

even more striking that the wish to speak Turkish better does not correlate to any 

measure of language dominance.  

What appears from this is that a direct relationship between language 

proficiency and dominance on the one hand and the wish to speak a language 

better on the other hand, might not exist. It is very likely that the attitudes one 

holds towards a certain language play an important intervening role. These 

attitudes, which were elicited by the questions “For what kind of things do you 

think Turkish/Dutch is especially important?” will be dealt with now. Note that the 

rather positive wording of the questions did not keep the informants from 

expressing negative language attitudes as well. The responses could be grouped 

into several categories. Whenever possible, these categories were linked to the 

functions of language outlined in Chapter 2). In most categories, several 

subcategories could be distinguished. For all subcategories, the number of 

informants who gave this kind of response will be reported, and one or more 

representative sample answers will be quoted. If a response could be assigned to 

more than one category, it was counted in both. 

To the question “For what kind of things do you think Turkish is particularly 

important?”, the following types of responses were given. 
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• Intra-group contacts in the Netherlands (directive) 

− Contact with parents and other relatives in the Netherlands (mentioned by 5 

informants): 

For when I am talking to my family. 

− Contact with mother only (2 informants): 

 I think it is only necessary at home, with my mother. 

− Contacts with older persons in the Netherlands (1 informant): 

 When I am talking to older people, I want to know difficult words. 

− Contacts with friends in the Netherlands (1 informant). 

− Contacts with Turkish people in the Netherlands in general (6 informants): 

 Because of your environment when you associate with Turkish people. 

 For people who cannot speak Dutch. 

 

• Communication with interlocutors in Turkey 

− Adapting language skills to the norms of monolinguals in Turkey (10 

informants): 

 When I am in Turkey, they talk decently, then sometimes I do not understand it. 

 To adapt when I am in Istanbul. 

− Holidays in Turkey (7 informants). 

− Contacts with relatives in Turkey (3 informants): 

 To speak with my grandmother and the rest in Turkey. 

 To talk to my family when we are on holidays. 

− Contacts with friends in Turkey (1 informant). 

− Maintaining contacts outside holiday periods (2 informants): 

 When I have to write a letter to Turkey. 

 To make a telephone call, or send a letter, to Turkey. 

− Being in Turkey in general (7 informants): 

 When you are in Turkey, or have to read instructions in Turkish. You do not need it 

for more than that, as it is not a world language. 

 When you are in your fatherland. 

 

• Expressing Turkish identity (expressive) 

− Expressing identity during stays in Turkey (2 informants): 

 I think it is important that people can understand you, and do not notice 

immediately: “Hey, he is from another country.” 

− Passing identity on to children (1 informant): 
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 To pass it on to my own children. You are a Turk, otherwise they would come to 

Turkey and then they would not know the language at all. 

− Expressing identity in general (5 informants): 

 It is my mother tongue, you ought to know it. But I won’t take any education in it. 

 Because I am a Turk. 

 

• Expressing own thought (expressive) 

− This kind of response was given by 2 informants only: 

 Most of the time, you need it when you are telling someone something. Sometimes I 

can’t talk at all, then I don’t know the words in Turkish or in Dutch. 

 

• Practical skills (metalinguistic) 

− This kind of response was given by 4 informants: 

  For when I am watching TV, the Turkish channel. 

 To have a conversation, write a letter. 

 

• Study/employment/future 

− Future in the Netherlands (1 informant): 

 For example, if you work somewhere and Turkish people who do not know Dutch 

very well come there, then you can explain it to them. You can be a spokesperson for 

illegal residents. 

− Future in Turkey (2 informants): 

 When I am in Turkey, when I might go live there, I do have my sister there, but she 

cannot be beside me all the time. 

 If I want to study or apply for a job in Turkey: they really are not going to accept me 

(i.e., with the language skills I have now). 

− Future both in Turkey and in the Netherlands (1 informant): 

 For my education in the future, I want to do something related to languages. I want 

to stay here but to go there for one year or something. 

 

A main conclusion which can be drawn from this typology of responses, is that 

Turkish is maintained not only out of ideological reasons (‘expressing Turkish 

identity’ is just one out of many categories, and a relatively minor one), but first of 

all for various practical reasons. Command of the minority language turns out to be 

vital, even for study, employment and future. This finding is in line with findings of 

Extra et al. (2002: 138), who present the most vital minority languages among 

children and youngsters (aged 4 to 17) in the Netherlands. From the 24 languages 
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investigated, Turkish comes in second place (right behind Dari/Pashto)
9
. On the 

other hand, some quite negative attitudes against the usefulness of Turkish are 

expressed as well. For instance, one informant reports that communication with 

her mother is the only use Turkish has for her. Another informant states that 

Turkish ‘is not a world language’, and yet another girl comments on Turkish: 

Here (= in the Netherlands) it is not that important. In Turkey it is, but there I have Dutch 

friends as well. Girls who are born there act so weird, they think that you are rich. 

Such negative undertones were absent with respect to the majority language, as 

can be seen in the following types of responses concerning the importance of 

Dutch. 

 

• Inter-group contacts in the Netherlands 

− Contacts with older Dutch persons (mentioned by 3 informants): 

 With older people you have to talk decently, not coarsely. 

− Contacts with friends (3 informants). 

− Contacts with Dutchmen in general (10 informants): 

 You live in this country, you just have to know Dutch, Dutch is an important language 

if you live in the Netherlands. 

 Wherever you go, there are many Dutchmen. 

 

• Expressing Dutch identity (expressive) 

− This kind of response was given by 5 informants: 

 So they do not notice immediately that I speak Turkish (=that Turkish is my mother 

tongue). Whenever I talk on the telephone they think that I am Dutch, I always quite 

like that. 

 

• Expressing one’s thought (expressive) 

− This kind of response was given by 3 informants: 

 To make myself clear. 

 To explain something. So that whenever someone asks me something, I can say what 

I mean. 

 

• Practical skills (metalinguistic) 

− This kind of response was provided by 7 informants: 

 When I have to call someone, or write a letter. 

 To give a talk (at school), an interview, a letter, an application for a job. 

 

                                                        
9
 Parents of Dari/Pashto speaking children mainly come from Afghanistan or Pakistan. 



98 “All at once” – Language choice and codeswitching by Turkish-Dutch teenagers 

• Study/employment/future 

− Education (13 informants): 

At school, and if you are going to continue your studies at university. 

− Future employment (13 informants): 

To find a job. 

For when you start working, you will have to communicate with those people, don’t 

you? 

− Future in general (3 informants): 

Because we stay in the Netherlands forever. 

For my future. 

 

• Intra-ethnic contacts (metalinguistic) 

− This kind of response was given by 1 informant only: 

 When I have to translate something for my family. 

 

It will not come as a surprise that many reasons related to schooling and career are 

mentioned with respect to the functionality of the majority language, as this is a 

typical Dutch language domain. Many of the practical skills that were mentioned 

are also school-related. The fact that expressive functions are reported for both 

Turkish and Dutch reflects the dual identity of these second-generation Turkish 

youngsters. The next chapter will deal with the informants’ self-reported language 

choice and codeswitching behaviour. 

 



CHAPTER 5 

Survey results: reported language choice 

Section 5.1 presents the informants’ reported language choice behaviour with 

different kinds of interlocutors. Subsequently, Section 5.2 deals with the factors 

influencing language choice and codeswitching as brought up by the informants. 

The way in which these language choice data are correlated to the characteristics 

discussed in Chapter 4, will be discussed in Chapter 6. 

 

5.1 Language choice related to interlocutors 

As discussed in Chapter 4, the informants are thoroughly bilingual, i.e., they are 

able to speak both Turkish and Dutch fluently. Their fluency in the two languages 

implies that — in contrast to their parents who are first- or intermediate- 

generation Turkish people in the Netherlands — they hardly experience any 

restrictions on their language choices due to proficiency limitations. This fact leaves 

room for other factors to determine language choice. Uncovering these factors is 

the main goal of the survey. 

Below, quantitative data elicited by the Questionnaire on Language Choice (see 

Appendix 2), concerning the informants’ behaviour in conversations with various 

interlocutors and in various contexts that occur in their daily life, will be presented. 

It was not my purpose to measure the total proportion of Turkish and Dutch 

spoken by the informants in everyday life, as communication with either Turkish or 

Dutch monolinguals was not included. The focus was only on communication with 

other Turkish-Dutch bilinguals.  

 

5.1.1 Language choice with relatives 

Table 5.1 shows how many informants had a particular kind of relative living in the 

Netherlands. The presentation below will sometimes concern only a subgroup of 

the 50 informants as, for instance, not all of them had grandparents living in the 

Netherlands. The oral proficiency in Dutch of these relatives, as judged by the 

informants on a five-point scale ranging from ‘not good at all’ (1) to ‘very good’ (5), 

is also indicated.  
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Table 5.1: Informants’ relatives in the Netherlands, and their Dutch oral proficiency as 

estimated by the informants, 1=not good at all, 5=very good (N=50) 

Kind of relative 

Informants who have 

such relative living in the 

Netherlands 

Estimated 

Dutch oral proficiency of relatives 

 Number Proportion Mean S.D. Minimum Maximum 

Father 50 100% 3.18 .85 2 5 

Mother 50 100% 2.69 1.12 1 5 

Older brother(s) 26 52% 4.62 .50 4 5 

Older sister(s) 20 40% 4.60 .50 4 5 

Younger brother(s) 25 50% 3.84 1.18 4 5 

Younger sister(s) 15 30% 4.00 .85 2 5 

Grandfather(s) 16 32% 1.93 .96 1 4 

Grandmother(s) 17 34% 1.25 .45 1 2 

Uncle(s) 49 98% 3.51 1.06 1 5 

Aunt(s) 

from Turkish origin 
40 80% 2.72 1.07 1 5 

Male cousin(s),  

same age or older 
35 70% 4.48 .57 3 5 

Female cousins,  

same age or older 
34 68% 4.44 .56 3 5 

Younger cousin(s), 

niece(s) and 

nephew(s) 

48 96% 3.93 .87 2 5 

 

Table 5.1 clearly shows the importance of the generation the interlocutor belongs 

to. The Dutch oral proficiency of the grandparents is estimated to be the lowest by 

far; that of parents, uncles and aunts takes a middle position, and siblings and 

cousins are estimated to be most proficient, especially when they are older than 

the informant. Three factors appear to matter: gender, age, and age of arrival in 

the Netherlands (cf. Gal 1979; Li Wei 1994).  

To start with gender: for the two older generations, Dutch oral proficiency is 

judged to be higher for males than for females. This must be due to the fact that 

many women in these generations are not employed outdoors. In the youngest 

generation, these gender differences have vanished completely. 

With respect to age, the Dutch oral proficiency of younger relatives is rated 

lower than that of older ones. This outcome is a result of the fact that the younger 

group contains both school children and children of pre-school age. As was shown 

in Section 4.1.1, most children are raised monolingually in Turkish until they enter 
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school. That this is obvious for the informants appears from the following quote of 

an informant who speaks only Turkish with her younger cousins:  

 They are far too young for Dutch. 

Finally, age of arrival in the Netherlands of the parents (as presented in Figures 4.3 

and 4.5) turns out to correlate with estimated oral proficiency in Dutch, for both 

the informants’ fathers (N=50, adjusted R
2
 =.17, p<.005) and for their mothers 

(N=50, adjusted R
2 

=.29 p<.001, one-tailed), i.e., the younger they were when they 

arrived, the better their reported Dutch oral proficiency.  

There are eight informants who have relatives of non-Turkish origin: five of 

them have a Dutch aunt (related by marriage), and three of them have an aunt of 

mixed Moroccan-Dutch origin. Because these numbers are so small, language 

choice with non-Turkish relatives will not be discussed. 

In Tables 5.2–5.9, the informants’ self-reports on language choice with these 

relatives are presented. As was mentioned in Section 3.3.3, for the closest family 

members (i.e., parents and siblings), language choice was addressed in two 

different contexts: at home and in Turkey. Answers were given using a seven-point-

scale ranging from ‘only Turkish’ to ‘only Dutch’.  

 

Table 5.2: Reported language choice with father and mother, at home 

 With father (at home) With mother (at home) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 10 20.0 16 32.0 

Almost only Turkish 20 40.0 21 42.0 

More Turkish than Dutch 9 18.0 5 10.0 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 9 18.0 4 8.0 

More Dutch than Turkish 1 2.0 2 4.0 

Almost only Dutch 1 2.0 1 2.0 

Only Dutch 0 0.0 1 2.0 

Total 50 100.0 50 100.0 

Missing 0 - 0 - 

 

Although Turkish is the language spoken most frequently with parents, there is 

much variation. The parents’ estimated oral proficiency in Dutch appears to be an 

important predictor of language choice (N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.64, p<.01 for the 

fathers and N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.60, p<.01 for the mothers). Although ‘only 

Dutch’ is solely spoken with one mother (who arrived in the Netherlands at the 

early age of 9 and whose proficiency in Dutch is rated ‘very good’), the general 

tendency is to speak Dutch somewhat more with fathers than with mothers. Recall 
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that for the parents’ generation, Dutch oral proficiency was estimated to be higher 

for men than for women.  

 

Table 5.3: Reported language choice with older brothers and sisters, at home 

 With older brothers  

(at home) 

With older sisters  

(at home) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Almost only Turkish 1 4.0 0 0.0 

More Turkish than Dutch 4 16.0 0 0.0 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 7 28.0 11 57.9 

More Dutch than Turkish 5 20.0 5 26.3 

Almost only Dutch 4 16.0 0 0.0 

Only Dutch 4 16.0 3 15.8 

Total 25 100.0 19 100.0 

Missing 1 - 1 - 

 

Table 5.3 shows that there is much variation in language choice while talking to 

older brothers and sisters. As most older siblings are considered balanced 

bilinguals, like the informants themselves, perceived proficiency in Dutch has no 

effect on language mode (N=25, Spearman’s Rho =.046, n.s., one-tailed for the 

brothers and N=19, Spearman’s Rho =-.180, n.s., one-tailed for the sisters). 

Personal factors, such as the attitude towards bystanders, both at home and during 

stays in Turkey, are more important, as will be illustrated in Section 5.2.  

 

Table 5.4: Reported language choice with younger brothers and sisters, at home 

 With younger brothers  

(at home) 

With younger sisters  

(at home) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 0 0.0 1 6.7 

Almost only Turkish 2 8.0 1 6.7 

More Turkish than Dutch 6 24.0 2 13.3 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 8 32.0 8 53.3 

More Dutch than Turkish 5 20.0 2 13.3 

Almost only Dutch 1 4.0 0 0.0 

Only Dutch 3 12.0 1 6.7 

Total 25 100.0 15 100.0 

Missing 0 - 0 - 
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Among the younger brothers and sisters, there are both pre-school children as well 

as school children.
1
 The former group can be expected to be dominant in Turkish. 

When the data in Table 5.3 and Table 5.4 are compared, we see that the general 

tendency is to speak more Turkish to younger siblings than to older siblings. 

However, this subgroup was too small to show a significant correlation between 

language choice and estimated oral proficiency in Dutch.  

 

Table 5.5: Reported language choice with closest relatives, during holidays in Turkey (N=50) 

 

 

Language mode 

 

With 

father 

 

With 

mother 

 

With older 

brothers 

 

With older 

sisters 

With 

younger 

brothers 

With 

younger 

sisters 

 N   % N  % N  % N  % N  % N  % 

Only Turkish 17 (34.0) 27 (54.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 5 (20.8) 2 (13.3) 

Almost only Turkish 20 (40.0) 17 (34.0) 4 (17.4) 3 (18.8) 4 (16.7) 1 (6.7) 

More Turkish than Dutch 7 (14.0) 2 (4.0) 5 (21.7) 4 (25.0) 4 (16.7) 2 (13.3) 

About as much Turkish  

as Dutch/mixed 

4 (8.0) 2 (4.0) 8 (34.8) 6 (37.5) 7 (29.2) 7 (46.7) 

More Dutch than Turkish 1 (2.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (13.0) 2 (12.5) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.7) 

Almost only Dutch 1 (2.0) 1 (2.0) 1 (4.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (8.3) 1 (6.7) 

Only Dutch 0 (0.0) 1 (2.0) 2 (8.7) 1 (6.3) 2 (8.3) 1 (6.7) 

Total 50 (100) 50 (100) 23 (100) 16 (100) 24 (100) 15 (100) 

Missing 0  0  0  0  1  0  

 

As was expected, during holidays in Turkey, the monolingual Turkish environment 

affects the language choice with bilingual relatives. Now, ‘only Turkish’ is the mode 

applied most often with parents. With siblings, Turkish is also spoken more 

frequently in Turkey than it is at home. We will come back to this topic in Section 

5.2.1. 

 Tables 5.6 to 5.9 examine pattern of language choice with other relatives. 

 

                                                        
1
 A lesson to draw for future research is that separate questions should be asked on siblings at 

pre-school age and at school age, rather than on siblings older and younger than the informant. 
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Table 5.6: Reported language choice with grandfathers and grandmothers living in the 

Netherlands, at their home 

 With grandfather  

(at his home) 

With grandmother  

(at her home) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 10 71.4 14 87.5 

Almost only Turkish 2 14.3 1 6.3 

More Turkish than Dutch 1 7.1 1 6.3 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 1 7.1 0 0.0 

More Dutch than Turkish 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Almost only Dutch 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Only Dutch 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 14 100.0 16 100.0 

Missing 2 - 1 - 

 

Table 5.7: Reported language choice with uncles and aunts from Turkish origin (living in the 

Netherlands), at their home 

 With uncles  

(at their home) 

With aunts  

(at their home) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 19 38.8 16 41.0 

Almost only Turkish 10 20.4 7 17.9 

More Turkish than Dutch 8 16.3 6 15.4 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 8 16.3 5 12.8 

More Dutch than Turkish 1 2.0 2 5.1 

Almost only Dutch 3 6.1 3 7.7 

Only Dutch 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 49 100.0 39 100.0 

Missing 0 - 1 - 
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Table 5.8: Reported language choice with older male and female cousins (living in the 

Netherlands), at their home 

 With older male  

cousins (at their home) 

With older female  

cousins (at their home) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 2 5.7 3 9.1 

Almost only Turkish 1 2.9 1 3.0 

More Turkish than Dutch 6 17.1 3 9.1 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 9 25.7 12 36.4 

More Dutch than Turkish 5 14.3 5 15.2 

Almost only Dutch 4 11.4 4 12.1 

Only Dutch 8 22.9 5 15.2 

Total 35 100.0 33 100.0 

Missing 0 - 1 - 

 

Table 5.9: Reported language choice with younger cousins, nieces and nephews, at their 

home 

 With younger cousins, nieces and nephews 

(at their home) 

Language mode N informants % 

Only Turkish 7 15.2 

Almost only Turkish 4 8.7 

More Turkish than Dutch 9 19.6 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 9 19.6 

More Dutch than Turkish 4 8.7 

Almost only Dutch 8 17.4 

Only Dutch 5 10.9 

Total 46 100.0 

Missing 2 - 

 

The estimated language proficiency of grandfathers, grandmothers, uncles, older 

and younger cousins, nieces and nephews (presented in Table 5.1), is clearly 

reflected in the patterns of language choice with these relatives (see also Eversteijn 

2001, 2002
b
 for a description of slow language shift across first, intermediate and 

second generations). The one exception is language choice with aunts
2
. The fact 

that this group contains both intermediate-generation members and newly arrived 

first-generation members, combined with the fact that some female spouses 

(especially those who arrived from Turkey) live quite isolated, might account for 

                                                        
2
 Only aunts of Turkish origin were included.  
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the rather erratic pattern for this group of interlocutors. All of this confirms the role 

generation, age and gender play in motivating particular choice patterns.  

 

5.1.2 Language choice with friends 

We now turn to another group of interlocutors, the informants’ friends. Tables 

5.10–5.12 offer data on language choice with friends of Turkish origin in several 

settings. Data are not always available for all fifty informants, as some had never 

attended Turkish language lessons or had no Turkish classmates. One informant, 

who attended a preparatory vocational training, had no Turkish classmates at all. 

  

Table 5.10: Reported language choice with Turkish friends, at home and on the street  

 With Turkish friends 

(at home) 

With Turkish friends 

(on the street) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 1 2.0 4 8.0 

Almost only Turkish 5 10.0 4 8.0 

More Turkish than Dutch 10 20.0 6 12.0 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 23 46.0 24 48.0 

More Dutch than Turkish 6 12.0 6 12.0 

Almost only Dutch 4 8.0 4 8.0 

Only Dutch 1 2.0 2 4.0 

Total 50 100.0 50 100.0 

Missing 0 - 1 - 

 

Most informants report that they speak about as much Turkish as Dutch with 

Turkish friends. This indicates that codeswitching is used abundantly in 

conversations with peers, as will be illustrated extensively in Section 5.2.  

Language choice with friends at home and on the street does not differ as much 

as one would expect given the fact that the home is a ‘Turkish-dominant 

environment’ and the street a ‘Dutch-dominant’ one. However, these effects may 

be counterbalanced by the wish to exclude bystanders (i.e., Turkish-dominant 

relatives at home and Dutch monolingual unknown people on the street). Exclusion 

was mentioned very often as a factor affecting language choice, and it will be dealt 

with elaborately in Section 5.2.1.  

An alternative and simple hypothesis explaining the results in Table 5.10 would 

be that interlocutors matter more than context when language choice is 

determined. The results in Table 5.13 below support this hypothesis
3
. But first, 

                                                        
3
 Note that this only concerns language choice among bilinguals in the Netherlands.  
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Table 5.11 shows language choice behaviour with Turkish friends in the classroom, 

during Turkish language lessons (now or in the past), and during other lessons. 

 

Table 5.11: Reported language choice with Turkish friends in the classroom (N=50). 

 With Turkish friends 

(in Turkish language lessons) 

With Turkish friends 

(in other lessons) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 22 50.0 7 15.6 

Almost only Turkish 12 27.3 4 8.9 

More Turkish than Dutch 5 11.4 4 8.9 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 3 6.8 10 22.2 

More Dutch than Turkish 0 0.0 7 15.6 

Almost only Dutch 0 0.0 7 15.6 

Only Dutch 2 4.5 6 13.3 

Total 44 100.0 45 100.0 

Missing 3 - 0 - 

 

It does not come as a surprise that speaking Turkish is reported more often in 

Turkish lessons than in other lessons. Often it is even dictated by the Turkish 

teacher to speak Turkish only (while, on the other hand, Turkish is often forbidden 

in other classes). However, there are a few interesting exceptions to this rule, as 

two pupils speak only Dutch during Turkish lessons, and seven pupils speak only 

Turkish in other classes. From the informants’ clarifications, it appears that the 

wish to exclude bystanders plays an important role; its influence is so strong that 

‘only Turkish’ is even applied more often in the classroom than outside it, as can be 

seen in Table 5.12. 

 

Table 5.12: Reported language choice with Turkish friends outside the classroom, i.e., at the 

schoolyard and at school corridors. 

 With Turkish friends 

(at school outside the classroom) 

Language mode N informants % 

Only Turkish 3 6.1 

Almost only Turkish 9 18.4 

More Turkish than Dutch 6 12.2 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 17 34.7 

More Dutch than Turkish 5 10.2 

Almost only Dutch 3 6.1 

Only Dutch 6 12.2 

Total 49 100.0 

Missing 0 - 
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5.1.3  Language choice with neighbours 

Table 5.13 presents the language modes chosen with Turkish adults in the 

neighbourhood, again at home and on the street. 

 

Table 5.13: Reported language mode spoken with Turkish adults from the neighbourhood 

(N=49)
4
 

 With adults from the 

neighbourhood  

(at home) 

With adults from the 

neighbourhood 

(on the street) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 38 77.6 38 77.6 

Almost only Turkish 6 12.2 7 14.3 

More Turkish than Dutch 2 4.1 2 4.1 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 2 4.1 1 2.0 

More Dutch than Turkish 1 2.0 1 2.0 

Almost only Dutch 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Only Dutch 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 49 100.0 49 100.0 

Missing 0 - 0 - 

 

As with friends, it turns out that there is hardly any difference between the two 

settings. However, unlike peers, who are mostly balanced bilinguals like the 

informants themselves, adult neighbours generally are dominant in Turkish, which 

often necessitates the choice of Turkish. But again, it is interlocutors rather than 

context which appear to be of importance. This issue will be explored further in the 

next section.  

 

5.1.4  Language choice with Turkish interlocutors in general 

The topic of this section is language choice with Turkish interlocutors in general, 

again in several contexts. Whenever missing data occur, this is because informants 

sometimes reported that the context in question was not a part of their life. 

                                                        
4
 One informant reported there were no other Turkish families. 
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Table 5.14: Language mode spoken by the informants with Turkish interlocutors in general at 

a Turkish celebration (for instance a wedding) 

 With Turkish interlocutors in general 

(at a Turkish celebration) 

Language mode N informants % 

Only Turkish 17 34.0 

Almost only Turkish 10 20.0 

More Turkish than Dutch 10 20.0 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 9 18.0 

More Dutch than Turkish 1 2.0 

Almost only Dutch 1 2.0 

Only Dutch 2 4.0 

Total 50 100.0 

Missing 0 - 

 

Although Turkish is reported to be the language spoken most frequently at 

celebrations, there are also some informants who report to speak Dutch only. 

When asked why, they explained that they only talked to peers at these kinds of 

occasions. So once more, interlocutors turn out to be the most important 

determining factor.  

 

Table 5.15: Reported language mode spoken by the informants with Turkish interlocutors in 

general in the mosque 

 With Turkish interlocutors in general 

(in the mosque) 

Language mode N informants % 

Only Turkish 37 88.1 

Almost only Turkish 3 7.1 

More Turkish than Dutch 2 4.8 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 0 0.0 

More Dutch than Turkish 0 0.0 

Almost only Dutch 0 0.0 

Only Dutch 0 0.0 

Total 42 100.0 

Missing 0 - 

 

It turns out that hardly any Dutch is spoken in the mosque. When they were asked 

why, informants stated that Turkish was used to show respect, either while talking 

to their Hoca (religious teacher) or while talking to peers. In this case, context 

certainly has its influence on language choice.  



110 “All at once” – Language choice and codeswitching by Turkish-Dutch teenagers 

Table 5.16: Reported language mode spoken by the informants with Turkish interlocutors in 

general in a Turkish versus Dutch shop 

 With Turkish 

interlocutors in general  

(in Turkish shops) 

With Turkish 

interlocutors in general 

(in Dutch shops) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 28 58.3 9 18.0 

Almost only Turkish 7 14.6 4 8.0 

More Turkish than Dutch 2 4.2 3 6.0 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 6 12.5 16 32.0 

More Dutch than Turkish 0 0.0 4 8.0 

Almost only Dutch 2 4.2 5 10.0 

Only Dutch 3 6.3 9 18.0 

Total 48 100.0 50 100.0 

Missing 0 - 0 - 

 

When the data on language choice in a Turkish versus Dutch shop are compared, 

respect and politeness seem to matter. Quite a lot of informants speak Turkish in 

Dutch shops, thereby excluding both fellow customers and shop assistants, but the 

opposite is not true: in Turkish shops, bystanders are hardly ever excluded by 

speaking Dutch. The few informants who report that they speak only Dutch in this 

context, clarified this by explaining that a peer was working in the shop (in one 

case, this concerned a non-Turkish person). 

 

Table 5.17: Reported language mode spoken by the informants with Turkish interlocutors in 

general at the post office. 

 With Turkish interlocutors in general 

(at the post office) 

Language mode N informants % 

Only Turkish 10 21.3 

Almost only Turkish 1 2.1 

More Turkish than Dutch 5 10.6 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 15 31.9 

More Dutch than Turkish 3 6.4 

Almost only Dutch 2 4.3 

Only Dutch 11 23.4 

Total 47 100.0 

Missing 0 - 
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The post office was taken as an example of a ‘typical Dutch’ context. In this 

environment, interlocutor rather than context turned out to trigger language 

choice, as is clear from the large variation in answers supplied. Apparently, one 

does not feel obliged to talk Dutch to Turkish interlocutors because of Dutch 

bystanders, nor does the context on its own trigger the use of Dutch automatically. 

Most importance is attached to being polite to the person one is directly talking to, 

by using his or her dominant language, as can be inferred from explanations such 

as: 

I talk Turkish only with Turks at the post office, as I usually go there with my mother. 

Table 5.18: Language mode spoken by the informants with Turkish interlocutors in general at 

a meeting place like a clubhouse or a pub 

 With Turkish interlocutors in general 

(at a clubhouse or pub) 

Language mode N informants % 

Only Turkish 10 21.3 

Almost only Turkish 1 2.1 

More Turkish than Dutch 5 10.6 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 15 31.9 

More Dutch than Turkish 3 6.4 

Almost only Dutch 2 4.3 

Only Dutch 11 23.4 

Total 47 100.0 

Missing 0 - 

 

In the case of clubhouses (of sports clubs) and bars, interlocutors again appeared to 

be most important in determining language choice. There were, for instance, 

informants who reported to speak Turkish only to their friends while visiting a 

Dutch bar, or with their fellow club members who were all of Turkish origin, 

although the social organization their subgroup belonged to was run by supervisors 

of Dutch and other ethnic backgrounds.  

Obviously, the language choice of any individual informant can vary widely 

depending on the interlocutor she is talking to; monolingual Turkish could be used 

for one interlocutor, Dutch for the other. However, it appeared to be fruitful to 

calculate a general index of language choice in intra-ethnic contacts that can 

indicate to what extent a single informant speaks Turkish and Dutch in general in 

daily life, when compared to other informants. To obtain such an index of language 

choice, the mean of all answers to the questions on particular interlocutors (as 

presented in Tables 5.2–5.18) was calculated for each informant. In Table 5.19, the 

mean score on this index, the standard deviation and the minimum and maximum 

scores are presented. An index score of 1.00 would indicate that the informant 
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speaks only Turkish with all interlocutors and in all contexts questioned, while a 

score of 7.00 would mean that only Dutch is spoken (see Appendix 2 for the seven- 

point scale). This measure only indicates language choice behaviour with other 

Turkish-Dutch bilinguals; conversation with monolinguals was excluded. 

 

Table 5.19: Measures of the index of general language choice 

Number Mean S.D. Minimum Maximum 

50 2.90 0.74 1.27 4.52 

 

The mean score of 2.90 indicates that Turkish is spoken more than Dutch among 

bilinguals (a score of 3 on the original seven-point scale meant: ‘more Turkish than 

Dutch’). There were a few exceptions to this. Only 10% of the informants had an 

average score above 4, which represented the ‘neutral’ answer “about as much 

Turkish as Dutch”. 

Finally, the effect of the presence of Dutch monolinguals on language choice 

was addressed. Results are presented in Table 5.20. 

 

Table 5.20: Reported language mode spoken by the informants to a strongly Turkish- 

dominant interlocutor and to a balanced bilingual, respectively, in the presence of a Dutch 

monolingual 

 With strongly Turkish-

dominant interlocutor  

(in the presence of a 

Dutch monolingual) 

With a balanced bilingual 

interlocutor (in the 

presence of a Dutch 

monolingual) 

Language mode N informants % N informants % 

Only Turkish 11 23.4 0 0.0 

Almost only Turkish 0 0.0 0 0.0 

More Turkish than Dutch 4 8.5 2 4.2 

About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 29 61.7 1 2.1 

More Dutch than Turkish 1 2.1 10 20.8 

Almost only Dutch 1 2.1 17 35.4 

Only Dutch 1 2.1 18 37.5 

Total 47 100.0 48 100.0 

Missing 3 - 2 - 

 

The importance of being polite to an (older) Turkish interlocutor was stressed once 

again by some informants when they were asked how they would talk to a strongly 

Turkish-dominant person like a grandparent, in case they were accompanied by a 

person who was unable to understand any Turkish. Most informants reported they 

would speak about as much Dutch as Turkish then, because: 
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I will translate for both of them what the other person says. 

But there were also some informants who would go on talking Turkish only, 

because, as one informant states it: 

I think my grandfather is much more important then. 

Obviously, the situation is less complicated when a person who is not able to 

understand Turkish joins the company while the informants are talking to a 

balanced bilingual peer. Most indicate that they would switch to (almost 

monolingual) Dutch. However, some informants report that they would speak 

mainly Turkish, to exclude the Dutch monolingual from secrets. Apparently, these 

informants had a situation in mind in which they were talking to a close bilingual 

friend. The phenomenon of inclusion versus exclusion through language choice will 

be explored further in the next section (see also Eversteijn 2002a). 

 

5.2 Motivations for language choice and codeswitching behaviour 

In this section, the reasons the informants provided for their choices, will be 

examined in both a quantitative and a qualitative way, using Appel and Muysken’s 

(1987) six functions of language choice and codeswitching as a framework. As 

described in Section 3.3.3, informants were asked at which occasions or for what 

reasons they deviated from the unmarked language choice they reported with a 

certain interlocutor in a certain context. In Table 3.2, the answers given in the pilot 

studies were discussed. In the survey, the same method was applied, with one 

addition: whenever the language reported to be unmarked, was surprising to the 

researcher (for instance when an informant reported to speak only Turkish to his 

Turkish classmates during regular lessons), informants were asked to clarify their 

answers. On the basis of these explanations, many extensions and refinements 

could be added to the inventory presented in Table 3.2. It is important to note that 

no predefined categorization was used to register the answers, as it was assumed 

that such a procedure would hinder the uncovering of factors not mentioned in the 

literature before (see Auer 1984: 3). Instead, all answers were transcribed, and 

categorization took place only after the whole data set had become available for 

analysis (see Chapter 8 for a general discussion of the need to categorize). 

As a first step to categorization, it was checked which responses fit easily with 

the categories that were created on the basis of the pilot results (presented in 

Table 3.2). This turned out to be unproblematic. Only one factor brought up in the 

pilot study was not mentioned by any informant in the survey, i.e., gender of the 

interlocutor. Although it is well known that gender may influence language choice, 

the format of the questions might have reduced the chance of triggering this 

response; to be as concrete as possible, every question took a certain interlocutor 
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as a starting point, and there was no general abstract question like: “To what kind 

of persons do you generally speak Turkish?”. 

On the other hand, there were many responses that did not fit any of the 

categories derived from the pilot studies, so new categories had to be added. 

Whenever possible, labels were drawn from the literature; in other cases, it was 

necessary to create new labels, e.g., ‘instructing’ and ‘criticizing’. Labels taken from 

the literature were sometimes broadened; for instance, the label ‘requesting’ was 

expanded to ‘requesting/nagging’ to enable it to refer more specifically to the act 

of ‘nagging your parents in order to get something’. This was mentioned several 

times, for instance in the following example in which a girl explains what kinds of 

things she says to her father (at home) in Dutch: 

Can I have money? Can I please stay the night there? If otherwise my mother would start 

nagging. 

It should be noted that this response — like many others — includes more than 

one factor: in addition to the phatic factor requesting/nagging (which, as we will 

see below, always involves choosing Dutch), the directive factor exclusion because 

of secrets is in evidence too, so it is counted in both categories. With respect to 

factors that coincided regularly, it was considered justified to maintain them as 

separate factors as long as there were also cases in which they occurred separately. 

If this was not the case, these factors were merged. This happened for instance 

with the frequently mentioned factor ‘age of the interlocutor’, as it turned out that 

age always coincided with either wish to accommodate to interlocutor by using this 

person’s dominant language (in most cases) or (sometimes) with respect/social 

distance. The opposite of merging, i.e., splitting up a single factor into two separate 

ones, occurred as well. The factor ‘rebellion’ for instance, was initially placed under 

the heading of directive factors. However, there turned out to be cases in which 

the teenage informants were not so much rebelling against a person whose 

authority they were challenging, but rather opposing a single utterance of an 

(adult) interlocutor, i.e., rebellion sometimes played a role at a very local level in 

conversation. As this kind of rebellion was more like a very strong instance of a 

dispreferred response (Li Wei 2000), the term ‘dispreferred response’ was 

extended to ‘dispreferred/rebelling response’. 

As all responses were provided in open interviews, I was able to ask informants 

to clarify their responses whenever I felt I had not fully understood them. Because 

of this, interpretation and categorization of their responses was not very difficult. 

However, some responses turned out to be ambiguous. For instance, a boy, who 

reports that he speaks almost only Turkish with his father during holidays in Turkey, 

says that he sometimes speaks Dutch in this situation: 

When I cannot work it out in Turkish.  
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Although this answer seems straightforward, its categorization turns out to be 

difficult, as the source of the boy’s problems to formulate his utterances in Turkish 

is unclear (and might vary from case to case). His problems might be located at a 

lexical level, a topical level or a more general level (as this informant reported that 

Dutch is the language he can speak best), and thus his response could be 

categorized as ‘word finding problems’, ‘association of the topic with one (in this 

case: Dutch) culture’, or ‘speaking one’s own generally dominant language’. As it is 

at least certain that the boy is speaking his dominant language when he switches to 

Dutch, but it is unsure whether he experiences word finding or topical problems as 

well in the situation he describes, this response was categorized as ‘speaking one’s 

own generally dominant language’ only.  

The first column of Table 5.21 presents the factors influencing language choice 

and codeswitching as reported by the 50 informants. The second column shows 

how many times each factor was mentioned in total. The next two columns 

separate this figure for the two languages involved. For some factors, the 

informants pointed out that one and the same factor could make them choose 

Turkish in some cases, and Dutch in other cases. These cases were not included in 

the numbers in the third and fourth column, but will be dealt with in the discussion 

of the factors. The last column indicates the number of informants who mentioned 

the factor. 

 

Table 5.21: Self-reported factors influencing language choice and codeswitching behaviour, 

frequency of mentioning of the factor by all 50 informants together, frequency of 

mentioning with regard to Turkish and to Dutch, respectively, and number of informants 

who mentioned the factor concerned 

  

Factor influencing language choice/ 

codeswitching 

 

Frequency of report by 50 

informants together 

N informants 

who reported 

the factor 

   Turkish 

chosen 

Dutch 

chosen 

 

1) Directive 390   49 

 Inclusion     

 • Wish to accommodate to interlocutor     

 by using the only language shared with this 

person 

10 10 0 8 

 by using both languages shared with this 

person 

65 n.a. n.a. 33 

 by using this person’s dominant language 60 56 4 28 

 by using the same language as one was 

addressed in 

34 - - 22 
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Factor influencing language choice/ 

codeswitching 

 

Frequency of report by 50 

informants together 

N informants 

who reported 

the factor 

   Turkish 

chosen 

Dutch 

chosen 

 

 • wish not to exclude bystanders     

 by using the only language shared with these 

persons 

51 27 24 29 

 by using these persons’ dominant language 15 15 0 12 

 • translate/explain (because of lack of 

understanding interlocutor) 

21 13 7 14 

 Exclusion     

 • for secrets 85 38 47 35 

 • out of politeness 6 0 6 3 

 • rebellion     

 expressed by using language unknown by 

interlocutor 

2 0 2 2 

 expressed by using non-dominant language 

interlocutor 

6 1 5 6 

 expressed by not using the language 

prescribed 

4 2 2 4 

 Respect/social distance (because of age 

and/or (socio-economic) status 

interlocutor) 

18 16 2 12 

 History of linguistic interaction with the 

interlocutor 

8 4 3 8 

 Exploring the interlocutor’s language skills, 

dominance and preference 

5 2 3 5 

2) Referential 137   43 

 Appropriateness     

 • association of the topic with a particular 

culture 

58 9 49 31 

 • appropriateness of label in given 

context 

14 4 10 10 

 Intertextuality 2 1  2 

 Lexical reasons     

 • proper nouns 2 1 1 2 

 • lexical gaps 2 0 2 2 

 • word finding problems 48 9 36 25 

 • most available word phenomenon 12 1 11 9 

3) Expressive 35   15 

 Identity     

 • Expressing Turkish identity 5 5 0 5 

 • Expressing Dutch identity 3 0 3 3 
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Factor influencing language choice/ 

codeswitching 

 

Frequency of report by 50 

informants together 

N informants 

who reported 

the factor 

   Turkish 

chosen 

Dutch 

chosen 

 

 Emotion 3 2 1 3 

 Shift to serious mode 7 7 0 6 

 Joking 17 0 17 11 

4) Phatic 55   27 

 Quotation 1 0 1 1 

 Clarification     

 • Self-clarification 1 1 0 1 

 Personalizing 3 3 0 2 

 Mitigating/softening 5 0 5 5 

 Strengthening/emphasizing 8 1 7 5 

 Dispreferred/rebelling response (refusal) 4 0 4 2 

 Negotiating 1 1 0 1 

 Swearing/calling names 3 2 1 3 

 Requesting/nagging 10 0 10 8 

 Instructing 5 5 0 3 

 Greeting/opening conversation 11 2 8 9 

 Criticizing 3 1 2 3 

5) Metalinguistic 127   39 

 Talking about languages involved (e.g. 

seeking for clarification) 

10 1 9 8 

 Practice     

 • Practicing the interlocutor’s language 

skills 

19 4 14 14 

 • Practicing own language skills 2 1 1 2 

 Avoidance     

 • Word/expression is shorter or easier to 

pronounce in this language 

14   10 

 • Speaking own generally dominant 

language 

14 2 12 12 

 Showing own language skills 2 0 2 2 

 Authority dictates the language to be 

spoken 

42 28 14 24 

 Speaking previously activated language 4 2 2 4 

6) Poetic 1   1 

 Puns 1 1 0 1 
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In this section, each of the listed factors will first be illustrated by means of one or 

more quoted examples. Subsequently, the frequencies with which categories were 

reported will be compared. Connections between particular factors and the choice 

for one particular language will be considered in Section 5.3. 

 

5.2.1 Directive factors 

This category comprises all factors that are related to interlocutors (see Eversteijn 

2002a). It turned out that informants apply language choice and codeswitching 

extensively to either include or exclude their interlocutors and bystanders. The 

quotes in this section will show that both inclusion and exclusion are gradual 

phenomena, i.e., they can be realized to various extents. For instance: a person 

who is monolingual in language A can be totally excluded from conversation by 

choosing language B, while a bilingual who is strongly dominant in language A, can 

be excluded to a large extent by choosing language B. In terms of Giles and Smith’s 

interpersonal speech accommodation theory (1979), we can state that the 

informants use language choice and codeswitching to either converge to or diverge 

from their interlocutors and bystanders. Because of the many subtypes of 

accommodation that were discovered, this section can be read as a refinement of 

Giles and Smith’s theory. 

 

5.2.1.1 Inclusion 

Seven different types of language choice behaviour aimed at converging to 

interlocutors or bystanders could be distinguished. These will be briefly described 

and illustrated with one or more remarks from the informants. 

 

• Wish to accommodate to interlocutor by using the only language shared with 

this person 

Of concern here are Turkish interlocutors who are not really bilingual in the 

perception of the informant. Informant 25 reports that he speaks about as 

much Turkish as Dutch with Turkish friends at home. He then says:  

One friend has just arrived from Turkey, to him I speak Turkish only. 

And informant 17 clarifies why he speaks only Turkish to his adult neighbours 

on the street: 

They generally don’t know Dutch. 

• Wish to accommodate to interlocutor by using the two languages shared with 

this person 

Very frequently, the informants report that they speak about as much Turkish 

as Dutch to a certain interlocutor, because of the simple fact that this 
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interlocutor knows both languages, like they do themselves. They often refer to 

a dense codeswitching-mode as the mode for in-group speech par excellence, 

facilitating maximal accommodation to interlocutors one feels affinity with. 

Informant 46 describes how she talks to her older brothers at home: 

We just say what comes up most easily at that moment; I talk Dutch when I feel like 

it. 

• Wish to accommodate to interlocutor by using this person’s dominant language 

In this case, the informant does consider her interlocutor to be a bilingual. 

However, this bilingual is strongly dominant in one language. Informant 6 

speaks almost only Turkish with her father at home.  

Most of the time, I do not dare to speak Dutch to him, because that would be as if I 

am pulling his leg, since he does not know it.  

Informant 24 speaks about as much Turkish as Dutch with her older sister at 

home.  

Because she is going to school in Turkey, where she speaks more Turkish. Therefore, 

I speak more Turkish to her than to my brother. 

• Wish to accommodate to interlocutor by using the same language as one was 

addressed in 

In these cases called ‘sequential switches’ by Valdès-Fallis (1977: 66), 

informants report to speak a certain language back to an interlocutor, simply 

because that interlocutor addressed them in that language. Informant 20 

speaks about as much Turkish as Dutch to his older brothers at home:  

When they speak Dutch to me, I also simply speak (it) back. 

• Wish not to exclude bystanders, by using the only language shared with these 

persons 

In these cases, the interlocutor is bilingual, but bystanders, i.e., people who do 

not actually participate in conversation but find themselves within hearing 

distance from the speaker and his interlocutor(s), are monolinguals. Informant 

26 speaks only Turkish with her father in Turkey. She remarks:  

You do have to adapt, it is really antisocial if you use Dutch then.  

• Wish not to exclude bystanders, by using these persons’ dominant language 

In this case, bystanders are considered to be bilinguals with one strongly 

dominant language. Informant 27 speaks almost only Dutch with younger 

cousins at their home. But she speaks Turkish with them:  

When my cousins are sitting with my parents. 



120 “All at once” – Language choice and codeswitching by Turkish-Dutch teenagers 

• Translate or explain (because of an interlocutor’s lack of understanding) 

In these cases, a language that is not (sufficiently) understood by one of the 

interlocutors is spoken, and now and then a translation or paraphrase of what is 

discussed is provided. Informant 14 speaks only Turkish to Turkish interlocutors 

when in a Dutch shop: 

Then I am going to translate for them. 

And informant 31 speaks more Turkish than Dutch to her younger brother 

during holidays in Turkey, but sometimes uses Dutch, as: 

He does not understand certain things in Turkish. 

One special case, which could not be scored as concerning either choosing 

for/switching to Turkish or Dutch, was mentioned by informant 4: 

To my little brother, I explain everything in two languages. 

 

5.2.1.2 Exclusion 

In this section, five ways of diverging from one’s interlocutors or bystanders by 

making a certain language choice, will be distinguished. A surprising finding is that 

exclusion is not necessarily an impolite act; in some situations, the opposite is true. 

 

• Exclusion of bystanders to keep secrets 

Using the language not known or barely known by bystanders to keep secrets 

from them is the most frequently reported factor of all. Here are some 

examples. Informant 23 speaks about as much Turkish as Dutch with his 

younger brothers in Turkey. 

Once I saw three men walking, I was about to say some things about them, but right 

then I heard them talking Dutch. 

About speaking Dutch with his older sisters in Turkey, informant 12 says:  

When you hate someone, you can easily say so without being ashamed. 

Informant 30 reports that she speaks more Dutch than Turkish with Turkish 

friends at home, but speaks only Turkish to them on the street. Asked to 

elaborate, she explains: 

There, the environment is Dutch. You want to keep it for yourself. 

Informant 12, finally, uses Turkish in school: 

When we tell each other the answers during written tests.  
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These quotes give the impression that language choice/codeswitching to keep 

secrets is a rather sneaky and unsympathetic way of talking behind someone’s 

back. With these examples in mind, it is not hard to understand why many teachers 

forbid their pupils to speak anything but Dutch. Teachers actually do so very 

frequently, as we will see in the discussion of the factor authority (Section 5.2.5.5). 

However, it would be unfair not to relativize this picture on the basis of other 

information obtained in the survey. Numerous other factors were mentioned that 

make informants speak Turkish in the classroom, for instance, the history of 

linguistic interaction the bilingual shares with her interlocutor, association of the 

topic with Turkish culture, or the wish to express Turkish identity. Turkish could 

even be spoken ‘accidentally’, i.e., unconsciously. All these factors will be dealt 

with below. But first, we will have a closer look at the factor Exclusion of bystanders 

out of politeness, which could not possibly be considered as unsympathetic 

behaviour.  

 

• Exclusion of bystanders out of politeness 

One informant in the pilot study explained how she usually speaks to her 

younger sisters at home in the presence of a guest who does not understand 

Turkish: 

Most of the time we speak Dutch, but in between we confer about things we have to 

decide together in Turkish, or softly in Dutch; when that person should not hear it. 

What kind of things would this girl and her sisters have to negotiate about? It is 

very likely that they deliberate about what kind of refreshment they should 

offer him or her. Verhoeven (1999) did notice indeed, that her informants 

spoke in Turkish, her non-dominant language, when talking about how to take 

care of her, for example before offering her food and drinks. Saville-Troike 

(1982: 69) provides a telling example of the same phenomenon: 

A Tanzanian professor residing in the United States, for instance, says that in the 

presence of guests in their home a husband and wife would employ code-switching 

for discussion concerning the comfort and needs of their guests.  

This kind of excluding a bystander because of politeness, i.e., so as not to bother 

them, was also observed in the self-reports of the survey informants. Informant 

13, for instance, speaks about as much Turkish as Dutch with her mother in 

Turkey. She gives an example of her use of Dutch in that situation:  

When I am making coffee, I will ask: “Waar is de suiker?” (Dutch for: where is the 

sugar?). 
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Perhaps especially among teenagers, rebellion against their interlocutors is a 

recurrent issue, as will be shown in more detail in Chapter 5. Three different 

types were reported. 

 

• Rebellion, expressed by using a language unknown by interlocutor 

Unlike other informants, informant 41 reports that she speaks only Dutch to her 

mother during holidays in Turkey. She clarifies this as follows: 

Where we live (i.e., their second house in Turkey, NE) it is really coarse Turkish. Then 

I think: ‘I don’t understand this,’ and then I start speaking Dutch. When they say: 

‘Speak Turkish,’ I will say: ‘Then I won’t say anything anymore.’ 

• Rebellion, expressed by using non-dominant language interlocutor 

This type of rebellion is especially directed against parents. Informant 13, 

whose mother is dominant in Turkish, provides an example: 

When my mother is telling me that I cannot wear certain clothes when we are going 

somewhere, I will say (in Dutch): “That is none of your business (=wat gaat jou dat 

aan?).” 

Informant 17 admits that she used this strategy also to rebel against a teacher. 

Unlike any of the other informants, she spoke only Dutch to her Turkish teacher 

outside the classroom:  

He did not know Dutch very well, he asked me what it meant. For him, it was easier 

to speak Turkish, but I did not want that. 

When asked to explain this, the informant told me that she did not like the 

Turkish lessons given by this teacher. She used a diverging language choice to 

rebel in an indirect way. 

 

• Rebellion, expressed by not using the language prescribed 

A third way of rebelling is not obeying the wish of interlocutors and/or 

bystanders to speak a certain language. Informant 26 speaks almost only Dutch 

with her older brother in Turkey. Asked what others think about this, she says:  

When people ask: “What are you talking about?”, then that is their tough luck. 

It is remarkable that this is the same informant who advocates the inclusion of 

bystanders when discussing what language she uses with her father during 

stays in Turkey. Apparently, the attitude of the interlocutor (father versus older 

brother) towards exclusion also exerts a strong influence. 
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5.2.1.3 Respect/social distance (because of age and/or socio-economic 

status interlocutor) 

Sixteen times, the informants reported using Turkish with an interlocutor they felt 

respect for. There is however a confounding factor, as the persons the informants 

wish to show respect to, are without exception first generation members, and as a 

result of that, can be expected to be dominant in Turkish. As we have seen in the 

discussion of the factor Wish to accommodate to interlocutor by using this person’s 

dominant language, being dominant in Turkish would be a sufficient reason on its 

own to opt for speaking Turkish. To find out whether the wish to express respect to 

an interlocutor was an independent factor, or merely an additional phenomenon 

occurring with certain Turkish-dominant interlocutors, I took a closer look at this 

phenomenon. Informant 23 speaks almost only Turkish with Turkish adult 

neighbours at home. She only speaks Dutch: 

When they (ask) something in Dutch… when a question is being asked. (When asked to 

elaborate) Otherwise, speaking Dutch would make it seem you are ridiculing them. 

Informant 28 has the following opinion about the same context: 

If you would speak Dutch, they would react normally, but Turkish is better for them.  

And informant 21, who speaks only Turkish to Turkish adult neighbours on the 

street, says:  

I greet older persons in Turkish-only, that comes across as more polite. (And in response 

to the suggestion this may be because they might only know Turkish:) Yes, they would 

understand Dutch. 

The informants 16 and 21, finally, mention rather explicitly that Turkish can 

function to show respect. Informant 16 says he uses Turkish to the people in a 

Turkish shop because:  

You don’t know them well, that is just the decent thing to do. 

And informant 21 states:  

It is strange to talk Dutch to the Hoca, you speak Turkish out of politeness. 

Judging from these quotes, and the fact that almost all informants report that they 

speak only Turkish in the mosque (see Table 5.15), we can assume indeed that the 

wish to show respect is a factor affecting language choice on its own. In two cases, 

showing respect was not mentioned as such, but an explicit link was made between 

socio-economic status (or, more specifically, being highly educated) and the choice 

to speak Dutch. Informant 39 speaks only Turkish with adult neighbours at home.  

But one friend of my father’s has gone to college: with him I speak Dutch too. 
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Informant 17 speaks almost only Dutch at her homework coaching club, as: 

The teachers are using Dutch as well, most of them are Dutch. Some however are 

Turkish but they have a higher profession, at university. 

Both informants hold the unspoken assumption that there is a direct link between 

socio-economic status and language skills in Dutch. One could easily imagine that 

not speaking Dutch to these higher educated persons could come across as equally 

offensive as speaking Dutch would be to older, strongly Turkish-dominant people; 

as it gives the impression that one is underestimating their language proficiency. 

  

5.2.1.4 History of linguistic interaction with the interlocutor 

Informant 24 spoke almost only Turkish with his classmates during Turkish 

language lessons, as speaking Dutch was forbidden by his teacher, but sometimes 

he spoke Dutch anyway. On being asked for the reasons why, he replied:  

We are used (to it).  

With certain interlocutors, bilinguals tend towards speaking the language they are 

used to speak with them, irrespective of context, or even irrespective of changed 

language skills of the interlocutor (for instance, an interlocutor who was 

monolingual in Turkish at the first meeting, might have acquired Dutch after that). 

Informant 39 gives another example of sticking to an established language choice 

behaviour, regardless of a changed context. She speaks more Turkish than Dutch to 

her mother, at home as well as during stays in Turkey. When asked when or why 

she uses Dutch, she replies:  

That happens automatically. Some people think it is impolite when you speak Dutch (in 

Turkey, NE.), but I am not going to change my habits for six weeks. 

And about her language use with her younger siblings during holidays in Turkey, 

informant 45 says: 

We do exactly the same as what we do when we are at home alone or at home with my 

parents. 

 

5.2.1.5 Exploring the interlocutor’s language skills, dominance and 

preference 

Five informants refer to the phenomenon of exploring the interlocutor’s language 

skills and preferences (Myers-Scotton 1993a, see Chapter 2). Informant 6 says 

about his language use with Turkish interlocutors in general at a Turkish 

celebration:  
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With unknown persons you only speak Turkish, with acquaintances about as much 

Turkish as Dutch. 

One should bear in mind here that unknown guests at, for instance, a wedding, 

could well be monolingual relatives from Turkey. In another setting, Dutch is a safer 

starting point for exploration. Informant 11 speaks only Dutch in Turkish shops: 

Because I don’t know the person, I don’t know whether it is a Dutchman or a Turk. 

Indeed, Turkish shops in Lombok sometimes hire non-Turkish employees. 

 

5.2.1.6 Concluding remarks on directive factors 

Looking back at the proportions with which directive factors were reported, 

inclusion turns out to be the most frequently described phenomenon (see Table 

5.21). Almost two thirds of the directive factors mentioned (65%) concerns 

convergence to either interlocutors or bystanders. Within the category of inclusion, 

the most often mentioned factors are using both languages shared with the 

interlocutor (25%), using the interlocutor’s dominant language (23%) and using the 

only language known by bystanders (20%).  

Exclusion is also frequently mentioned: it constitutes 24% of the reported 

directive factors. Within this category, the factor exclusion for secrets is most 

salient (83%).  

In conclusion, bilinguals are most of the time strongly aware of the language 

proficiency of their interlocutors and bystanders, and they strongly adapt their 

speaking behaviour to this. 

 

5.2.2 Referential factors 

Whenever referential factors play a role in language choice and codeswitching 

behaviour, the bilingual speaker experiences a difference between referring to 

something in one language as opposed to referring to it in the other language. 

Within this category, I distinguish three types of referentiality, i.e., intertextuality, 

lexical reasons (covering ‘proper nouns’, ‘lexical gaps’, ‘word finding problems’ and 

‘most available word phenomenon’) and reasons concerning appropriateness 

(covering ‘association of the topic with one culture’ and ‘appropriateness of label in 

given context’). The factors in the latter two subtypes are closely related. Take, for 

instance, association of the topic with one culture, appropriateness of the label in 

the given context and word finding problems. The fact that one is used to talk about 

a certain topic in one particular language entails that the speaker has more 

appropriate and more easily retrievable labels at his disposal in that language than 

he does in the language not directly associated with the topic.  
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Despite of this interwovenness, the factors were reported separately as well. I 

will attempt to illustrate the differences between them in Table 5.22.  

 

Table 5.22: Characterization of referential factors 

 In monolingual context 

In bilingual context Non-specific Specific 

Non-specific Basic vocabulary, synonyms in 

other language available. 

Switching not likely: only in case of 

most available word phenomenon 

 

Kuş (T. bird), fiets (D. bicycle) 

Synonyms within language not 

available. Synonyms in other 

language often available, but hard 

to retrieve or unknown. 

Switching is likely in case of word 

finding problems due to language 

dominance 

 

Eik (D. oak) 

Specific Synonyms within language often 

available. Synonyms in other 

language SEEM to be available as 

well, BUT: differing cultural 

connotation. 

Insertional switching very likely 

(appropriateness of label in given 

context)
5
. 

 

Dügün (T. wedding) = evlenme 

(T. wedding) but 

Dügün(T. wedding) ≠ bruiloft  

(D. wedding) 

No synonyms available, neither 

within the language, nor in the 

other language. 

Switching is unavoidable, 

borrowing likely. 

Lexical gaps (proper nouns are a 

special case of these). 

 

 

Kinderbijslag (D. child benefit), 

Fenerbahçe (T. soccer team from 

Istanbul) 

 

In his article on the role of semantic specificity in insertional codeswitching, Backus 

(2003: 128) introduces the hypothesis that embedded language elements in 

codeswitching will have a high degree of semantic specificity. He remarks that: 

Something is considered highly specific if it is hard to replace with another lexical item.   

After exploring his bilingual data, Backus (2003: 152–153) refines his hypothesis by 

stating that  

what is crucial is whether the word in question has any connotations that connect it to 

the embedded language culture. If the conception of semantics one adopts is that the 

meaning of words includes their encyclopaedic meaning, then this can be seen as 

                                                        
5
 Association of the topic with one culture also plays a role at a higher level, accounting for 

alternational switching. 
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support for the specificity hypothesis. But even then, only a certain source of specificity, 

relevance to the embedded language world, has any predictive power in codeswitching. 

Backus’ point can be illustrated by an example from my own conversational data 

(to be described in Chapter 7). While talking to her younger sister and a girlfriend, 

Havva asks her friend: 

Ben je naar die dügün geweest? 

(Have you been to that wedding party?) 

In the monolingual context of Turkey, ‘dügün’ (‘wedding’) is not a highly specific 

word (it has a quite close equivalent, for example, in the word ‘evlenme’). 

However, in the bilingual context of the Netherlands, the word ‘dügün’ has the 

connotation of a wedding according to Turkish traditions, while its Dutch 

equivalent ‘bruiloft’ is associated with a wedding following Dutch traditions. 

Because of this connotation of Turkishness, ‘dügün’ becomes a highly specific term 

in the bilingual context. 

Specificity in a monolingual context merely concerns the encyclopaedic, 

denotational meaning of a word (i.e., the specific concept that a sign refers to), 

while specificity in a bilingual context also concerns its non-encyclopaedic, 

connotational word meaning (i.e., including the cultural assumptions that the 

image implies or suggests, involving emotional overtones, subjective inter-

pretation, socio-cultural values, and ideological assumptions).  

In Table 5.22, it is illustrated that a word can bear a highly specific meaning in 

either a monolingual or bilingual context, in neither of them, or in both. The factors 

in this table will be described in the Sections 5.2.2.1 and 5.2.2.2. 

 

5.2.2.1 Appropriateness 

The factors in this category pertain to the connotational meaning of language, i.e., 

language choice or codeswitching behaviour is determined by the connections the 

speaker perceives between the language spoken and the culture it represents. 

 

Appropriateness of the label in the given context 

Recall that the Turkish word ‘dügün’ has equivalents within Turkish, but bears 

connotations different from those associated with Dutch ‘bruiloft’, and therefore 

has no real equivalent in Dutch in the perception of the bilingual teenagers. 

Another example of appropriateness of the label in the given context is provided by 

informant 24. She speaks almost only Dutch with her Dutch aunt.  

I only say “yenge” to her (= Turkish term for an aunt related by marriage). 
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As Dutch has only one general word for ‘aunt’, while Turkish has three (for father’s 

sister, mother’s sister, and aunt related by marriage), Turkish ‘yenge’ is more 

specific and therefore is probably judged as a more appropriate term than Dutch 

‘tante’. Verhoeven (1999) also observed that her informants frequently inserted 

Turkish kinship terms in Dutch discourse. An alternative explanation, however, is 

that these terms are perceived as highly specific because they function almost as 

proper nouns in discourse. For instance, within Turkish families, the words ‘abla’ 

(older sister) and ‘abi’ (older brother) are used much more frequently to address 

people than their first names. 

 

Association of the topic with one culture 

This factor has a lot in common with appropriateness of the label in the given 

context. However, the former exerts influence on the micro-level of a conversation, 

i.e., it can explain the insertion of a single word or lexical chunk (see Chapter 7), 

while association of the topic with one culture plays a role at a higher level. The 

fact that a certain topic is discussed can determine the matrix language of a 

conversation, or — after a topic shift — can cause alternational codeswitching. 

Informant 16 explains when she chooses Turkish with her friends at home:  

For some things, you are used to talk about them in Turkish. 

Other informants provide more specific examples. It is noteworthy that almost all 

informants mention that they speak about school in Dutch, and several informants 

report that even strongly Turkish-dominant adults will use Dutch when they inquire 

how the informant is doing at school. Informant 39 speaks more Turkish than Dutch 

to her younger brothers at home. She speaks Dutch: 

When it is about school or the football club, and when it is about Dutch people: about 

teachers or kids from school. 

Informant 13 speaks almost only Turkish with Turkish friends on the street: 

We talk in Dutch about school, about teachers. We use Turkish for instance when we talk 

about a Turkish wedding. 

And though informant 14 uses more Dutch than Turkish with classmates during 

class, she speaks Turkish: 

About what was shown on television, about what some Turkish (political, NE) party has 

done. 

5.2.2.2 Lexical reasons 

This category contains factors related to the contents of the bilingual’s mental 

lexicon. Note that these reasons play a role at the micro-level of conversation: they 
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often explain the insertion of single words or lexical chunks (defined in Chapter 7). 

They usually do not account for alternational codeswitching. However, the 

insertion of a word can sometimes trigger a larger part of discourse in the other 

language, i.e., an insertional switch can trigger an alternational switch. 

The ‘lexical reasons’ are ranked according to the degree to which the bilingual is 

free to choose either language. In the case of proper nouns and lexical gaps there is 

no real choice: how should one refer to a girl called Hatice or to the dish called 

döner kebap without using this Turkish label? I will consider proper nouns as a 

special instance of lexical gaps, i.e., labels that by definition have no equivalent. 

In the case of word finding problems, an equivalent in the other language exists, 

but can not be retrieved by the speaker temporarily.  

In the case of what I will call here the most available word phenomenon, on the 

other hand, the label in one particular language is activated quicker, but its 

equivalent in the other language is available to the speaker as well. In Table 5.23, 

the different kinds of gaps a bilingual may experience while using a certain 

language (i.e., proper nouns/lexical gaps, word finding problems and most available 

word phenomena) are ordered according to two characteristics: whether the 

experience of a gap is temporal or permanent, and whether the gap is experienced 

by an individual, or by bilingual speakers in general. If bilinguals in general 

experience a gap, this is due to differences between the languages. A caveat here is 

that it depends on the culture and living conditions of a language community to 

which concepts speakers may wish to refer. Since bilinguals are also bicultural, they 

can feel that language A lacks the label to refer to a concept they know from 

culture B. If an individual speaker experiences a gap, the label may exist in both 

languages, but the speaker has problems retrieving it; this problem can either be 

incidental (or temporary) or recurrent (or permanent). When personal retrieving 

problems occur frequently in one language, this might be due to dominance in the 

other language. 

 

Table 5.23: Perceived gaps in the matrix language 

 Temporal Permanent 

Personal Word finding problems 

ijsje (D. icecream) 

Most available word 

phenomenon 

fiets (D. bicycle) 

General  -  

(not occurring, unless serious 

attrition of lang. A and shift to 

lang. B is taking place within a 

community) 

Lexical gaps 

hadi (T. come on, well, all right, 

let’s say) 

Proper nouns 

Fenerbahçe (T. soccer team from 

Istanbul) 
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Below, these four kinds of gaps are illustrated with quotes from the informants. 

 

Proper nouns 

Informant 48 talks about an incident which took place in the classroom during class 

— where she is not allowed to talk Turkish — when she was talking to a Turkish 

friend. 

Yesterday, our teacher of geography became angry. He said: “I think that is antisocial!” 

That happens sometimes when you say a (Turkish, NE) person’s name. 

 

Lexical gaps 

The term lexical gaps refers to concepts which are lexicalized in one language but 

which do not have a label with the same denotation in the other language. 

Informant 6 speaks almost only Turkish with his father at home, but uses Dutch: 

When there is something in a letter that one cannot translate. 

 

Word finding problems 

This is another factor reported very frequently, most of the time with respect to 

switching to Dutch. In the case of lexical gaps, no label is existent in the other 

language; in the case of word finding problems, a speaker experiences trouble in 

retrieving a label he knows to exist. A word finding problem is often indicated by a 

short hesitation pause and/or by lexical fillers like ‘uhm’ or ‘what-‘s-it-called’. 

Sometimes the interlocutor may assist in retrieving the right word. Other ways to 

solve the problem are to circumscribe the concept, or to switch codes. Informant 

18 speaks almost only Turkish with his father at home, but sometimes uses Dutch:  

Some words I say in Dutch, then I cannot say them in Turkish. 

Informant 19 speaks about as much Turkish as Dutch to her mother at home.  

When I do not know a word in Dutch, I say it in Turkish. 

Most informants report that word finding problems while speaking Turkish will 

make them switch to Dutch. Some of them also report the opposite (from Dutch to 

Turkish). Three informants realize that they use this type of codeswitching in two 

directions. Informant 32 reports that he codeswitches while using a dense 

codeswitching mode with his father at home: 

Every time I do not understand a word. 
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Most available word phenomenon 

What distinguishes the most available word phenomenon from word finding 

problems is the fact that the former has a less momentary character: although the 

speaker knows two labels for a certain concept (one in each language), one of 

those is generally retrieved quicker. Informant 9, for instance, speaks almost only 

Turkish with her father in Turkey, but:  

We sneak in tiny Dutch words, like ‘eten’ (= eating): that does not catch the eye until we 

are in Turkey. 

Informant 38 tries to talk only Turkish with her mother while staying in Turkey, but 

does not always succeed:  

You adopt some Dutch words, like ‘banaan’ (=banana) as if they were Turkish, you forget 

the word ‘muz’. By the way, that happens to my parents as well.  

She gives another example: 

In the beginning (of the holidays in Turkey, NE), it is always very hard to speak Turkish 

only. For instance I asked in Turkish: “Can I have one icecream?” but I said ‘ijs’ 

(=icecream) in Dutch. They said: “What?” and again I said ‘ijs’ in Dutch. Then there was 

someone else who said it was called ‘dondurma’ (Turkish for icecream, NE); in fact I 

knew that of course.  

The most available word phenomenon is interesting in the light of psycholinguistic 

studies into the activation/inhibition system of languages in the bilingual mind 

(which were mentioned in Section 2.1.2). From the last quote, one could infer that 

the inhibition system is able to assert itself stronger over time under the influence 

of a monolingual surrounding. 

 

5.2.2.3 Intertextuality 

The term intertextuality will be used for occasions in which the bilingual speaker 

passes on a piece of discourse (e.g., an anecdote or a pun) in the language it was 

originally heard in. Informant 38 speaks more Dutch than Turkish with her older 

sisters at home. But she speaks Turkish: 

About something that has happened at home; you heard your parents say these things in 

Turkish as well. 

 

5.2.2.4 Concluding remarks on referential factors 

When we look in retrospect at the category of referential factors, two factors 

appear to be reported frequently, i.e., association with a particular culture and 

word finding problems (shown in Table 5.21). These reports are in line with the 
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predictions in Table 5.22 that switches will especially occur either when a concept 

is specific in a bilingual context (i.e., associated with only one of the two cultures, 

see the two lower cells in the table), or when the speaker cannot retrieve the word 

in his non-dominant language, perhaps because it is highly specific in a monolingual 

context (see the upper right cell).  

 

5.2.3 Expressive factors 

Whenever expressive factors play a role, the bilingual chooses or switches language 

metaphorically in terms of Gumperz (1982): the emotional connotation attached to 

a language is exploited to convey one’s message. Applying the terms introduced in 

Chapter 2, we would say that this type of language choice and codeswitching 

behaviour is indexicality-driven. 

 

5.2.3.1 Expressing identity 

Expressing Turkish identity 

Informant 33 speaks almost only Turkish with Turkish friends in the classroom 

during (non-Turkish) lessons and explains this as follows: 

Because I am a Turk.  

When asked ‘And do you want to show that?’, he says: 

I think so, yes.  

He then elaborates, relating it to the authority of his teachers:  

The teachers do not like it, they tell me: “You are not allowed to speak your mother 

tongue”. Then I asked recently: “Then why do you speak Dutch?” He gave no answer to 

that. 

Informant 19 speaks only Turkish with her mother during vacations in Turkey, as: 

There they think you are a foreigner (literally buitenlander = non-native) if you speak 

Dutch. 

Informant 18 speaks only Turkish in a Turkish shop, for example with his younger 

brothers:  

There I want to make clear that I am Turkish. 

The same informant indicates that he also uses language choice to express his 

Dutch identity. 

 

Expressing Dutch identity 

Informant 18 speaks only Dutch with his older brothers while in Turkey: 
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I want to make it known: “I come from the Netherlands”. (When asked how he feels 

about that:) “Yes, I am proud of that”. 

 

5.2.3.2 Expressing emotion 

Informant 14 speaks about as much Turkish as Dutch to her younger cousins at 

their home.  

When I am angry with my cousins, I use Turkish. 

 

5.2.3.3 Shift to ‘serious mode’ 

Informant 15 speaks Turkish to her older cousins at their home:  

When there is a little problem, for serious things. 

The opposite of this is shifting to a ‘non-serious’ mode, that is to joking. 

 

5.2.3.4 Joking 

Informant 15 uses Dutch with uncles and aunts at their home:  

For jokes, when we are fooling around. When we act seriously, normally, we speak 

Turkish. 

 

5.2.3.5 Concluding remarks on expressive factors 

Most eye catching is the finding that the mother tongue is associated with serious 

personal matters, while the environmental language is applied for the opposite, 

i.e., joking, in the domestic domain. 

 

5.2.4 Phatic factors 

Appel and Muysken (1987) base their six functions of language choice and code- 

switching on Mühlhaüsler’s (1980) functions of language, who — in turn — bases 

himself on Jakobson (1960) and Halliday (1964). In Jakobson’s original paper (1960: 

355), the phatic function of language is described as follows: 

There are messages primarily serving to establish, to prolong, or to discontinue 

communication, to check whether the channel works (“Hello, do you hear me?”), to 

attract the attention of the interlocutor or to confirm his continued attention (“Are you 

listening?” or in Shakespearean diction: “Lend me your ears!” — and on the other end of 

the wire “Um-hum!”).  
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Appel and Muysken (1987: 119), transposing this function of messages to the 

function of switching, broaden the term ‘phatic’ somewhat when stating: 

Often switching serves to indicate a change in tone (stress added) of the conversation, 

and hence a phatic function.  

This type has been called methaphorical switching by Gumperz and Hernández-

Chavez (1975). Consequently, they provide examples of codeswitches 

accompanying a side-comment and emphasizing a piece of information. In the 

terms introduced in Chapter 2, we would call this locally conditioned 

codeswitching: switching is used to mark the onset and/or end of a piece of 

discourse with a specific pragmatic function, or to carry out a specific speech act. 

 

5.2.4.1 Quotation 

Informant 4 speaks more Turkish than Dutch with Turkish friends outside the 

classroom, but speaks Dutch:  

When we repeat literally what someone has said. 

 

5.2.4.2 Clarification 

Informants only reported cases of self-clarification. In the observed data, however, 

several cases of other-clarification were revealed as well, i.e., participants showed 

their understanding of what a speaker had been trying to say.  

 

Self-clarification 

With his older cousin at her home, informant 1 speaks more Dutch than Turkish, 

but he speaks Dutch: 

When she keeps misunderstanding something, when she does not understand it on 

purpose. 

 

5.2.4.3 Personalizing 

Informant 26 speaks almost only Dutch in a Turkish shop, because: 

I’m used to buying things in Dutch.  

When asked when he uses Turkish then, he says: 

I speak Turkish simply when they continue to ask me stuff. 
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In other words, a switch to Turkish is made when the interlocutors finish their 

formal transaction of selling and buying and start an informal chat. Exactly this 

phenomenon was already noticed by Fishman (1972). 

Informant 5 mentions personalization more literally: she reports to speak more 

Dutch than Turkish with Turkish friends both inside and outside the classroom, but 

says she uses Turkish in both settings: 

For personal things. 

 

5.2.4.4 Mitigating/softening 

This factor often coincides with other factors, for example requesting or criticizing 

can be mitigated by using someone’s non-dominant language. Informant 39, who 

was interviewed at the same time as her friend, explicitly describes this factor, 

when she reacts to her friend’s story. The friend says that she sometimes uses the 

expression ‘waar slaat dat nou op?’ (Dutch for: what sense does that make?) with 

her father, but never ‘çok saçma’ (‘what nonsense’). Informant 39 reacts to this by 

saying that she can understand why her friend does so: 

In Turkish, it is too serious. My own father would react the same when I would say it in 

Turkish (instead of Dutch, NE), but still, it comes across more serious. 

She elaborates: 

For most parents, Turkish comes across as more serious, but for us, it does not really 

matter I believe. 

It should be noted that softening by choosing the interlocutor’s non-dominant 

language, is an instance of indexicality-driven codeswitching. It is also possible that 

a speaker wants to flag an utterance with a softening content, like ‘never mind,’ or 

‘that‘s only what I think,’ by switching. The latter is a case of locally conditioned 

switching. 

 

5.2.4.5 Strengthening/emphasizing 

As strengthening obviously is the opposite of mitigating, it triggers the language 

that comes across as most direct to the interlocutor. It is striking that the 

informants’ parents often use it when telling their children to do something or 

when reprimanding them. For instance, the father of informant 40 speaks Dutch to 

her: 

When I have to do something for him. 

And the mother of informant 27 speaks Dutch: 
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When she says: “Ga naar bed!” (Dutch for: go to bed!) 

 

5.2.4.6 Dispreferred/rebelling response (refusal) 

Informant 50 uses more Turkish than Dutch with her father at home, but gives 

some examples of her use of Dutch with him.  

Then he’ll say: “Do this,” and then I’ll say: “Nee” (= Dutch for no). 

Of course this factor is closely related to the several types of rebellion discussed 

above. An important distinction however, is that giving a dispreferred or rebelling 

response takes place at the micro-level of conversation. It can be as simple as 

saying ‘no’ to a simple question (e.g., ‘Do you want more rice?’, see Li Wei 2000). 

By definition, the content of this kind of utterance is not what the interlocutor 

preferred to hear. This content could either be mitigated or emphasized by the 

language in which it is uttered. With respect to the directive factor rebellion, it is 

the language choice itself which is dispreferred; it could coincide with an utterance 

which is either rebelling or neutral in nature. 

It should be noted that I use the term ‘dispreferred response’ here in a 

psychological sense, but that is certainly not how it was originally meant by 

conversational analysts, who used it as a merely technical term. I will illustrate this 

further in Chapter 9, in which some cases of rebelling will be analyzed. 

 

5.2.4.7 Negotiating 

Informant 1 speaks more Dutch than Turkish to his older cousin at his home, but:  

When I want something, but he doesn’t do it or he doesn’t give it, then I will suddenly 

switch to Turkish.  

 

5.2.4.8 Swearing/calling names 

Informant 27 speaks almost only Dutch with Turkish friends at home. They use 

Turkish, however: 

Mainly for swearwords. 

 

5.2.4.9 Requesting/nagging 

Informant 17 uses almost only Turkish with her father at home, but she speaks 

Dutch: 

To ask: “mag ik dit, mag ik dat” (Dutch for: can I have this, can I have that?), maybe I’ll 

get it then.  
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And she sometimes uses Dutch with her mother at home:  

Just like with my father, to suck up to her, for example: “Can I have some money?”  

Asked to elaborate, she adds:  

Yes, para verir misin? (the Turkish equivalent) sounds more rude 

  

5.2.4.10  Instructing 

Informant 45 speaks almost only Turkish to her younger brother at home, but uses 

Dutch in some cases: 

Sometimes he gets extra lessons in Dutch, and then I will say in Dutch what he is 

expected to do. But in normal life as well: “Kom hier” (Dutch for: come here), or I’ll say 

what we are going to do. 

 

5.2.4.11  Greeting/ opening conversation 

Informant 13 speaks almost only Turkish on the street with adults from her 

neighbourhood. But she uses Dutch: 

For “hallo, hoe gaat het” (Dutch for: hello, who are you?) but after that you will talk 

Turkish nonetheless (praat je toch Turks). 

The majority of informants says they greet in Dutch. One could imagine they do so 

for expressing a mixed identity. This can even be done with strongly Turkish-

dominant interlocutors, as greetings are easy to acquire. The two informants who 

report that they use Turkish for greeting, refer to the connotation of politeness 

that goes with Turkish (see under the factor respect/social distance). Two other 

informants report that they use both languages sometimes. Informant 17 explains 

for what kinds of things she uses Dutch with Turkish adults on the street: 

Only “hoi” (= Dutch for hi), the rest is in Turkish. Sometimes I also say “merhaba” 

(Turkish for hello). 

Informant 1 mentions accommodation to the interlocutor’s turn when greeting:  

It depends whether the other one says “hello” or “merhaba” (= Dutch and Turkish for 

hello, respectively). 

 

5.2.4.12  Criticizing/reprimanding 

Informant 27 notes in what cases his mother will speak Dutch to him at home:  
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When I come home from school, then she says: “Je tas ligt weer op de grond”. (= Dutch 

for: your bag is on the floor again). 

Informant 11 speaks more Dutch than Turkish to her younger siblings, but speaks 

Turkish: 

Whenever it is necessary: when he (= younger brother) is making me angry, he is beating 

me, then I say: “stop it”.  

 

5.2.4.13  Concluding remarks on phatic factors 

In the discussion of the pilot results in Section 3.3.3, it was already mentioned that 

bilinguals cannot be expected to report all the phatic factors that play a role at the 

micro-level of a conversation and that can be retrieved by Conversational Analysis. 

But we can be absolutely sure that the phatic factors which are so salient that the 

bilinguals do report them play an important role in their speaking behaviour 

indeed, as no interpreting by an analyst was required to retrieve them. 

Greeting/opening conversation turns out to be one of those eye catching factors. It 

is also very close to the original definition of the phatic function of language, i.e., to 

establish a communication channel (Jakobson 1960). 

The other three factors frequently referred to by the informants are closely 

related: mitigating/softening (carried out by using the mother tongue), its 

counterpart strengthening/emphasizing (done in the majority language), and 

requesting/nagging, which is very often accompanied by mitigation. These factors 

will be explored further in Chapter 9. 

 

5.2.5 Metalinguistic factors 

Following Appel and Muysken (1987: 120), the term ‘metalinguistic’ will not only be 

used for direct meta-level comments about language, but also for indirect 

comments. Appel and Muysken provide an example of the latter: 

One example of this function is when speakers switch between different codes to 

impress the other participants with a show of linguistic skills (Scotton 1979). 

 

5.2.5.1 Talking about the languages involved (e.g., seeking clarification) 

Informant 26 speaks about as much Turkish as Dutch with his father at home.  

When I see something on the Turkish television news then I’ll ask in Turkish what it 

means. 

Informant 39 speaks almost only Turkish to her uncles and aunts at their home, but 

speaks Dutch: 
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When they ask: “How do you say such and so in Dutch?”. 

 

5.2.5.2 Practice 

The bilingual can either wish to improve her own language skills or those of an 

interlocutor. 

 

Practicing the interlocutor’s language skills 

Informant 26 speaks only Turkish with her youngest cousin at his home:  

My uncle wants me to speak Turkish to him; he’ll learn Dutch anyway, he’s got a Dutch 

mother. 

But informant 16 speaks almost only Dutch when visiting her younger cousins:  

I try to talk Dutch-only; they are living in the Netherlands, so they have to learn that. 

When they do not understand something, I will explain it once more in Turkish. 

And informant 39 speaks about as much Turkish as Dutch to her father at home: 

He likes speaking Dutch, he wants to learn it. 

 

Practicing one’s own language skills 

Informant 38 says about her holidays in Turkey:  

I always try to speak Turkish there, as Dutch sounds rude. And it is the only period in 

which I pay attention to my Turkish. Every year when I return from vacation, I notice that 

it has become better. 

 

5.2.5.3 Avoidance
6
  

We can distinguish two types of avoidance; the first determined at a local level of 

the conversation, while the second is related to more general language skills. 

 

A word or expression is shorter or easier to pronounce in this language 

Informant 4 speaks about as much Turkish as Dutch with his older brother when 

they are in Turkey:  

                                                        
6
 The term avoidance was introduced by Saville-Troike (1982), who originally meant it in a slightly 

different way, namely the avoiding of making tricky choices, for instance addressing a person with 

a pronoun expressing politeness (such as French ‘vous’) or one expressing familiarity (‘tu’), by 

switching to a language which does not make this distinction. I broadened the term to include the 

avoidance of features that the bilingual finds hard to express in one language, but not in the 

other. 
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When I am alone with him, I use whatever is easiest. 

Informant 16 speaks Dutch with his father at home:  

When I find words more easy in Dutch, for instance, I say ‘computer’ instead of 

‘bilgisayar’. 

And informant 1 speaks more Turkish than Dutch with Turkish friends at home, but 

speaks Dutch:  

When I cannot pronounce certain words, for instance words with an r like ‘radyo’ (= 

Turkish for radio). 

In the case of avoidance, it is not so much the case that a speaker does not know 

how to say something in one language, but that uttering it in the other language is 

easier for him. For instance, for the sake of shortness, the Turkish two syllabic 

words for ‘yes’ and ‘no’ (‘evet’ and ‘hayır’, respectively) are very often replaced by 

their monosyllabic equivalents in Dutch (‘ja’ and ‘nee’), even by first-generation 

migrants. With Conversation Analysis, it is not possible to decide whether a (one 

word) switch is made because of avoidance, word finding problems or the most 

available word phenomenon. Only the speaker himself might be able to say what 

the reason was for the switch (or, even harder to discover, for a non-switch!). 

 

Speaking one’s own generally dominant language 

With Turkish friends, informant 41 speaks only Dutch at school outside the 

classroom, as: 

I have got only Dutch friends in my class, informant 40 is the only Turkish one. When I 

speak Turkish, the others will think: “Now what are they saying?”. 

Besides her wish not to exclude bystanders, it turns out she has another reason for 

speaking Dutch: 

So I speak Dutch only; that is easier for me as well. 

Whenever the speaker’s interlocutor is able to understand both languages with the 

same ease, like this girl’s friend informant 40, who is a balanced bilingual like she is, 

then the speaker is free to choose the language which she can speak with the least 

effort. With less balanced bilingual interlocutors, speaking the interlocutor’s 

dominant language will often be opted for, especially when the speaker wishes to 

behave politely towards this interlocutor. 

 

5.2.5.4 Showing off one’s own language skills 

Informant 33 speaks almost only Dutch with a little bit of Turkish with his younger 

brothers while staying in Turkey:  
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People there think that it is mysterious, they believe we are talking about them, it is fun. 

Informant 30 speaks more Turkish than Dutch to his younger brother at home. He 

speaks Dutch:  

When he does not know some words, than I know more than he does. 

 

5.2.5.5 Authority dictates the language to be spoken 

As was mentioned already in the discussion of the factor Exclusion of bystanders for 

secrets, it often occurs that teachers dictate which language should (or, more 

important: which language should not) be spoken in the classroom, or even in the 

entire school building. In total, this factor was reported no fewer than 41 times. 

Informant 19:  

In the classroom you are not allowed to talk buitenlands (= Dutch for ‘foreign, from a 

foreign country’), I manage to do that. 

Informant 17 spoke only Turkish during the Turkish lessons:  

It was obligatory: when you spoke one word in Dutch, you had to leave the classroom. 

And in the Dutch lessons you may never speak Turkish. 

In only three of the cases reported, informants’ parents were the authority 

concerned. Informant 33 speaks more Dutch than Turkish with younger brothers at 

home. Turkish is spoken:  

When we are downstairs with our parents; they don’t want us to call each other names, 

so they want to understand what we are saying. 

About holidays in Turkey, informant 40 remarks: 

My father will say: “We are in Turkey now, you have to speak Turkish”. 

In all other cases, if language choice was prescribed, then it was done by teachers. 

 

5.2.5.6 Speaking a previously activated language 

Four informants reported that there are moments at which they use a particular 

language for the reason that they had used or heard it just before.  

Informant 17 relates an anecdote from the classroom: 

It is hard when you speak two languages. Recently, I was talking to my friend, and then I 

asked the (non-Turkish, NE) teacher accidentally: “Bir şey sorabilir miyim?” (Turkish for: 

Can I ask something?) 

Informant 22 remarks:  
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When I had just had the Turkish lesson, I also spoke Turkish after that. 

 

5.2.5.7 Concluding remarks on metalinguistic factors 

From the fact that both talking about languages involved and avoidance are quite 

frequently mentioned factors, we can conclude that informants at times can be 

rather conscious of their own language behaviour and abilities. However, 

metalinguistic factors did not lend themselves well for examination in the case 

study, to be reported in Chapters 7–9. Most of them, such as practicing or 

prescribed use of one language by an authority, did not occur in the home 

environment where the data were collected. Avoidance, however, shows the 

added value of the self-report method: avoidance can be reported by the speaker 

who knows ‘what is going on in his mind’, but it cannot be observed from the 

outside. Be that as it may, none of the metalinguistic factors reported above will be 

further discussed in Chapters 8 and 9. 

 

5.2.6 Poetic factors 

This kind of factor was only mentioned once. Informant 5 reveals in what cases she 

speaks Turkish with Turkish friends during classes:  

I use Turkish for personal things, and for puns. 

Probably, intertextuality also plays a role, as puns which were originally heard in 

Turkish, and will preferably be passed on in the same language. Because poetic 

factors turn out to play a minor role, they will not be examined in the case study. 

 

5.3 Reflection on reported factors 

With a glance at the frequencies given in Table 5.21, we can observe two important 

tendencies: directive factors are mentioned most often by far, and phatic factors 

are reported quite infrequently. The first tendency does not correspond to the 

claim Appel and Muysken (1987: 118) make about the referential function of code- 

switching: 

This type of switching is the one that bilingual speakers are most conscious of. When 

asked why they switch they say that it is because they do not know the word for it in the 

other language, or because the language chosen is more fit for talking about a certain 

object. 

Although referential factors, and more specifically, appropriateness and word 

finding problems, do turn out to play an important role, directive factors are 

mentioned most frequently by the informants in the current study. How important 
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the role is of interlocutors in determining language choice and codeswitching, will 

be further illustrated in Section 9.1.  

It is important to note that the frequency, with which a factor is mentioned by 

the informants, provides us with little information about its frequency of 

occurrence in everyday bilingual speech. Rather, it tells us to what extent 

informants are conscious of a factor. Inevitably, informants differ in this respect. 

For instance, it turns out that girls were generally able to report more factors than 

boys, and that they enjoyed talking about language behaviour more. In addition, 

we cannot assume that other factors, such as those that are known from the 

literature, do not play a role in actual language behaviour. Most likely, such other 

factors can be detected in the speech of these same informants by conversational 

analysis (which will be used as an important additional method in Chapters 8 and 

9). The opposite, however, does apply: whenever a factor is reported, we can be 

quite sure that it does play a role in the informants’ behaviour.  

When we return now to the terms presented in Chapter 2, we can conclude 

that the informants are especially aware of situational codeswitching (see the many 

directive factors reported) and of indexicality-driven codeswitching (see the factors 

association, showing respect, requesting, joking versus shift to serious mode and 

reprimanding), but less of locally-conditioned codeswitching (exceptions are the 

occasional reports of phatic factors such as quotation and self-clarification). This 

makes sense if we realize that locally-conditioned codeswitching is less reciprocal 

and has a more onetime, unique character, dependent on the utterances 

surrounding it (this is why Auer (1984, 1998, 2000) advocates analyzing utterances 

sequentially). For this reason, Conversational Analysis will be applied to 

spontaneous conversations of some of the survey informants, as will be described 

in Chapter 7. 

The second and third column of Table 5.21 provide us with a picture of the 

values that are indexed by Turkish and Dutch language: Looking at the factors 

which are mostly accompanied by the choice for or a switch to Turkish, with some 

caution we can infer that Turkish especially represents respect (for first-generation 

members and cultural and religious values), personal life, confidentiality and 

seriousness. Dutch, on the other hand, is associated with joking. In addition, Dutch 

stands for educational and professional life (see the factor: association), and 

presumably because of that it is a language desirable to learn, as can be concluded 

from the reports concerning practicing the interlocutor’s language skills. During 

visits to Turkey, the Dutch language attains an additional value of representing 

Dutch identity which sometimes gives the bilinguals a sense of superiority, 

especially because Dutch can also function as a secret language. This is desirable 

for some informants, who are proud of it, while others try hard to hide any sign of 

‘foreignership’ by speaking Turkish as much as they can.  
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Parents appear to make use of Dutch as a language-indexing power, as they 

often try to strengthen their authority while instructing or reprimanding their 

children by speaking Dutch. Teenagers use it just the other way around, as a more 

indirect and thus softening language which is used for requesting and rebelling.  

  

 



CHAPTER 6 

Discussion of the survey results 

Up to now, we have dealt with many different characteristics of the survey 

informants, i.e., their socio-biographical characteristics, their cultural orientation, 

the constitution of their social networks, their language dominance, preferences 

and attitudes, and their language choice and code switching behaviour. However, it 

has not become clear yet what the causal relationship is between these 

characteristics, and whether different ‘types of bilinguals’ can be distinguished on 

the basis of them. Caution is in order here: the research field of language choice 

has a long methodological tradition of anthropological fieldwork. It is no doubt due 

to the multifaceted nature of the subject (which deals with a huge amount of 

factors all exerting influence on the fluctuating choices finally made), that most 

studies do not engage in statistical analysis. There are a few exceptions, however 

(see Section 3.2 for a discussion of Jaspaert and Kroon 1991; Van Avermaet and 

Klatter-Folmer 1997; Klatter-Folmer and Van Avermaet 1999).  

Bearing the complexity of the matter in mind, the goal of this chapter is to 

explore correlations between the different types of characteristics. It starts off with 

a description of the results found in a very similar project carried out in Mannheim, 

Germany. This will help to interpret the results obtained in the present study. 

 

6.1  Earlier work: The Mannheim Research 

To illustrate what is meant by ‘type of bilinguals’, the work of the German DFG 

Research Group ‘Language variation in communicative praxis’ will be discussed 

briefly. In the framework of their project on speech variation in German-Turkish, a 

small research team described four clearly distinct subgroups in Mannheim, a city 

located in south-west Germany with about 320,000 inhabitants, 20% of whom are 

non-native Germans, most of them of Turkish origin (cf. Eckert 1989, 2000a, 2000b, 

for a discussion of so-called ‘communities of practice’; Kallmeyer et al. 2000; 

Kallmeyer and Keim 2003). Two of these groups were encountered in a traditional 

working class district, referred to as the ‘ghetto’ by its own residents, of which 65% 

are (first-, second- or third-generation) immigrants; the other two groups were (for 
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the greater part) living outside this district. Table 6.1 below presents some typical 

features of these four groups.  

 

Table 6.1: Migrant groups in Mannheim according to the DFG research group ‘Language 

variation in communicative praxis’ 

 

 

Self-reference 

 

Place of 

residence 

 

Group  

identity 

 

 

Age 

 

Goal  

in life 

 

 

Self-image 

In-group 

language 

choice 

Europe-Turks Outside the 

‘ghetto’ (but 

many were 

raised there) 

 Academics  25–33 Being elite European-

Turks 

Standard- 

Turkish  

The voiceless 

(‘Unmün-

digen’) 

Majority 

outside the 

‘ghetto’ (but 

many were 

raised there) 

Academics  25–33 Political 

emanci-

pation 

Migrants Standard 

German 

Powergirls In the ‘ghetto’ Female leisure 

time group 

14–22 Continuing 

education 

German-Turks Initially mixed 

language, then 

shifting to 

Standard 

German 

Kanaken In the ‘ghetto’ Male, low 

educated, 

‘street- corner’ 

group 

? Being ‘cool’, 

‘macho’ 

‘Kanaken’ 

(originally 

negative term 

for foreigners, 

but adopted 

with pride) 

‘Ghetto-

language’; 

pidginized 

German with 

(some Turkish) 

borrowings 

 

Comparing these groups, it is striking that most members are raised in similar 

circumstances, but that differences in educational background and especially in 

societal orientation of the respective groups, have huge consequences for the 

language modes they choose as preferred means of in-group communication. Both 

groups of academics aim at keeping the languages separate (although code-

switching is used in informal conversation); however, while the ‘voiceless’ choose 

German as their language of communication, the ‘Europeturks’ attempt to speak 

monolingual standard-Turkish. The groups who live inside the ‘ghetto’, do not 

strive at such language separation, but express their identities through a mixed 

code, especially in early teens. As they get older, however, German makes 

headway, and for girls who start gymnasium, German becomes the prevailing 

choice, while the mixed code is retained for expressive purposes, e.g., for 

expressing identity. 
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The research with these groups was ethnographic in nature. The data consisted 

of ethnographic interviews and tape recordings of in-group conversations. Such an 

approach would be less appropriate for studying the Turkish-Dutch youngsters in 

the neighbourhood of Lombok in Utrecht, as they are much less organized in 

groups. While some of the Turkish boys from Lombok visited the Turkish youth 

centre, or a general activity centre for teenagers, both located in the 

neighbourhood, girls especially hardly ever participated in any organization during 

the time of the research
1
. Therefore, the top-down perspective of taking 

established subgroups and exploring their language use, typical of the Mannheim 

approach, would have been hard to undertake. The perspective chosen instead can 

be considered complementary to the ethnographic Mannheim focus: it 

concentrates on individuals’ characteristics, attitudes and behaviour, and will 

attempt in a bottom-up fashion to establish whether the individuals cluster into 

different types of bilinguals. 

We can infer from the informants’ answers to the questions “For what kind of 

things do you think Turkish/Dutch is particularly important?” (see Section 4.3) that 

many informants aspire to get a good education, just like the Mannheim 

‘Powergirls’. Politically or socially motivated attitudes such as the ones described in 

reference to the Mannheim ‘Europeturks’ and ‘voiceless’ were not encountered. 

Probably there are two reasons for that: 

• Longer ethnographic interviews are a more appropriate method to access such 

attitudes than the interviews used for the current study (which were open- 

ended to a lesser extent); 

• The informants of the current study were aged between 11 and 19 and ideas 

concerning politics and society had probably not developed yet, at least not for 

the younger teenagers.  

 

6.2 Informant-profiles 

In the research design presented in Chapter 3, Figure 3.4, three kinds of data which 

aimed at accessing the relative ‘Turkishness’ and ‘Dutchness’ of the informants 

were introduced: their orientation to aspects of Turkish or Dutch culture, their 

contacts with people in Turkey, and the constitution of their social network. To 

check whether it is justified to reduce the variables to just those three factors, 

reliability analyses were conducted. Several problems arose in this process, to be 

discussed in the Sections 6.2.2 to 6.2.4. It will be shown that it was often the 

informants’ spontaneous side-comments which enabled me to understand why 

variables sometimes behaved differently than expected.  

                                                        
1
 The Turkish youth centre started a folk dance group for girls however in 2003. 
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6.2.1  Personal and sociological characteristics 

The questionnaires yielded quite a bit of personal information about the 

informants, much of which is potentially important in determining their language 

choice behaviour. These factors included: gender and age of the informant, 

educational level of the informant and of his parents, age of arrival of the parents, 

language spoken at preschool age, and variety of Turkish spoken by the informant. 

The last variable was considered because it could give an indication of the socio- 

economic environment the informant was brought up in.  

 

Gender 

The mean score of male informants on the general index of language choice 

(introduced in Section 5.1.4) is slightly higher than that of the females, indicating 

that they speak Dutch somewhat more often, but the difference is not significant 

(t=-1.35, df=48, p=.18). In Table 6.2, the scores (measured on a seven-point scale 

ranging from only Turkish to only Dutch) are presented for both male and female 

informants. 

 

Table 6.2: Language choice by gender 

 N Mean S.D. Min. Max. 

All informants 50 2.90 0.74 1.27 4.52 

Male informants 24 3.05 0.80 1.27 4.52 

Female informants 26 2.76 0.67 1.83 4.52 

 

Apparently, the influence of gender is restricted to the level of consciousness 

informants possess about their own language choice behaviour. In the interviews, 

girls turned out to reflect upon their own behaviour much more elaborately. As 

gender turned out not to predict language choice behaviour as such, however, the 

variable was excluded from further analysis. 

 

Age 

Age of the informants correlated negatively with language choice (Spearman’s 

Rho= -.457, p<.01), indicating, surprisingly enough, that informants talk more 

Turkish as they grow older. The tendency of becoming more dominant in the 

majority language, which starts as soon as children enter primary school at the age 

of four, and the accompanying preference for speaking this language more often in 

all contexts, apparently starts to revert when the child enters the teenage years. (If 

children younger than 12 years old would have been included in the corpus, this 

certainly would have produced different results.) It is likely that this result can be 

connected to the finding that older informants have more Turkish friends than do 
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younger ones (Spearman’s Rho correlation between age and origin of friends is -

.397, p<.01 one-tailed).  

Interesting in this respect is the finding of Akıncı and Backus (2004: 152) 

concerning Turkish youngsters living in France: 

Akıncı (1998) observed, [...] that the mastery of French continues gradually between 5 

and 10 years and that French becomes the dominant language of Turkish-French 

children at 7 years of age. Studies have shown that until the age of 14, the young 

teenagers speak their mother tongue like their parents do, cf. Akıncı (2001), which, in 

turn, is similar to that of low-educated monolingual Turkish adults. After that, they start 

to diverge and speak a language closer to that of Turkish monolinguals with a high 

educational level. In this case, we think that schooling in the mother tongue is a very 

important factor in the development and the use of Turkish by teenagers of the second 

generation. [...] The fossilization of the mother tongue that seems to be setting in at the 

end of the primary school exists only until the age of 14, however, since starting from 

this age, development continues. 

Schooling in the mother tongue is a less likely explanation in the Dutch context, as 

none of the survey informants attended Turkish lessons in secondary school 

anymore. An alternative hypothesis would be that around the age of 14, 

youngsters start to orient more both to educational and vocational success, and to 

their non-indigenous identity, as was also observed among Turkish youngsters in 

Germany by Keim (as will be discussed further in this chapter), and therefore strive 

to speak a more standard-like version of Turkish. 

In any case, as age appeared to be an influential factor, it was included as an 

autonomous independent variable in the quantitative analysis.  

 

Educational level  

There is a significant correlation between the educational level of the informants 

and that of their fathers (Spearman’s Rho =.380, p<.01), i.e., the higher educated 

the father, the higher the school type the informant had attained at the time of 

data collection. No such correlation was found with the educational level of the 

mother (Spearman’s Rho =-.095, n.s.). There also turned out to be a correlation 

between the school type of the informant and the educational level of the father 

on the one hand, and the score on the Dutch part of the word definition task on the 

other hand (N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.299 and .262, respectively, p<.05, one-tailed). 

However, the educational level of the informant turned out not to affect language 

dominance or language choice, nor did the education of the father (Spearman’s 

Rho =-.046 and .170, respectively, n.s.). It is not surprising that the school type is 

not that influential. First, many of the teenagers are still in bridging classes, so they 

have not even had to choose a school type yet. Second, immigrant youngsters in 

particular often have to go through increasingly more prestigious school types in 
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succession (a phenomenon known as ‘stacking’ in the Dutch educational domain): 

following the initial advice of their primary school teacher, they start at a low 

school type, but after finishing that, they continue their study at a higher level, 

sometimes ending up at the college level. In other words, if bilingual youngsters 

aim for school and career success in the mainstream society, this cannot be 

properly measured from the school type the informants were going to at the 

moment of investigation. It may be reflected, however, by their choice of language, 

and perhaps also by their choice of the standard varieties, as has been documented 

in the work of Keim (for instance, Keim 2004, 2007).  

Interestingly, the educational level of the mother did influence language choice 

(Spearman’s Rho =.539, p<.01, the positive values in the figure indicate a significant 

tendency in the direction of Dutch.) The huge impact of the mothers on informants’ 

language behaviour can plausibly be explained from the fact that in most of the 

homes a traditional division of roles between fathers and mothers held sway, with 

the latter spending much more time with the children at home. The mothers’ 

influence can best be illustrated as in Figure 6.1 (correlations are Spearman’s Rho, 

one-tailed, N=50). 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1: Influence of mothers’ education and age of arrival 

 

Age of arrival parents 

Education of the mother not only exerts a direct effect on the informant’s language 

dominance and language choice (i.e., the higher educated the mother, the more 

Dutch-dominant the informant, and the more often he speaks Dutch in intra-ethnic 

contacts), but also an indirect effect. That is: the higher the mother’s education and 

the younger she was when she arrived in the Netherlands, the better her Dutch 

oral proficiency (as estimated by the informant).  
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Language at preschool age 

This higher proficiency in Dutch, in its turn, causes the mother to use both Turkish 

and Dutch (instead of Turkish only) with the child from preschool age on. Besides, 

this proficiency correlates with the language dominance and language choice 

behaviour of the informant. However, there is no direct correlation between the 

language choice of the mother with the informant and his/her language dominance 

(Spearman’s Rho =.049 and .180, respectively, n.s.).
2
 So, contrary to widespread 

assumptions, it is not language choice at home as such which causes a child to 

become dominant in either the majority or the minority language. 

With respect to the father, it can be remarked that although his level of 

proficiency in Dutch (which is affected by his educational level and age of arrival), 

obviously affects the language mode which is spoken with the father at home, it 

does not demonstrably influence the informant’s language dominance. 

As the educational level of the parents appeared to be more decisive than that 

of the informant, the mean educational level of the father and the mother was 

included as an independent variable in the final analysis. 

 

Variety of Turkish 

The variety of Turkish the informants speaks (standard, dialect or both) appeared 

to correlate with general language dominance and language choice behaviour 

(Spearman’s Rho =-.327, p<.05, and Spearman’s Rho =-.440, p<.01, respectively), 

indicating that the more the informant speaks Turkish dialect, the more dominant 

he will be in Turkish, and the more often he will use Turkish for intra-ethnic 

contacts. However, this variable turned out to correlate highly not only with the 

ethnic origin of friends (the more Turkish friends an informant had, the more 

dialect he spoke), but also with many characteristics of the mother. Informants 

turned out to speak more Turkish dialect if their mothers were lower educated, 

were less proficient in Dutch, and spoke mostly Turkish to the informant at home. 

This confirms the assumption that speaking dialect is related to other socio-

economic features of the home environment. As the variable correlated highly with 

so many others, however, it was decided not to include it in the final analysis to 

avoid collinearity.  

 

6.2.2  Orientation to Turkish and Dutch culture 

Five variables concerning aspects of Turkish culture were covered in the 

questionnaire: Turkish food, Turkish television, Turkish books, Turkish newspapers 

                                                        
2
 A significant correlation was found between the language the mother speaks with the informant 

at present, and the general index of language choice. This result is not very informative, however, 

as the former variable is one of the building blocks the index was based on (in other words: the 

latter variable includes the former). 
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and magazines, and Turkish music. Cronbach’s Alpha was somewhat low, i.e., .528. 

Table 6.3 shows the standard deviations for these variables, and the value of 

Cronbach’s Alpha if the item would be deleted. As was shown in Section 4.1.2, the 

consumption of Turkish food shows virtually no variance: its standard deviation 

turns out to be much lower than 1. The same holds for reading Turkish books. As 

this made them unusable for regression analysis, they were excluded from the 

model. 

 

Table 6.3: Reliability analysis of orientation to aspects of Turkish culture 

Aspect  S.D. Alpha if item deleted 

Frequency of consuming Turkish food .521 .544 

Frequency of watching Turkish television 1.195 .366 

Frequency of reading Turkish books .808 .451 

Frequency of reading Turkish newspapers and 

magazines 

1.337 .491 

Frequency of listening to Turkish music 1.340 .474 

 

To maintain comparability between orientation to Turkish and to Dutch culture, the 

variables concerning Dutch food and Dutch books were also excluded. The latter 

was unproblematic as the frequency of reading Dutch books was mainly 

determined by the informants’ educational demands (as was pointed out in Section 

4.1.2)
3
. The remaining three variables yielded a (rather low) Cronbach’s Alpha of 

.500.  

 

Table 6.4: Reliability analysis of orientation to aspects of Dutch culture 

Aspect  S.D. Alpha if item deleted 

Frequency of watching Dutch television 1.434 .364 

Frequency of reading Dutch newspapers and 

magazines 

1.161 .622 

Frequency of listening to western/English music 1.589 .018 

 

Table 6.4 shows that alpha is higher (and above the threshold value of .6) if reading 

Dutch newspapers and magazines is excluded as well. This makes sense, as many 

informants reported to only read the freely distributed door-to-door newspapers, 

see Section 4.1.2. Comparable local newspapers are not available to them in 

Turkish, however, the only Turkish papers they can get are national papers and 

                                                        
3
 With hindsight, we can say that instead of copying the questions from the TCULT neighbourhood 

survey, it would have been better to ask about leisure time reading of books only, as is common in 

consumer behaviour research. 
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magazines, which have to be bought in a bookstore or newsagent’s. Therefore, the 

variables concerning the reading of Turkish and Dutch newspapers are not 

comparable, and they were both excluded. The resulting, drastically reduced scales, 

including only media use for entertainment (watching television and listening to 

music) yielded a Cronbach’s Alpha of .630 for ‘Turkish entertainment’ and a 

Cronbach’s Alpha of .622 for ‘Dutch entertainment’.  

From these remaining two variables concerning Turkish entertainment, a factor 

emerged with an Eigen value of 1.46, explaining 73.1% of the variance. Item 

loadings are presented in Table 6.5.  

 

Table 6.5: Factor analysis Turkish entertainment 

Aspect Loading 

Watching Turkish television .86 

Listening to Turkish music .86 

 

From the variables concerning Dutch entertainment, a factor emerged with an 

Eigen value of 1.45, explaining 72.7% of the variance. Item loadings are shown in 

Table 6.6.  

 

Table 6.6: Factor analysis Dutch entertainment 

Aspect Loading 

Watching Dutch television .85 

Listening to English h music .85 

 

A paired t-test shows that informants search out significantly more Turkish 

entertainment than Dutch entertainment (t= -.219, p<.05). The absolute difference 

is not that large however; the mean score for Turkish media use was 1.95, for 

Dutch media use 2.54 (a score of 1 meant ‘every day’, while a score of 5 meant 

‘never’). There is a significant negative correlation between both factors, indicating 

that informants taking in more Turkish entertainment, take in less Dutch 

entertainment, and vice versa (Spearman’s Rho =-.278, p<.05). A plausible 

alternative hypothesis would have been that enthusiastic TV watchers and music 

devotees would watch and listen more in both languages, but this turns out not to 

be the case. 

 

6.2.3 Contacts with Turkey 

The concept ‘contacts with Turkey’ was measured by three variables: concerning 

the frequency of going on holidays to Turkey, making telephone calls to Turkey and 

writing letters or postcards to Turkey. Cronbach’s Alpha turned out to be very low, 
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namely .302. Table 6.7 shows that the standard deviations of the first and the third 

variable were also very small; deletion of none of the items would lead to an 

increase of Cronbach’s Alpha.  

 

Table 6.7: Reliability analysis contacts with Turkey 

Aspect  S.D.  Alpha if item deleted 

Frequency of going on holiday to Turkey .691 .337 

Frequency of making telephone calls to Turkey 1.04 .179 

Frequency of writing letters or postcards to Turkey .884 .107 

 

With respect to the content of the measure, some critical reflection is in order. As 

was explained in Section 4.1.3, financial means determined how often informants 

were able to make phone calls to Turkey, and how often they could visit the 

country. Moreover, the informants were bound to school vacation periods. As air 

flights were expensive at the time, they only went during the six weeks of summer 

holidays. When asked how often they wrote to Turkey, informants frequently 

referred to the poor literacy skills of their relatives. Therefore, no less than 74% 

said they never wrote to Turkey. We may conclude that although many informants 

were probably willing to have lots of direct contacts with Turkey, practical factors 

often stood in the way. In other words, the frequency of contacts with Turks in 

Turkey does not adequately reflect to what extent they are oriented towards Turks 

in Turkey.  

Nonetheless, the actual frequency of their contacts could potentially affect their 

language choice behaviour amongst bilingual Turks in Holland, since using 

monolingual Turkish relatively often (as is the case in contacts with Turks in Turkey) 

could influence one’s ability and/or inclination to speak Turkish with bilingual Turks 

as well. However, no correlations were found between the different variables 

concerning contacts with Turkey on the one hand, and language dominance on the 

other. There was no correlation between the frequency of holidays in Turkey and 

language choice either (Spearman’s Rho =.066, one-tailed, n.s.). However, small but 

significant negative correlations were found with the frequency of making 

telephone calls and of writing letters/postcards (Spearman’s Rho =-.279 and -.271, 

respectively, one-tailed, p<.05), indicating that the more one called relatives and 

friends in Turkey and wrote to them, the more Dutch was spoken with bilingual 

Turks. A possible explanation might be that those writing and calling more often, 

were living in relatively better financial conditions, i.e., were from relatively higher 

educated families. Because of the blurred picture they render, it was decided to 

exclude the variables concerning contacts with Turkey from further analysis. 
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6.2.4  Social network constitution 

Originally, social network constitution was going to be measured by combining five 

variables: the ethnicity of classmates, friends, adults from the neighbourhood the 

informants had regular contact with, fellow club members, and fellow visitors to the 

mosque. It proved impossible to reduce these variables to one single factor, 

however, for various reasons.  

The first problem was the small variance in both ethnicity of fellow visitors to 

the mosque and of classmates (standard deviations were .510 and .452 

respectively), as almost all mosque visitors were Turkish (although there were a 

few Somalian visitors as well) and almost all classmates turned out to be non-

Turkish. Therefore, the variable ‘ethnicity of classmates’ was excluded from 

statistical analysis. The variable ‘ethnicity of fellow visitors to the mosque’, 

however, was initially replaced by a nominal dummy variable concerning the mere 

visiting (or non-visiting) of a mosque
4
, based on the assumption that visiting the 

mosque would not just expose an informant to a typically Turkish environment, 

both culturally and linguistically, but would also betray an orientation towards 

Turkish culture, by embracing Islam in this case. However, visiting a mosque is not a 

good indicator of religiosity. In an ongoing research project by Phalet, Fleischmann 

and Güngör (see Phalet et al. 2008) it is pointed out that three distinct types of 

Muslim youth immigrants can be distinguished:  

Specifically, we find evidence of distinct dimensions for religious identity, social and 

ritual practice (principal component analysis), resulting in three distinct types of 

religiosity across groups and cities (K-means cluster analysis): ‘private Muslims’ in type 1 

are identified but do not practice; type 2 refers to selective practice among ‘social 

Muslims’; type 3 to inclusive practice among ‘total Muslims’. 

Type 1 pictures a youngster who feels Muslim, i.e., identifies with Muslims, but 

does not express this feeling in behaviour observable by others. Type 2 concerns 

youngsters who participate in certain social Islamic traditions, such as fasting and 

celebrating holidays. Type 3 youngsters practice Islamic religion to the highest 

degree, and for them this includes regular visits to the mosque.  

Figures collected by Dutch SCP (Social Cultural Planning Department) indicate 

that mosque visits were decreasing between 1998 and 2006 among Dutch Turks, 

Surinamese and Antilleans who consider themselves Muslim, while an increase was 

observed among Dutch Moroccans (Gijsberts and Dagevos 2009: 11). In line with 

these Dutch figures, an Islam-specialist cited anonymously in Keim (2008: 58) 

estimates that only 20 to 30% of all Muslims living in Germany visit a mosque 

                                                        
4
 “Do you visit a mosque?” was included in the Questionnaire on Language Choice, to decide 

whether the follow-up questions concerning social contacts and language use in the mosque were 

applicable.  
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regularly. In addition, Keim’s informants, the young Turkish-German ‘Powergirls’, 

report that they do observe fasting, but that religious rules for everyday life are of 

little importance to them, nor is “religious life surrounding the mosque” (Keim 

2008: 59). 

As I only asked about mosque visiting in the survey, and did not collect data 

regarding attitudes to religion and fasting behaviour, for instance, only Muslim 

youngsters of type 3 can be detected, while those of type 1 and 2 remain invisible. 

Therefore, the hypothesis whether informants speak more Turkish when they are 

more oriented on Islam, could not be properly tested. 

A second problem for the quantification of social network constitution was the 

high rate of missing cases for the variable ‘ethnicity of fellow club members’, as 

only 32% of the informants turned out to be a member of a club or organization. As 

an alternative, the mere membership of a club was regarded as a distinct nominal 

dummy variable. Membership of an organization can be assumed to be an indicator 

of a more general ‘open and modern’ attitude towards society, by both the 

informant and his or her parents. Such an attitude could, in turn, cause the use of 

more Dutch in intra-ethnic contacts. We will return to this point by discussing a 

distinction between ‘modern and open’ and ‘traditional and closed’ Turkish 

families, based on the work of Keim (2008), in Section 6.3.  

Of the 16 informants (32%) who did actually report to be a member of a club or 

organization, 14 visited an organization with a Dutch executive committee, like a 

soccer club or a youth centre. Two took part in an organization for homework 

assistance, founded and visited by Turks exclusively.  

Thus the only two variables that remained from the original design were 

ethnicity of friends and ethnicity of adults from the neighbourhood the informants 

had regular contact with. Reliability analysis showed that these two cannot be 

reduced to a single factor either, as Cronbach’s Alpha was only .384. This can be 

explained by the fact that ethnicity of friends turned out not to vary very much 

either: 48% of the informants reported to have more Turkish than non-Turkish 

friends, another 34% reported they had about as many Turkish as non-Turkish 

friends (standard deviation was .78). Therefore, these two factors were not fused 

into one single factor, but were maintained as two separate variables in the 

quantitative analysis reported in the next subsection. 

 

6.2.5  Predicting language choice 

Table 6.7 presents the correlations between the retained predictive variables (as 

discussed in Sections 6.2.1 to 6.2.4) on the one hand, and the dependent variable 

language choice on the other hand.  
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Table 6.7: Correlations with language choice 

Variable  Spearman’s Rho Significance 

Sociological characteristics   

 age -.457 p<0.01 

 educational level of parents .395 p<0.01 

Cultural orientation   

 Turkish entertainment .284 p<0.05 

 Dutch entertainment -.357 p<0.01 

Network   

 origin of friends .514 p<0.01 

 origin of neighbours .372 p<0.01 

 member of a club .345 p<0.01 

Language dominance .328 p<0.05 

 

The respective positive and negative outcomes accompanying these correlations, 

should be interpreted as follows.  

The older the informant is, the more Turkish he or she speaks in intra-ethnic 

contacts. Also, the lower the educational attainment level of the informants’ 

parents, the more Turkish these informants speak.  

The results concerning cultural orientation are in the direction one would 

expect: the more Turkish television and Turkish music informants take in, the more 

Turkish they speak. This also holds for Dutch: the more Dutch television and 

western (mostly English) music they take in, the more Dutch they speak.  

Concerning social networks, it can be observed that informants speak more 

Turkish in intra-ethnic contacts if they have more Turkish friends and neighbours. 

And those who are a member of a club or an organization tend to speak more 

Dutch in intra-ethnic contacts than those who are not. This finding is in line with 

the hypothesis described in Section 6.2.4.  

Finally, language dominance behaves in the expected direction, i.e., informants 

who are dominant in Turkish tend to speak more Turkish. 

These eight variables were entered in a multiple regression analysis to predict 

language choice behaviour. Standardized path-coefficients and significance levels 

are indicated in Figure 6.2. R
2 

was .47, the adjusted R
2 

was .36, α=.001. It is shown 

that educational level of the parents and ethnic origin of friends are the most 

important factors accounting for the variance in intra-ethnic language choice 

behaviour.  

Collinearity diagnostics showed that especially the variables ‘Dutch entertain-

ment’, ‘ethnicity of friends’ and ‘language dominance’ display some correlation 
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with the other independent factors (VIF
5
 values were somewhat high, i.e., 1.59, 

1.67 and 1.58, respectively). However, removal of any one of these independents 

did not result in a significant change of the remaining regression coefficients. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.2: Multiple regression predicting language choice behaviour  

 

6.3  Discussion of the correlational analysis 

As the adjusted value of R
2 

showed, only 36% of the variance in language choice 

behaviour could be explained from the wide range of independent variables 

presented in Figure 6.2. Apparently, the time is ripe for a critical reconsideration of 

                                                        
5
 VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) measures the impact of collinearity among the variables in a 

regression model. Multicollinearity occurs when there is a high mutual correlation between 

independent variables; the effect of the independent variable becomes arbitrary in that case.  
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the survey design, and more specifically, of the character of the data the survey 

relied on. 

When we look at the individual informants’ scores, both on the index of general 

language choice and on the independent variables intended to predict them, we 

must conclude that it is not possible to discern clear-cut types of Turkish-Dutch 

teenagers within the sample, in the sense of two or more groups that differ from 

each other in a statistically significant way. Rather, differences between individuals 

appear to be gradual. To illustrate this, the standard deviation on language choice 

was only .74, which is remarkably low, as the index was based on a seven-point 

scale. With respect to the predictors, it appears to be true that informants can be 

placed on a continuum that ranges from ‘strongly Turkish-oriented’ to ‘weakly 

Turkish-oriented’, but — as all informants are the product of the integration of the 

two cultures — the extremes on both sides of this continuum are unoccupied. In 

Table 6.8, detailed profiles of two individual informants are provided. They diverge 

considerably in language choice behaviour as well as on the independent variables 

assumed to predict it.  

 

Table 6.8: Profiles of two girls scoring low and high on the index of language choice, 

respectively 

Hacer (respondent 13) Score on general index on language choice:  2.38 

Is 16 years old, and attends HAVO. She moved to Turkey at the age of two, and returned to the 

Netherlands (Lombok) when she was four. She had to repeat third grade of primary school (at the 

age of 6).  

Her father arrived in the Netherlands at the age of 16, her mother at the age of 20. Her father 

finished HAVO in the Netherlands, her mother attended primary school in Turkey. Before primary 

school, her parents spoke only Turkish to her. 

She attended Turkish lessons at primary school for 6 years; she did so because she wanted “to learn 

more Turkish words”. She especially liked it that her primary school also participated in Turkish 

celebrations.  

In secondary school, her classmates are almost all non-Turkish, but as of two years ago, her friends 

are only Turkish. She is not a member of any club or organization, and does not visit a mosque. 

All her grandparents live in Turkey. She visits Turkey for holidays every two years, and she makes 

telephone calls and writes letters and postcards to Turkey often. She watches Turkish television 

every day, but never Dutch television.  

She listens to Turkish music every day and to English music sometimes. She eats Turkish food every 

day. 

Dutch is the language she speaks best (as is confirmed by the word definition test), but she prefers 

speaking Turkish. She speaks standard Turkish. Although she judges the Dutch proficiency of both 

her parents as ‘good’, she speaks almost only Turkish to her father at home. She speaks about as 

much Turkish as Dutch to her mother and younger siblings. She estimates her own Turkish to be 

better than that of her siblings, who “are not able to speak purely Turkish”. She speaks almost only 

Turkish to her Turkish friends, whether they are at her home or at school. 
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Leyla (respondent 41) Score on general index on language choice: 4.52 

Is 14 years old, and attends MAVO. She lives outside Lombok, but goes to school there.  

Her father arrived in the Netherlands when he was 14 years old, and only completed primary school 

in Turkey. Her mother arrived when she was 9, and she attended the first 3 years of Dutch MAVO. 

Leyla rates her father’s Dutch proficiency as reasonable, and her mother’s as very good.  

Before primary school, her parents used to speak both Turkish and Dutch to her. She used to talk 

mostly in Dutch; she ascribes this to the fact that she was visiting a day-care centre.  

For 3 years, she attended Turkish lessons one hour per week, but as she thought that was not getting 

her anywhere, she started talking to “decent people” and thus improved her Turkish on her own.  

She occasionally watches both Turkish and Dutch television, but listens to Turkish as well as English 

music often. 

All her grandparents used to live in the Netherlands, which might explain the fact that her family 

visits Turkey only once every 3 years.  

She is a member of a Dutch sports club, her fellow members are almost exclusively non-Turkish. She 

has about as many Turkish as non-Turkish friends, her neighbours are almost exclusively of non-

Turkish origin, and so are her class mates. She visits a mosque now and then.  

She speaks both the Turkish standard language and the dialect of Konya. According to the word 

definition test, her Dutch is much better than her Turkish; her self-report is in line with this result.  

To her father she speaks about as much Turkish as Dutch, but to her mother and younger brother, 

she reports to speak only Dutch. 

 

The two girls portrayed in the table above, take two extreme opposite positions on 

the scale that ranges from strongly Turkish oriented to weakly Turkish oriented. 

Most other informants take a position somewhere between them. Obviously, 

smaller, gradual differences are harder to demonstrate using statistical methods 

than large, clear-cut differences.  

A second problem concerns the construction of the scales. All scales are based 

on the assumption that an individual is either more Turkish-oriented, or more 

Dutch oriented. However, a strong Turkish orientation does not necessarily imply a 

weak Dutch orientation. It seems quite possible, likely even, that a stronger Turkish 

orientation in a particular domain, may go hand in hand with a stronger Dutch 

orientation in the same domain (cf. the discussion of language dominance in 

Section 4.2.  

An example may clarify this. It is plausible that a bilingual who is an eager 

reader, tends to read more in both of his languages than a less enthusiastic 

bilingual reader will do in any of his languages. The survey data do confirm this: the 

correlation between the reading of Turkish books and Dutch books is significant 

and positive (N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.372, one-tailed, p<.01), as well as the 

correlation between the reading of Turkish books and Turkish newspapers/ 

magazines (N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.274, one-tailed, p<.05), and the correlation 

between the reading of Turkish and Dutch newspapers/magazines (N=50, 

Spearman’s Rho =.241, one-tailed, p<.05). This confirms findings in the field of 

cultural consumption, where it is claimed that this phenomenon especially occurs 
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among young members of higher status groups, who have experienced upward 

mobility (i.e., their parents are lower educated than they are); they are so-called 

‘cultural omnivores’ (Peterson and Simkus 1992, cited in Van Eijck 2000). Such an 

omnivore is characterized by a broad taste regarding cultural activities, combining 

the taste of the older elite with the preferences of the lower educated. For 

instance, the cultural omnivore reads national newspapers, local newspapers and 

gossip magazines, and likes listening to classic music, jazz music as well as pop 

music.  

Analogously, it is perfectly reasonable to expect that someone who is very 

interested in Dutch politics, is also more interested in Turkish politics, compared to 

someone not interested in politics at all. And the analogy can be broadened to 

someone’s social networks. The research-assistant who supported me in gathering 

and transcribing the data for the case studies, is a highly educated young Turkish-

Dutch woman, and she observes that many of her friends with the same 

background maintain an elaborate social network both in Turkey and in the 

Netherlands. Within the Netherlands, their network embraces many persons of 

Turkish as well as of non-Turkish origin. Not surprisingly, the internet and social 

media play an important role in keeping up their contacts. They take pride in 

speaking both standard Turkish and standard Dutch fluently, and try to avoid 

speaking mixed codes. They show a broad interest in many topics, e.g., politics and 

economics, with respect to both countries.  

On the other hand, she observes that there are young Turkish people in the 

Netherlands whose lifestyle she describes as being more kapalı, the Turkish word 

for ‘closed’, indicating that their focus is narrower, aimed inwards at their own 

family circle in the Netherlands, and their relatives in Turkey.  

Summarizing, there appear to be two extremes between which most bilinguals 

are situated: 

• Turkish-Dutch persons with a broad, global orientation, manifesting itself both 

in contacts in the host country and in the country of origin. Their life-style can 

be described as modern and progressive. Regarding language choice, it can be 

remarked that there are many different interlocutors, with whom they 

preferably speak either monolingual Turkish or monolingual Dutch, and 

• Turkish-Dutch persons with a narrower inwardly directed focus, also 

manifesting itself both in contacts in the host country and in the country of 

origin. Their life-style can be described as more traditional and conservative. 

Regarding language choice, they can be expected to speak relatively much 

(dialectical) Turkish, as well as several mixed modes. 

 

The question is which variables would predict a particular immigrant’s focus. The 

factors that first come to mind are educational level and occupational level, as they 

have proven relevant in similar bilingual settings elsewhere.  
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Mendoza-Denton (2008) portrays girls of Mexican origin living in the United 

States and mentions these factors as decisive. On the one hand, there are girls who 

hail from big Mexican cities, and whose parents used to be members of the middle 

class there. These girls are known for their knowledge of the norms of standard-

Spanish. In the United States, they establish many contacts with youngsters from 

other Spanish-speaking countries. On the other hand, there are girls who come 

from ranches in rural areas, whose parents are lower educated. The first group 

reports about the second that they speak more Spanish than English, that their 

Spanish is a regional variety, that they are ordered to come home straight after 

school to watch their younger siblings, and that their parents do not allow them to 

join gymnastics lessons or a sports club. 

And Keim (2008: 61) sketches the stratification among Turks in Germany as 

follows: 

This stratification is analogous to the structure of society in Turkey, where the upper 

class, the elite, is still recruited from families which are rich, educated and westerly 

orientated (just as it was in the days of Kemal Atatürk). From this perspective, also in 

modern Turkey, members of the elite occupy influential positions at universities, courts 

and in politics. Conditions for the membership of the elite are academic education and 

welfare.  

Traditionally, there is a strict separation between elite and mosque, according to a 

Turkish Islam scholar. The mosque used to be a repository for the ordinary people, and 

in the board of a mosque, there were no graduates. A person who had studied 

automatically belonged to the elite and not to the mosque. This strict demarcation broke 

down in the eighties in Turkey because of the nationwide establishment of Koran schools 

(my translation). 

About the situation in the German city of Mannheim, Keim (2008: 63) remarks: 

According to informants who classify themselves as elite, the separation between elite 

and mosque is reflected in the strong demarcation between the Ghetto inhabitants who 

live centred around the mosque, and the Turks living outside the Ghetto. In Mannheim 

the elite is a numerically very small group, to which Turks belong from the first 

generation who have studied in Turkey and work as teachers, interpreters or social 

workers, and who are very eager not to be associated with the common Turkish people. 

[...] Members of the elite consider the faithful in the environment of the mosque to be 

silly, uneducated people, and women with head scarves are considered conservative. 

They (= the elite) do not maintain any private contacts with these families and live in 

other areas of the city [...]. They believe the Turkish families there (=in the ghetto) come 

from rural areas of Turkey, where one speaks dialect and not grammatically correct 

Turkish. These families are hardly able to educate their children. [...] In the opinion of the 

elite, children of former migrant workers could form a new elite. They also have a chance 



Discussion of survey results 163 

to be respected in Turkey, provided that they speak good standard Turkish and not 

dialect, and in no way speak mixed. Moreover, they should not behave and dress like 

typical guest worker children [...] (my translation, stresses are original). 

One might expect that the broad, modern orientation to society as described 

above, is particularly found among the members of the traditional Turkish elite and 

among the members of the ‘new elite’, while the conservative, narrower 

orientation is held by the lower educated Turkish immigrants. However, Keim 

(2008: 67–75) makes some crucial distinctions within the latter group, 

differentiating between traditional families on the one hand, and open, modern 

families
6
 on the other. Perhaps the most illuminating insight Keim supplies, is that 

this is not a static distinction, that the latter can develop out of the former, and 

back again. 

• Traditional families, according to Keim, try to live up to the norms and values of 

the collectivistic societies as they are to be found in rural Anatolian areas. Core 

values of child rearing in these societies are: respect for the elderly and for the 

absolute authority of parents, the good reputation of the family and the 

virginity of daughters, obedience and sense of duty. The individualistic society 

as it is found in Germany contrasts sharply with this, as its goals are: 

independence, responsibility and self-confidence. The Turkish parents are 

confronted with the conflicting goals of preparing their children for the new 

society so they can successfully finish their school, and of protecting them 

against it, so that they will not lose their rural Turkish identity. As the parents 

are not able to understand the German way of life, and cannot rely upon social 

control by others, to watch after their daughters, they can feel obliged to 

restrict their girls more than they would probably have done if they had lived in 

Turkey. For instance, they may forbid their daughters to have any contact with 

Germans, and they do not have such contacts themselves either.  

• Open, modern families have often developed from such traditional origins. They 

are characterized by an open, receiving attitude to the new society. Having 

learned from their own experiences, and gaining in self-confidence, the parents 

also learn to trust their children and to let go of them. This process often 

requires lengthy negotiations from the side of the children. Typical for this kind 

of family is the opportunity afforded to daughters to develop themselves 

educationally and socially. However, parents — especially mothers — who 

                                                        
6
 Note that she, strikingly enough, uses the term ‘open’ for the group which is opposed to the 

group called ‘closed’ by my research-assistant. The Turkish equivalent of the word ‘open’ is 

employed by one of my case study informants, who originates from a conservative family, when 

she criticizes the ex-fiancée of an acquaintance: “Mhm, ik denk ik zou ook niet kunnen opschieten 

met die meisje hoor. [...] Was heel açık.” (Mhm, I think I couldn’t go along with that girl either. 

(She) was very açık.) 
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allow their children these freedoms, have to deal with the constant criticism of 

more tradition-minded Turkish neighbours. This may even lead to the with-

drawal of the privileges previously afforded. 

 

To summarize, the broad, modern orientation prevalent among the higher 

educated ‘elite’, can also be found among some of the lower educated immigrants 

— although perhaps to a lesser degree, and less stabilized as a result of strong 

social pressure.  

Now to what extent does the description of the Turks in the Jungbusch ‘ghetto’ 

fit the Turks in the Utrecht neighbourhood of Lombok? Probably, the pressure of 

social control in Lombok is somewhat weaker than it is in Jungbusch, as Lombok’s 

density of Turkish inhabitants is lower. In Lombok, only 12.4% of the population is 

of Turkish origin (with 41.9% in total of foreign origin). In Jungbusch, 65% of the 

habitants is of foreign origin, and the vast majority of them is Turkish; whole 

housing blocks there display Turkish last names only. Whereas Lombok could be 

labelled ‘multicultural’, Jungbusch is often labelled ‘Turkish’. However, Lombok also 

shows some similarities to Jungbusch, such as the presence of a Turkish mosque 

and of many Turkish shops with bilingual lettering.  

At the time of data collection, Lombok also started attracting young, higher 

educated Dutch natives. Higher educated Turkish people, however, who are 

comparable to the Turkish elite that Keim described as living outside the ghetto, 

appeared not to live in Lombok either
7
, notwithstanding the fact that there was 

quite some variation in the parents’ educational levels (see Section 4.1). The 

Turkish population in Lombok seems to resemble that of Jungbusch quite well, and, 

not surprisingly, they can also be observed to vary in their attitudes regarding 

traditionalism.  

What effects could we expect a traditional versus modern attitude of the 

parents to have on the language choice behaviour of their teenage children? 

Unfortunately, Keim does not explicitly comment on this matter. However, there 

are good reasons to assume that children from a more traditional family use more 

Turkish in intra-ethnic contacts, as:  

• Keim shows that traditional parents tend to discourage their children from 

having contact with majority members, while modern parents encourage this. 

The former type of children can be expected to have more Turkish friends, 

which turned out to be a predictor of speaking more Turkish. 

                                                        
7
 The only exception was one Lombok informant, whose father had finished Turkish university and 

arrived in the Netherlands around the age of 20, while his wife — a member of the intermediate 

generation, who arrived at the age of 9 — attended some years of MAVO in the Netherlands. This 

informant was selected for the case studies as he turned out to use relatively much Dutch in intra-

ethnic contacts. 
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• Keim states that it is the successful experiences in the host society that open, 

modern parents had themselves, which made them decide to give their children 

more freedom. Therefore, it can be expected that parents who have developed 

a more open attitude have more contacts with majority members themselves. 

The relation between L2 contact and L2 proficiency is likely to be reciprocal, i.e., 

more contacts lead to more proficiency, which in its turn enables the making of 

new contacts. For parents with a more closed attitude, it probably works the 

other way around: lack of contacts with majority members may hinder the 

development of language proficiency, which in turn complicates the 

establishment of new contacts. L2 proficiency of the parents also turned out to 

be an important predictor of their children’s language choice. 

 

Unfortunately, the measures included in the survey did not make it possible to 

distinguish between informants who come from open versus closed families. Or 

maybe it is better to say: the intuition that it is especially the parents who have 

attained a somewhat higher educational level and/or who belong to the 

intermediate generation, who hold more open and modern attitudes, could not be 

tested, as information about the parents’ attitudes was not covered by the 

questionnaire. The best way of uncovering this information would probably have 

been an ethnographic study including in-group observations and in-depth 

interviews, as Keim did. An alternative would be to include more questions in the 

survey concerning attitudes, instead of actual behaviour. Both improvements will 

be discussed briefly, for future reference.  

During her longitudinal study, Keim built up a relation based on trust with the 

Powergirls. She only held the interviews when the girls had already been 

acquainted with her for several years. This method is perfectly suitable for the goal 

of uncovering the deeper motives underlying behaviour. But besides the fact that it 

is extremely time-consuming, there is an additional disadvantage. One reason why 

Keim’s work on the Powergirls is such pleasant reading (the book reads almost like 

a novel), is that the portrait she sketches is quite personal and specific. Keim’s 

analyses of the girls’ motives for their (language choice) behaviour are excellent, 

but as the entire ethnographic background of the girls is treated holistically, it is 

hard to abstract isolated factors from it that could potentially be generalized to 

other bilinguals, or to determine which factors were of greater weight. 

Attitudinal questions are commonly used in psychological acculturation studies 

(e.g., Phalet et al. 2008; Arends-Tòth 2003) and would constitute an enrichment 

both to the ethnographical method as well as to the survey approach to language 

choice research as adopted in the present study. Such questions may be able to 

combine the nuance of the former with the possibility to generalize of the latter. 

 For instance, one could imagine replacing the question “Do you visit a 

mosque?” by a question regarding the informants’ experience of a Muslim identity, 
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and the question “How often do you visit Turkey?” could be substituted by a 

question concerning how one relates to Turks living in Turkey, or about the 

desirability of a future in Turkey. To measure identification with the minority group 

in the host country, an adjustment of Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer’s direct and 

indirect questions (as described in Section 3.2) to the living conditions of teenagers 

could be useful. Including such questions would have the advantage that the 

results of the study would still be quantifiable while accessing more subtle 

distinctions at the same time.  

To summarize, the quantitative research design of the current survey (see 

Section 3.2), while not entirely discredited by any means, proved to have its 

drawbacks. Survey and interview-based research on language choice can be a 

valuable addition to ethnographic fieldwork. Combining the approaches would 

make a lot of sense, as the types of data they each uncover are complementary.  

The major obstacle to statistical analysis in the current survey study was the 

impossibility to show quantitatively the impact of small variances within a 

population. The original studies by Jaspaert and Kroon and Van Avermaet and 

Klatter-Folmer that provided much of the methodological inspiration did not suffer 

from this
8
, as they compared different generations and different ethnic groups. 

This produced a lot of variation in their samples. However, at the start of the 

current survey, it was clear that the research questions demanded a focus on 

members of the second generation, because I wanted to rule out the constraining 

effect of a limited L2 proficiency on the freedom to make language choices. This 

decision was indeed a strong benefit for the self-reports on language choice 

(Section 5.2) as well as for the case studies, in which a wide range of factors 

influencing codeswitching could be observed. However, at the same time, that 

decision came to haunt the quantitative analysis of the survey, as I eliminated most 

of the variance that can be found within a bilingual community by selecting 

balanced bilinguals only.  

Van Avermaet and Klatter-Folmer were right to put ‘self estimate of L2 

proficiency’ centre stage in their design. The survey showed that the limiting or 

facilitating effect of the L2 proficiency of the parents turns out to determine 

language choice to such a high extent that it even affects the language behaviour of 

their balanced bilingual offspring. How else could it be explained that the 

educational level of parents turned out to be the strongest predictor of language 

choice of their children, as shown in Figure 6.2, while the children’s own language 

dominance was of much less importance? (It was reported after all that lower 

educated parents do have a lesser command of Dutch.) And the second strongest 

predictor, the ethnicity of the informants’ friends, is not independent of this. The 

                                                        
8
 Nor did the replication study by Van Steensel (2000), who compared two generations of Chinese 

living in the Netherlands. 
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correlation between the educational level of the parents and the ethnicity of their 

children’s friends turned out to be quite high (N=50, Spearman’s Rho =.454, p<.01, 

one-tailed). This relation could be explained by the tendency described by Keim 

that parents, who have few contacts with majority members themselves, also 

discourage their children from establishing such contacts. Alternatively, it could 

also be the case that the children copy the behaviour of their parents.  

A couple of solutions can be suggested to combat the main problem I 

encountered in statistically analyzing the survey data in future studies of this kind. 

The lack of variance within the sample, as it contained balanced bilingual Turkish-

Dutch teenagers only, could be overcome in two different ways, while retaining the 

focus on the relevant population, i.e., balanced bilinguals: 

• Select a broader sample of informants, varying for example in generation, 

ethnic origin, and/or age of arrival in the host country; 

• Investigate less superficial, that is, more qualified differences between the 

informants, which can be uncovered by ethnographically studying actual 

behaviour, but also through questionnaires and/or interviews on attitudes, as is 

common, for instance, in cross-cultural psychology. 



 

 

 



CHAPTER 7 

Design of the case study 

A case study was conducted in order to answer the second research question 

referred to in Chapter 1: in what cases is codeswitching applied, and for which 

pragmatic reasons? Spontaneous conversations were recorded in settings as 

diverse as possible. The design is presented in this chapter. Section 7.1 will describe 

how the informants were selected, and will briefly portray them. Section 7.2 deals 

with data collection and transcription, and Section 7.3 will describe the 

development of the coding system which was applied to these data, with special 

attention for the notion of discourse markers, which played an essential role in the 

coding. In addition, information will be given about the method that was developed 

for data analysis. 

 

7.1 Informants 

Four case study informants were selected from the sample of 50 survey informants, 

using some of the survey data to help in the selection. As it was desirable to collect 

spontaneous data which were as diverse as possible with regard to language 

choice, it was decided to use the individual informants’ score on the general index 

of language choice (see Table 5.19) as a selection criterion. One male and one 

female informant with a relatively low score on this index — indicating that they 

spoke relatively much Turkish in everyday life — were selected, as well as one male 

and one female informant with a relatively high score. To start with, the survey 

study informants with the lowest and highest scores were approached. If an 

informant was not able or not prepared to participate (which occurred two times), 

the informant ‘next in line’ was contacted. Table 7.1 presents the informants 

(pseudonyms) who eventually participated, along with their scores on the language 

choice index. Below, short portraits of Yusuf, Havva, Deniz and Aylin are sketched. 
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Table 7.1: Gender and language choice of the case study informants 

 Gender 

Score on general index of language choice Male Female 

Relatively low (more Turkish spoken)  Yusuf   (2,16)   Havva  (2,34) 

Relatively high (more Dutch spoken)  Deniz   (4,23)  Aylin   (3,32) 

 

Yusuf 

Yusuf is a 16 year old boy, who lives on Lombok’s main street together with his 

parents and his younger sister and brother. His father attended some years of orta 

okul (see Section 4.1.1) in Turkey, and arrived in the Netherlands when he was 18 

years old. His mother attended ilk okul only and arrived in her early twenties. He 

speaks only Turkish with his father, almost only Turkish with his mother, and more 

Turkish than Dutch with his siblings. His grandparents on his mother’s side also live 

in the Netherlands; to them he speaks only Turkish, as well as to his uncles, aunts, 

and to adults from the neighbourhood. He is in a HAVO class at the secondary 

school which is situated right at the edge of the neighbourhood, and visits a 

general social organization for Lombok teenagers every week. He also goes to the 

mosque in the neighbourhood. He watches Turkish television almost every day, and 

Dutch television every day. He does not like reading: he only reads Dutch books 

sometimes when they are required for his school work. Yusuf believes that Dutch is 

his dominant language (and this is also the language he prefers); this is consistent 

with his scores on both halves of the word definition task (8 correct items in 

Turkish and 10 for Dutch), although the difference between his scores is so small 

that he was rated as ‘scoring about equal on Turkish and Dutch’. He likes hanging 

around the neighbourhood with his friends; motor scooters and the internet have 

his particular interest. According to his self-report, he speaks more Turkish than 

Dutch to his Turkish friends both at home and on the street, but he speaks more 

Dutch than Turkish to them in the classroom or in the schoolyard. When Yusuf is 

asked which language he would speak to a person who hardly knows any Dutch if 

they would be joined by a person who does not know Turkish, he answers:  

Only Turkish; there are no important persons in my life who know only Dutch. 

 

Havva 

At the start of data collection, Havva is aged 20. She lives with her parents, her 

older brother and her younger sister at the edge of the Lombok neighbourhood.  

Havva’s parents both attended primary education (ilk okul) in Turkey, and arrived in 

the Netherlands around the age of 20. She visits the Lombok museum quite often, 

as she is one of the girls preparing Turkish delicacies for special events organized by 

the museum; recipes will turn out to be a frequent topic of her conversations with 

sisters and friends. She was recently engaged to a young man from Turkey (who 
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would come to the Netherlands after their marriage one year later). As Havva is 

obliged to have a job in order to let her husband come over, she has just quit her 

education at ROC and has started working as a telephone operator. Her older sister 

is married and lives in another city; however, she and her two sons visit Havva’s 

parents frequently. Havva visits the mosque in Lombok on a regular basis, and 

observes Islamic rules for prayer, fasting and wearing a headscarf quite strictly. She 

does not belong to any social club or organization. She watches Turkish television 

every day and Dutch television almost every day; the only music she listens to, 

every day, is Turkish music. She says she speaks almost only Turkish to both 

parents, more Turkish than Dutch to her brother, about as much Turkish as Dutch 

to both her older sister and her Turkish friends, and more Dutch than Turkish to her 

younger sister (aged 17). She believes her Dutch is as good as her Turkish, but she 

prefers speaking Turkish. Her scores on the word definition tasks are 16 correct 

Turkish items and 13 correct Dutch items; this difference in scores is just large 

enough to have her categorized among the informants whose ‘Turkish is stronger 

than their Dutch’. 

 

Deniz 

The life of the 14 year old Deniz and his family is dominated by football, as both he 

and his older brother play at the highest Dutch level for their age category. He 

practices four evenings a week and plays a match every weekend. He lives in 

Lombok, is in the fourth grade of MAVO, and visits the same social organization for 

teenagers as Yusuf does (though he is in a different subgroup). He also visits the 

mosque. His father attended university in Turkey and arrived in the Netherlands 

around the age of 20; his mother arrived as an 8 years old child, finished primary 

school in the Netherlands, and attended MAVO for some years, but then quit. His 

mother’s competence in Dutch is very good, and that is the reason why Deniz — 

according to his self-report — speaks more Dutch than Turkish to her at home, 

while he speaks almost only Turkish to his father. To his older brother, he speaks 

Dutch only, as he does to his Turkish friends in the street. When they are at his 

home, he speaks virtually only Dutch to his Turkish friends, but in the classroom 

they use both languages to the same extent. His grandparents on his mother’s side 

used to live in the Netherlands, but migrated back to Turkey. During the period in 

which the recordings were made, they came over for a vacation in the Netherlands. 

He watches Turkish television almost every day and Dutch television every day. He 

never reads any Turkish books, but does read Dutch books, and magazines and 

newspapers in both languages sometimes. He never listens to Turkish music, but 

listens to English music every day. After his final exam he wants to continue his 

studies in information technology, as computers are his other big passion besides 

football. He reports that Dutch is both his dominant and preferred language. His 
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scores on the Turkish and Dutch halves of the word definition task were 6 and 10 

correct items, respectively, so he was categorized as ‘Dutch stronger than Turkish’. 

 

Aylin 

At the time of the recordings, Aylin has just moved from Lombok to a new housing 

estate, where her family is the only Turkish household. But because she still goes to 

the same secondary school at the edge of Lombok, her social network has hardly 

changed. She is 13 years old, and is in a HAVO-VWO bridging class. Her classmates 

are almost all non-Turkish, and so are her friends. She is not a member of any 

organization. A striking characteristic of Aylin is her ‘liberal’ behaviour, not only in 

religious sense (she does not visit a mosque, nor does she wear headscarf; she does 

fast, however), but in all aspects of her daily life. For instance, she talked 

spontaneously and without any reservations to one of her teachers about the shirt 

he was wearing, does most of the talking among her classmates, frequently rebels 

against her parents, and squabbles with her older brother. Another illustration is 

the fact that Aylin is the only informant who did not have a problem with being 

recorded outside her home; on the contrary, she volunteered to make some 

recordings in her classroom as well. Aylin’s mother attended Turkish primary school 

(ilk okul) and arrived in the Netherlands in her early twenties. Her father attended 

some years of orta okul, and also arrived around the age of 20. She speaks about as 

much Turkish as Dutch to her parents, and speaks almost only Dutch to her older 

brother. On the bilingual word definition task Aylin scored 4 Turkish items correct, 

and 11 Dutch items, which makes her belong to the category of informants whose 

‘Dutch is much stronger than their Turkish’. This finding is in line with her self-

report. Dutch is also the language she prefers to speak. 

 

7.2 Data collection and transcription 

Whenever the recording of spontaneous conversations is concerned, researchers 

face the danger of the ‘observer’s paradox’. The term was introduced as early as 

1966 by Labov, who summarizes it briefly but slightly discouraging himself as: 

Our goal is to observe how people use language when they are not being observed. 

(Labov 1972: 61) 

Li Wei (1994: 83) explains the problem as follows: 

[…] while the vernacular (i.e., the language of everyday interaction) is the focus of the 

researcher’s interest, the act of systematic observation and recording radically alters the 

character of what is observed. One of the major tasks of a field worker who wishes to 

obtain reasonable quantities of vernacular data may therefore be seen as that of moving 

towards a resolution of the observer’s paradox. 
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Illustrating this point, in my pilot study (see Section 3.3.1), it turned out that the 

informants hardly spoke any Turkish with their parents and siblings during my 

visits. This observation could easily be explained by the fact that I was clearly 

dominant in Dutch, although I often spoke Turkish with the parents. Because I was 

politely treated as a guest, the informants did not consider it appropriate to speak 

Turkish in my presence, as speaking my weaker language could be interpreted as 

excluding their guest.  

Methods that were successfully applied by Labov to decrease the impact of the 

observer included asking his informants (children) about exciting incidents in their 

lives, or letting them wear a radio microphone while playing together. Milroy 

(1987) diminished her image of an outside observer by asking her acquaintances to 

introduce her to her informants as ‘a friend of a friend’.  

In order to overcome the paradox as much as possible in the current study, a 

male and a female research-assistant of Turkish origin were hired. The female 

assistant, who was born in the Netherlands, can be considered a balanced bilingual; 

the male assistant, who had arrived in the Netherlands in his teens, was slightly 

dominant in Turkish, but was very proficient in Dutch as well. These assistants, both 

of whom were studying Turkish at college level, carried out three important tasks: 

• When potential case study informants were first approached, the assistants 

clarified the aims and the procedure of the research to both the teenagers and 

their families, thus reducing the suspicions and fears some of them initially had 

about making tape recordings in their private lives. 

• Using an observation protocol (described in Section 3.3.5), they noted down 

useful background characteristics of the participants, such as their age, gender, 

and at what moments they entered or left the room. 

• They were participant observers during part of the recordings. 

 

Because of the last point, the assistants were able to make a tremendous number 

of useful comments about the context of the conversation, thus aiding me 

considerably in interpreting many of the utterances. However, the presence of the 

assistants came with one disadvantage as well. Although it is not plausible that the 

research-assistants actually influenced the language mode spoken as such in the 

recorded conversations they were part of (given their high proficiency in both 

Turkish and Dutch), they probably changed the character of the conversation to 

some extent: the fact that the assistants and informants had not known each other 

for a long time, made their conversations somewhat more formal. 

For example, no quarrelling among family members took place during the 

assistant’s presence, so phenomena like rebellion and calling names (factors often 

reported to be accompanied by a code switch, see discussion in Section 5.2.1.2) did 

not occur. This disadvantage was compensated for by also including recordings of 

conversations with no assistant present. Obviously, I had much less information on 
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context in these conversations. However, they did include a more diverse range of 

factors which can influence code switching behaviour, such as rebellion, calling 

names, requesting, and criticizing. 

All recordings were made within the informants’ social networks. Some 

informants turned out to be very reluctant to make recordings outdoors or among 

peers, as they were afraid of being criticized or laughed at, while others had no 

problems with this. Obviously, I could do nothing but respect these feelings.  

A few recordings had to be excluded from the corpus afterwards for various 

reasons, for example because background noise was too loud to understand what 

was being said, or because there were so many participants that it was hard to 

figure out who was speaking. On the other hand, two recordings that were made 

while both the assistant and myself were present (an introductory and a closing 

session), were actually maintained in the corpus as it turned out that they did 

contain a lot of interesting code switching. In the introductory conversation, this 

was the case because I had deliberately withdrawn myself from the talk for about 

half an hour; in the closing one, there was one participant who hardly understood 

any Dutch, which made the use of Turkish necessary in spite of my presence. 

For all these reasons, the number and nature of the recordings that were made 

differ for each informant, as can be seen in Table 7.2, in which some properties of 

the recordings that were ultimately retained for analysis are presented. The 

column ‘language mode’ makes use of the same terms for language modes which 

were used in the Questionnaire on language choice (see Appendix 2). The column 

‘striking CS functions’ contains some functions taken from the categorization, 

based on Appel and Muysken (1987), discussed earlier in Chapters 3 and 5. Going 

deeper into these functions is one of the main goals of the present chapter. 

 

Table 7.2: Conversations recorded by the case study informants 

 

Key  

informant 

Conver-

sation 

number 

 

 

Interlocutors 

 

Duration in 

minutes 

 

 

Language mode 

 

 

Striking CS functions 

Yusuf 1 Younger brother 

and sister 

14 More Dutch than 

Turkish 

Instructing, criticizing 

Yusuf 2 Friend, younger 

sister 

13 About as much Turkish 

at Dutch 

Unclear (but switches on 

sentence level) 

Yusuf 3 Mother 3 Almost only Turkish 

with a little bit Dutch 

Appropriateness, 

softening 

Yusuf 4 2 friends 9 More Dutch than 

Turkish 

Closing topic, repeating  

Yusuf 5 Friend 16 More Dutch than 

Turkish 

Asking, exclusion for 

secrets 
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Key  

infor-

mant 

Conver-

sation 

number 

 

 

Interlocutors 

 

Duration in 

minutes 

 

 

Language mode 

 

 

Striking CS functions 

Havva 2 Mainly younger 

nephew 

7 More Turkish than 

Dutch 

Association with Turkish 

(moslim) culture 

Havva 3 Younger sister, 

friend, younger 

nephew 

7 About as much Turkish 

as Dutch 

Unclear (dense CS) 

Havva 8 Mother, 

assistant, 

researcher 

60 

(transcribed) 

Almost only Dutch 

with a little bit Turkish, 

about as much Turkish 

as Dutch, and almost 

only Turkish with a 

little bit Dutch 

Speaking dominant 

language interlocutor, 

association with culture, 

softening dispreferred 

response 

Havva 9 Mainly older 

and younger 

sister 

5 About as much Turkish 

as Dutch 

Association with Turkish 

culture 

Havva 10 mainly older 

and younger 

sister 

2 About as much Turkish 

as Dutch 

Unclear (dense CS) 

 

Key  

informant 

Conver-

sation 

number 

 

 

Interlocutors 

 

Duration in 

minutes 

 

 

Language mode 

 

 

Striking CS functions 

Deniz 1 Mother, 

assistant, 

researcher 

47 Almost only Dutch 

with a little bit Turkish 

and almost only 

Turkish with a little bit 

Dutch 

Speaking dominant 

language interlocutor, 

speaking own generally 

dominant language, 

appropriateness 

Deniz 3 Mother, aunt, 

female cousin of 

same age 

12 About as much Turkish 

as Dutch 

Rebelling, speaking 

dominant language 

interlocutor 

Deniz 4 Father, mother, 

assistant 

45 Almost only Turkish 

with a little bit Dutch 

Appropriateness, 

speaking own generally 

dominant language 

Deniz 6 Mother, 

assistant, 

assistant’s 

girlfriend 

36 More Turkish than 

Dutch 

Lexical gaps, 

appropriateness, 

speaking dominant 

language interlocutor 

Deniz 7 Mother, 

grandmother 

and grandfather 

29 More Turkish than 

Dutch 

Speaking dominant 

language interlocutor, 

speaking own generally 

dominant language, 

rebelling 
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Key  

informant 

Conver-

sation 

number 

 

 

Interlocutors 

 

Duration in 

minutes 

 

 

Language mode 

 

 

Striking CS functions 

Aylin 1 Friend and 

friend’s younger 

sister 

44  Almost only Dutch 

with a little bit Turkish 

Association with Turkish 

culture, quotation, use 

dominant language 

sibling  

Aylin 2 Elder brother 23 More Dutch than 

Turkish 

Swearing, strengthening 

Aylin 3 9 classmates, 

among whom 2 

T-D bilinguals 

8 More Dutch than 

Turkish 

Exclusion bystanders 

because of secrets 

Aylin 5 8 classmates, 

among whom 2 

T-D bilinguals 

3 Almost only Dutch 

with a little bit Turkish 

Exclusion bystanders 

because of secrets 

Aylin 6 Older brother 15 Almost only Dutch 

with a little bit Turkish 

Appropriateness, topic 

introduction 

Aylin 7 Father and 

mother 

3 Almost only Turkish 

with a little bit Dutch 

Appropriateness (only 1 

case) 

Aylin 8 Father, mother 

and older 

brother 

33 More Turkish than 

Dutch 

Appropriateness, topic 

introduction, 

accommodation to 

language one was 

addressed in 

 

A general overview of the course of language choice behaviour for each of the 

conversations will be presented in Section 8.1. 

Full transcriptions of all recordings listed in Table 7.2 were made according to 

the conventions of the CHAT transcription system
1
. Data fragments cited in this 

study will contain CHAT symbols to indicate the occurrence of pauses, overlap, etc. 

Transcripts were checked, complemented, and explained by the research-assistant 

who had either been present during the recording, or had discussed the recording 

with the informant afterwards guided by the observation protocol which was 

discussed in Section 3.3.5. The transcripts of the third conversation recorded by 

Havva, which will be discussed elaborately in Chapter 8, was fully coded in 

conformance with a newly developed elaborate coding system (entered in SPSS), 

which will be introduced in the next section. As fully coding all utterances in a 

conversation is time-consuming, it is also possible to use only a selection of the 

codes from the system; obviously this selection has to depend on the specific 

research question one wishes to answer. Therefore, the remainder of the corpus 

was only coded for those pragmatic functions which will be the topic of Chapter 9.  

                                                        
1
 See manual on transcription system on http://childes.psy.cmu.edu 
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Within the framework of the Dutch Bilingualism Database project
2
, the 

transcripts were also saved in ELAN, a newly developed annotation tool at the Max 

Planck Institute, and metadata were stored in IMDI
3
. 

 

7.3 Data coding and analysis 

In this section, I will introduce the coding system I used to annotate various formal 

and pragmatic characteristics of utterances.  

Following Gardner-Chloros et al. (2000), one of my major aims was to find out 

in what proportion the informants use codeswitching to mark the onset of an 

utterance with a certain pragmatic function. The employment of quantitative 

analysis is not generally considered necessary, or even desirable, in CA research 

however (cf. Auer 1984). Therefore, this section will present some relevant 

considerations regarding quantitative analysis. Obviously, the ability to assign 

pragmatic functions to utterances in the transcripts in a consistent way, was a 

prerequisite to carry out the analysis. In cooperation with my fellow researcher and 

supervisor Ad Backus, a pilot pragmatic analysis was conducted on a conversation 

from Backus’ corpus (1996). In a sequence of sessions, decision problems were 

discussed and used as the basis for an improved analysis tool, thus increasing inter-

rator validity step by step. In this section, I will illustrate what kind of decision 

problems we ran into (see Backus and Eversteijn 2004) during the assignment of 

pragmatic functions. Subsequently, I will discuss how we tried to solve these 

problems; as the notion of discourse markers plays an essential role in this, this 

concept will be dealt with in some detail. To conclude, the way the transcripts were 

adapted for automatic quantitative analysis is explained. 

 

7.3.1 The coding system 

In his dissertation, Backus (1996: 115) convincingly argues that a comprehensive 

framework of codeswitching should not only contain structural, but also semantic 

analysis: 

Descriptions which are strictly structural may at least partially explain why CS proceeds 

in a certain fashion, but cannot explain why CS exists in the first place. 

The opposite is equally true: when dealing with the semantic aspects of switching, 

looking at structural characteristics as well is unavoidable. A switched word is much 

more salient in a long stretch of otherwise monolingual conversation than in an 

environment containing dense code switching. Mapping the patterns of code-

                                                        
2
 See website of the Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics: http://www.mpi.nl/resources/data 

3
 See http://www.mpi.nl/tools/ 
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switching in an entire conversation can tell us a lot about the marking function of 

individual switches. Moreover, switched elements of different sizes can be 

expected to serve different prototypical pragmatic functions. For instance, single 

inserted words will frequently serve a referential function, such as filling a lexical 

gap or resolving a word finding problem, while long monolingual passages 

following a switch are likely to, e.g., serve a directive function, such as adapting to 

the dominant language of an interlocutor. Switched elements with an intermediate 

length of one or two sentences, however, can prototypically be expected to serve a 

phatic function, for instance marking the drawing of a conclusion.  

Example (1), containing a constructed utterance from a Turkish-Dutch teenage 

girl talking to her father, illustrates this connection between scope and function of 

the switched element. Turkish is in normal font, Dutch is in italics. Note that the 

switch in (1a) can potentially serve the pragmatic function of softening a request, 

while the switch in (1b), because of the smaller scope of the inserted element, can 

not. The latter would likely be an instance of the referential function of using the 

most appropriate term in the given context, or resolving a word finding problem in 

Turkish. 

(1a) Baba, yarın akşam evde misin? Kun je ons naar het schoolfeestje brengen?  

 Daddy, are you home tomorrow evening? Could you bring us to the school party? 

(1b) Baba, yarın akşam evde misin? Bizi schoolfeestje na götürebilir misin? 

 Daddy, are you home tomorrow evening? Could you bring us to the school party? 

The coding system (Appendix 5) applied in the current study was developed to 

annotate various formal as well as pragmatic characteristics of utterances. The part 

of the coding system that covers formal characteristics was, for the most part, 

based on the codes applied by Backus (1996), which includes: utterance ID, switch 

level and direction, switch type, linguistic category and linguistic status of the 

element and discourse marker status. Each of these will be discussed briefly below. 

 

Utterance ID 

The utterance ID is a unique identification code assigned to every utterance, 

indicating which key informant participates in the conversation (Deniz, Havva, 

Yusuf or Aylin), the number of the conversation, the number of the speech turn 

within this conversation, the participant who uttered it, and the number of this 

utterance within the speech turn concerned.  
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Switch level 

This code was assigned to annotate at which level of conversation a switch 

occurred. A code switch can occur at any point and at any level in a conversation: 

at the onset of a new speech turn or somewhere within it, at the onset of a new 

utterance or somewhere within it, but also at the onset of a new word, or 

somewhere within it, for instance between stem and suffix(es).  

Whether or not a switch occurred was coded for every onset of a new speech 

turn (Switch at Turn level). It is furthermore indicated whether or not a code switch 

occurs at the onset of every new utterance within that turn (Switch at Utterance 

level), and whether there was a switch at some other point within the utterance 

(Switch within Utterance). As switches within a word constitute a special type of 

switch within an utterance, a separate code is used to indicate whether this type 

occurs (Switch within Word). 

Before I go on, the term ‘switch’ needs some clarification. Sometimes 

researchers use the term switch, when what they mean, in fact, is an inserted 

element from the other language, such as the italic one in (2). 

(2) Bu sene [blijven zitten] olursan büyük problem oluyormuş çünkü [MAVO
4
] 

gidiyormuş.  

When you have to repeat grade this year (it is said) there is a big problem because (it 

is said) MAVO is going to disappear. 

If the term switch is taken literally, i.e., indicating the transition from one language 

variety (a code) to another, and when we consider (2) in a purely linear way, it does 

in fact not contain one switch, but two, i.e., after the second and after the fourth 

word (the first switch being a transition to Dutch, the second switch a transition 

back to the matrix language, Turkish). However, there is no use in coding two 

switches within the utterance (2)
5
, because the ‘switch back’ to the matrix 

language, in this case to Turkish, is not at the onset of a new independent element: 

“olursan büyük problem oluyormuş çünkü MAVO gidiyormuş” has no meaning or 

pragmatic function of its own
6
. Therefore, it does not make much sense to view 

utterance-internal code switching data in a purely linear way. Codeswitching data 

contain a lot of embedding, and even nesting of embeddings into embeddings. In 

this study, embeddings, or inserted elements, will be placed between brackets, 

while alternational switches will be indicated by a slash /. 

                                                        
4
 MAVO, an abbreviation of Dutch ‘Middelbaar Algemeen Voortgezet Onderwijs’, i.e., intermediate 

general secondary education’, can be considered a proper noun. 
5
 To overcome this terminological problem, Auer (1984) introduces the term transfer. 

6
 Some scholars, taking a more psycholinguistic point of view, state that a short inserted element 

may not be called a switch at all, as the speaker is not shifting to another matrix language (for 

instance, Johanson 1993). 
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Codeswitching data may involve a complicated interplay of alternation and 

insertion, as is illustrated in (3) and (4). In (3), the inserted element finds itself at 

the end of an utterance; this phenomenon was encountered frequently in the data. 

Therefore, there is no return to the matrix language of the utterance it makes part 

of. As it is in final position, it can either be followed by an alternational switch or by 

a non-switch at utterance level in the next utterance.  

(3) Fadime: Gisteren was eerste kerstdag, değil mi? 

Yesterday was-3sg first Christmas day Q 

Yesterday was first Christmas day, wasn’t it?  

In (4), the opposite of (3) is displayed. Deniz, his mother and the assistant’s 

girlfriend Sevgi are discussing which languages are taught at secondary school. 

There is an alternational switch between utterance 2 and 3, but this is masked by 

the fact that utterance 3 has a Turkish insertion directly at its onset. 

(4) 1. Mother: Türkçe xxx.  

  xxx Turkish? 

 2.  *Sevgi: yooo. 

  no (stressing). 

 3. Deniziz: [Latince] # waar1 heb je dat voor nodig? 

  Latin, what do you need that for? 

Moreover, two independent insertions can appear right next to each other: 

(5) [Grieks] [atheneum]da veriliyordu, değil mi? 

Greek atheneum-LOC give-PASS-PROG-PAST_3sg, not QUES  

 Greek is taught at atheneum, isn’t it? 

Note that it is not possible to determine the scope of a switched element if you 

look at it in a purely linear way. Instead, Myers-Scotton’s (1993) notions of matrix 

language (ML) and embedded language (EL), which were discussed in Chapter 2, 

were indispensable in the process of coding the level of a switch. Only if we realize 

that (5) has Turkish as its matrix language, does it become visible that ‘Grieks’ and 

‘atheneum’ are independent, as they are part of different constituents. Another 

example is provided in (6), in which Deniz discusses with his mother the fact that 

his final exam is getting nearer of:  

(6) 1. Deniz: Kerstvakantieden sonra her şey çabuk gidiyor zaten. 

Christmas_holiday-ABL after every thing fast go_PROG_3sg in_fact. 

After the Christmas holiday everything goes just really fast. 

 2. Deniz: Ik hoef maar heel weinig tijd hoef ik me hoofd in de les te houden, daarna 

ken ik gewoon alles doen wat ik wil. 
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  I have to keep my focus on the lessons for a very short time only, after that I can 

just do any thing I want. 

 3. Deniz: &Vakans vakantie bir girsen, klaar. 

   &Holid holiday once enter_CON_2sg ready. 

&Holid once you get to the holiday, it is finished. 

 4. Deniz: Dan gaan jullie maar niet uh: "Nee mag niet, nee mag niet". 

Then go-PROG-2pl you just not uh no can not no can not. 

Then I don’t want you to say: “No, you can’t, no you can’t”. 

In Deniz’s first utterance in (4), his inserted elements in Dutch have the length of 

exactly one word: ‘ja’ and ‘kerstvakantie’, respectively. His third utterance, 

however, a complex sentence, is an alternational switch to another matrix 

language, Dutch. After this sentence another alternational switch follows; Turkish 

becomes the matrix language again. Let me illustrate this point by examining 

fragment (4) somewhat closer.  

Although utterance 2, which is entirely in Dutch, is directly followed by words 

which are also in Dutch, i.e., “&Vakans vakantie” from utterance 3, these two parts 

do not constitute a single switched element. Instead, “&vakans vakantie” is 

embedded in utterance 3 which has Turkish as its matrix language. That Turkish is 

the matrix language, can be concluded when we apply Myers-Scotton’s Morpheme 

Order and System Morpheme Principles (Myers-Scotton 1993b), as will be 

attempted throughout this study
7
. Not only does morpheme order in this utterance 

follow Turkish grammar, the system morpheme ‘-sin’ on the main verb, which 

expresses subjunctive, is also in Turkish.
8
 Moreover, ‘vakantie’ is not preceded by 

an article, and the adjective ‘klaar’ (‘ready’), is not accompanied by a copula. Both 

phenomena are characteristics of Turkish but not of Dutch grammar. 

As the matrix language of “&Vakans vakantie bir girsin, klaar.” is Turkish, this 

utterance receives the code ‘switch (to Turkish) at utterance level’, even though its 

first words are in Dutch. Within this Turkish utterance, there are two inserted 

elements, i.e., ‘&vakans vakantie’ and ‘klaar’, which happen to be located right at 

its onset and at its end. These two elements are both coded separately as ‘switch 

within utterance’. I will turn back to these two insertions below.  

 

 

 

                                                        
7
 Following Backus (1996), I will adapt the Morpheme Order Principle and System Morpheme 

Principle as descriptive labels, unlike Myers-Scotton herself, who posits both principles as 

theoretical constructs. 
8
 ‘Vakantie’ is a bare form: Turkish grammar would require it to have a dative suffix. According to 

Myers-Scotton (1993b), using bare forms is a common strategy in forming ML+EL constituents.  
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Direction of switch/language of utterance 

This indicates whether elements are in Turkish or in Dutch. In the case of 

utterances containing codeswitching, the matrix language of the utterance is 

indicated. Sometimes, especially in case of exclamations like ‘oh!’, the code 

‘undecided’ had to be assigned. 

 

Switch type 

In case of a switch, I annotated whether insertional or alternational switching was 

concerned (see Section 2.1.2. for a general description). Although this is a 

structural feature of codeswitching, it is also relevant from a pragmatic point of 

view, if one assumes that insertional switching prototypically performs other 

functions than alternational switching (see Backus and Eversteijn (2004: 1395) and 

Backus (2006: 263). The hypothesized link between structure and prototypical 

function of switching is presented in Table 7.3. 

 
Table 7.3: Prototypical characteristics of insertional and alternational codeswitching (taken 

from Backus and Eversteijn 2004) 

 Insertion Alternation 

Switched element Established word Novel clause 

Predominant reason Referential function 

(semantic need 

Pragmatic function 

Resulting structure Monolingual (matrix 

language) 

Bilingual (switch) 

 

Especially interesting in the light of the distinction insertional versus alternational 

codeswitching, is the notion of lexical units or formulaic sequences (Wray 2002). If a 

stretch of words is a conventional combination or sequence of words, conveying a 

specific meaning as a whole instead of a combination assembled on the spot, it 

should be regarded as an insertional code switch rather than an alternational one. 

In other words: such a conventional combination could be regarded as one lemma, 

taken from the lexicon, just like a single word. Seen from this perspective, many 

switches with the appearance of an alternational switch, in fact turn out to be 

insertional switches
9
.  

Especially interesting about lexical units is the finding that, with regards to the 

functions they can perform, they constitute a bridge between insertional and 

alternational codeswitching. They are not only an appropriate tool to perform 

specific referential functions (as they can express semantically highly specific 

concepts), but often they also perform particular pragmatic functions (see Backus 

                                                        
9
 Note that these lexical units appearing as insertions, are a type of EL Islands as defined by Myers-

Scotton (1997). 
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2006). I will further discuss this in the subsection on ‘linguistic status of the 

element’.  

While coding, all insertions of single words as well as insertions of larger lexical 

units were grouped together under the heading of insertional codeswitching, while 

cases of intersentential and interclausal codeswitching were considered alternation 

(cf. Backus 1996: 93–96). Given the existence of large multiword units, however, 

the two phenomena are not always easy to distinguish. There are many borderline 

cases, and perhaps insertion and alternation should be considered two ends of a 

continuum (Backus 1996: 93–96 and 383–386). According to Backus, instances of 

code switching can be borderline cases between insertion and alternation either 

because of formal or because of semantic characteristics. 

Decision problems on formal grounds (Backus 1996: 323–357) occur in case of 

ragged switches, double marking, and with longer EL Islands, especially in cases in 

which the matrix language exerts some influence on the EL structure, as in example 

(3) containing Swahili-English codeswitching, taken from Myers-Scotton 1993a: 

150.  

Mtu hawezi kumaliza such amount of cash kuenda stadiumu. 

A person can’t spend such an amount of money to go to the stadium. 

Obviously, according to the grammar rules of the EL English, ‘amount’ should go 

with an article. Myers-Scotton (1993a) calls this phenomenon leakage (see Backus 

1996: 94), an alternative term would be reshaping (Johanson 1993: 207) or 

interference/transference (Backus and Dorleijn 2009: 78). 

Rather than forcing as many switches from the data as possible in either one of 

the categories, these cases were coded ‘unclear’, thus keeping them available for 

closer study later on. 

With regard to decision problems on semantic grounds, Backus (1996: 95–96) 

remarks:  

[…] investigations of CS which take speaker motivations into account, make clear that 

even a single-word insertion can be a real switch, i.e. a deliberate choice on the part of 

the speaker to use an element from the EL. […] from the perspective of speaker 

motivations, insertion and basically monolingual language use (the “(nonce) borrowing” 

of Poplack and associates) are not synonymous. Similarly, it is not a given fact that every 

alternation is a deliberate switch.” 

In the current study, speaker motivations play a role in coding. When a speaker, for 

instance, produces an utterance in the minority language but inserts the majority 

language label for ’university’ in it, maybe because this label has higher status, this 

switch will be assigned the switch type ‘insertion’ because of its structural features. 

Subsequently, when the pragmatic functions of the utterance are coded (see 

further on in this section), the inserted element will again be coded, as ‘marking 
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majority identity’ and ‘appeal to status’. Data analysis can consequently show 

whether appeal to status is associated with a particular switch type.  

One more remark needs to be made about insertional codeswitching. In 

research into the formal characteristics of codeswitching, a lot of effort has gone 

into distinguishing one-word EL insertions (‘codeswitches’) from conventionalized 

borrowings (cf. Gardner-Chloros 1991; Backus 1996: 62–72). While an insertional 

codeswitch occurs ‘on the spot’, i.e., in synchronic discourse, borrowings could be 

considered their diachronic counterparts, as they have become established
10

 in the 

recipient language (Backus and Dorleijn 2009). The distinction between insertional 

code switches, loan translations and interference — which are all synchronic 

phenomena as they occur instantly at the moment of speaking — at the one hand, 

and conventionalized lexical borrowings, lexical changes and structural borrowings 

— which are their diachronic counterparts as these phenomena are already 

anchored in the recipient language- on the other hand, are extremely informative 

in the light of the study of language change.  

From my pragmatic point of view, however, this distinction is less relevant. 

Whether or not a foreign element is already established, has yet to become 

established, or will never become established, does not alter its ability to convey a 

pragmatic function. For instance, when an inserted lemma becomes a 

conventionalized borrowing, its characteristic of, for instance, being highly 

appropriate in a certain context, or filling a lexical gap, is still retained (cf. Hill and 

Hill 1986: 347, 387). As the pragmatic potential remains available, there is no need 

to distinguish between codeswitched elements and borrowings in the current 

study: both phenomena were coded alike.  

 

Linguistic category of the element 

As mentioned above, the linguistic category of each switched element was 

annotated. Linguistic categories ranged from ‘sentence or more than one 

sentence’, via many types of constituents and words, down to ‘morpheme smaller 

than a word’, for instance a suffix.  

 

Linguistic status of the element 

This code indicates whether the status of lexical unit
11

 (also called formulaic 

sequence
12

, chunk, fixed expression or Morpheme Equivalent Unit
13

) could be 

                                                        
10

 Something is established in a recipient language, when it is both entrenched in speakers’ 

idiolects, and when it is diffused among several speakers of the recipient language. 
11

 In this study, the term lexical unit will be used, unless the work of authors using other terms is 

quoted; in that case, the original term will be maintained in the quote. 
12

 This new term was coined by Wray (2002) in order to avoid connotations attached to terms 

applied earlier in the literature, which might have quite different definitions. 
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assigned to an element. The assumed importance of this phenomenon for code 

switching data was discussed above. In this subsection, I will attempt to define and 

demarcate the concept for coding purposes. I will address the characteristics that 

can be used to identify lexical units and the functions they perform.  

 

Defining the lexical unit 

Backus (2003: 85–86), basing himself on Langacker (1987, 1991) and Fillmore et al. 

(1988), defines what he calls a lexical unit as a 

thoroughly mastered unit, i.e., one that a speaker can activate as a preassembled whole 

without attending to the specifics of its internal structure. Even though they have 

internal structure, these combinations are normally retrieved as unanalyzed wholes and 

are not synchronically built up out of their constituent elements at the moment of 

speaking. 

Backus follows Langacker (1991: 45) in defining the lexicon as: 

the set of FIXED EXPRESSIONS (original stress) in a language, irrespective of size and 

regularity, 

and considers such established units to be lexical items. These units are idiomatic, 

in the sense that their  

non-compositional meaning tends to be slightly different from what a purely 

compositional meaning would yield (Backus 2003: 86).  

For example, the Dutch collocation: 

belletje trekken 

bell-DIM pull-INF 

is used to refer to a particular children’s game, in which children ring people’s door 

bells and quickly run away. Speakers use this conventionalized term without giving 

any thought to the fact that, for several decades now, door bells are not operated 

by pulling a rope anymore, but by pushing a button. Although the children 

obviously know that they are pushing bells, the production of a combination like: 

belletje drukken 

bell-DIM push-INF, 

                                                                                                                                  
13

 In her 2007 work, Wray introduces another new term, the Morpheme Equivalent Unit (MEU) to 

refer to items in the lexicon of an individual speaker or hearer which meet the following 

definition: 

a word or word string, whether incomplete or including gaps for inserted variable items, that is 

processed like a morpheme, that is, without recourse to any form-meaning matching of any sub-

parts it may have. 
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or, even more explicit: 

op de bellen drukken 

on the bell-PL push-INF 

is pre-empted by the entrenchment of belletje trekken in their everyday language 

use. But according to Backus (2003: 86), even noun-verb combinations with a much 

more transparent meaning than belletje trekken regarding the separate meanings 

of their constituent parts, for instance ‘play tennis’, can also be “conjured up as a 

Gestalt, not through combining the notions of playing and the game of tennis” on 

the spot, at the moment we wish to refer to this particular activity. In her 

comprehensive work on the issue, Wray (2002: 34) confirms that some units are 

“entirely regular in form and transparent in meaning” Following Sinclair (1987, 

1991), she states  

that we handle linguistic material in two different ways, and that we can switch back and 

forth between those two systems while using language. 

Analytic processing (my stress) entails the interaction of words and morphemes with 

grammatical rules, to create, and decode, novel, or potentially novel, linguistic material. 

Holistic processing (my stress) relies on prefabricated strings stored in memory. The 

strategy preferred at any given moment depends on the demands of the material and on 

the communicative situation, and so, importantly, holistic processing is not restricted to 

only those strings which cannot (original stress) be created or understood by rule, such 

as idioms. It can also deal with linguistic material for which grammatical processing 

would have rendered exactly the same result. (Wray 2002: 14–15) 

 

Characteristics of the lexical unit 

Backus (2003: 91) mentions five typical characteristics
14

 lexical units tend to 

exhibit, i.e., 

1. Recurrence 

2. Irregular morphosyntax 

3. Frozen form 

4. Pragmatic function 

5. Phonological reduction 

 

                                                        
14

 Although these features are very useful in determining unit status of multimorphemic elements, 

Backus (2003: 87) remarks that: 

Since the degree to which a structure can be mastered is variable, it is in the nature of the subject 

matter that the boundary between units and non-units is fuzzy. 
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Later, Backus added a sixth characteristic, namely ‘non-predictable pronunciation 

features’ (Backus 2006: 270–273). This includes phonological reduction, but has a 

broader scope. Additional characteristics, brought up by Wray (2008: 113–127) 

who presents a fuller range of diagnostic criteria for the identification of 

formulaicity, are semantic opacity (part or all of the word string lacks semantic 

transparency), performance indication (the word string is accompanied with an 

action, use of punctuation, or phonological pattern that gives it special status as a 

unit, and/or the speaker is repeating something just heard) and, relevant in 

situations of language acquisition, mismatch with maturation (the word string is 

too sophisticated, or not sophisticated enough, to match the speaker’s general 

grammatical and lexical competence). 

While Backus (2003) suggests that an element’s occurrence as insertional 

codeswitch points to its unit status, Wray (2008: 108) warns against the inclination 

to use code switches as another tool for the identification of lexical units: 

[...] the transition from one language to the other will tend to draw the eye to the 

switched unit, increasing the likelihood that one feels it to be formulaic in some way. For 

this reason, Namba (2008) is careful to disregard the fact of switching as an indicator of 

formulaicity, while he assesses the plausibility of Backus’ (1998) proposal that code-

switching is constrained from occurring within MEUs (i.e., Morpheme Equivalent Unit, 

NE). Were it possible to demonstrate that code-switching does only occur in novel 

configurations, and not within MEUs, this fact could then be used to assist with 

identification. However, the situation is complicated by partly-fixed frames, into which 

variable material-which might be in the other language-can be inserted, and also by the 

possibility that individuals raised in a code-switching environment may actually acquire 

MEUs that contain a code-switch (compare ‘he has a certain je ne sais quoi’).  

It would lead us too far afield to examine here the question whether code- 

switching within the fixed elements of a lexical unit is impossible indeed, as Backus 

(2006) proposes. It appears that lexical units consisting of a conventional noun-verb 

collocations certainly constitute a striking exception to this rule, as the noun and 

verb lexemes may be from different languages while the overall combination is a 

unit (see Backus 2003: 111 for discussion).  

The overall function of lexical units, justifying their existence in the first place, is 

put into words by Wray (2008):  

formulaic sequences reduce processing load for both the speaker and the hearer; this 

enlarges the chance for the speaker to obtain the effect he wished to reach. 

For instance, a waiter will be understood more quickly by his guests when he 

wishes them ‘enjoy your meal’ rather than ‘have a tasty dinner’. Although the latter 

is perfectly understandable, it takes more processing time because it is newly 

generated, while the former is formulaic, i.e., this is ‘the way it is always said’. 
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As Wray (2002) and Backus (2006) point out, lexical units are very useful tools 

not only for referring to semantically/referentially highly specific entities, but they 

are also frequently applied for lexicalizing highly specific pragmatic functions in a 

typical, conventionalized way. Because of this high specificity, lexical units often 

turn out not to have an exact equivalent in another language, and therefore they 

are frequently encountered in code switching data in the form of an EL Island. An 

example of such an island conveying a highly specific semantic content, is provided 

by Backus (2009: 307): 

op kamers wonen yap-acağ-ım 

on rooms live do-FUT-1sg 

I’m going to live on my own 

As Backus (ibid.) remarks, op kamers wonen  

describes a concept alien to the other, in this case Turkish, culture. Giving a precise 

English translation isn’t easy either: it means ‘rent a room in a house where several other 

students also rent a room and where they live unsupervised throughout their college 

years’.  

An example of an EL Island conveying a highly specific pragmatic content can be 

found in Backus (2006: 271): 

ne la, yok la, valt wel mee 

what man, no man, fall-pres-3s actually along 

The meaning of ‘valt wel mee’ is strictly non-compositional, as can be read from its 

glosses: the expression means something like: ‘it’s OK, it’s not that serious, don’t 

worry’. We could state that ‘valt wel mee’ is a prototypical, conventionalized lexical 

unit in Dutch, which can be employed to fulfil the pragmatic function of mitigating. 

Note, however, that it is also an independent clause, although a ‘syntactically 

reduced’ one, as it does not contain a subject. That is, even switches that are 

formally a case of alternation (a switched clause) may constitute lexical units. 

Other examples from Backus (2003), include ‘the thing is…’, which typically 

signals a clarification, ‘I think that…’, which signals an opinion, or ‘be sure and…’, 

which signals a warning. These are all multimorphemic discourse markers (DM’s) In 

contrast to ‘valt wel mee’, when they are omitted, a meaningful utterance still 

remains. This characteristic of discourse markers was used to assist in determining 

the pragmatic function of switches, as will be discussed further in Section 7.3.3. 

Wray (2002: 53–54) discusses the various functions of lexical units which were 

distinguished by Cowie (1988), Moon (1992) and Aijmer (1996), respectively. Table 

7.4, visualizes how these functions are related to each other as well as to the 

functions of language distinguished by Jakobson (1960) and Halliday (1964), as 

discussed in Appel and Muysken (1987) (see Chapter 2).  
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Table 7.4: Functions of lexical units 

Cowie (1988) Moon (1992) Aijmer (1996) 

Language/CS 

functions (Appel  

and Muysken 1987) 

Composites 

(referential or 

propositional 

contribution) 

Informational - Referential function 

Formulae 

(discourse 

marking and 

social roles) 

Evaluative 

2a Routine having role in 

discourse: 

indicating one’s orientation 

Metalinguistic 

(DM’s) 

3 Expressing attitudes or 

emotions 
Expressive 

Situational 1 Socio-interactional Phatic 

Hyperpropositional 

2bI Routine having role in 

discourse: locally marking 

organization 

Metalinguistic 

(DM’s) 

2bII Routine having role in 

discourse: globally marking 

organization 

Metalinguistic 

(DM’s) 

 

Cowie’s division in composites and formulae roughly coincides with the distinction 

between semantically and pragmatically specific lexical units described above. The 

term formulae covers several categories mentioned by Moon (1992) and by Aijmer 

(1996). Remarkable is that both scholars indicate that lexical units can fulfil a 

discourse marking function (called ‘hyperpropositional fixed expressions’ by Moon, 

and ‘conversational routines having a role in discourse’ by Aijmer). Discourse 

markers, which can either be expressed by single words or by fixed expressions, 

were coded as well, as will be explicated in the next section. Discourse markers, 

which can either be lexicalized by single words or by fully fixed expressions, will be 

the topic of the next section. 

 

Discourse marker status  

Multi-word discourse markers are a common phenomenon. They are usually fixed 

in form. For instance, the phrase ‘vind ik’ (I think) is completely ready for use, and 

insertion of any kind between its two elements is even impossible.  

Discourse markers cannot occur independently, because there has to be some 

discourse to mark in the first place. ‘Vind ik’ has to be preceded by some other 

lexical material which refers to some kind of claim, as in: 
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Het is prachtig geworden, vind ik. 

it is beautiful become-PERF find I 

“It has become beautiful, I think.” 

This necessity is reflected by its syntactic form , as the inversion of subject and verb 

is possible only after an object. ‘Vind ik’ can co-occur with a proposition of any 

form or length, as long as it expresses an opinion, so the following example would 

sound strange: 

*?Water is nat, vind ik. 

“Water is wet, I think.” 

‘Vind ik’ can even be used as an independent sentence after a multi-utterance 

assertion, and then still retains its inversed form: 

Western people are much too busy nowadays. Therefore they forget to enjoy the small 

things in life, like daisies in the grass. While enjoying daisies in the grass is what life’s all 

about. Vind ik. 

Wray (2002: 87) notes the dual function of such discourse markers: 

[...] we noted that some formulaic sequences perform discourse marking roles. Amongst 

other things, these sequences seem to signal the relationship between a piece of text 

and what precedes or follows it, and the speaker’s attitude towards the surrounding 

text.  

Discourse markers support the speaker’s processing, because: 

• they are ‘preferred expressions’, e.g., as a result of but not as a repercussion of; 

• they marshal the text: language is being used to externalize relationships 

between ideas which are already in the mind of the speaker, and discourse 

markers make it easier to keep track of where on the mental map of the text 

the speaker has reached. 

  

Moreover, discourse markers signal the discourse structure to the hearer: making 

them formulaic makes it easier for the hearer to decode these indicative 

expressions. 

As it turned out that discourse markers can play a crucial role in deciding how to 

code for pragmatic functions, I will deal with them in detail in Section 7.3.3, 

following a discussion of decision problems in coding in Section 7.3.2. For now, I 

will only describe how discourse marking was coded technically. For each element
15

 

in the data, it was indicated: 

                                                        
15

 What counted as an element, will be explained in the subsection on coding pragmatic factors 

below. 
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• whether it functioned as a discourse marker or not. If so, it was indicated what 

pragmatic function was made explicit by this discourse marker. 

• whether it was governed by a discourse marker, and if so, whether this 

discourse marker was in preceding, middle or following position. 

 

For instance, in the utterance 

(7a) I think they‘re all show-offs. 

the element ‘I think’ would receive the code ‘discourse marker’ as well as a code 

from the category of phatic factors, i.e., ‘giving opinion’ (see the next subsection). 

The element ‘they are all show-offs’, receives the code ‘governed by a discourse 

marker in preceding position’. In addition, two codes from the category ‘phatic 

factors’ are assigned to it: ‘generalizing’ and ‘giving opinion’. If the utterance had 

been: 

(7b) Generally speaking, they ‘re all show-offs. 

the element ‘generally speaking’ would receive the code ‘discourse marker’ as well 

as a code from the category of phatic factors, i.e., ‘generalizing’. The coding of the 

element ‘they ‘re all show-offs’ would remain unchanged with regard to the coding 

in (7a). Thus, the coding of discourse markers can reveal which pragmatic functions 

of an utterance are made explicit by discourse markers, and which ones are not. 

 

Directive, referential, expressive, phatic, metalinguistic and poetic factors 

Finally, the coding system was developed to code pragmatic aspects of the data. 

This was organized according to the classification already presented in Tables 3.2 

and 5.21. The pragmatic factors that played a role in codeswitching behaviour 

according to the fifty informants of the survey study, were complemented and, in 

some cases, subdivided on the basis of our pilot findings with the coding manual. 

Not surprisingly, most of these additions fell into the category of ‘phatic factors’, as 

this category mostly contains factors concerning locally conditioned codeswitching, 

i.e., factors that play a role at the micro-level of a particular conversation rather 

than at the macro-level. These are less likely to be available for conscious 

considerations. Examples of phatic factors which were added on the basis of 

conversational analysis, include drawing a conclusion, contrasting and 

inquiring/asking. 

Moreover, some factors which were not reported by any informant, but which 

are well-known from the literature on language choice and codeswitching 

behaviour, were also added. For example, the expressive factor ‘marking mixed 

identity’ (Myers-Scotton 1993b) was added, although the survey informants always 

focused on marking either Turkish or Dutch identity in their self-reports. Although I 

attempted to provide an overview of the current state of affairs in language choice 



192 “All at once” – Language choice and codeswitching by Turkish-Dutch teenagers 

and codeswitching research, I do not aim for completeness. The list of factors 

presented in Appendix 5 can always be elaborated. 

Let us have a look again at fragment (6) presented above, which contained two 

Dutch insertions in utterance 3, i.e., ‘vakantie’ and ‘klaar’. It can be assumed that 

the Dutch word ‘vakantie’ is more easily available to Deniz than its Turkish 

equivalent ‘tatil’ in the context of this conversation. After all, he is talking about the 

start of Dutch summer holidays. There is an ‘autonomous referential factor’ that 

influences Deniz’s language choice behaviour for the element “&vakans vakantie”, 

i.e., ‘most appropriate term in the given context’ (see the discussion of referential 

factors in Section 5.2.2). Therefore, it was coded separately for referential function. 

So was the element ‘klaar’, which has two phatic functions of its own, namely 

drawing a conclusion and emphasizing. The whole utterance “&Vakans vakantie bir 

girsin, klaar” received the code of another phatic function, namely self-clarification. 

Codes, that is, are assigned at different levels. More generally, codes concerning 

switch type, linguistic category and status of the element, discourse marker status 

and pragmatic function, can separately be assigned to any element: 

• that constitutes a whole because it is in one and the same language at a certain 

syntactic level (irrespective of the fact whether it is embedded in the other 

language at other levels); 

• that has a pragmatic function of its own. 

 

These elements can be of any length, varying from one single morpheme to a 

whole conversation. 

While the coding of formal characteristics was quite straight forward, the coding 

of pragmatic functions turned out to be much more complicated; decision 

problems will be clarified and discussed below.  

 

7.3.2 Decision problems in coding 

In his work on conversational analysis (CA), Ten Have (1999: 144–145) comments 

on the role of quantification in CA: 

[…] it is basic to the CA enterprise that order-producing devices are, in principle, 

‘repeatable’, as definable procedures can be ‘used again’. CA aims to analyse devices and 

competences at a quite general level, available to ‘any member’, practices that are 

relatively ‘context-free’, although capable of a delicate ‘context-sensitivity’ (Sacks et al. 

1978). Seen from this perspective, it is quite rational that many CA studies are not 

limited to an extensive discussion of one or a few fragments of talk, but take on the 

systematic examination of larger collections of instances. When one reads these kinds of 

studies, one is struck by the very frequent (!) use of various kinds of quantifying 

expressions, such as ‘routinely’, ‘regularly’, ‘frequently’, ‘a substantial number’, ‘often’, 

‘generally’, ‘recurrent’, ‘comparatively rare’, ‘commonly’, ‘massively recurrent’ or 
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‘absent’. In this way, the discussion of specific instances is given a wider relevance as an 

exemplary treatment of something that is typical or atypical in some sense. Usually, 

however, the quantitative information is kept relatively vague: the primary focus is still 

on the quoted fragments themselves.  

 Explicit debates of issues and classifiability are rare, however, in the CA literature, and 

when they occur, it is mostly in discussing less common (within CA) strategies of analytic 

elaboration, statistical analysis, and the use of ‘qualitative data analysis’ programs […].  

The relation between such elaborations and single case analysis is made very clear by 

Schegloff, when he writes: 

[…] in studying large amounts of data, we are studying multiples or aggregates of single 

instances (original stress). Quantitative analysis is, in this sense, not an alternative to 

single case analysis, but rather is built on his back (Schegloff 1993: 102). 

In other words, the basic idea is that analysis of aggregates requires a preliminary 

analysis of single instances, and we have seen that such is not a routine matter. 

In making these comments on CA studies in general, Ten Have also puts his finger 

on the weak point of many studies of the functions of codeswitching (in which CA is 

used as a tool). My own experience is that it can be extremely hard to decide which 

pragmatic function or functions are fulfilled by certain utterances (or, in CA terms, 

which actions are carried out by these utterances). However, these difficulties are 

hardly ever touched upon in the codeswitching literature. Studies can be divided 

into two types. The first type concentrates on a small number of CS functions 

(sometimes not more than two), which are dealt with in some depth and are 

illustrated with a few crystal-clear examples from the data, usually not 

accompanied by any comments on their frequency of occurrence in these data. The 

second, less frequent type of study, presents the frequency of occurrence of many 

different CS functions (Willis 2002: 139, for instance, presents 13 functions, as well 

as a lot of information on form-based switch types) but scarcely pays any overt 

attention to the way in which these functions were assigned to the natural speech 

data.  

Obviously, if we ever want to arrive at knowledge about the functions of CS that 

exceeds isolated cases, what we need is some common ground on what counts as 

an instance of a particular function. To reach this goal, we should not avoid 

utterances which confront us with problems, but rather concentrate on them. This 

is why Ad Backus and I started to code — each on our own — pragmatic functions 

in the same bilingual data. We used a conversation among three second-generation 

Turkish-Dutch girls (see Backus 1996: 56–57). We then compared our decisions and 

discussed differences and similarities. This procedure corresponds to a method 

called ‘data sessions’ by Ten Have (1999: 124), who recommends discussing 
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recordings and transcripts with a small group of researchers with different 

backgrounds and expertises, because: 

Spontaneous reactions to interaction displays often have a more or less subjective, 

impressionistic and individualistic character. People have a kind of ‘natural trust’ in their 

primary reactions to people. In a collective data-based and data-responsive discussion, 

these first and naïvely trusted impressions can be subjected to constructive criticism in 

order to check them with what is available in the data. Furthermore, the group can 

‘force’ the individual observer to go beyond individualistic assessments of actions in 

order to start reasoning in terms of the ultimate goal of CA, which is to explicate the 

resources used to accomplish particular (inter)actions, to explicate the procedural 

infrastructure of interaction.  

We recorded our findings in a ‘coding guide’, as its goal was to serve as a manual 

for subsequently coding
16

 the case study data. Through developing this guide, we 

wanted to reach consensus on what counts as an instance of a certain pragmatic 

function. We did so not by providing definitions of each function, but by presenting 

examples of clear cases and unclear cases that can serve as the basis for a 

definition, and ways to recognize the function (primarily by using a ‘discourse 

marker test’, see Section 7.3.3).  

 

Coding switches and non-switches 

As pointed out in Chapter 2, what I wanted to count in the current study — 

following Gardner-Chloros et al. (2000) — is in which proportion utterances sharing 

a certain pragmatic function are marked by a code switch. In his highly interesting 

discussion on the application of quantification in CA studies, Schegloff (1993: 102–

103) points out that in order to determine with which frequency an event occurs, it 

is required to have an analytically supported notion of the denominator, i.e., of 

‘environments of possible relevant occurrence’, of the numerator, i.e., ‘the set of 

types of occurrences whose presence should count as events’, and of the domain 

or universe being characterized. He explicates the latter: 

Here, I refer not to problems of adequate sampling, but rather a warranted conception 

of analytically coherent universes that it is relevant for a statistic to refer to, because 

they are relevant organizational domains of activity for the participants in interaction. 

As Turkish and Dutch are typologically very divergent languages with only a few 

cognates, the numerator in this study, i.e., whether a codeswitch occurs or not, is 

quite easy to determine (as opposed to, for instance, CS between a vernacular and 

the national standard of the same language). The denominator is the onset of a 

piece of discourse carrying a certain pragmatic function (a unit, bordered by verbal 

                                                        
16

 Copies can be requested from the author. 
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activity boundaries, in terms of Schifrin 1987 and Maschler 1997), for instance the 

start of an aside, which may then be marked by a codeswitch or not. When we 

encounter codeswitches which do not coincide with the onset of a new unit, these 

could be considered non-relevant occurrences in Schegloff’s terms. Such non-

relevant occurrences could indicate that we are dealing with a mixed lect in which 

the speakers themselves do not consider the languages they are mixing to be 

contrasting codes. In other words: although these switches may convey a meaning 

at the macro-level of conversation (i.e., expressing mixed identity), they do not 

bear a meaning at the micro-level. 

As this type of research has not been carried out much, it would be appropriate 

to be modest in determining its domain. Let us assume that we find a high 

proportion of codeswitches coinciding with asides in a certain in-group 

conversation among Turkish-Dutch balanced bilingual teenagers. We would not be 

able to generalize this result even to other conversations among the same 

participants, let alone conversations among other Turkish-Dutch balanced bilingual 

teenagers (not to mention all balanced bilingual teenagers’ conversation or all 

Turkish-Dutch switching). There might be numerous intervening variables we do 

not know about yet, which might influence the proportion of codeswitching-for-

asides. However, determining the proportion of switching-for-asides provides us 

with a measure that allows comparison to other conversations in a setting in which 

codeswitching  could optionally occur. This way we may enlarge the domain we can 

make statements about step by step. Figure 7.1 illustrates this process. Obviously, 

our image of codeswitching behaviour in a certain domain becomes clearer as we 

study more pragmatic functions.  

Before we can start calculating proportions, however, we first have to make 

sure that we have at our disposal an ‘analytically defensible notion’ of every single 

pragmatic function we want to study. This brings us back to our initial observation 

that the assignment of pragmatic functions to every single utterance in a transcript 

can be very complicated.  
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Figure 7.1: Stepwise enlarging the domain of the proportion of switches at the onset of a 

certain pragmatic function 

 

Some concrete decision problems 

To illustrate the kind of problems one can run into, let us have a look at a seemingly 

clear-cut function, namely quotation. Quotations have attracted quite some 

attention in codeswitching research, as they can be uttered by the quoter in a 

language which could not possibly have been the original language the quotee 
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spoke in (see, for instance, Alfonzetti 1998). What actually is a quotation, however, 

seems quite straightforward: it is a unit of speech (called the inset, Maynard 1996) 

which was uttered (or thought) by a quotee, which is (directly or indirectly, literally 

or in constructed form (see Koven 2001)) reported by the quoter, and framed by a 

verb of saying like ‘state’, ‘say’, ‘complain’ or ‘think’. In the case of thinking, we 

often deal with self-quotations, which can be applied to create distance from one’s 

own (former or current) thoughts (Maynard 1996). The following example, in which 

the mother of an informant is saying how she tried to persuade her oldest son not 

to start a career in construction, is a self-quotation: 

(8) Mother: [Oğlum] dedim, [bouw hiç yapamazsın]. 

 Son-my say-PRET-1sg construction ever do-cannot-2sg 

 My son, I said, you can never do construction. 

The chunk ‘oğlum bouw hiç yapamazsın’ is the inset, framed by the verb of saying 

‘dedim’, which, in this case, divides the inset into two parts, which lends a lively 

flavour to the utterance. The mother immediately continued with the following 

utterance: 

(9) Mother: Ja: het lijkt me leu:k, di:t en da:t. 

 Yes it seems me fun this and that 

 Yes it seems fun to me, blah blah blah. 

What she is presenting in (9) is the counter-argument her son provided after she 

had said the inset in (8). Although she is quoting again in (9), and the quotee has 

changed, there is no verb of saying present this time. However, she is using some 

other devices for indicating the illocutionary force of (9). Firstly, she uses ‘ja’, which 

can be interpreted as a marker of quotation in informal speech. Secondly, she 

lengthens some syllables, as indicated by the double dots [:], and raises her voice 

when pronouncing these syllables. Note that intonation (as well as word order and 

stress) is mentioned as an important Illocutionary Force Indicating Device (or IFID) 

by Yule (1996: 50).  

The mother does not overtly name the quotee of (9), i.e., her oldest son. 

However, she provides two indicators of the identity of the quotee: in her 

preceding utterance (8), she overtly mentions the original recipient of the quote: 

‘oğlum’. So in an ordinary adjacency pair, her son is the expected next speaker. 

Moreover, she switches to Dutch, which happens to be the dominant language of 

her sons, and in which they usually address their mother.  

So, after looking at two examples only, we already have to adapt our definition 

of quotations, as the presence of a verb of saying turns out not to be a 
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prerequisite
17

. However, it is important to note that a verb of saying could be 

added without changing the meaning of (9), as shown in (10): 

(10) Ja: zei ‘ie het lijkt me leu:k, di:t en da:t. 

  Yes he said it seems nice to me, blah blah blah. 

To prove that (9) is a quotation indeed, we could also use Yule’s performative 

hypothesis, and add the performative verb for quotations, i.e., ‘to quote’, as shown 

in (11): 

(11) I hereby quote (my son): Ja: het lijkt me leu:k, di:t en da:t. 

  Yes, it seems nice to me, blah blah blah. 

Obviously, the additions done in (10) and (11) would change the pragmatic impact 

of (9), as they make the original utterance more formal, or provide unnecessary 

explicitness. 

So much for a seemingly clear pragmatic function. Now let us have a look at a 

more complicated type. Intuitively, one would say that elaborating on some topic 

has to be the opposite of shifting a topic: one either continues talking about 

something, or starts talking about something else. The literature on defining a 

discourse topic tells us, however, that things are somewhat more complicated. 

Brown and Yule (1983: 84) illustrate how participants in informal discourse are 

speaking topically rather than speaking about a topic, i.e., 

[…] each participant ‘picks up’ elements from the contribution of the preceding speaker 

and incorporates them in his contribution […]. This type of ‘speaking topically’ is an 

obvious feature of casual conversation in which each participant contributes equally and 

there is no fixed direction for the conversation to go.  

So the topic can change gradually; probably we all recognize the situation in which 

we have been chatting with a close friend for a quarter of an hour, and then 

suddenly the friend will say: “Now, what were we talking about?” After some 

reflection, you may realize when the shift or shifts, which were made 

unconsciously, happened: “Now I remember, first we started talking about…, and 

then…”.  

Of course, sudden topic shifts occur as well in informal discourse (usually after a 

pause), as in the following fragment, in which Fadime is telling her friend that she 

and her younger brother eat at her older sister’s place every evening, now that her 
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 There is an additional coding problem here, i.e., the demarcation of the scope of the quotation. 

‘Dit en dat’ (’etcetera’) was not said by her oldest son. It is used as a filler, indicating that her son 

had said more things after ‘het lijkt me leuk’. It is unclear whether we should include ‘dit en dat’ in 

the quoted unit, or not. 
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parents are abroad for a week. After a two second pause, Havva introduces a 

clearly distinct new topic, namely Fadime’s upcoming exam. 

(12) Fadime: Bugün de hebben we bij haar gegeten weer işte. 

Today also we ate at her place again you know. 

Abim gil de vardı bugün. 

  Today my brother was also present with his family. 

  We ^eten alleen bij hun. 

  We only ^eat at their place. 

  Voor de rest zijn we alleen thuis. 

  For the rest we are home alone. 

  Havva: #2
18

 Ja. 

Yes. 

Wanneer was je toets ook alweer ? 

  When was your exam again? 

  Fadime: Wat ? 

  What? 

  Havva: Je toets. 

  Your exam. 

  [...] 

  Fadime: Ha [= understanding], ayın üçünde. 

  Ha, at the third of the month. 

  [...] 

  Ayşe: O je hebt nog best wel tijd om te gaan leren . 

  O you have quite a lot time to start studying. 

Apparently, elaboration and topic shift should be considered two ends of a 

continuum rather than opposites. In the light of codeswitching research, however, 

it would be very fruitful if one were able to decide whether a given utterance is a 

case of ‘real’ topic shift. This ability would enable us to test the hypothesis that 

topic shifts are likely to be accompanied by codeswitches to mark the contrast, 

while elaborations are not. Let us consider a puzzling fragment, taken from 

Levinson (1983: 315): 

(13) A: If yer gonna be a politician, you better learn how to smoke cigars. 

  B: Yeah that’s an idea Rog. 

  C:  I heard a very astounding thing about pipes last night. 

Levinson (1983: 315) remarks: 
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C’s utterance […] is topically tied to prior utterances, but pipes and cigars are distinct 

concepts, and are terms with no overlapping sets of referents. Of course we can retreat 

and say: two utterances share the same topic or are at least topically tied only if there is 

some superordinate set which includes referents or concepts from both utterances 

(here, say, the set of ‘smokables’). But then any two utterances share a topic (or are at 

least topically tied) because for any two sets of referents or concepts one can invent a 

superordinate class that includes them both [..].  

Indeed, with some effort, we could also think of a class covering both the elements 

‘eating at your sisters’ and ‘studying for your exam’ in (12), something like ‘ways to 

spend your Christmas holiday’. Levinson continues: 

The point is simply that topical coherence cannot be thought of as residing in some 

independently calculable procedure for ascertaining (for example) shared references 

across utterances. Rather, topical coherence is something constructed (original stress) 

across turns by the collaboration of participants. What needs then to be studied is how 

potential topics are introduced and collaboratively ratified, how they are marked as 

‘new’, ‘touched off’, ‘misplaced’ and so on, how they are avoided or competed over and 

how they are collaboratively closed down.  

From Fadime’s reaction to Havva’s question: “When was your exam again?” in (12), 

we can infer that Fadime perceives this as an abrupt topic shift. Havva first has to 

repeat, and then reformulate her question, before Fadime even grasps what she is 

talking about.  

 

Solving decision problems 

In (12), Havva could have facilitated Fadime’s comprehension by overtly marking 

her topic introduction by a performative verb, in (14): 

(14)  Havva: I hereby introduce : When was your exam, again? 

However, this would make the utterance sound totally unnatural (Yule 1996:52). 

That is not the case if a discourse marker, which is capable of overtly marking an 

utterance’s illocutionary force, is added, as is done in (15): 

(15)  Havva: By the way: When was your exam, again? 

Discourse markers have an important thing in common with performative verbs: 

whenever they occur in a sentence, they are clear Illocutionary Force Indicating 

Devices. Whenever they do not occur, one could test which illocutionary force the 

utterance might have by adding one. To illustrate this, let us return to C’s utterance 

in (13). The addition of performative verbs for topic shift and elaboration, 

respectively, do not help us a lot when we try to decide whether we should count 
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this as a ‘real’ topic shift, or merely as an elaboration (although a somewhat far-

fetched one). 

(16) C: I hereby introduce: I heard a very astounding thing about pipes last night. 

(17) C: I hereby elaborate: I heard a very astounding thing about pipes last night. 

The addition of discourse markers, again for topic shift (in 18) and for elaboration 

(in 19), respectively, is more enlightening: 

(18) C: By the way, I heard a very astounding thing about pipes last night. 

(19) C: Moreover, I heard a very astounding thing about pipes last night. 

(18) appears to fit in the context of (13), whereas (19) does not. This so-called 

‘discourse-marker-test’ provides support for the claim that what C is doing in (13) is 

a topic shift rather than an elaboration, although he is reminded of ‘what he heard 

about pipes last night’ by A’s mentioning of cigars. This is not an unfamiliar 

phenomenon: sometimes we do introduce a new topic with the phrase ‘speaking 

of…’.  

In contrast to performative verbs, discourse markers
19

 are used frequently in 

informal speech, and because of that, an utterance will sound less unnatural when 

a ‘discourse marker test’ is performed on it (as in (15)).  

As discourse markers (DM’s) can be extremely helpful in the process of coding 

utterances for their illocutionary force, they were given a key position in the coding 

guide we developed. The next section will deal with the phenomenon of discourse 

markers in general, as well as with the DM’s that were included in the coding guide 

to test illocutionary force. 

 

7.3.3 The role of discourse markers 

Maschler (1994: 3) defines discourse markers as: 

utterances occurring at verbal-activity boundaries which are metalingual at the level of 

discourse. 

In other words, discourse markers explicitly (‘metalingually’) signal the function of a 

unit of speech (a ‘verbal activity’). For instance, the discourse marker ‘but’ signals 

that the following utterance carries out the function of contrasting, in relation to 

the preceding utterance, and thus fulfils a connective role between the two 

utterances. Although connectivity is considered a necessary characteristic by most 

researchers, Schourup (1999: 230–231) points out that there is “disagreement 

                                                        
19

 Maschler (1997) illustrates how many performatives, such as, for instance, ‘I’m telling you’ and 

‘I mean’ have become discourse markers through a process of grammaticalization. 
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about whether DM connectivity must involve more than one textual unit.” He 

illustrates this point by quoting two examples of Blakemore (1987: 85–86): 

(20) A: You take the first turning on the left. 

B: So we don’t go past the university (then). (Stress added) 

(21) [Seeing someone return home with parcels] 

So you’ve spent all your money. 

According to Blakemore, ‘so’ marks an implicated conclusion in both examples. In 

(20), ‘so’ relates the propositional content of the utterance of speaker B to an 

assumption which was communicated in the utterance of speaker A, while in (21), 

‘so’ relates the propositional content of the utterance to the speaker’s ‘observation 

of a state of affairs’. In terms of Hansen (1997: 1260), DM’s may link their host 

utterance not only to the linguistic context, but also to ‘the context in a wider 

sense’. This point of view will be adopted in the current study, as ‘so’ can aid the 

coding of the pragmatic function of the utterance in (21) as well as in (20). 

In addition to connectivity, characteristics usually ascribed to discourse markers 

include optionality and non-truth-conditionality. The latter means that they do not 

affect the propositional content (‘the meaning’) of the sentence they accompany 

(Schourup 1999). Discourse markers are optional, because when, for instance, ‘but’ 

is omitted, an utterance can still contrast with the preceding one, purely because of 

its meaning. The relation is just not explicitly signalled. This point is illustrated in 

example (22), taken from Backus (1996), in which we could delete ‘but’ without 

affecting the referential meaning. 

(22) Antalya'da, bir tatil şeyi kamp gibi bir yer var. Orada sırf gençler var.  

Bir görsen, hepsi bir oraya toplanıyor, şey, toplar halinde her şeyi yapıyorlar.  

Karışık, kız olsun erkek olsun.  

Ama burda onu yapamıyorsun, değişik anlamla şey yapıyorlar, yorumluyorlar. 

  In Antalya, there is a place like a holiday what-s-it-called camp. There are only 

young people there. You should have a look, everyone is getting together there, 

they do everything together. Mixed, whether they are boys or girls. 

But here you can't do that, interpreting it differently, they will what-s-it-called, 

criticize it. 

However, Schourup (1999: 231) remarks that: 

[…] it is never claimed that the optionality of DMs renders them useless or redundant. 

Even those who regard DMs as optional see them as guiding the hearer toward a 

particular interpretation and simultaneously ruling out unintended interpretations. 
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Confirming my own observations, Schourup (1999: 233) points out that although 

DM’s have a tendency to appear utterance-initially, initiality is not a criterion for 

DM status, as he illustrates with the following examples: 

(23) (After all/Now/However), corgis are an intelligent breed. 

(24) Corgis, (after all/now/however), are an intelligent breed. 

Schourup clarifies: 

The tendency towards initiality must be understood to refer to the position of DMs in 

relation to the central clause elements rather than to the position of the first word in an 

utterance since items supposed to be DMs frequently cluster at utterance onset and 

elsewhere. […] most items considered DMs are at least possible in initial position, and 

many occur there predominantly. The tendency of DMs to appear initially is probably 

related to their ‘superordinate’ use to restrict the contextual interpretation of an 

utterance: in general, it will make communicative sense to restrict contexts early before 

interpretation can run astray. 

Other characteristics frequently ascribed to DM’s are their predominant occurrence 

in oral discourse and their heterogeneity with respect to syntactic class (Schourup 

1999: 234).  

Schourup (1999: 234–241) shows that a strict demarcation of the class of DMs is 

a complicated and controversial issue, whether researchers focus on grammatical 

or functional properties when attempting to determine such a delimitation. Many 

individual items are classified as a DM within one researcher’s definition, but not in 

another one’s. Such a strict demarcation of the phenomenon is not important in 

the current study, as I do not investigate discourse markers as such. I merely wish 

to apply them as a tool in the assignment of pragmatic functions to utterances, as 

was illustrated in examples 18 and 19 above. Another example of a ‘discourse 

marker test’ is the following, applied to another fragment from Backus’ data 

(Backus 1996): 

(25) F: Burdaki insanlar, ik weet niet, daha yani geri görüşlü insanlar gibi görünüyor bana 

 People here, I don't know, it seems to me like they're more conservative people. 

  M: Geri görüşlü mü?  

  Are they conservative? 

   F: Ja, ik weet nie  

   Yeah, I dunno. 

   M: Hmmm . 

   F: Ik vind ze allemaal, zo ja, hepsi eentonig, weet je, hepsi…  

   I think they're all monotonous, you know, all of them… 

  M: Ja. 
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Yeah. 

F: Biri ne yaparsa onu, geriyanlı da onları yapıyor. 

  If one of them does something, the conservatives do it too. 

Initially, we were struggling to decide whether F’s last utterance is an elaboration 

or a clarification. When an utterance is an elaboration, one should be able to add 

the discourse markers moreover, in addition, or and also to it, without changing its 

meaning or pragmatic function (compare Schourup 1999). When an utterance is a 

clarification, however, one should be able to add one of these DM’s to it: in other 

words, that is, I mean, because, for example (the latter for exemplification, which is 

a subtype of clarification). The utterance “If one of them does something, the 

conservatives do it too” can be preceded by in other words, that is or I mean 

without altering its meaning, while it cannot possibly be preceded by moreover or 

in addition. This suggested that the utterance in case had to be a clarification. 

Many cases initially coded as elaboration were placed in another category after we 

started using the DM tests. 

There is a remarkable similarity between discourse markers and locally 

conditioned code switching (see Chapter 2), as the latter is also able to signal that 

the following utterance bears a certain pragmatic function in relation to the 

previous one. Moreover, locally conditioned codeswitches are also optional, and —

in contrast to indexical codeswitching — they do not change meaning either. 

However, unlike discourse markers, codeswitching does not indicate which 

pragmatic function is being carried out. When use of a discourse marker and 

codeswitching are combined, four logical possibilities appear, as shown in Table 

7.5. 

 

Table 7.5: Marking the pragmatic function of an utterance 

 Code switch No code switch 

Discourse marker  Specific function; maximal effect  Specific function  

No discourse marker Ambiguous function  No overt indication of function 

 

That the combination of a discourse marker and a code switch is a common one, 

appears from the fact that ‘switches at discourse markers’ are frequently 

mentioned in the CS literature (Valdés-Fallis 1977; Maschler 1994, 1997; Gardner-

Chloros et al. 2000). Obviously, there are many other possibilities to mark an 

utterance’s pragmatic function (IFID’s in terms of Yule 1996), such as intonation, 

volume, gestures, mimics, pauses and hesitations, which can occur simultaneously 

with either discourse markers, code switches or both. Pauses and hesitations are 

not only easy to observe in an audio recording, it also does not consume much time 

to indicate them in a transcript, so this was done for all case study data. The other 

devices, however, which are much more difficult to transcribe, were only 
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occasionally commented upon in the transcripts, especially when the research 

assistants made a remark about them. All available information will be used to aid 

in the interpretation of utterances, but only the relation between DM’s and locally 

conditioned code switches will be studied systematically.  

 

7.3.4 Automatic quantitative analysis 

In addition to decision problems, I ran into a more technical problem in coding the 

data, namely the varying scope of the codes I wanted to assign. Coding pragmatic 

functions requires that the codes can be assigned to elements of spoken language 

of variable scope (varying from one morpheme to a whole conversation).  

To illustrate: most directive and metalinguistic factors that concern language 

skills, have a scope of many utterances or even entire conversations, but this is not 

necessarily the case. Let us assume that a girl has been talking to her mother for a 

quarter of an hour in her dominant language Dutch. Then her grandmother, who is 

strongly dominant in Turkish, enters the room. It is possible that the girl only greets 

her grandmother in Turkish, and then resumes the conversation with her mother. If 

she does so in Dutch, the factor ‘speaking one’s own dominant language’ is still in 

force, so the scope of this factor will be the entire conversation, and there will only 

be a small Turkish insertion in this, namely the greeting uttered to the 

grandmother, coded for the factor ‘speaking the interlocutor’s dominant language’. 

Probably there will be some more Turkish insertions in this conversation, maybe 

coded as ‘word finding problem’, which will have a scope of only one or a few 

words. However, if the girl instead continues the conversation with her mother in 

Turkish, the factor ‘speaking one’s own dominant language’ is overruled by the 

factor ‘speaking the bystander’s dominant language’. In that case, the scope of the 

first factor extends only from the beginning of the conversation up to the greeting 

of the grandmother. The following charts visualize these differences, in which the 

speech mode of each of the girl’s utterances is displayed (adopting the seven-point 

scale of speech modes applied in the Questionnaire on language choice). Her 

discourse has arbitrarily been set at 17 utterances; the greeting to her 

grandmother is utterance 10.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



206 “All at once” – Language choice and codeswitching by Turkish-Dutch teenagers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.2: Scope of the factor ‘speaking own dominant language’ is the whole conversation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.3: Scope of the factor ‘speaking own dominant language’ ends at the moment of 

greeting (utterance 10) 
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With the speech acts gathered under the header ‘phatic factors’ (see Chapters 2 

and 8 for a discussion of this term), things are equally complex. Verschueren (1999: 

131, 133) also points out that speech acts can have a varying scope: 

The most widely studied, pragmatically defined, utterance types are those commonly 

labelled speech acts (original stress), which are structurally situated at the sentence 

level, so that often they occur as utterance constituents rather than complete 

utterances. This level varies itself from one-word structures […] to complex syntactic 

structures with various layers of embedding […]. 

[…] the vast literature on speech acts provides us with extensive resources of 

information on utterance types at the sentence level […]. Any list of this kind, however, 

contains numerous concepts (e.g. announcing, instructing, prescribing, proposing) which 

may also be realized in verbal action types which are structurally situated at the 

suprasentential level. This means that the reinterpretation of speech act theory we have 

proposed also forces us to abandon […] the idea of any structurally basic unit of analysis 

for pragmatics. 

Ten Have (1999: 149) connects with this, when he remarks: 

When using QDA (= Qualitative Data Analysis, NE) programs for doing CA, you would 

want to be able to code any turn-component, turn, sequence, or larger chunk separately, 

in overlapping and nesting ways.  

Although the CHAT transcription system does not allow this
20

, I decided to use it 

anyway because it does have a standardized system for coding bilingual data, the 

so-called LIDES system (LIPPS group 2000). On the coding tiers of the transcript, I 

indicated the scope of each code by using embedded brackets. Subsequently, the 

data were piped to SPSS for statistical analysis. All elements caught in brackets 

were placed on a new query. This enabled me, for instance, to find automatically all 

discourse markers governing a clarification which were accompanied by a switch on 

sentence level.  

The codes could be entered automatically by using a coding file. But as fully 

coding the data was still a pretty time-consuming job, I did not assign all types of 

codes to all conversations
21

. Instead, I made a selection of some particularly 

interesting directive, referential, expressive and phatic factors, which will be 

discussed in the Sections 9.1–9.4. One conversation, number 3 recorded by 

informant Havva (see Table 7.2), was fully coded for all aspects, and will be 

discussed in Section 8.2. 

                                                        
20

 Programs regularly used for text analysis, like MAXqda, do.  
21

 Although the coding system I developed proposes a method for fully coding CS data, any 

selection of factors one is particularly interested in is possible, thus leaving the other 

characteristics out of consideration. 



 

 

 



CHAPTER 8 

Exploration of the case study data 

In Section 8.1, the pattern of language choice behaviour for each of the 22 

transcribed conversations will be visualized and briefly discussed. One conversation 

containing dense codeswitching, which was fully coded according to the coding 

scheme described in Section 7.3, will be analyzed in Section 8.2. 

 

8.1 The pattern of language choice per conversation 

Deniz 

Figure 8.1 presents the flow of language choice during a conversation (referred to 

as Deniz 1 in Table 7.2 in the previous chapter) in which research-assistant Enes 

meets key informant Deniz and his mother. As I was present during this 

conversation to introduce the participants to each other, only the middle part of 

the conversation, half an hour, during which I had withdrawn from the talk (see 

Section 7.2), is represented. For the sake of legibility, the fragment was divided into 

two parts, placed beneath each other. Each of the two figures represents about 15 

minutes of conversation; the utterances produced in this time span, are presented 

chronologically from left to right. As shown in the legend, utterances by the 

different participants are indicated with a different symbol. When a symbol is at 

the bottom of the Y-axis this means that the utterance concerned was entirely in 

Turkish; when it is in the middle, the utterance was mixed, while a symbol at the 

top indicates that the utterance was entirely in Dutch. 

The fragment is opened by an utterance from Deniz, and it is entirely in Dutch. 

Enes responds to this, also in Dutch, followed by another Dutch utterance from 

Deniz
1
. The figure makes visible the most important tendencies of language choice 

                                                        
1 As the figure is compact, it may seem that these turns of Deniz and Enes overlap, although this is 

not the case. A way to reduce the number of symbols in the figure would have been to depict 

speakers’ speech turns instead of utterances. However, such a reduction would lead to an 

undesirable loss of information, changing the representation of the conversations to too great an 

extent. For instance, a speech turn consisting of a monolingual Dutch utterance, succeeded by a 
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in this conversation. In accordance with his self-report (Section 7.1), Deniz speaks 

mostly Dutch. Assistant Enes, as his guest, frequently seems to accommodate, 

while Deniz’s mother sometimes does and sometimes does not. In the passages 

where Enes and Deniz’s mother are talking among each other (while Deniz is 

watching television), their main language becomes Turkish, which is their joint 

dominant language, but not Deniz’. 

T

M

D

  →  turnsDeniz mother Enes investigator
 

 

Figure 8.1: Language choice per utterance in conversation Deniz 1, part 1 

T

M

D

  →  turnsDeniz mother Enes investigator
 

 

Figure 8.2: : Language choice per utterance in conversation Deniz 1, part 2 

 

We now turn to the language choice tendencies in the other conversations with 

Deniz. 

T

M

D

  →  turnsDeniz mother cousin aunt
 

Figure 8.3: Language choice per utterance in conversation Deniz 3 

 

The conversation Deniz 3 takes about 12 minutes. Here, Deniz teases his female 

cousin, who is his age, speaking mainly Dutch and mixed Turkish-Dutch. Because 

the aunt is strongly Turkish-dominant, all interlocutors including Deniz speak more 

                                                                                                                                  
monolingual Turkish utterance (i.e., a typical case of alternation), is fundamentally different from 

a turn consisting of two mixed Turkish-Dutch utterances (containing several insertions).  
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Turkish when she is involved in the conversation. Deniz’s mother speaks mainly 

Turkish. 

When he was interviewed, Deniz reported to speak only Dutch to his cousins. 

This indeed appears to be the case: Deniz uses monolingual Dutch when he 

addresses his cousin. When he wants to include his aunt and mother in the talk as 

well, for instance, when he is complaining loudly about the Turkish TV-series the 

three women are watching, he does so in Turkish or in mixed utterances. 

T

M

D

  →  turnsDeniz Mother Father Enes
 

Figure 8.4: Language choice per utterance in conversation Deniz 4, part 1 

T

M

D

  →  turns
Deniz Mother Father Enes Vera Friend

 

Figure 8.5: Language choice per utterance in conversation Deniz 4, part 2. 

 

The conversation Deniz 4, which is mainly about soccer, takes about 45 minutes. It 

is dominated by Deniz’ father and Enes. As three of the four participants in the first 

part are dominant in Dutch, Deniz speaks more Turkish than he normally does (in 

45% of his utterances). In the case study, he had reported to speak Dutch to his 

father only in those cases when he was fumbling for the right words in Dutch. This 

is indeed reflected in the recording. 

Vera, who is present in the second part, is Deniz’ brother’s girlfriend, and she is 

monolingual in Dutch. Also present is a friend who is of Moroccan origin, and Dutch 

is the only language Deniz shares with him. 
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T

M

D

  →  turns
Deniz Mother Enes Sevgi

 

Figure 8.6: Language choice per utterance in conversation Deniz 6, part 1. 

T

M

D

  →  turns
Deniz Mother Enes Sevgi

 

Figure 8.7: Language choice per utterance in conversation Deniz 6, part 2. 

 

Conversation Deniz 6, which lasts 35 minutes and is mainly about Deniz’ school 

career and that of his brother, Enes’ girlfriend Sevgi also participates. She is a 

balanced bilingual. This results in longer stretches of talk with Deniz in Dutch or 

mixed language. However, when Enes and Deniz’s mother get more involved in the 

talk, this triggers quite a lot of monolingual Turkish utterances from both Deniz and 

Sevgi. 

T

M

D

  →  turnsDeniz Mother Grandfather Grandmother
 

Figure 8.8: Language choice per utterance in conversation Deniz 7, part 1. 

T

M

D

  →  turns
Deniz Mother Grandfather Grandmother

 

Figure 8.9: Language choice per utterance in conversation Deniz 7, part 2. 
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Finally, during the 30 minutes of Deniz 7, Deniz’ grandparents are present. They 

used to live in the Netherlands, but remigrated to Turkey. They have come on a 

family visit to the Netherlands, where they found out that they forgot most of their 

Dutch. Therefore, long stretches in the conversations take place in monolingual 

Turkish. However, Deniz makes a few topic changes, for example to discuss his 

plans for the summer holidays, or, with his mother, ordering books for school. 

During these stretches, Dutch becomes the main language spoken. 

 
Yusuf 

T

M

D

  →  turnsYusuf Ali Gizem
 

Figure 8.10: Language choice per utterance in conversation Yusuf 1 

 

In conversation Yusuf 1, Yusuf is sitting in the living room with his 10 years old 

sister Gizem and his 8 years old brother Ali. At the start, he is telling his siblings to 

take the silverware out to their mother, who is in the kitchen. In doing so, he uses 

Turkish, Dutch and some mixed utterances alternately. After that, his siblings start 

a lively and cheerful conversation, in which Yusuf scarcely participates, because he 

wants to watch television. He mainly talks to reprimand his siblings when they 

speak too loud; he uses almost only Dutch to do so. More than half of Gizem’s and 

Ali’s utterances are in Dutch (58% and 50%, respectively), the remaining utterances 

are equally divided in Turkish and mixed ones.  

In all but two cases, the informants’ observed behaviour matches their reported 

behaviour. The observation that more than half of the utterances of Yusuf’s siblings 

are half in Dutch, constitutes a clear deviation from this pattern, however (see also 

the discussion of Aylin below). This can be explained from the fact that, in Yusuf’s 

case, there was a large time gap of almost two years between the collection of the 

reported and the observed data. With the other key informants, this time gap was 

smaller. It is well known that bilingual children gradually shift from the use of the 

minority language to the majority language as they grow older. This accounts for 

the fact that Yusuf reported to use more Turkish than Dutch with his siblings two 

years before the recordings of conversation Yusuf 1 were made. 
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T

M

D

  →  turnsYusuf Fatih Gizem
 

Figure 8.11: Language choice per utterance in conversation Yusuf 2 

 

In the conversation Yusuf 2, which lasted for 13 minutes, Yusuf discusses three 

topics with his friend Fatih: their plans for the evening, the friend’s need to prepare 

for an exam in economics, and the music clips they are watching on a Turkish music 

channel. Although there is no one-to-one relationship between topic and language 

choice, the boys speak more Dutch when the exam is at issue. When they comment 

on the music clips, the opposite is the case. A minority of their utterances is mixed 

(9% for Yusuf, and 13% for Fatih). For the rest of the conversation, Yusuf speaks a 

little more Dutch than Turkish (48% versus 44%), while Fatih speaks some more 

Turkish (49% versus 39%).  

T

M

D

  →  turnsYusuf Mother
 

Figure 8.12: Language choice per utterance in conversation Yusuf 3 

 

According to his self-report, Yusuf speaks almost only Turkish with his mother, 

which is confirmed by conversation Yusuf 3. The only mixed utterances produced 

by his mother, contain the Dutch word ‘afspraak’ (‘appointment’), which is 

generally used as an insertion by first-generation members, when they refer to an 

appointment with official Dutch institutions. Yusuf only uses Dutch when he asks 

his mother for the second time when they will start eating. 

T

M

D

  →  turnsYusuf Bayram Malik
 

Figure 8.13: Language choice per utterance in conversation Yusuf 4, part 1 



Exploration of the case study data 215 

T

M

D

  →  turnsYusuf Bayram Malik
 

Figure 8.14: Language choice per utterance in conversation Yusuf 4, part 2 

In conversation Yusuf 4, Yusuf is speaking rapidly with two bilingual friends on the 

street. The whole conversation lasts less than 9 minutes, but consists of more than 

200 utterances. At the start of the recording, language choice is influenced by the 

so-called observer’s paradox. Bayram, who dominates the conversation, is very 

conscious of the presence of the recording equipment. When Yusuf addresses him 

in Turkish, he explicitly responds to him in Dutch, saying: 

Wil je asjeblief me(t) mij Nederlands praten? 

Ik snap nie(t) wat je zegt. 

Would you please talk Dutch to me? 

I don’t get what you’re saying. 

When Yusuf is asked to comment on this passage, he says that Bayram is joking at 

this point. The ‘joke’ probably arose from a slight feeling of embarrassment. It is 

only at the end of the conversation that Bayram seems to forget that he is being 

recorded, and uses some Turkish and mixed utterances. Malik does not seem to 

suffer from this, and speaks both Turkish and Dutch right away. 

T

M

D

  →  turnsYusuf Bayram
 

Figure 8.15: Language choice per utterance in conversation Yusuf 5 

In conversation Yusuf 5, which is recorded directly after the departure of Malik in 

conversation Yusuf 4, Bayram is still conscious of the fact that he is being recorded. 

He asks Yusuf for the reasons for the recording and the amount of his reward. He 

mainly uses Turkish when commenting on a Dutch woman they are passing by in a 

tunnel. 
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Havva 

  →  turns

D

M

T

A

Havva Velih Emin Ayse
 

Figure 8.16: Language choice per utterance in conversation Havva 2 

 

The day that conversation Havva 2 was recorded, her nephew Velih had attended 

his very first Koran lesson. Havva is helping him to repeat reading the letters of the 

Standard Arabic alphabet. The Arabic spoken in the conversation consists of the 

names of letters and a few sentences Havva reads aloud from the lesson book. One 

could hypothesize that reading aloud in Arabic would trigger the use of Turkish 

rather than Dutch, since Turkish is the language of instruction for the Arabic lessons 

taught in the mosque and, on a more general level, religion can be expected to be a 

typical Turkish semantic field (see Section 3.2). The opposite turns out to be true, 

however. As Figure 8.16 shows, reading aloud Arabic letters is directly followed by 

monolingual Dutch in most of the cases. An alternative explanation could be that 

for Velih, Dutch is the most natural language for schoolish reading instructions. This 

seems to be supported by the fact that Havva compares the Arabic alphabet to the 

Dutch one now and then. For example, she calls the Arabic letter nun ‘een 

omgekeerde n’ (an ‘n’ upside down), because of its shape.  

Havva interrupts the reading several times when she feels her sister Ayşe is 

talking too loud on the telephone. She also has short pieces of conversation with 

her nephew, telling him about the background of the Koran, asking him what he 

will become when he grows up, and instructing him to blow his nose. When the 

utterances in Arabic are set aside, it appears that both Havva and Velih produce 

mostly Dutch utterances (38.3 and 34.9%, respectively, while Turkish utterances 

are relatively infrequent (14.3 and 13.2%, respectively). Codeswitching is rather 

dense and there is no clearly visible relation between topic and language choice. 

T

M

D

  →  turnsHavva Fadime
 

Figure 8.17: Language choice per utterance in conversation Havva 3, part 1 
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T

M

D

  →  turnsHavva Fadime Emin Velih
 

Figure 8.18: Language choice per utterance in conversation Havva 3, part 2 

 

Conversation Havva 3 was between Havva and her close friend Fadime. At the end, 

her nephews walk into the room. About half of the utterances are in monolingual 

Dutch (49.6% for Havva and 53.5% for Fadime); the remaining utterances are 

equally spread across monolingual Turkish and Turkish-Dutch mixed language. This 

conversation is a clear example of extremely dense codeswitching functioning as 

in-group peer talk for bilingual youngsters. The function of individual switches is 

hard to discover. This is the conversation that will be examined more closely in the 

next section.  

T

M

D

  →  turnsHavva Yasemin mother Nadia
 

Figure 8.19: Language choice per utterance in conversation Havva 8, part 1 

T

M

D

  →  turnsHavva Yasemin mother Nadia
 

Figure 8.20: Language choice per utterance in conversation Havva 8, part 2 

T

M

D

  →  turns
Havva Yasemin mother Nadia

 

Figure 8.21: Language choice per utterance in conversation Havva 8, part 3 
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Depicted in Figures 8.19–8.21 is the first half hour of an 85-minutes conversation 

between Havva, research-assistant Yasemin, Havva’s mother and myself. The 

language choices made in the remainder of the conversation show the same 

tendencies. Havva and Yasemin are balanced bilinguals and codeswitch frequently. 

As in conversation Havva 3, monolingual Dutch utterances outnumber monolingual 

Turkish and mixed ones. 

In this conversation, my own dominance in Dutch was counterbalanced by the 

mother’s strong dominance in Turkish. It is very clear from the pictures that 

monolingual Turkish becomes the language spoken most in those passages in 

which the mother is participating. However, when we look at the whole 

conversation, Dutch was spoken more frequently (see the discussion of Table 8.1). 

T

M

D

  →  turnsHavva Ayse Meryem
 

Figure 8.22: Language choice per utterance in conversation Havva 9 

T

M

D

  →  turnsHavva Ayse Meryem
 

Figure 8.23: Language choice per utterance in conversation Havva 10 

 

The conversations Havva 9 and 10 were recorded right after each other. The 

participants are Havva and her two sisters: Ayşe is younger and Meryem is older. It 

is striking that the sisters speak more Turkish among each other than they do with 

other balanced bilinguals (friend Fadime in conversation Havva 3 and assistant 

Yasemin in Havva 8). The majority of Havva’s and Meryem’s utterances is in 

monolingual Turkish (between 43% and 65% of their utterances). Only Ayşe, who is 

the youngest one, uses mostly Dutch utterances in Havva 9 and mostly mixed 

utterances in Havva 10. This dominant use of Turkish among the siblings may be 

explained by the conservative religious environment they grow up in (as was 

described in Section 7.1).  
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Aylin 

T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Ozlem Canan
 

Figure 8.24: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 1, part 1 

T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Ozlem Canan
 

Figure 8.25: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 1, part 2 

 

Aylin’s good friend Özlem speaks monolingual Dutch to Aylin almost all the time. 

This may be attributed to the fact that she had recently moved to Utrecht from a 

small rural village in the North, where she did not meet many other Turkish people. 

In spite of that, Aylin uses mixed utterances to Özlem now and then (making up 

15% of her utterances), which are sometimes responded to by Özlem in mixed 

language. In two instances, Özlem starts speaking Turkish spontaneously: when her 

little sister Canan walks into her room, and when she starts talking about their 

house in Turkey and her love for this country. The overall small contribution of 

Turkish to this conversation makes Aylin 1 particularly interesting. Because of its 

low frequency, we can explore the hypothesis that the Turkish language creates a 

stronger pragmatic effect than it does in other talks between second-generation 

members. 

T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Erdem
 

Figure 8.26: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 2, part 1 
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T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Erdem
 

Figure 8.27: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 2, part 2 

 

In conversation Aylin 2, Aylin is watching a Dutch television quiz with her older 

brother Erdem. Their main language is Dutch, but Turkish and mixed utterances are 

used, e.g., to swear, to call each other names, or to request a drink.  

T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Ozlem Rana KKK XXM TEA
 

Figure 8.28: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 3, part 1 

T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Ozlem Rana KKK XXM TEA
 

Figure 8.29: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 3, part 2 

 

Aylin 3 was recorded in a noisy classroom. Although Aylin and Özlem (the same 

friends from Aylin 1) are discussing some delicate topics like jealousy and who 

dislikes whom, they do not use Turkish for these more private topics. In fact, their 

use of Turkish among each other appears to be rather random. Their longest 

stretch in monolingual Turkish is about Özlem’s belief that Mesut is jealous of her, 

because she always receives high grades without having to study for more than a 

few minutes. They cannot be excluding Mesut from their conversation here, as he 

is a Turkish-Dutch bilingual as well, so this cannot be their reason for using Turkish. 

It seems more likely that the Turkish word ‘kıskandı’ (‘he was jealous of me’) 

triggers Turkish as language for the whole piece of discourse. 
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T

M

D

  →  turns

Aylin Ozlem Mesut XMA XMB

XMC XMD XME XXV TEA
 

Figure 8.30: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 5 

 

Like the previous conversation, Aylin 5 was recorded in the classroom, with three 

Turkish-Dutch bilinguals present. The drawing teacher gives a quite extended 

explanation of a new task, and the pupils are noisy and cynical. In this atmosphere, 

Aylin and Özlem make some unkind comments about the teacher, such as “She is a 

small woman, isn’t she?” and “O, shut your mouth”. To exclude the teacher from 

understanding, these comments are made in Turkish. 

T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Erdem
 

Figure 8.31: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 6, part 1 

T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Erdem
 

Figure 8.32: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 6, part 2 

 

Like conversation Aylin 2, Aylin 6 features Aylin and her brother. Her brother does 

not really feel like being recorded, and Aylin is using Turkish when persuading him, 

saying that he promised her to cooperate. Throughout the conversation, Erdem is 

playing a game on his computer and is not always concentrating on the 

conversation. Therefore, Aylin talks more than Erdem. Her utterances are 

distributed almost exactly the same as in Aylin 2: 14% is in Turkish, around 10% is 
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mixed, and (over) 75% is in Dutch. Erdem, who is dominant in Dutch like his sister, 

responds almost only in Dutch, also to her Turkish utterances. 

T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin moeder vader
 

Figure 8.33: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 7 

 

Both Aylin’s parents are dominant in Turkish, which explains why she uses almost 

only Turkish in conversation Aylin 7. The use of Turkish is probably strengthened by 

the fact that the talk is about a private topic concerning family in Turkey. The only 

Dutch word Aylin uses is ‘ja?’ (‘yes’, meaning ‘really?’ in this context), to express 

amazement. ‘Ja’ is repeated by her father, with a confirming intonation this time. 

The only mixed utterances in the conversation are produced by Aylin’s mother, 

who inserts the Dutch word ‘afspraak’ in a Turkish sentence twice (see the 

discussion of Yusuf 3).  

Although the topic of the current conversation probably contributes to the 

extremely large contribution of Turkish, it is clear from both Aylin 7 and from Aylin 

8 (discussed below), that Turkish is the predominant language spoken between 

Aylin and her parents. This observation does not match Aylin’s self-report, that she 

uses both languages about equally with both her father and her mother at home. 

Possibly, Aylin’s overestimate of the use of Dutch with her parents can be linked to 

the ease with which Aylin’s mother converses in Dutch (see Section 7.1). Her father 

is an engaging speaker as well. However, the anticipated problem of self-report 

methods, that reports might deviate from reality (Section 3.2), was proven true in 

just one (i.e., 4.8%) of the 21 conversations.  

T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Erdem Mother Father
 

Figure 8.34: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 8, part 1 
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T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Erdem Mother Father
 

Figure 8.35: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 8, part 2 

T

M

D

  →  turnsAylin Erdem Mother Father
 

Figure 8.36: Language choice per utterance in conversation Aylin 8, part 3 

Aylin 8 is an extended conversation of more than half an hour between all 

members of Aylin’s family. Most of the Dutch utterances are spoken by the siblings 

and directed at each other. In some cases, Dutch is used to mitigate the load of a 

message directed at the parents, such as in ‘Zeg ik ga zo weg,’ (I’m leaving in a 

while) and ‘Doe normaal,’ (act normally). Most Dutch utterances spoken by the 

parents are one-word sentences like ‘tuurlijk’ (sure) and ‘Vrijdag?’ (Friday?). 

 
Table 8.1: Interlocutors per generation, presence of non-Turkish interlocutors, and 

utterances per language mode 

 

 

 

Conv. 

 

 

1
st

 

gen. 

 

 

Int. 

gen. 

 

 

2
nd

 

gen. 

 

 

3
rd

 

gen. 

Non- 

Turkish 

inter- 

locutor 

 

 

 

Turkish 

 

 

 

Mixed 

 

 

 

Dutch 

Deniz 1 - 2 1 - 1  137 (39.8%)  47 (13.6%)  160 (46.5%) 

Deniz 3 1 1 2 - -  66 (47.8%)  26 (18.8%)  46 (33.3%) 

Deniz 4 1 2 1 - 1  321 (69.7%)  80 (17.4%)  60 (13.0%) 

Deniz 6 - 2 2 - -  221 (48.7%)  104 (23.0%)  127 (28.1%) 

Deniz 7 2 1 2 - -  266 (67.3%)  34 (8.6%)  95 (24.1%) 

Yusuf 1 - - 3 - -  38 (22.5%)  31 (18.3%)  100 (59.2%) 

Yusuf 2 - 1 2 - -  65 (43.0%)  16 (10.6%)  70 (46.4%) 

Yusuf 3 1 - 1 - -  37 (88.1%)  3 (7.1%)  2 (4.8%) 

Yusuf 4 - - 3 - -  40 (20.5%)  19 (9.7%)  136 (69.7%) 

Yusuf 5 - - 2 - -  16 (6.9%)  12 (5.2%)  204 (87.9%) 
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Conv. 

 

 

1st 

gen. 

 

 

Int. 

gen. 

 

 

2nd 

gen. 

 

 

3rd 

gen. 

Non- 

Turkish 

inter- 

locutor 

 

 

 

Turkish 

 

 

 

Mixed 

 

 

 

Dutch 

Aylin 1 - - 3 - -  114 (14.4%)  75 (9.47%)  603 (76.1%) 

Aylin 2 - - 2 - -  41 (18.1%)  18 (7.9%)  168 (74.0%) 

Aylin 3 - - 3 - 5  19 (7.3%)  6 (2.3%)  235 (90.4%) 

Aylin 5 - - 3 - 7  7 (36.8%)  1 (5.3%)  11 (57.9%) 

Aylin 6 - - 2 - -  12 (8.6%)  5 (3.6%)  123 (87.9%) 

Aylin 7 2 - 1 - -  51 (92.7%)  2 (3.6%)  2 (3.6%) 

Aylin 8 2 0 2 - -  578 (77.8%)  84 (11.3%)  81 (10.9%) 

Havva 2 - - 2 2 -  45 (24.5%)  27 (14.7%)  112 (60.9%) 

Havva 3 - - 2 3 -  64 (20.3%)  91 (28.9%)  160 (50.8%) 

Havva 8 1 - 2 - 1  469 (35.3%)  114 (8.6%)  746 (56.1%) 

Havva 9 - - 3 - -  61 (46.9%)  28 (21.5%)  41 (31.5%) 

Havva 10 - - 3 - -  37 (41.0%)  26 (28.9%)  27 (30.0%) 

 

Table 8.1 presents the number of Turkish interlocutors present during each 

recording (key informants are included) divided according to generation, the 

number of non-Turkish interlocutors, and the number of utterances produced per 

language mode. As conversation Havva 8 illustrates, hospitality compels the 

informants to speak mostly Dutch whenever a non-Turkish guest enters the house; 

even when they are explicitly told this is not necessary, and even in the presence of 

a first-generation member who is strongly dominant in Turkish. In exclusively intra-

ethnic conversation, however, the influence of a first-generation member strongly 

forces all participants to speak mostly Turkish, as is shown for example in the 

conversations Deniz 4 (Deniz speaking to his father), Deniz 7 (Deniz speaking with 

his grandparents), Yusuf 3 (Yusuf speaking with his mother) and Aylin 7 (Aylin 

speaking to her parents). Interestingly, Aylin not only recorded a conversation with 

her parents (containing 92.7% Turkish), but also one with her parents in the 

presence of her older brother (Aylin 8, 77.8% Turkish), and two conversations with 

her older brother only (Aylin 2 and 6, 18.1% and 8.6% Turkish, respectively). While 

Turkish remains the main language when the parents participate, the presence of 

the other second-generation member somewhat lowers the amount of Turkish 

spoken. Note, however, that the influence of the first-generation members on 

language choice is the more powerful one, as the difference with the conversations 

in which the two siblings speak only to each other is still huge. This observation is in 

line with the finding in Section 6.3 that a limited L2 proficiency of the parents 

strongly influences the language use patterns of their children. 
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The small difference in language choice between conversations Aylin 2 and 6, 

both held with her brother, might be explained by the topics: during the latter, the 

siblings were watching a Dutch television program, which they were commenting 

on now and then. The differences between conversations Havva 9 and 10, which 

were also both recorded among the same participants (Havva’s sisters), are 

negligible. 

In the next section, one of the conversations containing a lot of mixed 

utterances, Havva 3, will be discussed in detail. 
 

8.2 Pragmatic functions in a densely codeswitched conversation 

Conversation Havva 3 featured rapid codeswitching and at first sight it was far from 

obvious why switches were made. All utterances in the conversation were fully 

coded for pragmatic functions. Following Gardner Chloros et al. (2000), discussed in 

Section 2.2, I will consider not just how often but also at which rate utterances 

carrying out a certain pragmatic function, were accompanied by a codeswitch. 

In Section 8.2.1, a short characterization of the conversation is provided. In 

Section 8.2.2, the number of switches in this conversation, and the level at which 

these switches took place, is presented. In Section 8.2.3, I will discus to what extent 

these switches coincide with particular pragmatic functions of the utterances.  

 

8.2.1  Characterization of the conversation 

In conversation Havva 3, Havva chats with her friend Fadime, aged 18, for about 

ten minutes, at Havva’s place. It was the time of Christmas holidays, and the girls 

seem to be a little bored. Fadime’s parents are visiting relatives in Belgium, and 

Fadime is staying home alone with a sibling for a week but has dinner at her older 

sister’s house. Many informal topics come up, such as clothes they have recently 

bought, Turkish weddings they have recently attended, who has recently been 

engaged to whom, and who has separated from whom. After that, Havva’s 

nephews (aged 7 and 10) walk in and after some joint conversation lasting about 

two minutes Havva switches of the tape recorder.  

Twice in the conversation, after almost two minutes of recording and towards 

the end, Fadime indirectly refers to her awareness that Havva is recording what 

they are saying: 

(1) Meer heb ik niet echt te vertellen. 

Well, that’s about all I have to say. 

and: 

(2) Ik weet niet wat ik moet zeggen hoor. 

 I don’t know what I should say. 



226 “All at once” – Language choice and codeswitching by Turkish-Dutch teenagers 

Havva responds by quickly bringing up another topic. After three minutes of 

recording, Fadime refers to the tape recorder directly, asking what it is for. Havva, 

appearing a little embarrassed, tells her she is recording for a lady who is 

investigating how they talk in Turkish and Dutch, and after some laughter the girls 

conclude with self-mockery that their speech is very cultivated (“çok kibar”), and 

then quickly switch to another topic. In the final minutes of the conversation, 

however, when the girls start gossiping about mutual acquaintances, they appear 

to be no longer aware of the recording. In general, notwithstanding their 

awareness of being recorded, as far as my research-assistant and I could judge, the 

informants did not change the formal characteristics of their everyday speech. 

As was mentioned in Section 2.1.3, Myers-Scotton (2002: 64–65) acknowledges 

that switches of the ML were encountered in the corpus of Backus (1996). Note 

that the current data were gathered among a comparable population a few years 

later. Because of the high bilingual competence of the informants, a lot of 

alternation, and hence many switches of ML, could be expected in the conversation 

between Havva and Fadime as well. The question-answer-question sequence 

below, taken from conversation Havva 3
2
, illustrates this. Since the clauses 

preceding and following the change of ML both contain insertions, we could state 

that the varieties have changed roles, one of them serving as ML and the other as 

EL in turn. The change of ML is marked by the horizontal line: 

(3) Havva:  wat ga je akşam doen ? 

what go-pres-2sg evening do-inf 

  “what are you doing (in the) evening?” 

  Fadime: wat ik akşam [//] morgen akşam [...] ? 

what I evening, tomorrow evening [...] 

  “what I [...] in the evening, tomorrow in the evening?” 

 

ML = Dutch, EL = Turkish (insertions: akşam, occurs 3 times) 

 

 Havva: ja, zonnebanka gidiyon mu ? 

 yes, tanning-bed-DAT go-PRES-2sg Q 

 “yes will you go to [...] tanning_salon?” 

 

ML = Turkish, EL = Dutch (insertions: ja, zonnebank) 

 

Another feature that illustrates the girls’ thorough bilingualism is the occurrence of 

loan translations and interference from Turkish into their Dutch (see Backus and 

Dorleijn 2009 for the reverse phenomenon). It seems that the speaker has let down 

                                                        
2 Turkish is in normal font, Dutch in cursives.  
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her ‘mental barrier’ between Turkish and Dutch at the lexical (idiomatic) level (see 

Section 2.1.4). Havva is presenting her friend a plate with food: 

(4)  1. Havva: al. 

  take-DIR 

  “take (some)” 

 [...] 

 2. Havva: oradan değil 

  there-ABL not 

  “not from there” 

 3. Havva: ja van hier 

  yes from here 

  “yes from here” 

Havva indicates that her friend better take a particular delicacy from the other side 

of the dish, using the frequently occurring Turkish ablative construction ‘oradan’, 

‘from there’. When her friend obeys this instruction, Havva affirms this in 3 with an 

utterance which is formally in monolingual Dutch. However, this seems to be a 

literal translation of Turkish ‘buradan’ (‘from here’). Considered from a 

monolingual perspective, ‘van hier’ is applied in a pragmatically very unusual way. 

In the Dutch of monolinguals ‘van hier’ is only used to indicate a person’s (or 

sometimes an object’s) local origin, often combined with a negative, as in: 

(5) Hij is niet van hier. 

He is not from here. 

 “He was not born here/does not live here.” 

A more common way to phrase Havva’s intention in monolingual Dutch would be: 

‘ja, van deze kant’ (‘yes, from this side’), or even ‘ja, deze hier’ (‘yes, these over 

here’). It seems that the Turkish idiomatic structure ‘buradan’, which mirrors 

‘oradan’ was activated somehow; however, she filled it with lexical labels from 

Dutch.  

Table 8.2 presents the number of speech turns taken by each participant, and 

the speech mode of these turns. Note that mixed speech turns can contain both 

monolingual Turkish and Dutch utterances, as well as internally mixed utterances 

(see Table 8.1 for the distribution of utterances per language).  

As was already shown in Figures 8.17–8.18 and Table 8.1, the main language 

spoken in this conversation is Dutch. This is also reflected in Table 8.2: 92 turns 

(47.2%) are in monolingual Dutch, 59 turns (30.3%) are Turkish/Dutch mixed, while 

a minority of 29 turns (16.4%) is in monolingual Turkish. 

When the two main speakers, Havva and Fadime, are compared to each other, 

it appears that they both produce the same proportion of Dutch turns (about 44%). 
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Besides that, Havva uses mainly mixed speech, while Fadime uses as many Turkish 

as mixed turns. The nephews, who are third generation, speak even more Dutch. 

It is remarkable that this conversation includes no long monolingual stretches. 

Any speech turn containing more than three utterances was mixed. This feature 

may be characteristic of in-group talk. The next section will deal with the number 

and types of switches in this conversation. 

  
Table 8.2: Informants’ number of speech turns per language 

Speaker Turkish Mixed Dutch Undecidable Total 

Havva  10 (10.9%)  39 (42.9%)  40 (44.0%)  2 (2.2%) 91 

Fadime  17 (22.1%)  20 (25.9%)  34 (44.2%)  6 (7.8%) 77 

Emin  2 (15.4%)  0 (0.0%)  9 (69.2%)  2 (15.4%) 13 

Velih  3 (21.4%)  0 (0.0%)  9 (64.3%)  2 (14.3%) 14 

Total  32 (16.4%)  59 (30.3%)  92 (47.2%)  12 (6.2%) 195 

 
8.2.2  Number of switches 

Table 8.3 shows the distribution of all (non)switches at the onset of a new speech 

turn (switch at turn level), and at the onset of a new utterance within a speech turn 

(switch at utterance level). In other words: in this table, every onset of a new 

speech turn, as well as every onset of a new utterance, is considered to be an 

environment of possibly relevant occurrence for a switch (or denominator) in terms 

of Schegloff (1993: 102–103; see Section 7.3.2 for a discussion). The number of 

actual switches occurring at this point, is what Schegloff calls the numerator. In 

conversation Havva 3, 195 speech turns were produced. Excluded from Table 8.3 

are cases for which the occurrence or non-occurrence of a switch was undecidable 

(for instance when the next utterance was ‘huhuh’ or not understandable) or not 

applicable (for instance at the start of the conversation or after a long break); 16 

cases were thus excluded (14 cases at turn level, 2 cases at utterance level.) From 

the remaining 179 turns, 51 (almost 29%) were actually accompanied by a switch
3
.  

                                                        
3 Note that what is meant here by a ‘switch at turn level’, in fact is a distinction between the 

matrix language of the last utterance of the former speech turn, and the ML of the first utterance 

of the current speech turn. So, I define the phenomenon ‘switch’ at a linear level. An alternative 

way of analysis would be to consider the language of the whole speech turn, which is either 

monolingual Turkish, monolingual Dutch, or mixed. In that case, a ‘switch at turn level’ would 

denote a shift between these three modes. However, as mixed turns occur frequently in this 

conversation (33% of all speech turns was mixed; of the turns consisting of multiple utterances, 

even 75% was mixed), this approach would have yielded much less information about language 

distribution. 
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Table 8.3: (Non)switches in conversation Havva 3 at turn and utterance level 

Switch level Total number of onsets Switch No switch 

Turn level 179  51 (28.5%)  128 (71.5%) 

Utterance level 135  56 (41.5%)  79 (58.5%) 

Total 314  107 (34.1%)  207 (65.9%) 

 

In total, 314 utterances were produced: 179 (57.1%) utterances started a new 

speech turn, the remaining 135 (42.9%) were follow-up utterances within a speech 

turn. The minimum speech turn length was 1 utterance, the maximum turn length 

was 11 utterances. As speech turns rapidly alternated, the mean turn length was 

quite short: 1.74 utterances.  

It is striking that those utterances starting a new speech turn, are accompanied 

by a codeswitch less often than follow-up utterances (28.6% versus 41.3% of the 

cases). Apparently, the speakers tend to accommodate their language choice for a 

new speech turn to the language their interlocutor concluded with (they do so in 

more than two third of the cases). This finding is in line with the self-reports (see 

Table 5.21): ‘speaking back the language one was addressed in’ was reported 34 

times, by 22 different informants. In terms of speech accommodation theory 

(Street and Giles 1982), this phenomenon may be referred to as ‘convergence at 

the micro-level’. Speakers seem to adapt their speech, more precisely their 

language choice, strongly to their interlocutor’s, not just at the level of the 

conversation, but even at turn level. When they do not do this, i.e., when the 

language of an utterance (starting a new speech turn) contrasts with the 

interlocutor’s last utterance, this may create a stronger marking effect than a 

contrast between two utterances within the speaker’s own speech turn. This 

hypothesis will be examined in Section 8.2.3. 

Table 8.4 divides the utterances opening a new speech turn according to their 

matrix languages. Table 8.5 presents the same specification for follow-up 

utterances within speech turns.  

 
Table 8.4: Inter-turn switches per language 

Language Switched new speech turn Non-switched new speech turn Total 

(to) Turkish  23 (45.1%)  28 (54.9%)  51 (100.0%) 

(to) Dutch  27 (21.8%)  97 (78.2%)  124 (100.0%) 

(to) Arabic
4
  1   3   4  

Total  51 (28.5%)  128 (71.5%)  179 (100.0%) 

                                                        
4 When Havva tells Fadime that she practiced the reading of the Arabic alphabet with her nephew 

Velih earlier that day, the nephew is starts citing from his textbook. 
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Table 8.5: Intra-turn switches per language 

 

Language 

Switched  

follow-up utterance 

Non-switched  

follow-up utterance 

 

Total 

(to) Turkish  29 (55.8%)  23 (44.2%)  52 (100.0%) 

(to) Dutch  27 (32.5%)  56 (67.5%)  83 (100.0%) 

Total  56   79   179 (100.0%) 

 

Table 8.5 shows that almost half of the Turkish utterances opening a new speech 

turn, start out as an alternational codeswitch. This finding corresponds exactly to 

Backus’ analysis of one of his conversations among second generation members: 

Half of the monolingual Turkish turns start out as an inter-turn switch. This is 

unsurprising, since there are not that many Turkish turns. If the majority of turns are 

Dutch, there are not going to be a lot of Turkish turns which do not start out as inter-

turn switches, simply because the statistical chances that the preceding turn is also 

Turkish are very slim (Backus 1996: 304–305). 

Nonetheless, Backus wonders what effect of these inter-turn switches would be 

found if conversational analysis would be applied. This question is especially 

interesting, if we combine it with the observation from Table 8.3, that inter-turn 

switches occur less often than intra-turn switches, and therefore might have a 

stronger marking effect. 

Table 8.5 shows that Turkish even plays a stronger role when intra-turn 

switches are concerned: while only one third of the Dutch follow-up utterances 

constitutes an intersentential switch, no less than 55.8% of these utterances in 

Turkish constitutes such a switch.  

When the inter-turn switches and intra-turn switches from Tables 8.4 and 8.5 

are combined, this yields a sum of 107 alternational switches. This means that 

more than one third of all utterances (34.1%) constitutes an alternation. 

Note that although Dutch is spoken more frequently, there is no reason to 

assume that Dutch is the overall ML of the conversation. On the contrary, there is 

enough ground to say that the speakers are switching between two Matrix 

Languages, as was described in Section 2.1.3. Alternational switching turns out to 

be very frequent, especially when we compare it to the rate of insertional switches. 

The number of denominators for insertional switches is extremely large when 

compared to alternational switches; theoretically, an insertion can take place at the 

onset of each new word
5
.  

                                                        
5 Obviously, I am abstracting here for a moment from the fact that switching can be bound by 

grammatical restrictions, which makes words fulfilling certain syntactic roles less likely candidates 

for switching. 
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Table 8.6 presents all intra-turn switches, both those of the alternational and of 

the insertional type, divided according to language.  

 
Table 8.6: Number of intra-utterance switches 

 

Language 

 

Alternations 

Insertions, 

between words 

Insertions, 

between affixes 

 

Total 

To Turkish  24 (35.3%)  44 (64.7%)  0  68 (100.0%) 

To Dutch  6 (11.1%)  47 (87.0%)  1 (1.9%)  54 (100.0%) 

Total  30 (24.6%)  91 (74.6%)  1 (0.8%)  122 (100.0%) 

 

When we add all alternational switches (occurring either between turns, between 

utterances or within utterances) we learn that there are 76 alternations to Turkish 

and 60 alternations to Dutch, while there are only 44 Turkish insertions and 47 

Dutch insertions. These figures show once again the preponderance of Dutch in the 

conversation. There are many more Dutch utterances than Turkish ones, so if the 

occurrence of insertion would be similar for both directions, Turkish insertions 

should be in the majority. This is not the case, however. This finding is also in line 

with the study of Backus (1996: 311), who found a proportionally small amount of 

insertional switches among second generation Turks as well. 

This result is even more remarkable, when we realize that insertional switching 

was interpreted in the broadest sense, in three ways. First, insertional code-

switching did not only cover the embedment of single words, but also the 

embedding of larger lexical units, as was explained in Section 7.3. Elements of 

which the status as a lexical unit was not really certain, were given the benefit of 

the doubt. Some Dutch examples of elements which were thus coded as insertions, 

are: 

(6) zegt ze  

 say-PRES-3sg she) 

 “she says” 

The form occurred twice, and is an established discourse marker, used to mark the 

onset of a quotation. In these cases it was used to introduce Turkish quotations. 

Anther established discourse marker, used to seek agreement is ‘you know’. 

(7) je weet wel 

you know-PRES-2sg AFF 

“you know” 

Fadime uses the expression ‘wanneer was het’ in utterance 1 in (8) when she tries 

to place the narrative that will follow in a time frame. As there was some 
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phonological reduction (wannee-wazzet), I felt justified to code this element as a 

unit. 

(8) 1. Fadime: bak hangi gün wanneer was het ? 

  “look which day when was it?” 

  […] 

 2. Fadime: gisteren was eerste kerstdag değil mi ? 

  “yesterday was first Christmas day, wasn’t it?” 

 3.  Havva: ja. 

  “yes.” 

 4.  Fadime: gisteren was het dinsdag, maandag +/. 

  “yesterday it was Tuesday, Monday” 

  […] 

 5. Fadime: ja maandagavond ik moest naar de Golf, hani we hadden echt helemaal 

geen brood thuis ! 

“Yes Monday evening I had to go to Golf (=supermarket) as we had no bread at 

home at all!” 

Some Turkish instances appear in the next few examples: 

(9) o zaman 

that time 

“then” 

‘O zaman’ is the most conventional unit to place a narrative in the past.  

(10)  değil mi? 

not QUE 

“or not?” 

This is a very frequent discourse marker, used to seek confirmation. 

(11)  ne diyon biliyon mu? 

what say-PRES_2sg know-PRES_ 2sg QUES 

“do you know what to say” 

The affixes for the conjugation of the present tenses are reduced, which is a typical 

characteristic of Turkish colloquial speech. The full form would be: ‘ne diyorsun, 

biliyor musun?’ The rapid, phonologically reduced way in which Havva addresses 

this question to her nephews at the moment there are going home, suggests that 

this is a common lexical chunk, used to teach children ‘how to behave’. The correct 

answer is immediately provided by Havva: ‘Bize de bulundelim’, an idiomatic 

expression used to say that the host is welcome at the speaker’s place too. 

Second, concepts which are expressed in Turkish in only one word because of 

the agglutinative character of the language, but which are expressed in multiple 
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words in other languages, were counted as insertions whenever I felt that the form 

was recurrent (so apparently not constructed synchronically). For instance: 

(12)  nou drie dagen olsaydı 

now three days be-COND-PAST_3sg 

 “if it were only three days” 

Fadime uses this expression to explain that she would have accompanied her 

parents to visit her relatives if they would have gone for only three days, instead of 

a whole week. ‘Olsaydı’ is a very common form to express this type of conditional. 

(13)  üstünde gewoon Turkse tür bloes  

top-POS-LOC just Turkish kind blouse 

“on (top of) it a Turkish kind of blouse” 

Havva uses ‘üstünde’, which is a frequent form to indicate location, to express that 

a girl she knows wore a Turkish-style blouse over her dress at her hen party. 

Finally, in accordance with Backus’ study (1996: 323–335), EL Islands, i.e., 

constituents entirely composed in one language which are embedded in an 

utterance from the other language, were coded as insertions as well. Examples 

from Dutch are: 

(14)  Geçen de düğüne gittik, [van [Filiz]
6
] 

“Earlier we also went to the wedding, of Filiz” 

The genitive construction, containing a Turkish proper name, occurs in Dutch. This 

is remarkable given the Turkish cultural context, but can possibly be explained by 

the fact that Havva initially forgot to specify which wedding party she meant. In 

Turkish, it would be odd to place the genitive behind the possessed noun; in Dutch 

it is not. 

(15)  Şey, onderzoek yapıyorlar tussen de Turkse taal en de Nederlandse 

Thing, research do-PRES-3pl between the Turkish language and the Dutch 

“What_’s_it_called, they are doing research between the Turkish and Dutch 

language” 

In this fragment, the informant is trying to explain to Fadime the goal of the study. 

The long Dutch element at the end of the utterance is in fact a dislocated part of 

the object, thus constituting the full NP ‘onderzoek tussen de Turkse taal en de 

Nederlandse’. 

Some examples from Turkish: 

                                                        
6 If the proper name is considered as a Turkish element, it constitutes a Turkish insertion within a 

Dutch insertion. 
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(16)  Straks gaan ze denken beni öptüğünü. 

Later go_PRES_3pl think_INF I-ACC kiss-NOM-POS_2sg_ACC 

“They will think that you kissed me.” 

Fadime comes up with this joke when Havva’s nephew has entered the room and 

has just made the sound of a kiss into the microphone. She might produce the 

clause ‘beni öptüğünü’ in Turkish, because this enables her to mark the object of 

the sentence, ‘me’, thus enlarging the effect of the joke. Most likely, the idea of 

kissing a girl in her early twenties, makes the boy shiver. 

(17)  Ze is toch verloofd? 

Met uh Ali‘nin dayısının oğlu 

To er Ali-GEN uncle-POS_GEN son-POSS 

“She is engaged, right?  

To er, the son of Ali’s uncle?”  

Family relations play an important role in Turkish culture; this is reflected in the 

fact that Turkish terms indicating family relations are used more frequently to 

address persons, than their proper names. Therefore, even the complicated 

nominal phrase ‘the son of the uncle of Ali’ is pronounced in rapid Turkish, treated 

as if it was the boy’s first name. 

A switch within a word occurred only once in the conversation. It concerns the 

insertion of Dutch ‘zonnebank’ (‘tanning bed’), which was attached to a Turkish 

affix indicating the dative: 

(18)  Ja/, [zonnebanka] gidiyon mu? 

  Yes, tanning salon-DAT go-2sg QUES? 

“Yes, will you go to tanning studio?” 

The following utterance contains the most back-and-forth switching, both of the 

alternational and insertional type. Havva is talking about the first time she and her 

sister painted her nephew’s hair: 

(19)  Maar [o zaman] hadden we ook / daha duruttuyduk, / maar zo was ‘ie niet mooi, 

/ [maar] büyüdükçe böyle kesiliyor ya, / dan heeft ‘ie alleen maar zo plukjes over, 

dat is wel mooi. 

 “But then we actually had let_it_grow longer, but like_that it was not nice, but 

when_it_grows it_is_cut like_this, then he has only little_locks left like_this, that 

in_fact is nice.” 

It contains no fewer than five intrasentential switches: two insertional ones 

(indicated by brackets) and three alternational ones (indicated by slashes). Note 

that it is impossible to assign a matrix language to this utterance; it should rather 
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be considered as an utterance in a ‘mixed lect’, as defined in Chapter 2. However, 

this utterance is not representative for the rest of the conversation.  

For the conversation as a whole, we could state that although alternation 

between two matrix languages is the predominant type of switching, in terms of 

mere frequency, Dutch is the dominant language. As was shown in Tables 8.4–8.6, 

Dutch is the language most often switched from, while Turkish is the language most 

often switched to. This observation begs the question, whether Turkish might have 

a stronger signalling effect than Dutch in this conversation. If the discourse would 

contain mainly monolingual Dutch stretches, it would be evident that Turkish was 

most suitable for the purpose of marking. However, as the conversation as a whole 

does not display one particular matrix language that the speakers constantly switch 

back to, the pragmatic effect of the use of Turkish is much less certain. In the next 

section, I will address the question whether a switch to Turkish has a stronger 

pragmatic impact than a switch to Dutch does.  

To conclude: compared to the whole corpus, Havva 3 was the longest 

conversation containing dense codeswitching. Because of this dense CS pattern, it 

is a prototypical recording representing the in-group mode of Turkish-Dutch 

teenagers. On the basis of this conversation, I will explore the question whether 

the speakers are exploiting the contrast between Turkish and Dutch
7
 for structuring 

their conversation, and whether they employ the indexicality inherent in both 

languages. Or, alternatively, whether their in-group mode is a form of language 

mixing as described by Auer (1999), in which the contrast between the two 

(originally separate) languages has lost its meaning. 
  

8.2.3 Codeswitching in relation to pragmatic functions 

Inter-turn and intra-turn switches 

Above, it was hypothesized that switching between speech turns might provoke a 

stronger pragmatic effect than switching within turns, as the former entails a 

divergence from the interlocutor’s speech, while the latter only creates a contrast 

within one’s own speech.  

To examine this hypothesis, I had a closer look at the switches at turn level in 

conversation Havva 3. They indeed appear to accompany utterances with quite a 

‘strong’ pragmatic function, as illustrated in (20) and (21). In (20), the girls start 

discussing why Fadime eventually decided not to join her parents at their visit to 

Belgian relatives during the Christmas holidays: 

(20) 1. Havva: Sen ne yaptın ya? 

“So what have you been doing?” 

                                                        
7 Note that the teenagers have to speak both languages in monolingual modes in other contexts 

regularly. 
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  2.  Fadime: Niks. 

“Nothing.” 

  3. Havva: Ne yapıyon kız? 

“What are you doing, girl?” 

Fadime’s statement that she has been doing ‘nothing’, comes across as quite 

challenging. This effect is strengthened by her switch to Dutch. 

In the next fragment, Fadime has just said that she tried to buy bread in the 

evening of Christmas day, but arrived to find the supermarket closed. She wonders: 

(21) 1. Fadime: Saat kaçta gittim? 

“At what time did I go?” 

  2. Altıyı çeyrek mi ne geçiyordu? 

“Was it a quarter past six or something?” 

  3. Havva: Gisteren was het sowieso dicht overal. 

“Yesterday everything was closed anyway.” 

Havva corrects Fadime in 3, by telling her that all shops were closed anyway 

yesterday (which was Christmas day), so it is no use to wonder at what time she 

had arrived at the supermarket. The effect of the correction is strengthened by her 

switch. However, Fadime corrects Havva in her next turn, stating that she was not 

talking about Christmas day but about Christmas Eve. And in doing so, she switches 

the matrix language back to Turkish, as shown in (22): 

(22)  Fadime: Gisteren değil, eergisteren. 

“Not yesterday, the day before yesterday.” 

Of course we should bear in mind that between these two balanced bilingual girls, 

codeswitching itself is the default speech mode, and therefore, switching in this 

conversation probably has less pragmatic impact than it would have in a 

conversation with a strongly Turkish or Dutch dominant interlocutor. However, it is 

striking that in this conversation there were no switches at speech turn level that 

appeared to cause no pragmatic effect at all.  

Only two apparent exceptions were encountered. Though there is a switch in 

matrix language between the speech turns 2 and 3 in (23)
8
, and there is also such a 

switch in (24), it is not clear why the speakers would want to mark these turns with 

CS. In (23), Havva appears to give a rather neutral affirmative answer to Fadime’s 

question, and in (24), Havva asks a neutral informative question. When we take a 

closer look at the forms used, however, it appears that some priming occurs 

between the turns, given the literal repetition of one word the interlocutor used, in 

                                                        
8 Of course there is a switch in ML between the first two speech turns of (23) as well. However, 

this switch has a clear pragmatic effect, as it marks the speaker’s feeling of surprise. 
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its original language. In (23), ‘açık’ becomes an insertion, and the same holds for 

‘üçünde’ in (24).  

(23) 1. Havva: Ja vandaag ben ik naar de zwarte markt gegaan. 

“Yes today I went to the black market (= a market hall with mainly Turkish 

sellers).” 

  2. Fadime: Bugün mü, açık mıydı? 

“Today? Was it open?” 

  3. Havva: Ja vandaag woensdag was açık. 

“Yes today Wednesday it was open.”  

(24) 1. Fadime: Ha, ayın üçünde. 

“O, at the third of the month.” 

 2. Havva: Üçünde, wanneer is dat?. Woensdag ofzo? 

“At the third, when is that? Wednesday or something?” 

This consistency in word choice appears to neutralize the contrasting effect of the 

switch in matrix language.  

The switches between utterances within the speakers’ turns, provide a more 

diffused picture. Sometimes the switches accompany a clearly noticeable event, 

such as in (25). The switch to Turkish as a matrix language in utterance 5 

emphasizes that Fadime has just remembered an interesting anecdote which she 

likes to tell her friend. There is no audible reaction of curiosity from Havva’s side, 

but there is a rise of tone in Fadime’s voice; although this rise might be just 

attributed to the intonation patters of Turkish questions in general, it catches the 

attention anyway. 

(25) 1.  Fadime: Maar we eten wel bij hun.  

  “But we eat at their place.” 

  2. Havva: Bij je <zus> [>]. 

  “At your sister’s” 

  3. Fadime: <Ik> [<] [/] ik ga nie(t) koken ofzo, da:g. 

  “I, I am not going to cook or something, no way” 

  4. Fadime: Alleen gisteren waren zij bij ons. 

  “Only yesterday they were at our place.” 

  5. Fadime: Kijk gisteren ne olduğunu biliyor musun ? 

  “Look yesterday you know what happened?” 

  6. Fadime: Ik werd wakker om uh &e +//. 

  “I awoke at uh e” 

  7. Fadime: Half twaalf ofzo. 

“Half past eleven or something” 
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However, in (26), the switch to Turkish in utterance 3 coincides with what we could 

call a ‘sub topic shift’ or an aside
9
: when Fadime wonders at what time she arrived 

at the supermarket, she brings up a new aspect within the same narrative. There 

are no audible paralinguistic cues attracting attention to this move, nor is there an 

audible reaction of her interlocutor. In other words: there is no other indication 

than the switch itself that suggests that 3 might be a noticeable utterance in the 

perception of the speakers. 

 (26) 1. Fadime: Ik dach(t) ["] ik ga even naar de Golf ik ga brood halen en die dingen ["]. 

  “I thought: I will just go to Golf {= name of supermarket] to get bread and things 

like that.” 

  2. Fadime: Maar uh Golf was allang al dicht. 

  “But uh golf was already closed for long” 

  3. Fadime: Saat kaçta gittim ? 

  “At what time did I go?” 

  Fadime: Altıyı çeyrek mi ne geçiyordu? 

  “Was it a quarter past six?” 

A cautious conclusion on the basis of this small amount of data would be that inter-

turn switches always create a strong pragmatic effect, while this is the case with 

only some of the inter-utterance switches within turns. 

A justified question would now of course be what grounds I have to label the 

utterances in (23), (24) and (26) ‘quite neutral’. Or, stated the other way around: 

when is an utterance salient or remarkable enough to become a likely candidate to 

be marked, either through codeswitching or by something else (e.g., by 

paralinguistic means), or both? Based on nothing better than intuition, one might 

expect something like the classification below to hold. 

 
Table 8.7: Remarkable and unremarkable pragmatic functions of speech 

Salient/remarkable Neutral/unremarkable 

Conspicuous/remarkable 

 

Reiteration 

Voicing an opinion: agreement/minimal response 

Topic (re)introduction/ change quotation 

Drawing conclusion/concluding Elaboration 

Voicing an opinion: disagreement Clarification 

Interruption/claiming speech turn Inquiring/asking 

Contrasting Aside/presequence 

Dispreferred response  Providing information/answer 

Swearing/calling names Hesitation 

Joking/kidding Negotiating/suggesting 

                                                        
9 The difference between these two phenomena is gradual, I believe. 
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Salient/remarkable Neutral/unremarkable 

Showing off Greeting/opening conversation 

Challenging  

Defending  

Requesting/nagging  

Criticizing/reprimanding  

Instructing  

Correcting  

 

Note that the hypothesized relationships in Table 8.7 cannot possibly be more than 

a rough generalization. As Conversational Analysts claim, it is obvious that the 

unique sequential course of every conversation does matter. Of course, an answer 

can be highly surprising, while a joke told too often can pass by unnoticed. An 

additional methodological problem, which was discussed in Chapter 2, is that 

interlocutors do not always provide explicit, i.e., audible or visible, clues concerning 

their perception of the discourse. An alternative method to elicit perceptions which 

remained implicit during the conversation would be to ask participants afterwards. 

A small pilot study testing this methodology, with surprising results, will be 

reported on in Section 9.3.  

To summarize: figures concerning (non)switching alone cannot really tell us 

everything about how the contrast of two contrasting codes is exploited in daily 

interactions. On the other hand, without figures, the study of codeswitching will be 

too dependent on anecdotal details, missing the chance to gain further insights into 

what are the potentially universal aspects of the phenomenon (cf. Section 7.3.2). 

Therefore, all figures in this chapter and the next one, will be illustrated by a 

discussion of fragments of the actual conversation. 

  

(Non-)switches per function 

As was explained in Chapter 7, each (part of an) utterance in conversation Havva 3 

which clearly conveyed a pragmatic function, was coded as such, regardless of the 

fact whether the element was marked by codeswitching or not. See for example, 

the all-Dutch sequence in (27): 

(27)  Ja is wel gezellig. 

Maar ze blijven te lang. 

“Yes, it is nice (there).  

But they stay too long.” 

‘Maar’ (but) functions as a discourse marker here, explicating the function of 

contrasting. It is not marked by a switch.  

This way of coding enabled me to elaborate on the point made in Gardner-

Chloros et al. (2000), that we can only learn what effect codeswitching really brings 
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about, if we compare it to the way in which the same conversational functions are 

realized monolingually. In that study, four discourse features were discussed: 

asides, reiterations, quotations (all ‘phatic functions’ of language according to the 

classification in Table 5.21), and the contrastive discourse marker ‘but’. I replicated 

their analyses on the basis of conversation Havva 3. 

 

Directive functions 

As Havva’s friend Fadime and her young nephews are balanced bilinguals, directive 

factors hardly play a role in the selection of language mode. In other words: as all 

present can comprehend any language mode, the speaker is not obliged to weigh 

the language preferences of his intended recipients before producing an utterance. 

At the micro-level of the conversation, however, speakers accommodate now and 

then to the language mode selected by their participants, e.g., by repeating 

elements literally, as shown in (23) and (24), and in (29) below. More dynamics 

with respect to directivity can be expected when several generations are present 

during a conversation: such cases will be discussed in Section 9.1. 

 

Referential functions 

Below, I will explore the Turkish and Dutch single words, small lexical units and 

phrases the speakers used to refer to diverse concepts, and consider whether these 

concepts could specifically be associated with either Turkish or Dutch culture. In 

Section 9.2, I will deal with reference at a macro-level, by exploring the relation 

between language and topic. 

 

Appropriateness 

Havva and Fadime used eleven different Turkish words and small EL Islands (20 

cases in total) which were apparently the most appropriate labels in the given 

context, i.e., they were specific in a bilingual context (but less so in a monolingual 

context, see Table 5.22). Most were related to henna parties and weddings: 

gelin (bride), nisan (fiancé, used 3 times), siyah başörtü (black headscarf), annem (my 

mother) , düğün (wedding, used 5 times), kına (henna party, used 2 times), kına (henna 

color), orkestra (the orchestra), Türkiye’de (in Turkey), açık (open, said of a person, 

meaning non-conservative in a religious sense), salon (party room), günah (sin).  

In nine cases (47.3%), the labels appeared as an insertional switch, sometimes 

triggering further Turkish, and sometimes not. Interesting is the fragment in (28). 

Havva is telling her nephews that they should not making fun of the letters of the 

Arabic alphabet, which Velih had learned that day during Koran lesson, by singing 

them aloud into the microphone. The boys have been joking for a while by 

parroting what the others say. But when Emin wants to repeat Havva, he accidently 
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translates her whole utterance in Turkish, which is probably triggered by the 

cultural load of the label ‘günah’:  

(28) 1. Velih: Be ke [=! Singing loudly into microphone]! 

  2. Havva: Öyle yapma is günah. 

  “Don’t do that (it) is sinful.” 

  3. Emin: Öyle yapma, o günahmış [=! Talking slowly into the microphone]. 

  “Don’t do that, that is sinful (we’ve been told)” 

Hard to explain is why the girls consistently use the Turkish word for ‘fiancé’ 

(‘nişan’), but the Dutch word for ‘engaged’ (‘verloofd’) instead of Turkish ‘nişanlı’. 

Getting engaged is not customary anymore in Holland, and therefore ‘verloofd’ is 

not a frequent word in Dutch general usage at all. It did, however, occur three 

times in the bilingual girls’ talk, each time in a Dutch ML context: 

(29) 1. Havva: Ik heb uh &A &A şey gezien, A Türkiye'de nişanısını. 

  “I have seen what-‘s-he-called, A in Turkey, her fiancé.” 

  2. Fadime: #1. 

  3.  Havva: Ze is toch verloofd ? 

  “She is engaged right?” 

  4. Havva: Met uh G'ın dayısının oğlu 

“To er, the son of G’s uncle.” 

Especially intriguing, finally, is the mixed ML-EL constituent ’Turkse tür bloes
10

’ in 

(30) (also discussed in Section 8.2.2 because of its form):  

(30) 1. Havva: G. böyle sentetikden # böyle sirkosiye elbise giymiş , dar, met uh zo paar 

uh zilveren bloemetjes dur tegen. 

  “G. wore one of those synthetic # one of those sirkose dresses, tight, with er 

some of those pairs of silver flowers at it.” 

  2. Havva: Üstünde [gewoon] [Turkse tür bloes], [ja], Türkiye’de almış ikisinde. 

“On top of that, just (a) Turkish kind_of blouse, yes, she bought them both in 

Turkey.” 

Purely going by the content, one would expect that the speaker would refer in 

Turkish to ‘a Turkish kind of blouse’. A plausible hypothesis could be that Dutch is 

triggered by the preceding word ‘gewoon’, ‘just’, a very common conversational 

filler in spoken Dutch. 

There were also seven Dutch words as well as two short lexical units, which 

were probably chosen for their referential appropriateness: 

                                                        
10 It is impossible to decide on phonological grounds whether the speaker meant to produce the 

Dutch word ‘blouse’, or, alternatively, its Turkish synonym ‘bluz’. 
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Kerst (common abbreviation of Kerstmis, i.e., Christmas), kerstavond (Christmas eve), 

kerstvakantie (Christmas holiday), toets (exam), herkansing (re-examination), onderzoek 

(research, used when the goal of the current study was discussed), and zonnebank 

(tanning bed, used 2 times), as well as the units eerste kerstdag (first Christmas day, 

used 2 times) and hoe heet ze (what ‘s she called, referring to me, in the context of 

explaining the research) 

In five cases (45.5%), the labels occurred as an insertional switch. Obviously, the 

phenomenon of lexical gaps is a special case of appropriateness. For instance, 

‘kerstvakantie’ is so closely related to Dutch (or Christian) culture and not to 

Turkish, that there is no real Turkish synonym available. 

To summarize, more Turkish than Dutch labels were selected for their apparent 

greater referential accuracy (20 and 9 cases, respectively). But although Dutch was 

used more often as the ML throughout the conversation, the switching ratio was 

almost equal: 47.3% of the Turkish labels appeared as an insertional switch, 

opposed to 45.5% of the Dutch ones. This finding indicates that reference to 

concepts typically related to Turkish culture, often triggers more Turkish language 

material than just a single word or a ‘few-words-island’.  

 

Proper nouns 

Proper nouns are, of course, highly specific by definition. This means they often do 

not have a synonym in the other language. Two of the labels used by Havva and 

Fadime do, however: België (Belgium, produced in Dutch) and Almanya (Germany, 

produced in Turkish). The following Turkish proper nouns were used as well. The 

first four (57%) were produced as an insertional switch: 

Filiz (girl’s name), Meryem (girl’s name), G’in dayisinin oğlu (the son of G’s uncle), Elif Bey 

(name of booklet to teach the Arabic alphabet), F. yengeyi (aunt F., used two times, once 

with accusative marker), F. gil’den (from F. and his family). 

The following proper nouns were produced in Dutch:  

Golf (name of a supermarket, used three times), Beverwijk (Dutch city), Zwarte markt 

(name of a market hall, widely known among Turkish immigrants, used three times).  

None of them occurred as an insertional switch; this might be explained from the 

fact that the conversation contained more utterances with a Dutch ML overall. 

 

Most available word 

An interesting phenomenon, often reported by bilinguals, is that they are used to 

saying a certain word always in one particular language (in the survey, this was 

mentioned twelve times). There are some remarkable insertional switches in 

conversation Havva 3 which cannot easily be explained otherwise, as they are basic 
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words both in a monolingual and bilingual context. For instance, the Dutch word 

‘gisteren’ occurs seven times, while the Turkish synonym is not produced at all. On 

three occasions, it is an insertional switch, as in: 

(31)  Fadime: Gisteren hep bizdeydik bizde yedik akşam yemeği 

“Yesterday we were all at our place, we had dinner at our place.” 

This might be because ‘gisteren’ is more readily available for the speakers. An 

alternative hypothesis would be that speakers are used to express time indications 

by switching, as the following occurred as well: 

(32)  Fadime: Bugün de hebben we bij haar gegeten weer işte 

“Today also we ate at her place again as a matter of fact” 

Note, however, that this explanation does not account for the occurrence of 

‘gisteren’ in Dutch utterances.  

Another example is Dutch ‘bellen’ (‘to ring’), which might be selected because it 

is shorter than Turkish ‘telefon etmek’ (literally: ‘to do telephone’): 

(33)  Fadime: Ablam gil normalda o saatte bize bellen yapılar, ["] kom we gaan 

ontbijten ["] diye. 

sister-POS_1sg and_family usual-LOC that hour-LOC we_DAT ring-INF come we 

go_INF have_breakfast-INF saying 

“Usually, my sister and her family call us at that hour, to say: come, let’s have 

breakfast.” 

It should be noted that it is hard to prove whether the ‘most available word 

phenomenon’ indeed can account for a certain language selection through 

Conversation Analysis. It would be better to ask the speakers themselves.  

 

Expressive functions 

The conversation contains ten points at which the speakers show emotional 

involvement and personal concern with the topics discussed. They did so either by 

choosing words that actually describe emotions (such as ‘korkuyorum’, ‘I am 

afraid’), or by using interjections expressing involvement (such as ‘Allah’, ‘my God’). 

Table 8.8 presents the language choices for these elements and the ratio at which 

switches accompany them.  

 
Table 8.8: (Non)switches accompanying expressives 

Language Switch No switch Total 

(to) Turkish  4 (57.1%)  3 (42.9%)  7 (100.0%) 

(to) Dutch  2 (50.0%)  2 (50.0%)  3 (100.0%) 

Total  6 (54.5%)  5 (45.5%)  11 (100.0%) 
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(34) illustrates a speaker wording her feelings. Fadime utters her concern that 

visiting the tanning salon will worsen the blotches in her face: 

(34) 1. Fadime: Ik wilde wel gaan [akşamla], / [maar] ben korkuyorum onlardan. 

“Actually I was willing to go there [in the evening], / [but] I am afraid for these.” 

  2. Havva: Haydi fazlalar değil mi? 

“Wow, they are multiplying, aren’t they?” 

Remarkable in utterance 1 is the intrasentential switch to Turkish as a ML, which is 

made when Fadime starts voicing her fear. The contrast between Fadime’s wish to 

go to the tanning salon — which is also frequently visited by Havva — and her 

anxiety is strengthened by the fact that the discourse marker ‘maar’ (but) takes the 

form of an insertional switch. When Havva shows her understanding of Fadime’s 

concern in 2, she adapts emotionally to her friend, also by language 

accommodation, as she maintains Turkish as the new ML. When somewhat later 

Havva makes the comparison with a mutual acquaintance, whose face first was like 

Fadime’s but now looks ‘as if she had been burned’, Fadime shows a strong 

emotional reaction: 

(35)  Allah konuşma tövbe! 

“My God, do not speak, forswear!” 

She uses a Turkish idiomatic expression to do so. The most frequent interjection 

expressing emotional involvement, is no doubt Turkish ‘vallah’, which literally 

means ‘I swear by God’, but is generally and widely used by teenagers with an 

Islamic background, even when employing Dutch as a lingua franca. ‘Vallah’ is 

either employed to utter amazement about the interlocutor’s speech, or to enforce 

the content of one’s own statements. In conversation Havva 3, ‘vallah’ was used 

three times: two times in the first function, and once in the latter. 

Two Dutch interjections were encountered: ‘man’ (‘man’, used to enforce the 

content of an exlamation), and ‘hallo’ (‘hello’, used to mark the speaker’s 

indignation: 

(36) 1.  Fadime: Zegt ze +" hadi hadi kahvaltı yapalım  

“She said: Hurry hurry, let’s make breakfast.” 

  2.  +" Ik zeg +" hallo biz masadayız yiyoz bile +". 

“I said: hello, we are at the dinner table, still eating even.” 

Finally, one Dutch lexical unit appeared twice as an interjection in a context also 

otherwise entirely Dutch, namely ‘echt erg’: ‘really bad’. The speakers are gossiping 

about a shared acquaintance who broke off his engagement with a girl who was, 

according to the speakers, much to ‘açık’’ (non-conservative):  
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(37) 1.  Havva: Alles was geregeld, salon en alles. 

“Everything was arranged, the party room and everything.”  

Fadime: Echt erg. 

“Really bad.” 

What is striking about (37), is that Fadime uses Dutch to comment on someone 

else’s misfortune. An intriguing research question would be, whether Turkish is 

generally judged by the informants as the proper language to express their own 

emotions in. 

 

Phatic functions 

Before I actually present an analysis of the phatic functions carried out by the 

utterances in conversation Havva 3, some aspects of phatic functions which are not 

self-evident, should be discussed. 

In the previous sections, the direction of the switch was indicated, as it was 

assumed to be significant. In contrast, for phatic functions as such, directionality is 

not expected to matter. The various functions are interpreted in terms of the 

relevance of directionality in Table 8.9.  

 

Table 8.9: Language functions and directionality 

Language function Directionality 

matters? 

Predominant reason 

Directive yes Speakers accommodate to or distance themselves 

from other participants who are dominant in or 

prefer a specific code 

Referential yes Speakers refer to concepts and topics associated 

more strongly with just one of the two cultures 

Expressive yes Speakers usually perceive one code as the most 

personal and intimate 

Phatic no Speakers exploit contrasts to structure conversation 

 

What I mean here by ‘phatic’ is: concerning the management of the speech 

channel, so that mutual understanding can be reached. In order to reach 

understanding, structuring the conversation to make sure the listeners know ‘what 

the speaker is doing in an utterance’, that is, which speech act he is performing, is 

necessary. As was discussed in Chapters 2 and 7, there are several tools for this, 

including paralinguistic means, CS, and discourse markers, and these can either be 

used alone or in combination. CS may flag a certain speech act, as the contrasting 

of two codes attracts the percipient’s attention. Whether the switch is from code A 

to code B or vice versa, is coincidental (see Alfonzetti 1998: 186; Gardner-Chloros 

et al. 2000: 1316).  
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However, when the phatic functions listed in Chapter 5 are considered, the 

claim that directionality does not matter is counter-intuitive in some cases. Recall, 

for instance, the informant who used Dutch for requests because her parents 

perceived Dutch as a less direct medium of communication than Turkish, which 

made the request less direct as well. However, the underlying reason for selecting 

Dutch for requests should be seen as directive, as it is based on the Turkish 

language dominance of the parents.  

Another case in point are topic shifts: moving to another topic can be marked 

by CS. This facilitates the understanding for the hearer, who otherwise could be 

inclined to interpret the new utterance within the frame of the previous topic. 

However, when the new topic relates to education, chances are that the new topic 

is worded in the majority language A. So does directionality matter for the marking 

of topic shifts? No, it does not. The tendency to discuss a topic in code A rather 

than B, concerns the referential function of the utterance, not its phatic function. 

It is almost needless to say that the several functions an utterance carries out, 

can be in conflict. To stay with the previous example: the speaker might want to 

flag his sudden topic shift with a codeswitch. But when the former speaker 

accidently spoke code A already, he has to make a choice: 

• When he chooses to mark the topic shift by CS, he has to discuss the topic in 

code B (as this is not easy for him, he might switch back to A after his first 

clause or sentence). 

• When he chooses to introduce the topic in the ‘most logical’ code A, he cannot 

mark the topic shift by CS. He might use another, monolingual marking device, 

like raising the pitch of his voice and/or inserting a discourse marker from code 

A, like ‘by the way’. 

• When he wants to have it all, he could also insert a discourse marker like ‘by the 

way’ taken from code B. 

 

When analyzing codeswitching data, one should always be aware of the possibility 

that one function of the utterance initially called for code A, but that it was 

overruled by another function, calling for code B. We cannot recover what could 

have happened but only what actually happened, and this may be open to 

interpretation. 

Therefore, the possibility and feasibility of revealing recurrent quantitative 

patterns within and between CS corpora, should not be overestimated. However, 

this does not make quantitative analysis meaningless. At least such analysis would 

enable us to summarize all CS that actually occurred in a systematic way. And even 

when the number of times we encounter a certain discourse feature is very low, 

that would not imply that the feature is uninteresting. Stated the other way 

around: a large number of switches accompanying a certain discourse feature, does 

not automatically make this feature more interesting or more relevant: less 
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prototypical switches can be expected to be much more salient for the hearer. In 

such cases, the question which obviously presents itself, is what made the speaker 

decide to produce such a marked utterance. All in all, the quantitative analysis 

presented in this study should be considered a necessary addition to qualitative 

studies such as carried out by conversation analysts, and not as a substitute. 

Following Gardner-Chloros et al. (2000), the presentation of figures below will 

be followed by a closer examination of some of the cases, in which the direction of 

the switch will be considered as well. Table 8.10 is a reproduction of the results 

found in Gardner-Chloros et al., in which a conversation was analyzed among five 

women of Indian descent, aged between 32 and 67, who were living in England. 

 
Table 8.10: Discourse features in monolingual and bilingual environment in English/Punjabi 

conversation (results from Gardner-Chloros et al. 2000: 1315, percentages added) 

Discourse feature No switch Switch Total 

Asides  1 (16.7%)  5 (83.3%)  6 (100.0%) 

Reiterations  12 (57.1%)  9 (42.9%)  21 (100.0%) 

Quotations  15 (38.5%)  24 (61.5%)  39 (100.0%) 

but/par  23 (71.9%)  9 (28.1%)  32 (100.0%) 

 

I fully replicated the study of Gardner-Chloros et al. (2000), conducting the same 

analyses on conversation Havva 3, the results are represented in Table 8.11.  

 
Table 8.11: Discourse features in monolingual and bilingual environment in Turkish/Dutch 

conversation (Havva 3) 

Discourse feature No switch Switch Total 

Asides  0 (0.0%)  7 (100.0%)  7 (100.0%) 

Reiterationss  14 (82.4%)  3 (17.6%)  17 (100.0%) 

Quotations  4 (40.0%)  6 (60.0%)  10 (100.0%) 

ama/maar (‘but’)  5 (23.8%)  16 (76.2%)  21 (100.0%) 

 

Although the authors do not comment upon it, the data fragments presented 

create the impression that the five Punjabi-English speaking women are quite 

competent in both their languages. There is an unexpected correspondence 

between their switching behaviour and that of Havva and Fadime when asides and 

quotations are considered. Gardner-Chloros’ informants are more inclined to 

switch for reiterations, however. The largest difference between the two studies is 

found in the use of the discourse markers ‘but/par/maar’: the Punjabi-English 

speaking women accompany them by switches in 28% of the cases; the Turkish-

Dutch girls do so in three quarters of the cases. Each of the four discourse features 

will be illustrated below. 
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Asides 

An aside resembles the use of footnotes in written discourse. It can be used to 

supply interesting though not directly relevant information or — as Gardner-

Chloros et al. (2000: 1317) indicate — to think aloud: in this case, there is “a 

metaphorical change of addressee”, as the speaker addresses himself for a 

moment: 

In monolingual conversation, speakers may mark off ‘parenthetical’ parts of their 

utterance by a change of voice [...] which may be accompanied by other paralinguistic 

features such as a gesture, facial expression or change in the direction of their gaze (ibid: 

1317). 

Of course, these tools can be applied in bilingual conversation as well, and they can 

either be complemented or substituted by codeswitching.  

Seven of such asides were found in Havva 3: their onsets were all neatly marked 

by a switch. In five cases, the end of the aside was marked as well, by a switch back 

to the matrix language, as is illustrated in (38): 

(38) 1. Fadime: Ha, ayın üçünde. 

  “Ha, at the third of the month.” 

  2. Havva: Üçünde , wanneer is dat ? 

  “At the third, when is that?” 

  3.  Havva: Volgende week ? 

  “Next week?” 

  4.  Havva: Woensdag ofzo ? 

  “Wednesday or something?” 

  5.  Fadime: Pazar, pazartesi <xxx> [>] +/. 

  “Sunday, Monday ....” 

  6.  Havva: Nee &di woensdag of donderdag. 

  “No Tu... Wednesday or Thursday” 

  7.  Fadime: pazartesi günü otuz biri [?], salı bir , çarşamba iki , donderdag. 

  “Monday (it is) the thirty first, Tuesday the first, Wednesday the second, 

Thursday.” 

  8.  Havva: Donderdag. 

  “Thursday.” 

  9.  Fadime: Donderdag 

 

When asked, Fadime tells Havva that her exam will take place at the third of 

January. After some confusion, Fadime starts in 7 to calculate which day of the 

week the third will be. This constitutes the ‘aside’. She uses Turkish for this, but 

presents the result ‘donderdag’ in Dutch. In one case, the aside is in two languages: 
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(39) 1.  Fadime: Bak hangi gün &wa wanneer was het? 

  “Look which day, when was it?” 

  2.  Fadime: Kerstvakans +//. 

  “Christmas hollid...” 

  3.  Fadime: Gisteren was eerste kerstdag değil mi? 

  “Yesterday was first Christmas day, wasn’t it?” 

  4.  Havva: Ja. 

  “Yes.” 

  5.  Fadime: Gisteren was het dinsdag, maandag +/. 

  “Yesterday it was Tuesday, Monday” 

  6.  Havva: Was toch <dicht> [>] ? 

  “Was closed wasn’t it?” 

  7.  Fadime: <maa> [<] +... 

  “Mo(nday)” 

  8. Fadime: Ja maandagavond ik moest naar de Golf [= supermarket], hani we 

hadden echt helemaal geen brood thuis ! 

“Yes Monday evening I had to go to Golf because we had no bread at all in the 

house.” 

Havva wants to set the narrative she is going to deliver in the proper time frame. 

She uses the utterances 1–5 to discover the correct day of the week, and switches 

back and forth during this process. Like Fadime did in (38), she delivers the result of 

her pondering in Dutch in utterance 5. Then, after a false start, she starts the actual 

narrative in Dutch, producing the causal conjunction in the form of a Turkish 

insertion ‘hani’. In one case, the language the aside had triggered, was continued. 

(40) 1.  Havva: Ik zou nog vandaag uh +//. 

  “Today I was going to er...” 

  2.  Havva: Hani E'nin eteğini hatırlıyon mu ? 

  “Well do you remember E's skirt?” 

  3.  Havva: kot etek. 

  “The jeans skirt” 

  4.  Fadime: heheh [= affirming]. 

  5.  Havva: <ondan &a> [/] ondan alacaktım die hebben ze ook van de zwarte markt.  

“I was going to buy one of those they got them from the black market as well.” 

At the end of utterance 1, Havva produces a hesitation marker, as she has 

apparently realized that she should refer to some shared knowledge first. When 

her friend acknowledges that she does remember E.’s skirt, in 4, Havva continues 

her narrative in 5, but only after another clause in Turkish does she switch back to 

Dutch.  
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Reiterations 

Both literal repetitions and non-literal rehearsals of one’s own speech were 

combined under the heading of reiterations. Following Gardner-Chloros et al. 

(2000), I did not include reiteration of the speech of the interlocutor, although this 

is a recurrent phenomenon as well. Deen (1995) presents a taxonomy of 

repetitions, ranging from ‘most literal’ to ‘least literal’, comprehending: full 

repetition, partial repetition, additive repetition, substitutive repetition, complex 

repetition and paraphrase. Note that it can be disputed whether a paraphrase 

could still be called a repetition. When is the content close enough to that of an 

earlier utterance to count as a paraphrase? This discussion is complicated even 

more by bilingualism, as one could question whether it is ever possible to repeat 

exactly the same message in another language. In order not to get bogged down in 

such complications, only the first four types of Deen’s taxonomy were included in 

the analysis. 

I considered a reiteration as a ‘non-switch’ whenever it was in the same code as 

its original, irrespective of the fact whether there was material from the other code 

between the original-reiteration pair, as is the case with utterance 1 and 3 in (41): 

(41) 1. Havva: Ik heb vandaag broek gekocht, met stropdas. 

“Today I bought pants, with tie.” 

  2. Fadime: Vallah! 

“You’re kidding!” 

  3. Havva: Met uh stropdas. 

“With er tie.” 

It should be noted that reiteration is not the most logical phenomenon to analyze, 

as in fact it is not a proper pragmatic function. Compare this to quotations: 

speakers use quotations for the sake of quoting, but they do not use reiterations 

for the sake of reiterating. They do it for various kinds of reasons, for instance to 

emphasize their message, or to gain time for thinking without losing the floor. The 

fact that reiteration is not a pragmatic function but has pragmatic functions, is 

implicitly acknowledged by Gardner-Chloros et al. (ibid: 1318–1319), who also 

mention some additional functions. They argue that the interplay between 

codeswitching and rehearsing is interesting, however, because 

Even if they do repeat word for word, in translation terms, what was said in the other 

language, is still not using the same words as before (stress in original) 

Havva and Fadime hardly make any use of the possibility to switch codes between 

the original and its reiteration. They use other means, perhaps to prevent their 

reiterations from being boring. In (42) for instance, the original wording already 

was bilingual. Havva is talking, again, about painting her nephew’s hair. 
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(42) 1. Fadime: oranje olmuş. 

“It has become orange.” 

  2. oranj +... 

“Orang...” 

  3.  Havva: Eerste dagen öyle piş oluyor. 

  “(The) first days it is dirty like that.” 

  4.  Havva: Eerste dagen öyle olur. 

  “(The) first days it is like that.” 

Havva’s reason for repeating 3 is probably her wish to convince her friend that the 

unfortunate effect only lasts for a few days, as Fadime has been criticizing the 

colour of Emin’s hair. In 4 she almost literally repeats herself, but omits one word. 

According to Gardner-Chloros et al., this is a regular phenomenon: 

Commonly, a reiteration entails the repetition of the broad grammatical structure of the 

original utterance whilst deleting, changing or expanding lexical entries. 

This lends another rhythm to utterance 4 than to 3, thus creating a vivid effect. (43) 

illustrates one of the just three cases in which reiteration involves CS. Havva is 

talking about the pair of trousers she bought for her fiancé, which are, according to 

her, different from the trousers most people wear: 

(43) 1.  Havva: Maar iedereen heeft strak en niemand heeft bol. 

  “But everyone has (a) close-fitting (pair) and no one has (a) wide (pair).” 

  2.  Havva: O gün düğünde çok kişinin vardı maar herkesinki strak ta. 

  “That day at the wedding there were many people who wore it but everyone had 

(a) close-fitting (pair).” 

The second clause of utterance 2 is a literal translation of 1; however, only the 

contrastive conjunction and the most important content word ‘strak’ are in the 

original language, Dutch. This switching pattern lends a lot of emphasis to Havva’s 

assertion that what she bought for her fiancé, is really something special.  

 

Quotations 

In Section 2.1.5, it was mentioned that speakers do not necessarily produce 

quotations in the variety that was originally spoken by the quotee. Quoted speech 

is, according to Koven (2001), “constructed dialogue”, involving: 

creative performance of locally imaginable personas, rather than accurate or faithful 

representation of actual people and their words. 

Speakers do not only quote others, but also themselves. Therefore, reported 

thought was considered a special case of reported speech here. Reported thought 

was encountered four times in the data; each time it was introduced by the Dutch 
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phrase ‘ik dacht’ (‘I thought’). Twice this was followed by a monolingual Dutch 

utterance, and twice by a rather erratic switching pattern, such as the one in 

utterances 6 and 7 in (44). Note that the lexical unit ‘ik dacht’, which sets the frame 

for the quote to follow, nonetheless remains a clearly marked-off lexical unit. 

(44) 1.  Fadime: Ik werd wakker om uh &e +//. 

  “I awoke at er e” 

  2.  Fadime: Half twaalf ofzo. 

  “Half past eleven or something.”  

  3.  Fadime: Toen ging ik uh bir baktım ablam gil normalda o saatte bize bellen 

yapılar, ["] kom we gaan ontbijten ["] diye. 

  “Then I went uh I had a look normally my sister and her family call us at that 

hour, and say come let’s have breakfast’.” 

  4.  Havva: Mm. 

  5.  Fadime: Yapmadılar işte  

  “But they didn’t.” 

  6.  Fadime: Ik dach(t) ["] onlar volgens mij yaptılar ben ["] +//. 

  “I thought they according to me they did (call), I...” 

  7.  Fadime: +" Of ze hebben ons gebeld biz uyunca duymadık ["]. 

  “Or they did call us and we didn’t hear as we were sleeping.” 

While Dutch phrases functioning to frame quotations can either precede or follow 

the actual quote, or occur at both places simultaneously, their Turkish equivalents 

appear after the quote. The larger flexibility of the Dutch ‘framing devices’ might 

account for the finding that 8 of the 10 quotations were framed by Dutch. An 

example of a Turkish framing device, however, is ‘diye’ (which literally means 

‘saying’) in utterance 3. The actual quote in this utterance, ‘kom we gaan ontbijten’ 

is neatly marked of by codeswitching. Such a ‘neat switching pattern’, in which the 

scope of the switched element exactly coincides with the scope of the reported 

speech, was found in 4 of the 6 cases containing CS. Two examples of this, 

immediately following each other, can be found in (11) above. In all cases 

containing switching, the lexical unit introducing the quote was in another code 

than the onset of the actual quote.  

It is impossible to determine whether the quotations were produced in the 

original language or not, because all quotees were balanced bilinguals. So it might 

be true that Fadime’s older sister, who used to call every morning during the 

holiday to invite her sibling for breakfast, would indeed utter her invitation 

sometimes in Turkish, and sometimes in Dutch: compare ‘kom we gaan ontbijten’ 

in (44) to ‘kahvaltı yapalım’ in (36). However, it is equally possible that Fadime just 

randomly selects the code in which she quotes her sister, that is: her choice 

depends on the code the preceding utterances happened to be in.  
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To summarize, it can be stated that the contrast between Turkish and Dutch 

was exploited in 60% of the cases of quoting. Although not too much can be 

determined on the basis of this small number of cases, it is feasible that some 

functional specialization is developing, in which Dutch is used to frame the quote 

and Turkish presents the reported speech. 

 

Contrastive conjunctions 

Occurrences of the Turkish contrastive conjunction ‘ama’ and its Dutch synonym 

‘maar’ were counted when they functioned as a contrastive clausal discourse 

marker. In the particular case of ‘ama/maar’, it is overtly marked that the following 

piece of discourse will bear content that contrasts with what came before. This 

implies that two other manifestations of ‘ama/maar’ had to be excluded: 

• cases of ‘ama/maar’ functioning as a phrasal conjunction, with narrow scope 

(cf. Maschler 1997). Below, for instance, the English synonym ‘but’ only 

functions within the constituent: 

At the market, I bought [some berries but no grapes] today. 

• ‘maar’ as an adverb, having the meaning of ‘just’ or ‘only’, as in: 

Ik heb maar een half pond bessen gekocht. 

“I bought only a half pound of berries.” 

This way, only two occurrences of ‘ama’ were counted, and nineteen occurrences 

of ‘maar’. Such an unbalanced distribution over the two languages was not found 

by Gardner-Chloros et al. (2000), who report many occurrences of both English 

‘but’ and Punjabi ‘par’.  

In one case, in (45), ‘ama’ is a single word insertional switch, thus able to attract 

maximal attention. The function of ‘ama’ here seems to be that Fadime wants to 

defend why she slept so late this morning. However, there is not much need to 

defend, because Havva answers ‘yes’ in 4 just as a minimal response, uttered in a 

flat intonation and not showing any sign of emotions such as surprise, jealousy or 

disapproval. In other words: there is no traceable reason why Fadime would need 

‘a strong marking device’. And, even more interesting: there is no sign that her 

interlocutor perceives it as such. On the contrary: her reaction is a yawn, and then 

she even switches to another topic.  

(45) 1.  Fadime: Ik werd eh +/. 

  “I was er” 

  2.  Havva: Lekker uitslapen. 

  “Sleeping late nicely.” 

  3.  Fadime: Half twaalf was ik wakker. 

  “Half past eleven I was awake.” 
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  4.  Havva: Ja. 

  “Yes.” 

  5.  Fadime: Ama ik was ook al heel laat naar bed gegaan. 

  “But I had gone to bed very late as well.” 

  6.  Fadime: Saat iki miydi ofzo? 

  “Was it two o clock or something?” 

  7.  Havva: Huhuh [=! yawning]. 

  8.  Havva: Wat doen jullie alleen thuis? 

“What do you do, at home alone?” 

The mirror image of (45) was already presented in utterance 2 in (34), where Dutch 

‘maar’ emerges as a single word insertion. This utterance was met by an equally 

lukewarm response by Fadime: she just inquired whether those pants were worn 

with a short or long blouse. The finding that contrastive conjunctions functioning as 

discourse markers are accompanied by switches frequently while ‘nothing special’ 

appears to be going on in the conversation, creates the impression that this type of 

switching is being grammaticalized, in terms of Maschler (1997). That is, when 

Turkish and Dutch codeswitching is on its way to become Language Mixing (as 

defined by Auer 1999), it is feasible that contrast will always be uttered with a 

switch
11

.  

 

Conclusion 

I was not able to demonstrate that switching to Turkish has a stronger marking 

function than switching to Dutch, but it is clear that it has a different function in 

some cases. For example, Turkish seems to be most suitable for the expression of 

one’s emotions. Surprising was the finding that in the case of phatic functions there 

were some signs of functional specialization between the two codes, rather than 

the exploitation of the contrast between the two codes in a bidirectional way to 

help signal the structure of the conversation. For instance, Dutch was used more 

often to frame quotations. Although directionality appears to matter sometimes in 

the case of phatic functions, indexicality does not seem to play a role in this process 

of functional specialization (in contrast with, for example, expressive functions). 

Rather, structural properties (e.g., word order) seem to make Dutch the best 

medium for signalling quotations. In terms of Johanson (2002: 41), these properties 

appear to grant greater attractiveness to the Dutch means for framing reported 

speech. 

                                                        
11 If Turkish and Dutch would finally become merged into one fused lect, i.e., with specified 

functions for each language, one would hypothesize that contrast would solely be expressed by 

Dutch ‘maar’. 
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The question whether the speakers in conversation Havva 3 were exploiting the 

contrast inherently present between Turkish and Dutch, cannot be answered with a 

straight ‘yes’ or ‘no’. It can be stated with some degree of certainty that the 

speakers are indeed exploiting this contrast at some points in the conversation, for 

instance when producing asides. At other points, however, it is quite uncertain 

whether they perceive any contrast themselves, see for instance the insertion of 

the words ‘akşam’ and ‘gisteren’ (examples (3) and (31). Therefore, it is more likely 

that their common way of speaking finds itself somewhere in the transition phase 

between CS and Language Mixing (in the sense of Auer 1999). The speakers do not 

only switch between two codes, they also alternate between meaningful and 

meaningless switching. As usual, the distinction between ‘meaningful’ and 

‘meaningless’ should be considered as a continuum rather than as a strict division. 

Note that we should not expect the Language Mixing to develop further into a 

Fused Lect (again in the sense of Auer, ibid), as the informants use both languages 

in a monolingual mode on a daily basis. Thus, neither indexical power, nor the 

sense that there are two contrasting codes in their repertoire, are likely to totally 

disappear in the near future. Therefore, we should even wonder whether an 

uncomplicated sentence such as ‘Wat ga je akşam doen?’ in (3), would have exactly 

the same meaning (i.e., the same denotation and connotation) as its mirror image 

‘Vanavond ne yapacağın?’ (What will you do this evening?).  

 



 

 

 



CHAPTER 9 

Pragmatic functions and (non-)switching 

In this chapter, the case study data will be examined for directive, referential, 

expressive and phatic discourse functions. I will analyze whether and how code- 

switching plays a role in the realization of these functions.  

Metalinguistic and poetic functions played only a minor role in the data. The 

first may be expected to prevail in an educational setting or during literacy related 

activities at home (letter reading and doing homework, for instance), while poetic 

functions could be expected in performances, as well as in some more spontaneous 

activities such as story-telling. In our recordings of spontaneous in-group 

conversations, these functions hardly occurred and will therefore be left out of 

consideration.  

It should be emphasized that despite the methodological desirability (see 

Chapter 2), it is not possible within the span of this (or any) work, to present an 

exhaustive analysis of all pragmatic functions included in a coding scheme (in 

Appendix 5, 61 main functions are distinguished and several of them are further 

subdivided). Obviously, some choices had to be made. My decisions were governed 

by the goal of comparison, both within the corpus and between this and other 

corpora. To facilitate this, the functions to be analyzed must be recurrent and 

recognizable. There is some tension between these requirements, as rarely used 

functions can be especially salient and thus easy to spot. 

I excluded those functions which were salient but rare (such as the exclusion of 

monolinguals, which only occurred in the classroom settings of Aylin 3 and 5). In 

the interest of recognisability, I will clarify as clearly as possible which guidelines I 

followed in assigning pragmatic functions to discourse elements.  

Within the corpus, I will compare the realization of a particular pragmatic 

function: 

• in conversations with the same core informant, each time talking to members 

of different generations; 

• In conversations with different core informants, each time talking to members 

from the same generation. 

It is my hope that this method will promote the replicability of the study and thus 

stimulate comparison with other corpora in future research. 
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9.1 Directive functions 

As argued in Section 7.3.4, directivity can play a role at the macro-level of language 

choice at the start of a conversation, but it can also influence codeswitching 

behaviour within conversations following the dynamics between speakers with 

deviating language skills. In Chapter 2, the point was made that codeswitching itself 

can have a directive function. For instance, a speaker may switch to the minority 

language to direct a question to his grandmother, who would have difficulties 

understanding the message if it had been stated in the majority language. At the 

same time, the utterance to the grandmother also has other functions, dependent 

on its content. It may, for instance, inquire (phatic function) after the country of 

origin (referential function). Note that the directive need to address an interlocutor 

in language A may be overruled by other needs that may urge the use of language 

B. A speaker might experience word finding problems in language A, wish to 

challenge an interlocutor, or stress disagreement. It is no wonder that there is no 

100% overlap between someone’s dominant language and the language he/she 

gets addressed in by other bilinguals. 

 

Inclusion by speaking the interlocutor’s dominant language  

Below, I will examine how often two core informants, Aylin and Deniz, 

accommodate to interlocutors who have a preference for Turkish, and will compare 

this to the way they address balanced bilinguals like themselves. 

Table 9.1 summarizes in which language mode Aylin addresses her friend Özlem 

and Özlem’s seven-year-old sister Canan, in conversation Aylin 1. The sister has a 

strong preference for Turkish, which is reflected in the finding that she produces 

75% of her utterances in Turkish and 17.9% in Dutch in this conversation (while 

7.1% is mixed). 

Özlem shares a bedroom with Canan. Canan is not present all the time, 

however, but enters the room four times during the recording, as she is bored and 

wants to join the teenage girls. 

 

Table 9.1: Language of addressing Canan and Özlem by Aylin, per utterance 

Recipient Turkish Mixed Dutch 

Canan  5  (31.2%)  9 (56.3%)  2 (12.5%) 

Özlem  43 (18.0%)  46 (12.5%)  278 (75.5%) 

Total  48 (12.5%)  55 (14.4%)  280 (73.1%) 

 

There is a large difference between how Aylin addresses the younger girl and the 

way she addresses her peer; to the latter, she uses much more Dutch. 
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In (1), it is shown how both Aylin and Özlem are generally inclined to 

accommodate to Canan’s preference for Turkish. In (8), Canan indicates that she 

did not understand Aylin’s question. She may have been distracted by her sister’s 

question in (6), which was asked in an annoyed way as Özlem wants her sibling to 

leave the room. Aylin apparently interprets (8) as a clue to correct her own 

language choice, so in (9) she repeats her question in Canan’s preferred language. 

Note that Özlem does not accommodate in (15), where she reacts impatiently to 

Canan who keeps her from chatting with Aylin.  

(1)  1. Aylin: [=! breathes in] Ee sen hangi gruba gidiyorsun, anlat bakalım. 

“Hey, which grade are you in, tell me.” 

 2. Canan: Dört. 

“Four.” 

 3. Aylin: Dört? 

“Four?” 

 4. Aylin: Güzel <okul mu> [?]? 

“Is it nice, at school?” (child is probably nodding) 

 5. Aylin: Ja? ? 

“Is it?” 

 6. Özlem: Ne söyleyecektin? 

“What were you going to say?” 

 7. Aylin: Heb je leuke jongens bij jullie in de klas? 

“Are there cute boys in your class?” 

 8. Canan: Ne? 

“What? 

 9. Aylin: Güzel oğlan var mi sınıfında [?]? 

“Are there cute boys in your class?” 

 10. Aylin: Ja? 

“Are there?” 

 11. Aylin: <&a1> [<] Aşık mısın bir tanesine? 

“Are you in love with one of them?” 

 12. Aylin: Nee? 

“No?” 

 13. Özlem: Söyle ne söyleyecektin? 

“Say it, what were you going to say?” 

14.  Canan: Ablam, &hum &mhm &mm # &um &nja ben +/. 

“Sister, er [...], I”  

 15. Özlem: Doe je nog praten of nie(t)? 

“Are you going to say something or what?” 

 16. Canan: Huh, ben konuşacağım! 

“Yes, I will talk!” 
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 17. Ben de kalacağım [>]. 

“I will stay (with you) as well.” 

In conversation Aylin 8, Aylin is speaking to another interlocutor who prefers 

Turkish, namely her mother. A difference with the previous conversation is that the 

participants (Aylin, her older brother Erdem, her father and her mother) do not 

walk in and out; all of them are present during most of the recording. Recall from 

Chapter 8 that Erdem is a balanced bilingual like Aylin, while both parents are 

dominant in Turkish. For example, in this conversation, 87.5% of the mother’s 

utterances is in Turkish, while 8.7% is mixed and only 3.8% is Dutch. As can be 

expected with four people present, the conversation does not always involve 

everybody; now and then, only two or three interlocutors are actively involved. 

Table 9.2 presents the number of utterances Aylin produced in talking to her 

mother and brother, respectively. Note that in the presence of several 

interlocutors, it is not always possible to decide who is talking to whom. There is a 

risk of circularity; if Aylin uses Dutch, as an analyst, one may be inclined to conclude 

that the utterance must have been addressed to the brother. To avoid this, I only 

coded those utterances of which the intended addressee could be assessed with 

certainty, either because of the content of the message because it was part of an 

adjacency pair, or because an explicit form of addressee was produced. All other 

utterances were excluded from the count.  

 
Table 9.2: Language of addressing mother and brother by Aylin, per utterance 

Recipient Turkish Mixed Dutch 

Mother  104 (71.2%)  17 (11.6%)  26 (17.7%) 

Erdem  20 (33.3%)  10 (16.7%)  30 (50.0%) 

Total  124 (59.9%)  27 (13.0%)  56 (27.1%) 

 

When Tables 9.1 and 9.2 are compared, it turns out that Aylin uses only a very 

small amount of monolingual Dutch in talking to the Turkish-dominant 

interlocutors. However, while the majority of utterances to Canan (who is a 

second-generation member but prefers Turkish because of her young age) is in a 

mixed language mode, to her mother monolingual Turkish clearly prevails (71%). 

However, Aylin appears to address her brother in Turkish in only one third of 

her utterances. This percentage is even lower if we ignore the five Turkish 

utterances that only consist of the term of address ‘abi’ (older brother), and the 

three mixed utterances in which this interjection is the only Turkish content. The 

difference between addressing her mother and her brother is illustrated in (2), 

where Aylin explains why the recording equipment does not work. Aylin supplies 

the same reason twice, once to her mother and once to her brother, in utterances 

4 and 9-10, respectively. The difference in language modes is possibly triggered by 
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the language in which the issue was raised by her interlocutors, in utterances 3 and 

8, respectively. 

(2)  1. Mother: xxx etmedi mi kız? 

“didn’t it work, honey?” 

 2.  Aylin: Yo etmedi. 

“No it didn’t.”  

 3.  Mother: Niye? 

“Why?” 

 4.  Aylin: Pilleri #, büyük yani [?]. 

“The batteries are # big, you_know 

 5. Mother: Ik zeg toch. 

“I told (you).” 

 6.  Mother: #2 ediyor. 

“it is working.” 

 7.  Aylin: &t [=! no] etmiyo(r). 

“No it’s not working.” 

 8.  Erdem: Waarom nie(t)? 

“Why not?” 

 9.  Aylin: pilleri groot. 

“The batteries (are) big.” 

 10.  Aylin: Te dik. 

“Too fat.” 

 11.  Erdem: Kücükler lazım? 

“You need small ones?” 

 12.  Aylin: Ja. 

“Yes.” 

Recall from Chapter 8 that Aylin uses even more Turkish when she talks to her 

parents in private, and even more Dutch when speaking to her brother only. In 

other words: the presence of interlocutors with conflicting language preferences 

exerts a levelling effect on her language choice towards either recipient. 

Nonetheless, in most utterances she accommodates to the language preferred by 

her mother. It is striking that the conversation contains quite a bit of rebellion from 

both teenagers, but even when they get really daring they mainly speak Turkish. 

Fragment (3) shows an instance in which Aylin deviates from her habit to 

accommodate to her mother’s preferred language, because she is attempting to 

clinch an argument about cleaning her bedroom.  

(3) 1. Mother: Sen odanı iyice bir cırpacaksın. 

“You should tidy up your room well.” 
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 2. Aylin: Ben yapamam ben bu huiswerkim var [=! shouting]! 

“I can’t, I have this homework.” 

 3. Mother: Kendi odanı, benim odamı değil. 

“It is your room, not mine.” 

 4. Aylin: Ben diyom ya, huiswerkim var! 

“I am telling you, I have homework!” 

 5. Mother: #2 &h on bes1 dakka xxx +/. 

“in fifteen minutes +/-“ 

 6. Aylin: nee mama! 

“no mommy!” 

Aylin’s language choice will now be compared to that of Deniz, who is also speaking 

to one Turkish-dominant and one balanced-bilingual interlocutor. As was discussed 

in Chapter 7, both Aylin and Deniz speak a considerable amount of Dutch on a daily 

basis. It should be remarked, however, that the socio-biographical characteristics of 

their interlocutors were not neatly controlled for in the design; as this would have 

harmed the spontaneous nature of the data. The Turkish-dominant interlocutor in 

conversation Deniz 6, i.e., research-assistant Enes, was an intermediate- generation 

member, while Aylin’s mother is a first-generation member. The background of the 

other listeners present in the room differs as well: Deniz’ mother is from the 

intermediate generation, while Aylin’s father is first generation. Therefore, the 

comparison must be interpreted in terms of approximateness and tendencies. 

Applying the same method as used above, I counted the utterances Deniz 

directly spoke to research-assistant Enes, a Turkish-dominant intermediate-

generation member, and to Enes’ girlfriend Sevgi, a second-generation balanced 

bilingual.  

 
Table 9.3: Language of addressing Enes and Sevgi, per turn 

Recipient Turkish Mixed Dutch 

Enes  9 (42.9%)  9 (42.9%)  3 (14.3%) 

Sevgi  14 (28.6%)  15 (30.6%)  20 (40.8%) 

Total  23 (32.9%)  24 (34.3%)  23 (32.9%) 

 

Deniz is the only core informant who clearly experiences trouble expressing himself 

in monolingual Turkish. All his 24 mixed utterances have Turkish as the ML, but 

many of the content words in them are from Dutch, as in (4): 

(4) Cijferler kötü olursa, KNVB’den atıyorlar. 

Note-PL bad be-HAB-COND_3sg KNVB-ABL throw-PRES-3pl 

“When your grades are bad, they throw you out of Royal Dutch Soccer Federation” 

Frequently, all of the content words are from Dutch, as is shown in (5) and (6): 
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(5) [Duits examen] [mondeling] oluyormuş 

[German examination] [oral] be-PRES3sg-EVI 

“The German examination will be oral.” 

(6) [Volgende jaar] [biologie] [laten vallen] yapacağım. 

[Next year] [biology] [let-iINF fall-INF] do-FUT-1sg 

“Next year I will drop biology.” 

Among Deniz’ 14 Turkish utterances, there is also the following loan translation 

from Dutch: 

(7)  Ben onu düşürdüm 

I that-ACC fall-let-PAS-1sg 

“I dropped that.”  

Deniz wants to explain to Sevgi that he has not attended the physics class since the 

start of the current school year. To do so, he uses a literal translation of the Dutch 

idiomatic expression ‘ik heb het laten vallen’ (‘I dropped it’). In ‘Turkey-Turkish’, the 

expression would be ‘onu almıyorum’ (‘I do not take it’).  

The research-assistant observed, however, that Deniz was very persistent in his 

attempts to speak Turkish to him; he even did so when Enes came to watch his 

soccer match and they were surrounded by Dutch monolinguals. Enes attributed 

this tenacity to the attitude of Deniz’ father, who often emphasized the importance 

of maintaining a Turkish identity. The presence of Enes may also account for the 

finding that Deniz produced 40% only of his utterances in monolingual Dutch 

during conversation Deniz 6, despite his obvious struggle with monolingual Turkish 

and despite the fact that the main speech topic was education, i.e., a typical Dutch 

language domain. 

To summarize, the expected pattern was that balanced bilinguals would be 

addressed mainly in Turkish and mixed language (as was the case in Havva 3 and in 

the data of Backus, see Chapter 8), while interlocutors who are dominant in Turkish 

would be mainly addressed in monolingual Turkish. If the Tables 9.1, 9.2. and 9.3 

are considered, there appears to be only one deviation from this pattern: Özlem’s 

younger sister Canan was addressed more often in mixed language than in Turkish 

by Aylin. This high rate might be due to the presence of Özlem, who used Dutch 

remarkably often (82.4% of her utterances). In any case, it is clear that whoever is 

present exerts an influence on the language spoken to the direct recipients of an 

utterance; this was referred to as a levelling effect above. Deniz wants to behave 

politely to both of his guests, who differ in language dominance. The levelling effect 

can account for the fact that he speaks mostly Turkish to Enes (42.9%), and mostly 

Dutch to Sevgi (40.8%), but that these figures are much less extreme than those of 

Aylin speaking mostly Turkish to her mother (71.2%) and mostly Dutch to her friend 

(75.5%). 
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9.2 Referential and expressive functions 

Concerning the referential factors motivating language choice, I will explore to 

what extent topics which can typically be associated with either Turkish or Dutch 

domains were talked about in the language one would expect. During analysis, it 

turned out that referential motives frequently coincided with the wish to express a 

particular aspect of the speaker’s identity. When speakers were discussing a topic 

typically related to Turkey and/or Turkish culture, they were not doing so as an 

objective outsider: the topic made them wish to ‘speak like a Turk’. For example, 

while admiring pictures taken during a holiday in Turkey, they spoke Turkish, 

presumably to express their close bond with the country. For that reason, 

referential and expressive factors will be discussed in combination. 

The conversation between Aylin and friend Özlem (Aylin 1) will be compared to 

a conversation with her parents and brother on the one hand (Aylin 8) and the 

conversation between Yusuf and his friend Fatih on the other (Yusuf 2). Two 

methodological concerns governed the selection of topics for analysis: 

• It was impossible to compare the same topics in several conversations. This was 

a result of the choice to let the informants freely discuss any topic they wanted 

to talk about during the recordings. An alternative would have been to ask them 

to talk about a limited number of selected topics. However, this would almost 

certainly have prompted the speakers to monitor their speech more 

consciously, and thus possibly hinder the production of spontaneous code- 

switching. 

• The selection of ‘typical Turkish’ or ‘typical Dutch’ topics should be justified on 

grounds external to the actual conversations. Categorizing a topic as typically 

related to the Dutch language domain because it was discussed in Dutch most 

of the time, would be circular. 

The following three topics relating to Turkish culture were selected for 

conversation Aylin 8: 

• Pictures from Turkey: During the recording, Özlem shows Aylin her personal 

family pictures. As she had lived in Istanbul until she was four and her family 

possesses a house in Turkey which they visit every summer, most of these 

pictures were taken in Turkey; 

• Future in Turkey: The holiday pictures prompt Aylin to say that she wants to 

move to Turkey after finishing her studies; 

• Circumcision: Özlem is embarrassed when she finds out that the pictures of her 

brother’s circumcision ceremony are in the photo-album; Aylin decides, 

however, not to skip these and tells Özlem that her own brother became ill 

after his circumcision.  
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The topic of ‘boys’ was considered to be associated with Dutch culture by Aylin and 

Özlem. This, of course, needs some explanation. Compared to Havva and her 

friend, who only spoke about young men in the context of engagement and 

wedding parties (see Chapter 8), Canan and Özlem speak about the boys they like 

and dislike — especially boys at school, both of Turkish and non-Turkish origin — in 

a much more liberal way, much in the same way as teenage girls of monocultural 

Dutch origin would do. Especially Aylin appears to be trying to bend the 

conservative Turkish norms in favour of the more liberal Dutch norms. For instance, 

she invites Özlem to visit ‘a real disco’ with her when they turn sixteen; Özlem 

answers that her father would probably not allow her to go, but might do so once 

he knows Aylin somewhat better.  

Table 9.4 presents the number of utterances Aylin and Özlem produced 

together on these four topics
1
 and the language modes in which they did so.  

 
Table 9.4: Language use per utterance, by Aylin and Özlem 

Topic Turkish Mixed Dutch 

Pictures from Turkey  27 (21.3%)  21 (16.5%)  79 (62.2%) 

Future in Turkey  9 (60.0%)  2 (13.3%)  4 (26.7%) 

Circumcision  4 (16.0%)  7 (28.0%)  14 (56.0%) 

Boys  11 (7.2%)  7 (4.6%)  135 (88.2%) 

Total  51 (15.9%)  37 (11.6%)  232 (72.5%) 

 

It can be read from Table 8.1 that about 78% of the entire conversation was 

produced in monolingual Dutch. When we link this information to the figures in 

Table 9.4, it appears that Turkish is reserved specifically for a few topics. Although 

Dutch is still the prevailing language during the discussion of pictures taken in 

Turkey and circumcision ceremonies, the percentages of Dutch utterances are 

below the average of 78% (62% and 56%, respectively). This is illustrated by (8), in 

which Özlem shows Aylin a holiday picture: 

(8)  1. Özlem: Moe(t) je de volgende foto, is stupid [=! laughs]. 

“You should […] the next picture, (it) is stupid (= using English word).” 

 2.  Aylin: [=! laughs] O wat leuk! 

“Oh how nice!” 

                                                        
1 What was striking in the three conversations discussed, was that all topics were recurrent. The 

speakers returned to the same theme at least three times, and even up to eighteen times. This 

was partly due to the fact that some conversations were linked to an ongoing activity, such as 

looking at pictures or watching television. So the utterances counted per topic were not all 

produced consecutively.  
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 3.  Aylin: Hij is leuk man! 

“It’s really nice.” 

 4. Özlem: Ja teyzemin yazlıgında, daar ook karşı deniz var da 

“Yes (it is) at my aunt’s summer house, there also it faces the sea.” 

 5.  Özlem: Ay çok güzel burası ya . 

“Wow, it is really beautiful here you know.” 

 6.  Özlem: #5 Was ook daar, terrasdaydı. 

“(This picture) was also there, it was on the patio.” 

 7.  Aylin: #6 Mooi  

“Beautiful.” 

The EL Island “at my aunt’s summer house” in utterance 4 seems to trigger more 

Turkish from Özlem, who overall very rarely uses this language. But the fact she 

refers to the location with “here” instead of “there” in utterance 5, creates the 

impression she has mentally transported herself to Turkey for a moment. 

The topic that triggers by far the most Turkish utterances, is obviously Aylin’s 

plan to spend the future in Turkey. In contrast to all other parts of the 

conversation, during this short part, Turkish becomes the main language for a while 

(60% of the utterances). Özlem shows Aylin another holiday picture: 

(9)  1. Özlem: O burası güzeldi ya. 

“Oh it’s so beautiful here.” 

 2.  Özlem: Ah, mis ik dat echt waar. 

“Ah, do I miss that, really.” 

 3.  Aylin: &t Valla <ik> [?] [//] <ben git> [>] [/] ben xx &Tür +/. 

“I swear <I> <I go> [>] [/] I xx &Tur +/.” 

 4. Özlem: <gidiyom [?] xxx > [<]. 

“I will go xxx” 

 5.  Aylin: Ben valla Türkiye geri gideceğim. 

“I, I swear I will go back to Turkey.” 

 6. Özlem: Bizimle gelsin ne. 

“You should go with us, right.” 

 7. Özlem: [=! laughs] Tatilde. 

“For the holidays.” 

 8.  Aylin: Ne işim var <ben burada> [>]? 

“What am I doing here?” 

 9.  Özlem: <bij ons op school> [<]  

“at school.” 

 10.  Aylin: Ik ga +/. 

“I’ll go...” 

 11.  Özlem: Di mi ya? 

“Of course.” 
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 12.  Aylin: <Diploma alacağım vallahi gideceğim> [>]. 

“I will get my diploma and then I swear I will go.” 

 13.  Özlem: <Maar ligt eraan wat voor een # baan je hebt weet je wel> [<]? 

“But it depends on the kind of job you have, you know.” 

 14.  Özlem: Of je dat ook in Turkije kan uitoefenen +... 

“Whether you can practice that in Turkey.” 

 15.  Aylin: Türkiye'de bulursun [<]. 

“You find it (=a job) in Turkey” 

 16.  Özlem: Da's m’n neef. 

“That’s my cousin.” 

 17.  Aylin: Çünkü isterler , çünkü <ik ben> [//] ik heb hier vwo afgemaakt in &Eu 

&Au Avrupa'da weet je, voor hun. 

“Because they want (that), I am [//] I have finished pre-university education 

here in &Eu &Eu in Europe, you know, for them.” 

In (9), language choice appears to carry a heavy symbolic load, as it serves to 

instantiate different aspects of the girls’ bicultural identity. Aylin’s use of Turkish in 

utterances 5 and 8 underlines the self-image she wants to present here: as a Turk 

who does not belong in the Netherlands. It is clear, that referential motives 

coincide here with expressive ones: Aylin feels the need to emphasize her Turkish 

identity.  

In Özlem’s overlapping utterance 9, she finishes Aylin’s question “What am I 

doing....” in utterance 8 in a different, more specific way: “at our school”. Özlem’s 

use of Dutch for referring to school enables her to illustrate the contrast between 

“here” and “there” (referring to school in Turkish would perhaps lend an 

inappropriate Turkish flavour to the referent). However, the fact that utterance 9 is 

in Dutch, apparently triggers Aylin to speak Dutch also (utterance 10). It is striking 

that she is interrupted by Özlem, who strongly confirms, in Turkish, that Aylin is 

right (utterance 11). This prompts Aylin to continue her argument in Turkish 

(utterance 12). But then Özlem starts doubting; she wonders whether Aylin could 

use a Dutch diploma as a starting point for a career in Turkey. Although there may 

be a referential reason underlying Özlem’s choice for Dutch in utterances 13 and 

14, namely that she can probably refer to “practicing a profession” most easily in 

this language, she creates a strong symbolic effect by using Dutch to question 

Aylin’s plans. No wonder, that Aylin initially chooses Turkish for her counterclaim 

that Dutch graduates are wanted in Turkey (utterances 15 and 17). Note, however, 

how she changes perspectives in utterance 17: she mentions the positive fact that 

she will have finished her education “here”, i.e., in the Netherlands, in Dutch. She 

refers to those people who approve of that, i.e., Turks living in Turkey, both in 

Turkish (“isterler”: ‘they want that’) and in Dutch (“voor hun”: ‘for them’). Without 

codeswitching, she could not possibly have illustrated this iconically how she 



268 “All at once” – Language choice and codeswitching by Turkish-Dutch teenagers 

identifies with Turks in Turkey but at the same time feels she is not really one of 

them. 

By contrast, with the topic ‘boys’, which the girls come back to most frequently, 

the number of Dutch utterances rises above the average (88%). It is striking, that 

Aylin uses Turkish in (10), utterance 3, to gently correct Özlem for her bold 

statements:  

(10) 1. Özlem: En dat was in Duitsland, zo’n sportuitwisseling, ik deed mee aan het 

basketbal, weet je. 

“And that was in Germany, one of those athletic exchanges, I joined in 

basketball, you know.” 

  2. Özlem: Daar was zo’n jongen die ik wel heel erg leuk von(d) [=! laughs], hij 

heette S. 

“There was this boy I really liked, his name was S.” 

  3.  Aylin: [=! laughs].Ah seni! 

“You’re too much!” 

However, she utters exactly the same kind of mild reprimand in Dutch in utterance 

3 in (11):  

(11) 1.  Aylin: Ha, je broer [=! laughs]. 

“Ha, (it’s) your brother.” 

  2.  Özlem: Mijn broer, een lekker ding waar ik op was, mijn broers vriend. 

“My brother, (and) a gorgeous boy I was interested in, my brother’s friend.” 

  3. Aylin: Nou ja [=! loudly]! 

“Oh, please!” 

  4. Özlem: &Hij hij was echt knap hoor, maar, hier +... 

“But he was really handsome, but here +/… “ 

 […] 

  5. Özlem: Echt, en # die gast was op mij [=! laughs]. 

“Seriously, and that dude fancied me too.” 

Even though the girls display a liberal attitude towards dating, it is unlikely that 

Özlem would ever produce utterances like the ones in (10) and (11) in Turkish. That 

would no doubt be perceived as ‘ayıp’: shameful. In other words, it is the fact that 

Özlem displays the Dutch side of her identity (by speaking Dutch), which enables 

her to say these things. Some evidence for the claim that certain things which can 

be said in one language, cannot be said in the other without coming across as ill-

mannered, is provided in Section 9.3.  

If we compare Aylin’s conversation with Özlem to the one with her parents and 

brother (Aylin 8, see also the former section), the opposite pattern occurs because 

in Aylin 8 not Dutch but Turkish prevails: almost 78% of the utterances were in 

Turkish. The interlocutors discuss two ‘typically Turkish’ topics: 
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• the Turkish TV soap they are watching, and 

• the lunch they are enjoying at the same time. 

While discussing these topics, the use of Turkish is above the average for the whole 

recording, as is shown in Table 9.5: 85% and 86.5%, respectively.  

 
Table 9.5: Language use per utterance, by Aylin, father, mother and brother 

Topic Turkish Mixed Dutch 

Turkish television  51 (85.0%)  2  (3.3%)  7  (11.7%) 

Eating and drinking  32  (86.5%)  4  (10.8%)  1  (2.7%) 

Homework  10  (43.5%)  9  (39.1%)  4  (17.4%) 

School party  6  (26.1%)  15  (65.2%)  2  (8.7%) 

Total  99  (69.2%)  30  (21.0%  14  (9.8%) 

 

Consider, for instance (12), concerning the lunch: 

(12)  Erdem: Anne kaşık ver sene bana. 

mother spoon give you I-DAT 

“Mother give me a spoon.” 

(12) is a customary Turkish utterance, and it is not likely that Erdem would have 

produced it the same way in Dutch, because Dutch would require politeness 

markers, e.g., ‘zou je’ (‘would you’) and ‘alsjeblieft’ (‘please’), to make the same 

request acceptable. In Turkish, however, common requests to persons one knows 

well tend to be short: the bare imperative works just fine. Two ‘typically Dutch’ 

topics were discussed as well: 

• Erdem wants to go to a school party next week and claims he needs money to 

buy new clothes for that. Aylin takes her parents to task for not letting her go 

to a school party the year before. 

• The mother asks the children several times whether they have to do 

homework and urges them to start working.  

These ‘Dutch’ topics trigger the interlocutors to produce an amount of Turkish 

which is below the average of the whole conversation (which was 78%). Only 43.5% 

of the utterances having to do with homework were in Turkish. Note that this 

pattern mirrors the patterns for the ‘Turkish’ topics discussed earlier: the language 

prevailing overall is not used as much for this specific topic, but it still dominates. 

The topic ‘school party’, however, yields many more mixed utterances than Turkish 

ones (65.2% versus 26.1%). This high frequency is mainly due to single word 

insertions, as is shown in (13) and (14): 
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(13) 1.  Aylin: Bu hafta feesti var, <xxx> [>]. 

this week party-POS_3sg is_present 

“He has a party this week.” 

  2.  Erdem: <Feestim> [<] var, bir hafta sonra istemiyom <bile> [>]. 

party_POS_1sg is_present, a week later want-NEG-1sg 

“I have a party, I don’t want (it, =money for new clothes) next week.”  

  3.  Mother: Sen burnunu sokma. 

you nose-POS_2sg-ACC stick_in-NEG 

“Don’t you stick your nose in it” (addressee = Aylin) 

  4.  Father: Feestlere gitmek yasaktır. 

party-PLUR-DAT go-INF forbidden-is 

“It is forbidden to go to parties.” 

Striking in utterance 4 is that even the father, who is dominant in Turkish, does not 

use a Turkish word (‘parti’ or ‘eğlence’) to refer to the school party but maintains 

the original Dutch label as it was introduced before by Erdem. This is reminiscent of 

examples (4) and (5) in Section 8.2.3, where this phenomenon was interpreted as a 

micro-level form of accommodation. I will return to this type of consistency in word 

choice in the next section. (14) illustrates the form of mixed utterances triggered by 

the topic ‘homework’:  

(14) 1.  Mother: Huiswerkin yok mu senin? 

  homework_POS_2sg not_present QUES you-GEN 

“Don’t you have homework?” 

  2.  Aylin: Var. 

“I do”. 

  3.  Mother: Senin? (addressee=Erdem) 

“How about you?” 

  4.  Erdem: Huiswerk yok ki. 

“There’s no homework.” 

  5.  Mother: ha [?]? 

  6.  Aylin: Niye? 

“Why?” (addressee = Erdem) 

  7.  Erdem: Rapportvergadering. 

“Teachers meeting (=meeting of teachers in which the pupils’ grades are 

discussed).” 

  8.  Mother: xxx +/. 

  9.  Erdem: Okulda spor var. 

“There is sports at school.” 

  10.  Mother: <Erdem> [<] oğlum .#2 huiswerk varsa ev +/. 

“Erdem dear, if you have homework, home +/.”  
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 11.  Erdem: Ya [=? ja] anne #1 &u &ya ben &a Türkçe anlatamıyom ya xx +/. 

“Well Mom, &u &well I &a I cannot tell (you) in Turkish, right” +/- 

 12. Mother: Ne evdekilere uyun ki, ne olacak 

what house-LOC-this-PL-DAT adapted right, what be-FUT_3sg . 

“Why would you adapt to people at home right, what would be.”  

The mixed utterances 4 and 10 only contain a one-word insertion from Dutch. 

Erdem’s metalinguistic utterance 11 is remarkable: he has been trying to explain to 

his mother why he has no homework, but as he realizes that she does not 

understand him and therefore does not believe him either, he responds in a 

frustrated manner that he is not able to explain it to her in Turkish. Unfortunately, 

it does not become entirely clear from utterance 11, whether Erdem feels he has 

been speaking Turkish up to that point. Utterance 7 is especially interesting in this 

respect: it consists of a single Dutch word, but it is surrounded by utterances having 

Turkish as an ML, and this could trigger the interlocutors to process 7 as a Turkish 

sentence as well. To see this, first consider how the content Erdem wishes to 

express would be conveyed in monolingual Turkish: 

(15)  toplantı var 

meeting present-ø 

“There is a meeting””/“A meeting is taking place”. 

Note that the copula ‘be’ is not overtly expressed. The zero-marking would only be 

replaced by the suffix –DIr if the speaker wishes to emphasize strongly that a 

meeting is really taking place, as in (16): 

(16)  toplantı var-dır 

meeting present-is_3sg 

In monolingual Dutch, however, an idiomatic expression with an overt copula can 

be used to convey that a certain event is taking place (at least in the context of the 

discussion in (14)): 

(17)  het is vergadering 

it is meeting 

Note that neither the Turkish nor the Dutch expressions require an article here. A 

literal translation of (17) in Turkish would give us (18): 

(18) toplantıdır 

meeting is_3sg 

Or, without emphasis, (19): 

(19)  toplantı 

meeting-ø 
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If the speaker would replace the content word in (19) with its Dutch equivalent, 

this would yield (20): 

(20)  vergadering 

meeting-ø 

The quite complicated claim I want to make about utterance 7 in (14) is then, that 

Erdem has actually produced a Turkish sentence with: 

• interference from a Dutch idiomatic expression, and 

• a Dutch label inserted for referential purposes (as it concerns a meeting of 

Dutch teachers here). 

Note that there is no direct way of proving this claim. Even if the speaker would be 

trained as a linguist, it would probably be hard for him to reflect on grammatical 

issues such as this. Nonetheless, the possibility of interference deserves attention, 

as (14) is not an isolated case. Compare for instance (21), where Yusuf is ordering 

his younger siblings to take plates and silverware to their mother, who is in the 

kitchen. As this activity is related to ‘eating and drinking’, one would expect it to 

trigger Turkish, as was the case in conversation Aylin 8.  

(21) 1. Yusuf: Şunları götür. 

that-PL-ACC bring 

“Take these” [=! plates and silverware] 

  2.  Gizem: He. 

“Yes.” 

  3.  Yusuf: Ali breng jij ook! 

Ali bring you to 

“Ali you (should) take (something) too.” 

  4.  Yusuf: Doğru dur  

“Stand still.” 

  5.  Yusuf: Götür şunları. 

bring that-PL-ACC 

“Take these.” 

  6.  Mother: xxx. 

  Gizem: H xxx +... (returns to the living room) 

  7.  Yusuf: Breng deze! 

bring these 

“Take these!”. 

Yusuf indeed phrases his orders in Turkish in utterances 1 and 5. In the utterances 3 

and 7, however, he uses Dutch, combined with raised voice, maybe to show his 

authority as an older brother. Both utterances are grammatically reduced, and 

therefore sound ‘foreign’ to a monolingual Dutch listener. A more conventional 
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Dutch way to express utterance 3 would be to add an adverb and an object, as is 

done in (22):  

(22)  Ali, breng jij ook eens wat! 

Ali, bring you too once something! 

“Ali you should take somewhat too.” 

In its original form, utterance 3 is the one-to-one translation of a conventional 

Turkish way to express the message. Only word order is slightly adapted:  

(23)  Ali, sen de götür 

Ali you too bring 

Similarly, utterance 7 is a literal translation of the utterances 1 and 5. Again, the 

Turkish form of ‘saying things’ appears to interfere with the Dutch form actually 

produced. We should not attribute this kind of reduced grammatical forms to a lack 

of Dutch language skills too quickly
2
. It would be relevant to study whether these 

reduced forms occur equally often: 

• in both bilingual and monolingual stretches of discourse among bilinguals; 

• during the discussion of ‘typical Turkish’ and ‘typical Dutch’ discourse;  

• in the speech directed to monolinguals. 

If they occur significantly more often in bilingual stretches of discourse and while 

discussing ‘Turkish’ topics, this could indicate that the simultaneous activation of 

both languages during language production (see the discussion on activation and 

inhibition in Section 2.1.4) causes the interference synchronically. If they occur 

equally often in monolingual Dutch stretches and in the discussion of ‘Dutch’ 

topics, and even while talking to Dutch monolinguals, this would suggest that these 

forms, while probably arisen through synchronic interference at some point, have 

now become part of the bilingual’s Dutch. Note, furthermore, that even if the 

bilingual can be shown to use deviant forms vis-à-vis Dutch monolinguals, this does 

not necessarily indicate a lack of grammatical skills, as the use of such grammar 

may also be used as an indicator of mixed cultural identity.  

To end this section, the language choice patterns per topic in conversation Aylin 

1 will be compared to those in conversation Yusuf 2. Like Aylin, Yusuf is talking to a 

close friend here but compared to Aylin, Yusuf speaks much more Turkish on a daily 

basis, as was explained in Section 7.1. There are two recurrent main topics in Yusuf 

2, a ‘Turkish’ and a ‘Dutch’ one, respectively: 

• The exam Fatih has to study for. Apparently, the boys have been class mates 

before, but Fatih had to repeat one of his grades, as he is asking Yusuf 

                                                        
2 The term interference often bears a negative connotation which I am not implying here. 
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information about this exam and also refers to the fact that he has taken the 

same exam last year himself. 

• Fatih is reluctant to go home and start studying, and Yusuf enables him to 

linger somewhat longer by switching on the television. The boys keep zapping 

through several Turkish music channels, criticizing clips and artists.  

The conversation contains about as many Turkish as Dutch utterances: about 43% 

and 46%, respectively, the rest being mixed. As the topic ‘exam’ is related to 

school, it could be expected to trigger mostly Dutch, and this is indeed the case: 

talk about the exam has a very high percentage of Dutch utterances, almost 90%
3
, 

as can be read from Table 9.6. 

 
Table 9.6: Language per utterance, by Yusuf and Fatih 

Topic Turkish Mixed Dutch 

Turkish music channel  26  (68.4%)  1  (2.6%)  11  (28.9%) 

Exam  2  (6.8%)  1  (3.4%)  26  (89.7%) 

Total  28  (41.8%)  2  (3.0%)  37  (55.2%) 

 

An illustration is provided in (24): 

(24) 1.  Fatih: Yusuf ik moet leren! 

“Yusuf, I have to study!” 

  2.  Fatih: Is belangrijk examen? 

is important examination 

“Is (it) (an) important exam?” 

  3.  Yusuf: Ga, belangrijk. 

go important 

“Go, (it is) important.” 

  4.  Yusuf: Is gewoon zo als vorig jaar? 

Is just like as last year 

“Is (it) just like( it was) last year?” 

  5.  Fatih: Nee, is nieuwe, lesbrief. 

no is new_one lesson_letter 

“No (it) is (a) new one, (a) study module.” (pause of 9 seconds) 

                                                        
3 This is an even higher proportion of Dutch than was used by Aylin and Özlem to talk about boys 

(88%). This finding may be ascribed to the nature of the topic itself; the association of “studying 

and homework” is probably associated with Dutch more strongly than the more general topic of 

boys. Aylin and Özlem actually spent a few utterances on the topic of homework as well, and did 

so in monolingual Dutch. 
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  6.  Yusuf: Doen we muziek.  

do-1pl we music 

“Let’s put on some music”. 

Although this ‘typical Dutch’ topic is discussed in monolingual Dutch, most of the 

utterances are grammatically reduced. This suggests that for Yusuf and Fatih, the 

use of grammatically reduced Dutch might have become an established feature of 

their in-group speech style, perhaps indicating a rough, mixed identity. That Yusuf 

regularly uses rough speech is also shown in his other conversations with friends, 

which were recorded on the street. In (25), for instance, taken from conversation 

Yusuf 4, Yusuf’s friend Malik has been very persistent in asking Bayram to take him 

to the city centre on the back of his moped: 

(25) 1.  Bayram: Jongen ga us lopen! 

  “Dude, go walking!” (addressee = Malik) 

  2.  Bayram: Tot waar moet ik jou brengen? 

“To where should I take you?” 

  3.  Yusuf: Gooi een snelle (phonetics: ∫n) bocht dur onder! 

“Throw a fast turn under it.”  

  4.  Bayram: Gooi je moeder dur onder. 

“Throw your mother under it.” 

  5.  Yusuf: Gooi je vader dur onder. 

“Throw your father under it.” 

  6.  Bayram: Ik breng jou tot uh dinges. 

I will take you as far as uh what’s it called. 

  7.  Malik: Kahvenin orada +/... 

“From the cafe there +/... 

  8.  Malik: K. gilin sokağı  

“The street where K. and his family live.” 

Especially striking is that unlike the other three core informants, Yusuf and his 

friends use a ∫ instead of a heavy palatalized ‘s’ at the beginning of Dutch words 

that start with an ‘s’, which is a feature that ultimately comes from Moroccan-

Arabic, but is a staple of metropolitan Dutch youth language (see Dorleijn and 

Nortier 2006). As was explained above, an interesting question would be whether 

Yusuf’s use of grammatically reduced sentences decreases when he is speaking to 

Dutch monolinguals. 

In their discussion of the Turkish music channels, finally, the boys use over 68% 

Turkish utterances, which is somewhat more than the percentage of Turkish used 

by Aylin and Özlem to discuss the possibility of a future in Turkey. A striking 

similarity is that the few Dutch utterances used appear to index a dissociation from 

the ‘Turkish’ topic discussed here (compare the discussion of (9) above). Fatih asks 
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Yusuf to switch back to a channel broadcasting a clip of the Turkish celebrity 

İbrahim Tatlıses:  

(26) 1.  Yusuf: Hangisi Tatlıses’dı ula 

“Which one (= which channel) was Tatlıses, man?” 

  2.  Fatih: O. 

“That one.” (Yusuf switches channel two times again, a Turkish male singer is 

heard) 

  3.  Fatih: Dursun! 

“(You should) keep this one on!” 

  4.  Yusuf: ^ Ik haa:t die man <jongen> [>]. 

“I hate that man, dude.” 

  5.  Fatih:<Dursu:n> [<]! 

“(You should) keep it on” 

  6.  Fatih: M yok, yinde telefona sarıldım, son bir özür için (= Fatih joins in the 

song). 

  7.  Yusuf: xx keseceğin mi? 

“Will you stop (singing)?” 

  8.  Fatih: <bütün sevdiğim> kadınlardan, çok mut   +... 

“Of all the women I loved, very happy (continues singing)+...” 

  9.  Fatih: Ah, yanlış.  

“Ah, wrong.” (Fatih tries to sing the song but doesn’t get the words right) 

  10.  Yusuf: Mhm, dooie muziek. 

 “Mhm, dead music” (= means extremely boring) 

In utterances 4 and 10, Yusuf criticizes Tatlıses, an extremely popular singer in 

Turkey, in Dutch. Possibly, it is his use of Dutch which enables him to do so more 

efficiently, as it allows him to assume the position of a relative outsider. If he would 

say the same thing in Turkish, offending Tatlises as ‘a Turk among the Turks’, his 

criticism could come across as impertinent.  

A final remark on the analyses in this section should be made. Although I 

attempted to refer to recurrent patterns and to explicate which considerations 

made me arrive at certain conclusions, I felt the need to mitigate all the statements 

I made. This is a consequence of the basic shortcoming of the Conversational 

Analytic method which I touched upon in Chapter 2: it relies too much on the 

analyst’s interpretations, as it cannot look inside the speaker’s head. I have made 

an attempt to expand the method, in search for stronger evidence, by asking 

participants themselves about their recorded codeswitches. The results will be 

discussed in the next section.  
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9.3 Phatic functions 

This section will concentrate on two phatic functions which constitute each other’s 

mirror image (Valdés 1981), i.e.: 

• mitigating the illocutionary effect of speech acts; 

• aggravating the illocutionary effect of speech acts. 

Section 9.3.1 will deal with the degree to which it is possible to actually assess 

these phenomena of mitigating and strengthening. Section 9.3.2 reports on a 

modest attempt to overcome the methodological problems involved. 
 

9.3.1  Mitigating and strengthening 

Several examples of both softening and enforcing the impact of an utterance are 

provided in Hill and Hill (1986), who deal with Mexicano-Spanish codeswitching 

speakers from towns on the Malinche Volcano in central Mexico. In (27), the 

speaker humbly uses Spanish (in Italics) to abundantly mitigate his Mexicano 

answer to the question “Did you ever go to school?”: 

(27)  Solamente como apróximadamente hueliz ōme mētzli. 

“Only like approximately perhaps two months.” 

Other mitigating elements appearing in Spanish mentioned by Hill and Hill (1986: 

375) are the conversational openings ‘bueno’ and ‘pues’ (both meaning ‘well’) and 

what they call ‘verbs of propositional attitude’ like ‘yo creo que’ (‘I believe that’) 

and ‘parece que’ (‘it seems that’). Note that similar units appear in many languages 

in rather fixed forms (compare, for instance, English ‘I think’) and could therefore 

be considered multiword discourse markers with the function of mitigating. Hill and 

Hill (1986: 380–381) presented two additional types of mitigating. When 

respondents did not know the answer to a question, they always apologized for this 

using Spanish. Similarly, they almost always used Spanish for apologizing that they 

did not know how to say a word in Mexicano, as is shown in (28): 

(28)  Quemah, zan ce, pero amo nicmati, pero, yo no sé como decir. 

“Yes, just once, but I don’t know, but, I don’t know how to say.” 

To conclude, the authors report that “speakers often use codeswitching to Spanish 

in order to mitigate a discussion of a delicate topic.” For instance, in (29), the 

speaker, who has become a Protestant, is at pains to explain why he cannot answer 

the question what language he confesses and prays in: 

(29) Ōniaya, porque neh, yo era católico más antes. Conozco perfectamente la 

religion católica. 
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I used to go, because as for me, I used to be a Catholic before. I know the Catholic 

religion perfectly. 

The mirror image of (27) was encountered by Hill and Hill as well, although they do 

not classify these cases as ‘strengthening’. Instead, they arrange them under 

Gumperz’s (1982) ‘objectification’ function: 

[…] speakers often codeswitch into Spanish at the moment when the argument is 

‘clinched’. Here, the switch is a case of Gumperz’s (1982) ‘objectification’ function; it 

suggests to the hearer “My claim is supported beyond a doubt.” Many phrases are tags 

borrowed from Spanish, such as claro ‘clearly’, correcto ‘right’, verdad ‘right’ and so 

forth. But longer clinching sentences are also common. 

Note that the insertion of discourse markers such as ‘claro’, ‘correcto’ and ‘verdad’ 

in fact realizes exactly the opposite effect as ‘como apróximadamente hueliz’ does 

in (27): they express that the speaker feels certain of his main utterance, instead of 

uncertain. 

However, the authors mention the use of codeswitching for aggravating 

explicitly in the context of entire utterances, i.e., to make these utterances “less, 

instead of more polite. Some interview respondents used Spanish in this way, 

switching to show they were not in a cooperative mood.” They provide an example 

of a speaker using Spanish to criticize their research interest in Mexicano as 

“romantic and rather foolish”. Example (30) provides another example of verbal 

aggression aggravated by using Spanish. It is spoken by a drunk man, who has just 

been asked whether he ever went to school: 

(30) Āmo niescuela nicah niburro. 

“I’m no scholar, I’m a donkey.” 

Interviewer: Aha. 

Pero total chincuetos, pero agárrate conmigo. 

“But totally uncivilized, but just try messing with me.” 

It can be concluded on the basis of these examples that in fact there are two 

different kinds of mitigating or strengthening a message: 

• The discourse element itself serves to mitigate or aggravate the remainder of 

the utterance, or its surrounding utterances. That is, the mitigating or 

aggravating effect lies in the contents of the words. Instances of such mitigating 

elements can be found in (27) and (28). ‘Bueno’ and ‘yo creo que’ are other 

good examples. Their aggravating counterpart is the use of words like ‘claro’ 

and ‘verdad’. The role of codeswitching is optional here: the mitigating or 

aggravating function of the words can optionally be highlighted by locally 

conditioned codeswitching, that is, these words can be uttered in a code 

contrasting to the part of discourse they serve to qualify. 
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• It is the code choice itself that qualifies the message as either more forcefully or 

more modest. In (29), the use of Spanish itself gives the explanation a softer, 

more humble load. In contrast, in (30) the use of Spanish makes the attack 

sound more threatening and rough. 

What makes the second type complex and intriguing at the same time, is the fact 

that it cannot be simply observed from the outside, as it relies on the personal 

perception of the interlocutor (and previous to that, on the speaker’s expectations 

concerning that perception). 

An extremely striking aspect about codeswitching in the Malinche community is 

that they use the same variety, Spanish, to switch to, irrespective of whether they 

want to create a mitigating or an aggravating effect. This leads Hill and Hill to the 

somewhat puzzling, contradictive statement: 

Many of the examples above […] seem to be cases of codeswitching which mitigate 

simultaneously with an implication of authority or weight. 

This finding is probably due to the unequal distribution of Spanish and Mexicano in 

the community. Although the speakers participate in alternational codeswitching, 

Mexicano is the clearly dominant, prevailing ‘base language’. Mexicano is the 

language speakers consistently switch from, Spanish is the language they switch to. 

When the indexical values of the two varieties are considered, however, it would 

rather be expected that Spanish, the variety that has its roots in the 16
th

 century 

colonizer and is nowadays associated with the industrial capitalism of the larger 

modern Mexican state, would be used to aggravate, while Mexicano, the home 

variety of the indigenous Indian inhabitants, would be used to mitigate. Apparently, 

however, the strong prevalence of Mexicano prevents this pattern from occurring. 

The possibility to either soften or strengthen the force of an utterance by 

selecting a certain code, was mentioned before, in Section 2.2, when I discussed 

the excerpt of discourse with a Kenyan worker and a farmer taken from Myers-

Scotton (1993a).
. 
I proposed that the use of the more intimate in-group variety to 

phrase an unpleasant, dispreferred response would aggravate its impact, and could 

therefore be perceived by the interlocutor as strongly face-threatening (Brown and 

Levinson 1978). Therefore, a speaker wishing to maximally accommodate to his 

interlocutor (that is, to minimize the social-emotional distance between the two 

parties) could be expected to phrase his unpleasant messages in the out-group 

variety and his pleasant messages in the in-group variety. In other words, the more 

indirect code is applied to unmark certain utterances. Table 9.1 summarizes this 

hypothesis. 

 
 

 



280 “All at once” – Language choice and codeswitching by Turkish-Dutch teenagers 

Table 9.7: Effect in terms of accommodation of selecting in-group/out-group variety 

Variety Preferred response Dispreferred response 

In-group convergence divergence (threatening face) 

Out-group divergence convergence (saving face) 

 

Such a pattern is reported by Li Wei (1998: 163): 

When the base language in inter-generational communication is Chinese (usually because 

the exchange is initiated by parents or grandparents who generally prefer to speak 

Chinese), there is a strong likelihood that children will switch to English to mark various 

conversation structures, in particular dispreferred responses. 

In other words, the children tend to ‘switch away’ from the in-group variety, 

Chinese, which they share with their (grand)parents when phrasing an unwelcome 

message. This finding is in line with several self-reports of informants in the current 

case study, who said that they used Dutch to phrase rebellious responses directed 

at Turkish-dominant adults such as their parents or a Turkish teacher (see Sections 

5.2.1.2, 5.2.4.4 and 5.2.4.5). 

As was pointed out before, however, there is no straightforward way to validate 

the correctness of the hypothesis from the viewpoint of an observing outsider (cf. 

my remarks on the limitations of Conversation Analysis in Section 2.2). Preferably, 

the perceptional attitude of the speech participants themselves should be 

assessed. One of the few scholars who explicitly comments on this alternative, i.e., 

to involve the actual opinion of speakers, is Romaine (1989: 60). She is, however, 

rather skeptical about its potential, pointing to:  

[...] the problem of potential circularity in applying this kind of interpretive approach to 

codeswitching. One first defines the values of the codes in contact with reference to 

symbolic oppositions like ‘we’ v. ‘they’. Codeswitches are then interpreted in terms of 

these categories and cited in support of them. One method used by conversational 

analysts is to ask participants what was meant by a particular exchange, in order to 

check the validity of the investigator’s interpretation. However, some of the kinds of 

meanings postulated for codeswitching are so abstract that they are unlikely to be 

accessible to such introspection. 

However, in order to assess the actual interpretations by participants, we just have 

no other choice than to involve the only real experts, i.e., the participants 

themselves. Although most of their switching was probably done unconsciously, 

this does not imply that speakers would be unable to reflect on it in retrospective. 

To avoid directly asking them questions such as “is my interpretation as a 

researcher right?”, I carried out a small pilot trying out a more indirect method of 
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questioning, thus attempting to escape the potential circularity Romaine warned us 

about. 

 

9.3.2  Self-reports on mitigating and strengthening 

To explore whether Turkish and Dutch were employed to either mitigate or 

strengthen the illocutionary effect of utterances, and if so, whether the two 

varieties played a different role in this process, two conversations were selected for 

further study. In both of these, the speakers touched upon some more or less 

‘delicate’ topics which could potentially be perceived as face-threatening: 

• In the selected excerpt of conversation Deniz 4, Deniz is speaking with research-

assistant Enes about football, in the presence of both Deniz’ parents. The 

assistant asks Deniz three quite sensitive questions, namely whether he plays 

indoor football during the winter season (which carries a higher risk of injuries), 

whether he gets paid for playing, and why he is not playing for the main club in 

his home city, which has a professional team while Deniz’ club only has amateur 

teams.  

• In the selected excerpts from conversation Havva 8, Havva is speaking to 

research-assistant Yasemin, in the presence of her mother and myself (mainly in 

the role of a listener). Havva was raised in a very conservative religious 

environment (cf. Section 7.1), while Yasemin is from an ‘open’ modern family 

from Istanbul (see Section 6.3 for the contrast between ‘closed’ and ‘open’ 

families). This difference in backgrounds makes some issues which came up 

during the talk potentially sensitive, especially the engagement and marriage at 

a young age of both Havva and her older sister to young men from Turkey, the 

questions Havva received about her wearing a headscarf during her internship, 

and the consumption of ‘helal’ meat. A fourth sensitive topic was an accident 

with cooking oil involving Havva’s brother when he was a child; this topic was 

emotionally charged because of the seriousness of the incident. 

 

Mitigating and strengthening in Deniz 4 
Deniz is the only core-informant who is dominant in Dutch to such an extent that 

he has problems now and then with formulating longer sentences in Turkish. This 

complicates the question which language he experiences as more direct and 

confronting. This could be Dutch, as he is more proficient in this language and 

therefore better able to perceive small nuances in it. On the other hand, it could be 

Turkish, as this is the in-group variety he shares with his family, particularly with his 

father, who is not proficient in Dutch.  

In (31), Deniz tells Enes about a forthcoming football tournament: 

(31) 1. Deniz: Achtentwintig uh januari zaaltoernooi var. 

“The twenty-eigth of er January, there is (an) indoor tournament.” 
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  2. Deniz: Zaalvoetbaltoernooi. 

“Indoor football tournament.” 

  3. Enes: Orada mı oynuyon? 

“Are you playing there?” 

  4. Deniz: Ja met onze elftal omdat # soğuk olduğu için. 

“Yes with our team because because it is cold.” 

  5. Enes: Da(t) mag toch nie(t)? 

That may just not? 

“That wasn’t allowed, was it?” 

  6. Deniz: Jawel. 

“It is.” 

  7. Enes: Oh: da’s nie(t) gezond hè? 

“Oh that ‘s not healthy, right? 

  8. Deniz: Nie(t)? 

“Isn’t it?” 

  9. Enes: Ja zaalvoetbal tehlikeli bir şey #2 xxx daha sert ya orası, daha ufak. 

“Yes indoor football is a dangerous thing… because the surface is harder, 

rougher.” 

  10. Enes: xxx mesela Türkiye’de futbol oynarsan, halı sahada <yasaklar> [/] 

yasaklıyorlar. 

“For instance, when you speak soccer in Turkey, they forbid (playing) on 

artificial grass.” 

  11. Deniz: “Yok biz de öyle.” 

“We don’t have that.” 

Enes phrases the introduction of his objection (utterance 3) in Turkish, as well as 

the clarification in utterances 9 and 10 (except for the word ‘zaalvoetbaltoernooi’, 

presumably borrowed for referential reasons). However, the core of his argument 

in utterances 5 and 7 is in Dutch. My assumption was that the very common, 

phonetically reduced, expression ‘Da mag toch nie?’ would be rather face-

threatening for Deniz
4
, especially as it was phrased in Dutch. To check whether this 

was the case indeed, I presented the transcription of this fragment to the assistant.  

To prevent putting words in Enes’ mouth, I did not directly ask him for his 

opinion on this hypothesis. Instead, I asked him how 4 and 5 would be said in 

Turkish. Subsequently, I asked whether this Turkish alternative would have had the 

same impact on Deniz as the original. If not: what was the difference?  

Enes indicated that especially utterance 5 would have a different illocutionary 

force when translated into Turkish, as both possible alternatives ‘yasak, değil mi?’ 

                                                        
4 Unfortunately, there were no instances of Deniz making potentially face-threatening utterances 

to Enes. Therefore, I had to ask Enes to put himself into Deniz’ shoes. This drawback was absent in 

the interview with assistant Yasemin, to be reported below. 
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(‘that’s forbidden, isn’t it?’) and ‘izin veriyorlar mı?’ (‘do they grant permission?’) 

are perceived as less informal. More generally, Enes got the impression during data 

collection that Deniz felt more comfortable when Enes addressed him in Dutch. 

This was due to the fact that Deniz’ Turkish proficiency was very limited in 

comparison to Enes’, who had lived in Turkey until his nineteenth, and was a 

student of Turkish linguistics to boot. Recall from Section 9.1, however, that Deniz 

proudly insisted on speaking Turkish to Enes on many occasions, rather than taking 

the path of least resistance, and answer Enes’ questions in Dutch.  

Relating this observation to the question whether Deniz would feel either less or 

more threatened if utterances such as 5 and 7 in (31) would have been phrased in 

Turkish, Enes concluded that Turkish would be more face-threatening. Deniz 

experienced speaking Dutch as “home field advantage”, while speaking Turkish was 

like “being on the away team”. This observation makes the question why Enes uses 

Turkish for his direct inquiries in (32) and (33) even more interesting. 

(32) 1. Enes: Sen orta mısın? 

“Are you (playing) in midfield?” 

  2. Enes: Sen defans mıydın? 

“Or were you in defense?” 

  3. Deniz: Ben defans ama orta sayı schuiven yapıyom. 

“I am a defender put I move up to midfield.” 

  4. Enes: Ah libero gibi. 

“Ah like a sweeper.” 

  5. Zor şeylere karşı arkada oynuyom, rugdekking geven yapıyom, kolay oynarsak 

orta sayı geçiyom. 

“Against difficult things (= under pressure from the other team) I play in the 

back, I give cover, when we have it easy, I move up to midfield. 

  6. Enes: Para falan veriyorlar mı size? 

“Are they paying you?”\ 

  7. Deniz: Yo bize vermiyorlar! 

“No they don’t pay us!” 

 […] 

  8. Deniz: Ama ben şimdi KNVB’de, veriyor bana KNVB. 

“But now I am in the KNVB (=royal Dutch soccer federation), KNVB pays me. 

(33) 1. Enes: Kulübun şimdi ne ismi senin? 

“What is the team you play for now called?“ 

  2. Deniz: Elinkwijk. 

  3. Enes: İyi değil mi o? 

“It is a good one, isn’t it?” 

  4. Deniz: İyi. 

“It’s good.” 
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  5. Enes: Şey de uh profesyonel de birincilik değil mi onlar? 

“They do not have a, what’s-it-called, a professional team, do they?” 

  6. Deniz: Yo onlar değil. 

“No, they don’t.” 

  7. Enes: Niye şeyde oynamuyon, F.C. Utrect’te? 

“Why don’t you play in, what-‘s-it-called, F.C. Utrecht?” 

  8. Deniz: Orası prof. 

“It is professional there.” 

Looking back at these data, Enes evaluated his question in (32), utterance 6, as ‘a 

bit rude, I could also have asked: are they paying you a salary?’. However, the 

question was not intended to be critical: “I would have been glad for him if he was 

paid.” Enes commented upon utterance 7 in (33), however, that this indeed was a 

critical question (in the sense of: if you are that good, and you live in Utrecht, then 

why don’t you play for this better team?), and this, he feels, would have come 

across as less offending if it had been stated in Dutch. However, Enes provided a 

remarkable clarification why his questions in (32) and (33) were very direct and, in 

the case of (33), even a bit offending, but certainly not impolite or ill-mannered: “I 

am older than Deniz, and in Turkish culture you receive respect if you’re older. 

Even someone who is only one month older, will be addressed as ‘abi’, ‘older 

brother’. Had the same questions been stated in Dutch, they actually would have 

been impolite.” Enes probably states this, because using Dutch would index a more 

equal relationship between the two speakers. In Dutch culture, an authority 

difference between speakers who differ in age only a few years, is less usual and 

certainly less self-evident.  

To summarize, for communication from Enes to Deniz Turkish is the variety that 

aggravates the impact of unpleasant messages. But this was unproblematic for 

their relationship, because at the same time, speaking Turkish put Enes in the 

position of ‘a natural authority’ which automatically allowed him to utter more 

forceful messages. 
 

Mitigating and strengthening in Havva 8 
In (34), Havva and her mother are busy explaining to assistant Yasemin what the 

far-reaching consequences were of Havva’s older brother’s accident in his 

childhood, when he got serious burn wounds in his face. The incident weighs 

heavily on Havva’s mother, who regrets she was not able to prevent it from 

happening at the time. 

(34) 1. Havva: En het was hier allemaal open. 

  “And it was all open here.” 

  2. Havva: Toen die achttien werd mocht ie um laten opereren. 

  “When he turned eighteen, he could get surgery.” 
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  3. Havva: Dus # ze hadden een ballon dur ingezet, <die werd telkens> [>] 

bijgepompt . 

  “So they had put a balloon in it, which was pumped up a little more each time.” 

  4.  Yasemin: <&sssj> [<] (=! horrified). 

  […] 

  5. Havva: <Hij liep zo> [>] . 

  “He walked like this.” 

  6. Mother: <Türkiye'de> [<] . 

  “In Turkey.” 

  7. Yasemin: Maar waarom ? 

  “But why?” 

  8. Yasemin: Waarom ? 

“Why?” 

  9. Havva: Zaten te stoeien met mun zusje . 

  “They were messing about, with my sister.” 

  10. Havva: Op het <fornuis> [>] +/. 

  “On the stove.” 

  11. Yasemin: <Nee> [<] ballonu niye koydular ? 

  “No, why did they put the balloon in?” 

  12. Havva: O [=! understanding] deriyi sündürmek [?] için . 

  “Oh, in order to stretch the skin out.” 

  13. Yasemin: En dan ? 

  “And then?” 

  14. Yasemin: Recht trekken [>] +/? 

  “Straightening it?” 

  15. Mother: <Ayağından> [?] [<] xx <aldılar> [>] derisini . 

  “From his foot they took some skin.” 

  16. Havva: <Ja> [<] . 

  “Yes.” 

  17. Yasemin: Dus hij heeft een facelift gehad eigenlijk ? 

  “So in fact he had a facelift?”  

  18. researcher: 0 (=! laughs) . 

  19. Mother: Ama yanlış yaptırmışız, hiç iyi olmadı, sacı birden döküldü.  

  “But apparently we did wrong , he started losing his hair straight away.” 

Havva’s mother has very limited speaking skills in Dutch, but understands most of 

the Dutch speech. Yasemin reported that she did much directive switching in this 

conversation, in order to maximally involve both Havva’s mother and me
5
.  

                                                        
5 In Chapter 5, this particular type of inclusion was called ‘wish not to exclude bystanders by using 

their dominant language’, see also Appendix 5, directive function 2Bb. 
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In utterances 9 and 10, Havva explains the cause of the accident but is 

interrupted by Yasemin, who already knows this information from Havva’s mother. 

In 11, she specifies which information she would like to get. Looking back at the 

fragment, Yasemin spontaneously commented that she asked the question in 

Turkish to give the mother the opportunity to answer as well. When Havva supplies 

the answer in 12, Yasemin elaborates on this in Dutch in 13 and 14; she might do so 

in order to make sure that I am following the conversation. When the mother 

explains about the unpleasant method of the surgery (15), which is affirmed by 

Havva in (16), Yasemin allows herself a little joke in Dutch in (17), which results in 

brief, relieved laughter from my side. Yasemin commented that she obviously 

made this remark to lighten up the emotionally charged atmosphere
6
. She could 

not have effected the same thing by speaking Turkish. Turkish might have created 

the impression that she was making fun of Havva’s mother, which was certainly not 

her intention. It was the use of Dutch that enabled her to mitigate the load of the 

speech situation. 

A similar effect of putting things into a lighter perspective can be observed in 

(35); but unlike (34), the situation is not just emotionally but also culturally 

charged. Havva and Yasemin are watching the wedding pictures of Havva’s older 

sister. 

(35) 1. Havva: M’n zus ziet d’r allemaal zo saggerijnig uit. 

  “My sister is looking so grumpy all the time.” 

  […] 

  2.  Havva: Iedereen zei zo van uh ["] &tr ben je uitgehuwelijkt ["], want zo als ze de 

foto’s zien. 

  “Everyone said like: “was it an arranged marriage” because, when they see the 

pictures. (laughter by Yasemin and researcher) 

  3.  Havva: Ze heeft er echt zelf voor gekozen [=! laughs]. 

  “It was really her own decision.” 

  4.  Havva: #2 Moe(t) je kijken, allemaal zo <saggerijnig> [>]. 

  “Have a look, all so grumpy.” 

  5.  Yasemin: <Leuk hè> [<]? 

  “Fun, huh?” 

  6.  Havva: Maar zij <lacht ook nooit, op foto's> [>]. 

  “But she never smiles on pictures.” 

  7.  Yasemin: <Ja maar dat, dat #> [<] dat hoort zo zeggen ze toch? 

  “But that’s how it should be, isn’t that what they say?” 

                                                        
6 Note from utterance 19 that the mother ignores Yasemin’s joke and continues her story in a 

serious mode. This probably indicates that she did not understand the joke. An alternative 

hypothesis would be that she felt offended, but there were no non-verbal signs at all indicating 

this. 



Pragmatic functions and (non)switching 287 

  8.  Yasemin: Je mag ook niet blij zijn +/. 

  “You are not supposed to be happy.” 

  9.  Havva: Ja maar da(t) was ^te zuur [?] [=! laughs]. 

  “Yes but that was too sour.” 

  10. Yasemin: Want <je gaat> [>] je vertrekt uit het huis van je ouders, dat ^is niet 

leuk [=! laughs]! 

  “Because you are going… you are leaving your parents’ home, that is not fun.” 

  11. Havva: Ik begon te janken. 

  “I started crying.” 

  12. Yasemin: Nou, dat bedoel ik. 

  “Yes, that ’s what I mean.” 

  13. Yasemin: Bak! 

  “Look!” 

  14. Havva: <Opeens> [>] #1 terwijl ik er nog geeneens aan dacht, ik was heel blij en 

alles. 

  “All of a sudden, when I was not even thinking about it, I was very happy and 

everything.” 

  15. Yasemin: <Ona diyorsun [?]> [<] saggerijnig . 

  “And you call her grumpy.” 

  16. Havva: En opeens +... 

  “And all of a sudden…” 

  17. Havva: #2 tot +/. 

  “Until…” 

  18. Yasemin: Ja. 

  “Yes.” 

  19. Havva: Precies toen ik de deur uit zou gaan, toen begon ik te janken. 

  “Exactly when I was going to leave, then I started crying..” 

  Researcher: <Aah:> [<] . 

In utterance 2, Havva touches upon a culturally sensitive topic; many Dutch people 

tend to believe that Turkish girls from a conservative environment are married off 

by their parents, and they strongly disapprove. The actual practice can be that the 

parents suggest a candidate to their daughter, but the girl is free to say no. Note 

that Havva hastens to say in utterance 3 that the marriage was her sister’s own 

choice. My hypothesis was that the use of Dutch mitigated the touchiness of 

utterance 2, while the use of the in-group variety Turkish would have made the 

issue even heavier. When I asked Yasemin how utterance 2 would be phrased in 

Turkish, she remarked that Turkish does not have an equivalent for the Dutch verb 

‘uithuwelijken’ (‘to marry off’) with a similar (negative) connotation. Turkish only 

has the verb ‘evlendirmek’, which is from the causative of ‘evlenmek’ (‘to marry’): 

‘to have/let someone marry’. In other words, the explanation for the use of Dutch 
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finds itself at the crossroads of referentiality and indexicality: the criticism against 

arranged marriages comes from Dutch culture, and Turkish has no synonym with a 

comparable connotation
7
.  

Recall from Section 8.2.3, that Havva and her friend Fadime were observed to 

describe their own emotions solely in Turkish (in conversation Havva 3). In the 

conversation with Yasemin, however, Havva deviates from this pattern. In 

utterance 11, she describes the strong emotion she felt when leaving the home of 

her parents, and elaborates on it in 14, 16 and 19. She does so in monolingual 

Dutch. Again, I assumed that the use of Dutch served a mitigating function here. 

When I asked assistant Yasemin how utterance 11 should be translated into 

Turkish, she could not think of an equivalent with a similar connotation to ‘ik begon 

te janken’ (‘I started crying’). “Because ‘ik begon te janken’ implies self-mockery. If 

you translate it into Turkish, you remove that ironic effect of saying “silly me”. 

Turkish ‘ağladım’ (‘I cried’) or ‘kendimi tutamadım’ (‘I could not hold myself in’) are 

really serious. Turkish is much more dramatic.” Note that Yasemin does not just 

ascribe the (indeed) mitigating effect of the use of Dutch here to the fact that it is 

not the ‘most intimate’ in-group variety, but also links it to a characteristic of 

Turkish culture: the Turkish language itself is inherently too dramatic to convey her 

intentions. So, again, the explanation of the mitigating effect coincides with 

referentiality. In terms of Section 5.2.2.1, Turkish is the language ‘most 

appropriate’ to convey serious emotions.  

In (36), Havva touches on the ever troublesome topic of wearing a headscarf; 

this is a sensitive issue not only in Dutch society, but also between the two 

speakers, as Yasemin does not wear one. In retrospect, Yasemin got the impression 

(especially from utterance 14) that she had been avoiding to elaborate on the 

topic, feeling a little extra uncomfortable because of my presence.  

(36) 1.  Havva: #4 <Dit> [//] ik # moet stage lopen. 

“This…is have to do a internship.” 

  2.  Yasemin: O:h ! 

  3.  Yasemin: Waar, bij, bij +/. 

“Where, at, at…” 

  4.  Havva: Verzorgingshuis was het. 

  “Medical care home for the elderly it was.” 

  5.  Yasemin: Mhm, en?, <is dat leuk> [>] ? 

                                                        
7 It should be noted, that it is not clear who Havva is quoting in utterance 2. As she reported in the 

case study that she has “almost only Turkish friends”, it is most likely that the people who were 

looking at her sister’s wedding pictures, were Turkish-Dutch bilinguals. Even then, it is most 

plausible that utterance 2 contains a literal quote, i.e., that the speakers invoked the “Dutch part” 

of their bicultural identity when uttering it (as Aylin and Özlem did when they discussed the topic 

of ‘boys’, see Section 9.2). 
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  “Mhm, and is that good?” 

  6.  Havva: <xxx verzorging’de > [<] 

  “In medical care.” 

  7.  Havva: Nou, is &e echt heel opmerkingen over je hoofddoek. 

  “Well, it is… very (many) comments about your headscarf.” 

  8.  Havva: #2 <Nou ja> [>1], maar ik dee(d) daar toch nie(t) moeilijk om, het waren 

toch alleen maar # <ouwe vrouwen> [>2] die om aandacht vragen [=! laughs]. 

  “But fine, I didn’t turn it into an issue, they were just old women who are asking 

for attention.” 

  9.  Yasemin: <mhm> [<1] (laughs). 

  10. Havva: Echt. ze willen zoveel met je kletsen. 

  “Really, they want to chat with you all of the time.” 

  11. Yasemin: Ja ja. 

  “Right.” 

  12. Yasemin: Ze willen dur over <praten> [>]. 

  “They want to talk about it.” 

  13. Havva: <Ja> [<]. 

  “Yes.” 

  14. Yasemin: Grappig hè. 

  “Funny.” 

Similar to the previous excerpts, I had the assumption that the use of Dutch had a 

mitigating effect, especially on utterance 7 in which Havva introduces the issue. 

Therefore, I asked Yasemin how utterance 8 would have come across, had it been 

stated in Turkish. After a pause, she concluded that the use of Turkish would have 

made it more serious. “In Turkish it becomes emotionally charged and very 

negative. Among Turks, the topic is charged as well. Using Turkish would indicate 

that she finds the ladies’ comments ridiculous. That is because using Turkish would 

create a strong feeling of contrast between ‘we’ and ‘them’. Using Turkish would 

indicate that Havva was actually bothered by those comments. But this was not the 

case, as she explains in utterance 8. She already softens the point herself.”  

The final fragment I presented to Yasemin concerns the eating of ‘helal’ meat. 

This topic, too, is a sensitive one, as Havva does not know well what to expect from 

the progressively minded Yasemin in this respect. Yasemin is talking about the 

butcher shop she goes to. 

(37) 1.  Yasemin: Ja, hij heeft altijd heel goed vlees, tertemiz eti var . 

  “Yes, he always has very good meat, he’s got absolutely clean meat.” 

  2.  Yasemin: #1 Şey de iyi . 

  “What-’s-it-called is also good.” 

  3.  Yasemin: #1 Alleen groentesi az . 

  “Just his vegetables are few.” 
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  4.  Yasemin: Maar ja, pazar var, en dan uh # hij ie iets van ["] ja ["] . 

  “But well, there’s the market, and then he thinks like “well”.” 

  5.  Mother: Neredesin xx ? 

  “Where are you …?” 

  6.  Yasemin: U:h, H'de gidiyorum. 

  “Er, I go to (the city of) H.” 

  7. Yasemin: İstasyona yakın, ama bir tane bu tarafta var, o çok iyi. 

  “Near the station, but there is one on this side, that one is very good.” 

  […] 

  8.  Yasemin: Ama # tren yolun öbür tarafındakiler, bir sürü var ama +... 

  “On the other side of the railroad there are some, but… 

  9.  Mother: #2 Temiz <değil> [>]. 

  “They are not clean.” 

  10. Yasemin: <O kadar> [<] +//. 

  “Like that…” 

  11. Yasemin: Nee. 

  12. Yasemin: <Malle o> [>] kadar [?] xx, taze değil. 

  “Their products are not that fresh.” 

  13. Mother: <Türklerin> [<]? 

  “From Turks?” (surprised) 

  14. Yasemin: Ja. 

  “Yes.” 

  Mother: mhm. 

  15. Yasemin: #2 Ama <bu xxx> [>] çok güzel. 

  “But this one is very good.” 

  16. Mother: < Her yer> [<]. 

  “Everywhere…” 

  17. Mother: +^ her &z, nerede olursa olsun, <iyi xxx oluyor> [>]. 

  “Wherever it is… it’s good when xxx (it is natural).” 

  18. Havva: <Her zaman &he helal> [<] mı alıyon, altijd bij de Turkse, of +..? 

  “Do you always buy (it) helal, always at the Turkish, or … 

  19. Yasemin: Ja. 

  “Yes.” 

  20. Yasemin: Een keer per maand gidiyorum, iki kilo ondan, iki kilo ondan.” 

  “I go once per month, (buying) two kilo’s from that, two kilo’s from that.” 

With the discussion of (34) to (36) in mind, I was very puzzled that Havva stated the 

most sensitive part of her question in utterance 18 in Turkish. This was contrary to 

my expectations, because I thought speaking Dutch would create a desirable 

distance with respect to the loaded nature of a topic related to religion. When I 

asked Yasemin how the first part of utterance 18 would come across if it were 
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stated in Dutch, she was surprised herself about the answer: “In Dutch, then she 

would treat me as a Dutch woman. Then she assumes that I don’t do that (=always 

buy ‘helal’ meat). In Turkish, that remains to be seen.” 

Summarizing her findings about (35) and (36), Yasemin concludes: “when you 

are speaking about Dutch people, using Dutch makes it light.” More general, she 

indicated she found it pleasant that the interview did not take place right after the 

recording of the conversation, as this gave her the opportunity to consider its 

content from some distance.  

To evaluate this method, it should be noted that the pilot interviews provided 

me with a wealth of information. Sometimes my assumptions about the mitigating 

or strengthening effect of a certain language choice turned out to be right, and 

sometimes to be utterly wrong. Therefore, I am convinced that the method has the 

capacity to reveal motives and mechanisms an outside researcher cannot possibly 

reach by merely conducting Conversational Analysis.  

The choice to conduct pilot interviews with both former research-assistants, but 

not with the informants, was not made for methodological but for practical 

reasons. Both assistants happened to be trained translators, but I do not suppose 

that is a requisite to make the method succeed. My impression was that speakers 

can rely on their natural pragmatic discourse skills, to answer questions of the type: 

“How would you feel if x was said to you?”, where x is a translation of the original 

message in the other code. Basically, I would claim, in-group speakers’ intuition is 

all that is needed for this type of interview (and maybe some reassurance 

beforehand such as the one I made to the survey informants, namely that there is 

nothing ‘wrong’ in codeswitching). Moreover, the finding that Enes was able to 

provide some useful insights, although he had to imagine himself in Deniz’ position 

in order to give an answer, suggests that it may be possible to ask a larger number 

of respondents who belong to the same community and generation to react to the 

same excerpt of discourse, perhaps in focus group format. 

A final illustration of the potential of this method will be provided in Section 

9.3.3. 

 

9.3.3  Once more: directive functions 

In Section 8.2.3 (examples (4) and (5)) and Section 9.2 (example (13)), I discussed 

consistency in word choice among participants throughout stretches of 

conversation; I interpreted the phenomenon as a micro-level form of 

accommodation. To explore whether the interview method described in the 

previous subsection would apply to assess this (hypothesized) nuanced, locally 

conditioned function of codeswitching, I presented fragment (38) to research- 

assistant Yasemin. Yasemin and Havva are still looking at the pictures. 
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(38) 1.  Yasemin: Dit is haar huis. (addressee = researcher) 

  “This is her home.” 

  2.  Havva: Ik had alles koloniaal maar ik heb er spijt van . 

  “I had everything colonial, but now I regret that.” (all her furniture is made 

from dark-coloured, so-called colonial, wood) 

  3.  Yasemin: Waarom ? 

  “Why?” 

  4.  Havva: Toz sarıyor çok böyle xxx, is erg. 

  “It attracts dust a lot like this, … that’s bad.” 

  5.  Yasemin: Mhm, toz? 

  “Mhm, dust?” 

  Havva: Ja: . 

  “Yes.” 

  6.  Havva: Dan maak je schoon, dan mag je het uh+... 

  “Then you clean it, and then you can er…” 

  7.  Yasemin: Maar hoe komt dat dan? 

  “But why is that?” 

  8.  Yasemin: Dat komt toch niet door het koloniale? 

  “That’s not because of the colonial, right?” 

  9.  Havva: Omdat het donker hout is, laat gewoon goed <zien>
8
 [>]. 

  “Because it’s dark wood, it just shows.” 

  10. Yasemin: <Maar> [<] heb je het hout op de vloer? 

  “But do you have wood on the floor?” 

  11. Havva: #1 &u kers. 

  “Er, cherry (wood).” 

  12. Yasemin: Ja. 

  “Yes.” 

  13. Havva: Nee <laminaat> [>]. 

  “No laminate.” 

  14. Yasemin: <Dat maakt> [<] het.+… 

“That makes it…” 

  15. Yasemin: Maar dat bedoel ik, dat <maakt het stoffig, je ziet> [>] het, hier zie je 

het niet +... 

  “But that’s what I mean, that’s what makes it dusty, here (= at the carpet floor) 

you don’t see it, but it’s actually there. 

  16. Havva: <En de meubels zijn koloniaal> [<]. 

  “And the furniture is colonial.” 

                                                        
8 Yasemin indicated that ‘laten zien’ (‘to show’) probably is a loan translation from Turkish 

‘göstermek’ (‘to show’, ‘to demonstrate’, ‘to make visible’). A monolingual Dutch speaker would 

probably produce: ‘Dan kun je het heel goed zien’ (‘Then you can see it very well’). 
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  17. Yasemin: +, Maar (he)t is dur wel. 

  “But it is there.” 

  18. Yasemin: Dit is uh schoner hoor, met uh laminaat. 

  “This is cleaner, you know, with er laminate.” 

  19. Yasemin: En hout. 

  “And wood.” 

  20. Yasemin: #2 Maar dit heb ik ook hoor. 

  “But I have this as well you know.” 

  21. Yasemin: “Ik heb het o:veral, boven ^en beneden.” 

  “I have it everywhere, upstairs and downstairs.” 

  22. Yasemin: En als ik dan een week niet thuiskom +/. 

  “And then when I have not been home for a week.” 

  23. Havva: Heb je echt hout of uh +.? 

  “Do you have real wood or er…” 

  24. Yasemin: Nee, laminaat. 

  “No, laminate.” 

  25. Havva: <laminaat> [>]. 

  “Laminate.” 

  26. Yasemin: +, <ook> [<]. 

  “too”. 

  27. Havva: Echt hout is volgens mij <beter> [>]. 

  “Real wood is better I suppose.” 

  28. Yasemin: <Hee:l> [<] veel stof. 

  “A lot of dust.” 

  29.  Havva: Dat zal niet zo erg zijn denk ik. 

  “That is not as bad, I suppose.”  

  30. Yasemin: Nou # in mun vorige huis had ik <echt hout> [>] . 

  “Well in my previous house I had real wood.” 

  31. Havva: <Welke kleur> [<] heb je laminaat? 

  “(In) which color is your laminate?” 

  32. Yasemin: Uh, licht, beuken. 

  “Er, light coloured, beech wood.” 

  33. Havva: Ja, dan valt het nog mee [=! laughs]. 

  “Yes, that’s not too bad.” 

  34. Havva: Dit is erger. 

  “This is worse.” 

  35. Yasemin: Nou, ik weet nie(t), maakt nie(t) uit hoor, laminaat is laminaat. 

  “Well, I don’t know, it doesn’t matter you know, laminate is (still) laminate.” 

  36. Yasemin: Toz oluyor. 

  “There’s always dust.” 

  37. Yasemin: Onder m’n bed moet je dan niet kijken na een week. 
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  “Under my bed you shouldn’t look then, after a week.” 

  38. Havva: Ja heel erg. 

  “Yes, very bad.” 

I presented the entire extended fragment to illustrate that the choice for the 

Turkish word ‘toz’ (‘dust’) is retained after more than 30 intervening utterances 

(compare utterances 4 and 5 and 36). During these 31 utterances, the Dutch 

equivalent ‘stof’ occurs twice as well (in utterances 15 and 28). My hypothesis was, 

however, that it returns in Yasemin’s utterance 36 in the original form it was 

introduced in by Havva (utterance 4), as Yasemin wants to finish their previous 

squabbling about what kind of material shows dust the most. Presumably, Yasemin 

is attempting to convince Havva that either material in either colour is equally 

problematic, but mitigates this message by literally repeating Havva’s original word 

choice. In other words, she deviates from Havva at the content level of the 

message, but accommodates to her at the level of form. To check this assumption, I 

asked Yasemin how utterance 36 would have come across, as it would have been 

stated in Dutch. She reacted: “When you would say ‘Het wordt nu eenmaal stoffig’ 

(‘it becomes dusty anyway, that’s how it goes’), than it seems as if you were saying 

that Havva’s statement is not true. Because she has said something, and than you 

would be altering it, by putting it in another language. When you repeat a part (= in 

the same language), than you confirm what she said. ‘Toz oluyor’ has the same 

rhythm as ‘toz sarıyor’. I do not see a real Dutch equivalent for that: in Dutch, it 

sounds different.” Yasemin appears to be aware of the same nuance I presumed to 

be there, thereby confirming my hypothesis. The finding that she was able to put 

into words such a subtle, micro-level function of CS can be cautiously interpreted 

as counterevidence to Romaine’s assertion (1980: 60, cited above) that more 

abstract functions of CS are not accessible to introspection. Maybe the time is ripe 

to start considering speakers as indispensable experts on these questions. 

 



CHAPTER 10 

Discussion: building the stairway from language 

choice to codeswitching 

This chapter will review the results of this study with respect to the three goals that 

motivated the current work: 

• To display how fluent bilingual teenagers in the Turkish-Dutch community come 

to language choices within their intra-ethnic social networks, in situations in 

which they are in principle free to choose from among the various linguistic 

resources in their repertoires. 

• To demonstrate when codeswitching is applied, and for which pragmatic reasons 

(if any). 

• To propose a more integrated and elaborate methodology for studying the 

entire phenomenon of language choice and code switching. 

 

The Turkish-Dutch community is characterized by (and sometimes strongly 

criticized for) its strong mutual cohesion and its allegiance to the culture and 

language of the country of origin. Though inter-generational language shift occurs, 

it proceeds slowly. Contacts with Turkey are kept alive through holiday visits, 

satellite dishes, the Internet, telephone calls, and through the influx of new 

migrants in the context of family formation. Nonetheless, the bilingual teenagers 

who constituted the subjects of the current study, spent a considerable part of 

their daily lives in environments where they spoke monolingual Dutch, such as the 

classroom. They also conversed in settings where speaking monolingual Turkish 

was a necessity, for instance when visiting grandparents or during holidays in 

Turkey. The informants were balanced bilingual in the sense that they were able to 

hold their own in both these monolingual language modes fluently, that is without 

struggling constantly with, for instance, sentence construction or word selection. 

That is, the term ‘balanced bilingual’ is not meant to imply equal proficiency in all 

(passive and active, oral and literal) language skills. Informants clearly differed in 

such things as language preference and language dominance, and had detailed 

proficiency tests been administered, for sure differences between Dutch and 

Turkish scores for the same informant would have been found. However, such 
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scores, based as they inevitably are on school-related registers are beyond the 

scope of this study, as is the question how these language skills compare to 

monolingual Turkish or monolingual Dutch peers. Informants were clearly able to 

communicate with and adapt to various interlocutors with divergent proficiencies 

in either language. In many situations, they were free to switch back and forth 

between both languages, for example, when talking among bilingual peers, and 

then often could be shown to be drawing upon a third code, a mixed lect in which 

the juxtaposition of elements of Turkish and Dutch origin appeared to be the 

natural way of speaking. The rest of this chapter will review the key theoretical 

concepts (Section 10.1) and the methodological tradition (Section 10.2), summarize 

and interpret the main empirical results of the survey (Section 10.3) and case study 

(Section 10.4), sketch briefly how these two parts hang together in a holistic 

perspective (Section 10.5) and, finally, suggest some avenues for future research in 

Section 10.6.  

 

10.1 Concepts in the field of codeswitching 

In Chapter 2, some of the difficulties were addressed which I found to haunt both 

current terminology and methodology in the field of CS research. Some proposals 

to overcome these matters were launched.  

 

Language choice and codeswitching 

Although this is rarely commented upon explicitly, ‘language choice’ and ‘code-

switching’ are commonly used to refer to the macro- and micro-aspects, 

respectively, of what is essentially the same phenomenon. ‘Language choice’ refers 

to the decision which language to speak in a particular conversation (cf. Gardner-

Chloros 2009: 80), generally based on macro-level social factors, while ‘code-

switching’ is usually applied to refer to micro-level conversation-internal choices.  

Mahootian (2005), however, reserves the term ‘codeswitching’ for exploiting 

the contrast between two varieties (in order to create a pragmatic effect), while 

she uses the term ‘linguistic code choices’ for the selection of varieties. This is a 

welcome move because it is often impossible to draw a strict dividing line between 

language choice and code-switching. One reason for their conceptual overlap, is 

that the same factors govern both phenomena (consider, for example, the largely 

overlapping sets of factors in Grosjean 1982: 136, 152). A second reason is that the 

macro-level factors that influence language choice can change in the course of a 

conversation, for example, when interlocutors switch from an official to a personal 

topic. Obviously, such changes can cause a transition to the other language. Both 

‘language choice’ and ‘codeswitch’ would make sense to describe this dynamic. 
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Having said this, I continue to use both terms because of established status. I 

merely wish to stress, though, that it is important to see them as different regions 

on a single continuum.  

I am not the first to argue for more integration of macro- and micro- 

perspectives. Especially valuable in this respect are contributions by Li Wei and 

Milroy (1995) and Li Wei et al. (2000), who have shown how personal network 

structures of different generations in a bilingual community illuminate the social 

dynamics that underlie synchronic language choice behaviour, and its diachronic 

reflection in language maintenance or shift. Their recommendations were taken on 

board in this study. 

 

Code and switching 

The term ‘codeswitching’ itself contains two complicated terms. ‘Code’ was defined 

as a variety, or a combination of varieties, perceived by its users as a distinct way of 

speaking and associated with a specific social context. The association with this 

context is what gives the code its ‘indexical power’. Its individuality yields the 

possibility to contrast it with other codes, enabling the speaker abundant 

possibilities to create pragmatic effects by switching between them.  

The word ‘switching’ implies that there are two distinct systems to switch 

between. This assumption is problematic. Following Alvarez-Cáccamo (1998), we 

should bear in mind that codeswitching speakers might not be synchronically 

combining two different systems at all, but that the CS mode is processed as a 

distinct third variety. We should also be weary of the literal overtones the word 

‘switching’ may carry. Future psycholinguistic research should reveal whether one 

system is really ‘off’ while the other is ‘on’.  

Gardner-Chloros (1995) presents the convincing alternative hypothesis “that 

speakers can simply let down the mental barriers between the two languages at 

various different levels — for example, switching can take place at the phonological 

level only — rather than assuming that they constantly shift from one pre-set 

frame to another.” Such an assumption would facilitate the explanation of 

phenomena such as loan translations and interference, without having to fall back 

on terms such as ‘incomplete language acquisition’. 

 

10.2 Methodological issues 

If it is overlooked that the macro- and micro-endpoints on the choice continuum 

are equally relevant exaggerated value can be attached to just one of several 

possible methodologies, and this obscures view of the ‘whole picture’. (cf. Gardner-

Chloros et al. 2000). In this study, a couple unorthodox methods were suggested: 
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• As conversational analysis attributes motivations to speakers, but by itself 

cannot look into the speakers’ heads, and since conversations do not always 

reveal much about the pragmatic meaning that may be conveyed by CS 

behaviour, it was argued that the speakers themselves should be involved more 

in the interpretation of the discourse after the fact. 

• Following Schegloff (1993), the results of conversational analysis were classified 

and quantified. That is, the proportion of switches and non-switches 

accompanying all the utterances that carried out a certain pragmatic function 

was determined (cf. Gardner-Chloros et al. 2000). Without counts, is the 

argument, the study of codeswitching will remain too dependent on anecdotal 

details and miss the chance to compare findings with other corpora, itself 

needed in order to gain further insights into what may be the universal aspects 

of the phenomenon. 

 

10.3 The survey 

Chapters 3 to 6 reported on the survey, which was conducted among 50 Turkish-

Dutch informants, all living and/or visiting school in the multicultural 

neighbourhood of Lombok and Transvaal in the city of Utrecht. The 26 girls and 24 

boys who participated all met three requirements: 

• Both of their parents were born in Turkey; 

• They were aged between 11 and 19 years old; 

• They had attended Dutch primary school from first grade on. 

 

Earlier research designs by Jaspaert and Kroon (1991) and Van Avermaet and 

Klatter-Folmer (1997) were adapted to fit the purpose of studying members of the 

second generation. It was hypothesized that the socio-biographical characteristics 

of the youngsters, the constitution of their social networks in the Netherlands, 

their contacts with Turkey, their orientation to aspects of Turkish and Dutch 

culture, and their individual language dominance profiles, would be responsible for 

determining their actual language choice behaviour. Below, I will briefly summarize 

the survey results.  

 

Language choice 

Following the recommendations of Li Wei et al. (2000) for linking the macro-level of 

society to the micro-level of codeswitching, subjects were given questionnaires in 

which questions were asked concerning their language choices with interlocutors 

from different generations in different conversational settings, for instance: “How 

do you usually speak with your father at home?”. The language modes they could 
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choose from were presented on a seven-point scale ranging from ‘only Turkish’ to 

‘only Dutch’.  

The combination of age and Dutch language skills of the interlocutor appeared 

generally to be decisive for the language mode used. In communication with 

(grand)parents, gender and respect also played a role, grandmothers generally 

speaking the least Dutch and politeness norms often dictating the use of Turkish 

with the elderly. Whenever language choice seemed to be relatively free, the 

interlocutor appeared to be more decisive than the conversational setting. A 

pattern of gradual language shift across the generations could be demonstrated, 

though. The majority of informants reported to speak ‘about as much Turkish as 

Dutch’ with peers, a language mode they sometimes referred to as ‘gewoon door 

elkaar’ (literally ‘just through each other’, i.e., ‘just mixed’, or ‘all at once’).  

In an attempt to add another step to the stairway connecting the macro- and 

micro-levels, the informants were also invited to reflect on their motivations for 

codeswitching. This was done using the follow-up question of the following sort: 

“So if you speak mostly Turkish with a little bit of Dutch to your father at home, 

then when, or for what reasons, do you speak Dutch?” This method yielded a 

wealth of self-reported pragmatic reasons for codeswitching, which were classified 

according to the six main functional categories proposed by Appel and Muysken 

(1987, based on Jakobson 1960). In total, 48 different reasons were given, some 

already well-known from the literature, others new. Informants turned out to be 

especially conscious of situational and indexicality-driven CS, but less so of locally-

conditioned, ‘pragmatic’, CS (with some exceptions, however). Regarding the 

indexical values of either language, it could be inferred that Turkish especially 

represented respect, personal life, confidentiality and seriousness. Dutch was 

associated with joking, education, and professional life. Parents appeared to make 

use of Dutch as a language indexing power, as they were often reported to try and 

strengthen their authority while instructing or reprimanding their children by 

speaking Dutch. Teenagers used it just the other way around, as a more indirect 

and thus softening language, used for requesting things and for acting rebellious. 

To summarize, the informants felt they needed both languages in order to function 

in their daily lives, as they needed them for different purposes. 

To examine to what degree the different characteristics accounted for the 

individual variation in language choice behaviour, an index was computed based on 

the mean of all questions regarding language choice. In general, the informants 

used more Turkish than Dutch with Turkish-Dutch interlocutors. The results for the 

different factors are briefly reviewed below. 

 

Socio-biographical characteristics 

Most of the informants’ parents had arrived in the Netherlands as young adults, 

and had attended only primary school and, in less than half of the cases, also 
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middle school or high school. A majority of 64% of the informants spoke only 

Turkish before entering school, most of the others being used to a mixture of both 

Turkish and Dutch. 

Education of the mother turned out to directly affect informants’ language 

dominance and language choice (the higher educated the mother, the more Dutch-

dominant the informant, and the more often the choice of Dutch in intra-ethnic 

contacts). Higher proficiency in Dutch caused the mother to use both Turkish and 

Dutch (instead of Turkish only) with the child. However, no direct correlation was 

found between the language reported to be spoken between mother and 

informant on the one hand, and the informant’s language dominance on the other. 

Contrary to widespread assumptions, this means that language choice at home as 

such, does not determine whether a child becomes dominant in either the majority 

or the minority language. The educational level of the father also influenced the 

informant’s general language choices to a degree. Strikingly enough, only the 

parents’ educational levels mattered: the educational level of the teenagers 

themselves showed no significant correlation with language choice. 

Gender differences were marginal with respect to general language choice; 

boys spoke Dutch a bit more often. Age, however, correlated negatively with 

language choice indicating, surprisingly enough, that informants use more Turkish 

as they grow older. The tendency to become dominant in the majority language, 

which starts as soon as children enter primary school at the age of four, and the 

accompanying preference for speaking this language more often in all contexts, 

apparently starts to revert course when the child enters the teenage years. 

 

Social networks 

For most informants, social networks consisted of Turks and non-Turks, with Turks 

numerically dominating in most domains (friends, neighbours, mosque, 

organisations). The ethnic origin of friends and neighbours correlated significantly 

with language choice behaviour, while whether or not the informant went to a 

mosque regularly did not. The latter result was related to the findings of Phalet et 

al. (2008), who demonstrated that merely visiting a mosque is not a good indicator 

of religiosity. Therefore, it could not really be used as an indicator of orientation to 

Turkish culture (its Islamic character in this case) either. Membership of an 

organization (irrespective of the ethnic origin of its members) did turn out to 

correlate with language choice: informants who were members of an organization 

appeared to speak relatively more Dutch. This result was tentatively explained by 

considering membership of an organization as an indicator of an ‘open and 

modern’ attitude towards society. 
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Contacts with Turkey 

Most informants went to Turkey during summer holidays at least once every two 

years. The majority of informants never wrote to people in Turkey but made 

telephone calls quite often. Contacts with Turkey showed no significant 

correlations with language dominance or language choice. Presumably this reflects 

that such contacts were determined by practical considerations (such as the 

expensiveness of airline tickets at the time), rather than by identity-related 

motivations.  

 

Orientation to Turkish and Dutch culture 

The questionnaire covered a limited selection of cultural topics. Given that 

common everyday language use was the focus of the present study, questions 

focused on language-related daily behaviour, e.g., reading, watching television, and 

listening to music, but there were also questions about what people generally ate 

for dinner. Two variables turned out to correlate with language choice: watching 

television (Turkish versus Dutch channels) and listening to music (Turkish versus 

western). Two variables, on the other hand, hardly showed any variance: 97% of 

the informants had Turkish food pretty much every day, and virtually nobody ever 

read Turkish books. Interesting variation was found with respect to the reading of 

newspapers and magazines. Informants who read more often in Turkish, did so in 

Dutch as well. This finding was related to Peterson and Simkus’ (1992) notion of the 

“cultural omnivore”. In Chapter 6, several observations were discussed which show 

a parallel pattern: the members of the Turkish-Dutch community with a relatively 

broad, global orientation take a stronger interest in aspects of both cultures at the 

same time. They show interest in the politics and economy of the two countries 

and aim at fluency in both standard languages. The Internet plays an important role 

in the maintenance of elaborate social networks in both countries. Their life-style is 

modern and progressive.  

On the other hand, Dutch Turks who are oriented more on the own ethnic 

group and on Turkey tend to prefer (dialectical) Turkish, as well as several mixed 

modes. Their life-style tends to be more traditional and conservative.  

The question what would predict a particular immigrant’s focus is not so easy to 

answer. Factors that first come to mind are educational and occupational level, as 

these have proven relevant in similar bilingual settings elsewhere. However, on the 

basis of extensive field work among Turkish-Dutch immigrants in Germany, Keim 

(2008) shows that the distinction between more ‘open’, modern families and more 

‘closed’, traditional families does not simply fall along the lines of educational and 

professional stratification. Family-internal dynamics and the pressure of social 

control from within the community play a role too.  

The construction of a scale which could linearly relate socio-cultural orientation 

with language choice was problematic. Part of the problem was also that the 
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assumption that an individual would be either more Turkish-oriented, or more 

Dutch oriented, was clearly contradicted. 

 

Language dominance 

A similar pattern was found with respect to language dominance. Combining 

several self-report methods with a brief test assessing active vocabulary, was found 

that according to these instruments 44% of the teenagers was dominant in Dutch, 

while almost a third was equally proficient in both Turkish and Dutch. However, a 

positive correlation was found between the absolute scores on the Turkish and the 

Dutch parts of the test, indicating that the more proficient the teenagers were in 

Turkish, the more proficient they were in Dutch as well, which is suggestive of 

positive transfer of skills from first to second language. 

Language dominance positively correlated with language choice: those who 

were dominant in Turkish also spoke it more often on a daily basis. Most likely the 

relation is reciprocal, as those who speak more Turkish can also be expected to 

develop stronger proficiency in it. 

 

Survey informants’ profiles 

It could be concluded that it is not possible to discern clear-cut types of Turkish-

Dutch teenagers within the sample, in the sense of two or more groups that differ 

from each other in a statistically significant way. Differences between individuals 

appear to be gradual. With respect to the predictors, it appears to be true that 

informants can be placed on a continuum that ranges from ‘strongly Turkish-

oriented’ to ‘weakly Turkish-oriented’, but — as all informants are the product of 

the integration of the two cultures — the extremes on both sides of this continuum 

are unoccupied. Obviously, such small and gradual differences are harder to 

demonstrate using statistical methods than large, clear-cut differences. Two 

solutions were suggested to deal with this problem in future studies of this kind:  

• A broader sample of informants could be selected, varying for example in 

generation, ethnic origin, and/or age of arrival in the host country, as this would 

increase the extent of variance in the data. 

• The qualitative differences between the informants could be investigated in 

more detail, through the ethnographic study of actual behaviour, and 

questionnaires and/or interviews on attitudes, in similar ways as is done in 

cross-cultural psychology. 
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10.4 The case study 

Chapters 7 to 9 reported on the case study, which was carried out with four 

informants. As it was desirable to collect spontaneous data which were as diverse 

as possible with regard to language choice, two boys and two girls were chosen 

from the sample of fifty survey informants, who occupied opposite ends on the 

index of general language choice described above. One male and one female 

Turkish-Dutch research-assistant were employed to approach the informants and 

organize the recordings (32 were made).  

In all but two of the conversations the observed language choice behaviour 

matched the reported behaviour.  

Some of the conversations were recorded without the presence of the 

assistants, which had the advantage that they were more informal, and indeed 

these conversations included many characteristics of spontaneous interaction, such 

as quarrelling, rebelling and name-calling. Recordings were made among peers as 

well as in interaction with members of the first and intermediate generations. They 

were fully transcribed according to CHAT conventions, and stored in ELAN-format 

in the Dutch Bilingual Database. Data were coded for structural characteristics as 

well as pragmatic functions; the latter were, similarly to the self-reported functions 

of language choice, classified according to the six categories distinguished by Appel 

and Muysken (1987). This classification was based on Conversational Analysis in the 

tradition of Auer (1998, 1999, 2000) and Li Wei (2000, 2002), making maximal use 

of the sequential order of utterances, discourse markers, and paralinguistic cues 

such as vowel length or pauses. To enhance the replicability of the method, an 

attempt was made to make the process of analyzing and consequent coding 

transparent by explicating it in a coding guide.  

The proportion of Turkish, mixed and Dutch utterances was determined for all 

30 conversations, and related to the generation the participants belonged to. It was 

demonstrated that the presence of a member of the first generation strongly 

forced all participants to speak Turkish. The presence of another second-generation 

member in the room slightly lowered the amount of Turkish spoken . 

 

Analyzing dense CS 

In Chapter 8, a prototypical in-group conversation containing dense CS between a 

case study informant and her close friend, was analysed in detail. Utterances which 

started a new speech turn were accompanied by a codeswitch less often than 

follow-up utterances. Speakers seemed to accommodate their language choice for 

a new speech turn to the language their interlocutor concluded with (they did so in 

more than two thirds of the cases). This finding was in line with a frequent remark 

by the survey informants, that they “spoke back in the language they were 

addressed in”. On the basis of Conversational Analysis, the cautious conclusion was 
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drawn that inter-turn switches virtually always created a strong pragmatic effect, 

while this was the case only sometimes with switches within one’s turn. 

 Single words and small lexical units were inserted for a variety of referential 

reasons, for instance, because they constituted the most appropriate term to refer 

to a concept belonging to one of the cultures, or because they were treated as 

some kind of proper noun. As both girls were equally bilingual, directive functions 

of CS appeared not to play a role of importance. With regard to expressive 

functions, it was noted that the speakers used Turkish especially to phrase their 

emotions.  

To investigate the phatic functions of CS, the study of Gardner-Chloros et al. 

(2000) was replicated, analyzing which proportion of the asides, reiterations, 

quotations and occurrences of the discourse markers ‘maar/ama’ (‘but’) were 

accompanied by a switch. Although Gardner-Chloros et al. investigated a different 

community (English-Punjabi speaking women in Great-Britain), remarkable 

correspondence was found between the studies as far as switching behaviour 

around quotations and asides is concerned. 

Although Dutch was dominant in the conversation, and Turkish was therefore 

the language most often switched to within turns, it could not be demonstrated 

that Turkish had a stronger marking function than Dutch. However, it clearly had a 

different function in some cases. For instance, indications were found of some 

functional specialization between the two codes, in the cases of framing quotations 

and the marking of contrast. Structural properties (e.g., word order) seem to make 

Dutch the easier medium for signalling quotations. In terms of Johanson (2002: 41), 

these properties appear to grant greater attractiveness to the Dutch means for 

framing reported speech. 

The question whether the speakers exploited the contrast inherently present 

between Turkish and Dutch, or that they were, alternatively, drawing upon an 

independent mixed lect, could not be given a straight ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. They 

certainly did so at some points in the conversation, for instance, when producing 

asides. At other points, however, it was quite unclear whether they perceived any 

contrast themselves (examples provided were the insertions of the single Turkish 

word ‘akşam’ (‘evening’)’ and Dutch ‘gisteren’ (‘yesterday’). It is likely that the 

speech of these teenagers is somewhere in the transition phase between CS and 

Language Mixing (in the sense of Auer 1999). The speakers did not only switch 

between two codes, they also alternated between meaningful and meaningless 

switching. The distinction between ‘meaningful’ and ‘meaningless’ should be 

considered as a continuum rather than as a strict division. As these speakers could 

be observed to speak both monolingual Turkish and monolingual Dutch in other 

settings, Language Mixing cannot be expected to develop further into a Fused Lect 
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(again in the sense of Auer, ibid) in the near future. Thus, neither the indexical 

power of the individual languages, nor the sense that there are two contrasting 

codes in the speakers’ repertoire, are likely to fade any time soon.  

 

Comparing pragmatic functions and (non)switching patterns 

The aim of Chapter 9 was to investigate the realization of directive, referential, 

expressive and phatic functions of codeswitched utterances within the corpus, and 

compare findings for two conversational settings: 

• conversations with the same informant, each time talking to members of 

different generations, and 

• conversations with different informants, each time talking to members of the 

same generation. 

 

The directive function focused on empirically was ‘speaking the interlocutor’s 

dominant language’, which would lead to interesting dilemmas of language choice 

when different participants with conflicting language dominances and preferences 

were present. A quantitative comparison between three conversations revealed 

that participants exerted a levelling effect on the language choice used to address 

the direct interlocutor. For instance, Aylin could be observed to speak less Turkish 

to her parents when in the presence of her brother, and to speak less Dutch to her 

brother when her parents were present. Interesting deviations from the inclination 

to accommodate to the dominant language of the interlocutor were found for 

those moments in which the speaker was annoyed by the interlocutor.  

Referential and expressive motivations for codeswitching were discussed in 

combination, as they turned out to coincide frequently. For instance, when 

speakers discussed a topic typically related to Turkish culture (the referential 

factor), they did not wish to do so as an objective outsider: the topic made them 

wish to ‘speak like a Turk’ (the expressive factor). It was illustrated how CS enabled 

speakers to talk ‘with two voices’, illuminating the Turkish and the Dutch side of 

the coin alternately. Moreover, it was shown that even the most Turkish-dominant 

speakers use Dutch labels consistently to discuss ‘typical Dutch’ topics such as the 

teenagers’ school life. Some of the speakers, mostly males, seemed to use 

grammatically reduced Dutch utterances, perhaps showing signs of grammatical 

interference from Turkish, in order to express a tough, mixed identity. 

Finally, two phatic functions which codeswitching is often claimed to be very 

suitable for, were examined in detail, namely mitigating or aggravating the 

illocutionary force of a speech act. This section went back to Chapter 2, where it 

was claimed that both Myers-Scottons’ Markedness Model (1993b) and sequential 

Conversational Analysis as advocated by Auer (1998, 1999, 2000) are necessary, 

but not sufficient, ingredients for finding out how a certain speech act was 

perceived by the listener. Stating something in code A instead of B can theoretically 
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be perceived as more face-threatening or face-saving. Although not often 

employed, I argued that the only way to assess the listener’s actual perception is to 

ask the participants themselves. A small pilot study was carried out. In order not to 

put words into the participants’ mouth, an indirect question format was used. The 

speaker was requested to translate the utterance in focus, A, to the other code, 

resulting in a new utterance B. Then he was asked: “How would you feel if B was 

said to you?”, or alternatively: “How would B come across? And what is the 

difference with A?” 

These pilot interviews provided a wealth of information. Sometimes my 

assumptions about the mitigating or strengthening effects of a certain language 

choice were confirmed, and sometimes fully contradicted. The interview method 

apparently has the potential to reveal motives and mechanisms an outside 

researcher cannot possibly reach by merely conducting conversational analysis. 

 

Adding another step 

In order to test whether relatively abstract functions of CS are accessible to 

introspection, the interview method described above was also applied to a case of 

‘accommodation at the micro-level’ by maintaining a label in the same code, a 

good candidate for a function that is likely to be ‘under the radar’. The participant 

appeared to be able, however, to describe this subtle mechanism in retrospect, 

although she had most likely not been conscious of it at the moment of the 

utterance.  

It was concluded that the time may be ripe to start considering the opinions of 

speakers as indispensable in Conversational Analysis. If properly done, this would 

yield a much needed additional step to the stairwell connecting micro- and macro-

levels of analysis. 

 

10.5 The steps of the stairs 

Figure 10.1 aims to represent schematically what a more complete approach for 

studying language choice, covering the areas in between the macro- and the micro- 

perspectives, would ideally look like. Under each ‘step’ of the ladder, I have added 

the names of some key authors. 
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Figure 10.1: Connecting the macro- and the micro-level of codeswitching analysis: aspects 

deserving attention, from left to right  

 

10.6 Implications for future research 

Method 

In this study, a modest attempt was made to assess: 

• the motivations for making language choices and codeswitching of which the 

informants were aware, and  

• the participants’ own perceptions of the effects of languages choices. 

 

Both methods need further development, however. The possibility to ask a larger 

number of respondents who belong to the same speech community to react to the 

same excerpt of discourse in focus group format, seems particularly promising. 

 

Comparing communities 

The classification of pragmatic functions and the quantification of switches and 

non-switches accompanying these functions, makes codeswitching data 

comparable to those in other corpora, thus enabling an evaluation of ‘different 

situations within communities, and alike situations in different communities’. 

Especially interesting in this respect would be comparisons of Turkish-Dutch 

second-generation members to third-generation members, to Turkish teenagers in 

other immigrant countries, but also to bilingual teenagers in the Netherlands with a 

Moroccan, Surinamese, Polish, Somalian, Afghan or other ethnic background.  

As was mentioned in Backus and Eversteijn (2004), research on the functions of 

CS has progressed so far by now that the classification presented in the coding 

scheme (Appendix 5) can be considered as ‘not very incomplete’. New CS functions 

will no doubt be uncovered, though, and they can then be added. What particularly 

needs elaboration is the content of the coding guide, with the aim to ultimately 

enhance inter-rater validity. Establishing clearer diagnostics for each function 
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should not be an unrealistic goal here, but requires the application of the coding 

guide to new data. 

 

Incorporating psycholinguistics 

A challenging option I would like to mention here is Gardner-Chloros’ (2009: 177–

178) proposal to apply psycholinguistic methods to natural interactions. Especially 

promising in this respect, but not well-substantiated yet, is the effort of Kecskes 

(2006), who works to integrate insights from psycholinguistics and Cognitive 

Grammar. In a minor attempt to test his ambitious theory that bilinguals possess a 

Common Underlying Conceptual Base (CUCB) instead of two — connected — 

mental lexicons, I carried out a very small pilot experiment not described in this 

thesis, asking both bilingual research-assistants whether synonyms belonging to 

both Turkish and Dutch basic vocabulary, evoked ‘the same picture’ in their minds 

when said in both languages. Results were surprising and very different for both of 

them, indicating that this kind of experiment deserves a more structural follow-up.  

 

Elaborating LIDES 

LIDES, the Language Interaction Data Exchange System, was developed in order to 

do exactly what I have been advocating above: to encourage comparison of 

language interaction data from an interdisciplinary perspective (Gardner-Chloros 

2009: 181–182), using the transcription system CHAT as its basis. LIDES needs to be 

elaborated, as I found that its possibilities for data coding are insufficient for 

studying the pragmatic functions of codeswitching. This was because language tags 

could only be attached to single words, while pragmatic functions of CS often apply 

to larger units of discourse, such as multiword units, constituents, clauses, 

sentences, speech turns, or entire stretches of speech. 

 

Style switching 

When the alternational use of Turkish and Dutch were examined in this study, I 

allowed myself an oversimplification, as ‘Turkish’, ‘Dutch’ and ‘mixed lect’ are 

abstractions, comprising numerous styles and registers. As styles and registers can 

index separate social contexts, they have the potential to constitute an 

independent code. Therefore, the involvement of styles and registers into the field 

of CS, investigating when which kinds of, say, Turkish and Dutch are used, would 

give rise to numerous new interesting research questions. 

 

Codeswitched input 

Of the survey informants, 28% said they had been raised in both Turkish and Dutch 

before entering school. Every single informant, however, was capable of speaking 
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monolingual Dutch without difficulties, and only suffered sometimes from 

relatively minor difficulties when they were obliged to speak ‘decent’ monolingual 

Turkish, for instance, during holidays in Turkey. 

When these informants, fluent bilingual second-generation members as they 

are, start raising children themselves, they can certainly be expected to speak both 

languages to their children in much more equal proportions than their parents used 

to do.  

It is almost impossible to find any publication on the practical aspects of raising 

children bilingually (or multilingually) which does not strongly advise parents to 

‘keep the languages separate’ at all times. The use of methods for creating such a 

strict (and sometimes very artificial) separation such as One Parent One Language, 

One Situation One Language, and Minority Language @ Home, is strongly 

advocated (see Blumenthal 2009: 100–101, and Eversteijn 2010, for a reaction). 

However, research by Bakker (2007) demonstrated that many parents, especially 

lower educated ones, do not consciously ‘plan a strategy’ for how to raise their 

children with more than one language, and do not rely on these kinds of methods.  

In contrast to the huge number of studies of language acquisition by children 

raised with OPOL, who almost exclusively are the offspring of higher educated 

parents, there is a glaring lack of studies investigating language acquisition of 

children receiving mixed language input (cf. Gardner-Chloros 2009: 154–156, 163). 

Unexplored questions include the following:  

• What is this mixed input like? 

• What are its consequences for the children’s language development? 

• Do the children manage to extract from the mixed input that there are also two 

monolingual varieties, and 

• If so, at what age do they manage this, and, above all:  

• How do they manage it?  

 

In my view, these questions should be on top of the research agendas for the fields 

of language acquisition and codeswitching. 

 

 



 

 

 



SUMMARY IN DUTCH 

Taalkeuze en codewisseling door Turks-

Nederlandse jongeren 

Dit boek gaat over jongeren die zijn opgegroeid in de Turks-Nederlandse 

gemeenschap, en daarom vloeiend tweetalig zijn. Met “vloeiend” wordt hier niet 

bedoeld dat ze de hoogst mogelijke scores zouden behalen, indien ze getoetst 

zouden worden voor alle deelvaardigheden (mondeling en schriftelijk, passief en 

actief) in het Turks en Nederlands afzonderlijk. (Dergelijke toetsen, en een 

vergelijking met eentalige leeftijdsgenoten in Turkije en Nederland, vallen buiten 

de focus van deze studie). Vloeiend tweetalig betekent hier, dat ze zich regelmatig 

bewegen in contexten waarin alleen Nederlands gesproken wordt (zoals school), en 

in contexten waarin alleen Turks gesproken wordt (zoals op familiebezoek in 

Turkije), en dat ze zich communicatief prima staande weten te houden in die 

settings, zonder bijvoorbeeld te worstelen met zinsconstructie of woordvinding. 

Deze studie, die werd uitgevoerd in het kader van het TCULT-project (Talen en 

Culturen in het Utrechtse Lombok en Transvaal) had drie doelen: 

• In beeld brengen hoe deze jongeren tot taalkeuzes komen in intra-etnische 

contacten in hun eigen sociale netwerk, in die situaties waarin ze in principe vrij 

zijn om te kiezen uit hun linguïstische repertoires; 

• Aantonen wanneer codewisseling toegepast wordt, en om welke pragmatische 

redenen (indien die er zijn); 

• Het voorstellen van een meer geïntegreerde en uitgebreide methodologie dan 

tot nog toe gebruikelijk, om het volledige fenomeen taalkeuze en codewisseling 

in kaart te brengen. 

 

Hoofdstuk 1 geeft een karakterschets van de Turkse gemeenschap in Nederland, 

zoals die is ontstaan vanaf de vroege jaren zestig van de vorige eeuw. Momenteel 

leven zo’n 384.000 personen van Turkse origine in Nederland; dit maakt hen de 

grootste groep inwoners van niet-Westerse herkomst. In 2009 behoorde bijna 43 

procent van deze groep tot de tweede generatie. Vergeleken met andere 

immigrantengroepen, wordt de Turkse gemeenschap gekenmerkt door (en soms 

ook bekritiseerd om) een sterke interne cohesie en oriëntatie op de taal en cultuur 
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van het land van herkomst. Intergenerationele taalverschuiving treedt wel op, 

maar verloopt langzaam. Contacten met Turkije worden onderhouden via satelliet-

schotels, internet, telefoongesprekken en door de (sterk beperkte) aanwas van 

nieuwe immigranten in het kader van gezinshereniging.  

 

Terminologie en methodologie 

Hoofdstuk 2 behandelt enkele knelpunten die ik heb ervaren in de huidige 

terminologie en methodologie betreffende taalkeuze en codewisseling, en doet 

een aantal voorstellen tot verbetering.  

Hoewel hiervan zelden expliciet gewag wordt gemaakt, refereren de termen 

‘taalkeuze’ en ‘codewisseling’ naar respectievelijk de macro- en de micro-aspecten 

van wat in essentie één en hetzelfde fenomeen vormt. ‘Taalkeuze’ verwijst naar het 

besluit tot het spreken van een bepaalde taal of talen bij aanvang van een 

conversatie, terwijl codewisseling refereert aan keuzes op het micro-niveau van de 

conversatie, bijvoorbeeld tot het wisselen van taal binnen een zin of woord. 

Wanneer uit het oog verloren wordt dat taalkeuze en codewisseling in feite twee 

uiteinden van een continuüm vormen, kan dat leiden tot een overschatting van de 

waarde van slechts één van de mogelijke methoden om het fenomeen te 

benaderen, zodat het totaalbeeld uit het oog verloren wordt. In navolging van 

auteurs als Li Wei et al. (2000), werd in deze studie gestreefd naar een integratie 

van micro- en macro-aspecten. 

De term ‘codewisseling’ bevat op zijn beurt weer twee gecompliceerde termen. 

‘Code’ werd in deze studie gedefinieerd als een taalvariëteit, of combinatie van 

variëteiten, die door zijn gebruikers wordt onderscheiden als een afzonderlijke 

manier van spreken en geassocieerd met een specifieke context. Deze associatie 

verleent de code zijn zogenaamde ‘indexicality’; door het gebruik van de 

betreffende code verwijst de spreker indirect naar die context en roept daarmee 

specifieke denotaties en connotaties op. De eigenheid van de code maakt het 

mogelijk hem te contrasteren met andere codes, en dat biedt de spreker 

overvloedige mogelijkheden om pragmatische effecten te bereiken door het 

wisselen tussen codes. 

Het woord ‘wisselen’ roept het beeld op van een treinwissel die dan wel naar 

het ene spoor, dan wel naar het andere bewogen wordt. Dit suggereert dat er twee 

afzonderlijke taalsystemen bestaan waartussen gewisseld kan worden. Deze 

assumptie is problematisch; wellicht combineren codewisselende sprekers 

helemaal niet synchroon twee systemen, maar wordt de codewisselings-variëteit 

door de hersenen verwerkt als een aparte, derde variëteit. Gardner-Chloros (1995) 

presenteerde dan ook de alternatieve hypothese dat sprekers de “mentale 

barrières” tussen twee talen kunnen neerlaten op verschillende niveaus, en 
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bijvoorbeeld kunnen wisselen op uitsluitend fonologisch niveau. Een dergelijke 

assumptie faciliteert de verklaring van fenomenen zoals leenvertalingen en 

interferentie zonder terug te hoeven vallen op termen als ‘onvolledige taal-

verwerving’. Een nauwere samenwerking tussen de psycho- en sociolinguïstiek zou 

licht op deze kwestie kunnen werpen.  

 

De breedtestudie 

De hoofdstukken 3 tot en met 6 bespreken de breedtestudie, die werd uitgevoerd 

onder 50 informanten, 26 meisjes en 24 jongens, die voldeden aan de volgende 

kenmerken: 

• hun beide ouders waren geboren in Turkije; 

• ze waren tussen de 11 en 19 jaar oud; 

• ze waren onderinstromers in het Nederlandse basisonderwijs. 

 

Taalkeuze werd geoperationaliseerd door middel van mondeling afgenomen 

vragenlijsten; informanten werd gevraagd om aan te geven op een zeven-punts-

schaal, variërend van ‘uitsluitend Turks’ tot ‘uitsluitend Nederlands’ in welke 

verhouding zij beide talen spraken met personen van verschillende generaties in 

verschillende, prototypische settings. De combinatie van leeftijd en Nederlandse-

taalvaardigheid van de gesprekspartner bleek doorslaggevend te zijn voor de 

taalkeuze. In de communicatie met (groot)ouders bleken ook de factoren geslacht 

van de gesprekspartner en respect een rol te spelen.  

Een patroon van geleidelijke taalverschuiving over generaties kon worden 

aangetoond. Een meerderheid van de informanten gaf aan met tweetalige leeftijds-

genoten ongeveer even veel Turks als Nederlands te spreken. 

Vervolgens werden de informanten door vervolgvragen uitgenodigd te 

reflecteren op hun motivaties voor codewisseling. Deze methode leverde 48 

verschillende, zelfgerapporteerde pragmatische redenen voor codewisseling op − 

sommige reeds bekend uit de literatuur, vele anderen nieuw − die werden 

geclassificeerd volgens de typologie van Appel en Muysken (1987) in directieve, 

referentiële, expressieve, phatische, metalinguïstische en poëtische factoren. 

Informanten bleken zich vooral bewust van situationele factoren en van factoren 

gerelateerd aan indexicality, maar minder aan lokaal bepaalde factoren die zich 

afspelen op het micro-niveau van de zin, zoals het markeren van een citaat of 

contrast. 

Meer in algemene zin werd het Turks beschouwd als een taal die respect, 

privéleven, vertrouwelijkheid en ernst representeert, terwijl het Nederlands werd 

geassocieerd met het maken van grappen, maar ook met educatie en het 

professionele leven. De informanten waren van mening dat zij beide talen nodig 
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hadden om te functioneren in hun dagelijks leven, omdat de talen voor aparte 

doeleinden werden gebruikt.  

Gemiddeld genomen, gebruikten de informanten meer Turks dan Nederlands 

voor intra-etnische contacten. Voortbouwend op de onderzoekdesigns van 

Jaspaert en Kroon (1991) en Van Avermaet en Klatter-Folmer (1997), werd de 

hypothese geformuleerd dat de sociobiografische kenmerken van de jongeren, de 

opbouw van hun sociale netwerken in Nederland, hun contacten met Turkije, hun 

oriëntatie op respectievelijk de Turkse en Nederlandse cultuur, en hun taal-

dominantie tezamen verantwoordelijk zouden zijn voor hun feitelijke taal-

keuzegedrag. Hieronder wordt beschreven in welke mate deze factoren daad-

werkelijk bijdroegen aan het verklaren van individuele variatie in taalkeuzegedrag.  

 

Socio-biografische kenmerken 

64 procent van de informanten sprak thuis uitsluitend Turks in de voorschoolse 

leeftijd, 28 procent sprak zowel Turks als Nederlands. Er bleek een directe 

correlatie te bestaan tussen het opleidingsniveau van de moeder en de taal-

dominantie en het taalkeuzegedrag van de informant (hoe hoger opgeleid de 

moeder, hoe dominanter de informant was in het Nederlands, en hoe vaker hij 

deze taal gebruikte in intra-etnische contacten). Er werd echter geen directe 

invloed gevonden van de taalkeuze tussen informant en diens moeder, en de 

taaldominantie van de informant. Dit toont aan dat taalkeuze thuis op zich niet 

bepaalt of het kind dominant wordt in oftewel de minderheidstaal of de 

meerderheidstaal. 

Het opleidingsniveau van de vader bleek het algemene taalkeuzegedrag van de 

informant ook enigszins te beïnvloeden. Opvallend genoeg bleek alleen het 

opleidingsniveau van de ouders een verschil te maken; dat van de informant zelf 

vertoonde geen significante correlatie met taalkeuze.  

De factor geslacht speelde slechts een marginale rol; jongens spraken iets vaker 

Nederlands. Leeftijd echter, correleerde negatief met taalkeuze, hetgeen er 

verrassend genoeg op wijst dat de jongeren meer Turks gebruiken naarmate zij 

ouder worden. De tendens om meer en meer gebruik te maken van de meerder-

heidstaal, die zich inzet bij aanvang van de basisschool, blijkt over zijn hoogtepunt 

heen te zijn bij het bereiken van de tienerjaren. 

 

Sociale netwerken  

Voor de meeste informanten bestond het sociale netwerk uit personen van zowel 

Turkse als niet-Turkse herkomst, terwijl Turkse personen in sommige domeinen, 

zoals vrienden, buren, moskee en organisaties, domineerden. De herkomst van 

vrienden en buren correleerde positief met taalkeuze (hoe meer Turkse personen 
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in deze domeinen, hoe meer Turks de informant sprak in het algemeen), en dat 

gold ook voor het al dan niet lid zijn van een organisatie. Dit resultaat zou mogelijk 

verklaard kunnen worden, wanneer lidmaatschap van een vereniging wordt 

beschouwd als een indicator van een meer “open en moderne” houding ten 

opzichte van de samenleving. Moskeebezoek op zichzelf vertoonde geen relatie 

met algemene taalkeuze. 

 

Contacten met Turkije 

De meeste informanten bezochten Turkije tijdens de zomervakantie minstens 

eenmaal in de twee jaar. De meerderheid van hen schreef nooit naar personen in 

Turkije, maar pleegde wel regelmatig telefoontjes. Contacten met Turkije vertoon-

den geen significante correlatie met taaldominantie of taalkeuze. Vermoedelijk 

echter weerspiegelt het aantal contacten met Turkije eerder praktische aspecten 

(zoals de destijds hoge kosten van een vliegticket) dan motivaties gerelateerd aan 

socio-culturele oriëntatie. 

 

Oriëntatie op Turkse en Nederlandse cultuur 

De vragenlijst bevatte slechts een kleine selectie van culturele aspecten. Gezien het 

feit dat alledaags taalgebruik de focus vormde van deze studie, waren de vragen 

met name gericht op taal-gerelateerd, dagelijks gedrag, zoals lezen, televisie kijken 

en muziek luisteren, maar ook was er een vraag over eetgewoonten. Twee 

variabelen bleken te correleren met taalkeuze, namelijk televisie kijken (Turkse 

versus Nederlandse kanalen) en muziek beluisteren (Turks versus Westers). 

Interessante variatie werd gevonden met betrekking tot het lezen van zowel 

kranten als tijdschriften. Informanten die regelmatig lazen in het Turks, deden dat 

ook in het Nederlands. Deze bevinding werd gerelateerd aan Peterson en Simkus’ 

(1992) notie van de ‘culturele omnivoor’. In hoofdstuk 6 kwamen verschillende 

observaties met een soortgelijk patroon aan de orde: die leden van de Turks-

Nederlandse gemeenschap met een relatief brede, globale oriëntatie zijn sterk 

geïnteresseerd in aspecten van beide culturen tegelijkertijd. Zij zijn geboeid door 

de politiek en economie van beide landen en streven naar een vloeiende 

beheersing van beide standaardtalen. Het internet speelt een belangrijke rol in het 

onderhouden van uitgebreide sociale netwerken in beide landen. Hun levensstijl 

kan getypeerd worden als modern, progressief en globalistisch.  

Nederlandse Turken die echter smaller georiënteerd zijn op personen van 

dezelfde herkomst in Nederland, en op familie en vrienden in Turkije, prefereren 

(een dialectvorm van) het Turks, naast diverse gemixte variëteiten. Hun levensstijl 

kan omschreven worden als meer traditioneel en conservatief. 

De vraag welke factoren bepalen of een individu er een meer brede of smalle 

oriëntatie op na houdt, is niet eenvoudig te beantwoorden. Voor de hand liggende 

factoren zijn opleidings- en beroepsniveau. Echter, op basis van uitgebreid 
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veldwerk onder Turkse migranten in Duitsland, toonde Keim (2008) aan dat het 

onderscheid tussen meer “open”, moderne families en meer “gesloten”, traditio-

nele families niet simpelweg parallel loopt aan de lijnen van opleiding en 

professionele stratificatie. Ook de dynamiek binnen het gezin en sociale controle 

vanuit de gemeenschap spelen een rol; het is mogelijk dat een redelijk gesloten 

gezin zich ontwikkelt tot meer open gezin, maar een ontwikkeling in omgekeerde 

richting is ook mogelijk. 

De assumptie dat individuen oftewel meer Turks-georiënteerd zouden zijn, 

oftewel meer Nederlands-georiënteerd, werd dus door de data weersproken; 

socio-culturele oriëntatie bleek niet op lineaire wijze gerelateerd te kunnen worden 

aan taalkeuze.  

 

Taaldominantie 

Een vergelijkbaar patroon als bij socio-culture oriëntatie werd gevonden voor 

taaldominantie. Taaldominantie werd gemeten door verschillende methoden van 

zelfrapportage te combineren met een summiere, tevoren gevalideerde test die 

actief vocabulaire mat. Op basis van deze instrumenten bleek 44 procent van de 

informanten dominant te zijn in het Nederlands, terwijl ruim een derde even 

vaardig was in beide talen. Er werd echter een positieve correlatie gevonden tussen 

de absolute scores op de Turkse en de Nederlandse helft van de test, hetgeen 

aanduidt dat de informanten meer vaardig waren in het Nederlands naarmate zij 

vaardiger waren in het Turks. Dit suggereert dat er sprake is van positieve transfer 

van T1- naar T2-vaardigheden. 

Taaldominantie correleerde positief met taalkeuze: degenen die meer dominant 

waren in het Turks, spraken het Turks ook vaker in intra-etnische contacten. Het is 

aannemelijk dat deze relatie tweezijdig is en dat degenen die het Turks vaker 

gebruiken ook vaardiger zijn in deze taal. 

 

Karakterisering van de informanten 

Het bleek niet mogelijk te zijn om duidelijk afgebakende, verschillende typen 

informanten te onderscheiden; verschillen waren gradueel. Wat betreft de 

onafhankelijke variabelen, bleek het mogelijk te zijn de jongeren te plaatsen op een 

continuüm lopend van “sterk Turks-georiënteerd” naar “zwak Turks-georiënteerd”, 

maar aangezien ze allemaal het product waren van de integratie van twee culturen, 

bleven de uiteinden van deze schaal onbezet.  

 

De dieptestudie 

De hoofdstukken 7 tot en met 9 beschrijven de dieptestudie, waarvoor 4 informan-

ten werden geselecteerd die maximaal van elkaar verschilden in hun taalkeuze-
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gedrag (zoals gemeten in de breedtestudie). Twee student-assistenten van Turks-

Nederlandse herkomst benaderden de informanten en organiseerden de (in totaal 

32) opnames van spontane conversaties binnen diens eigen sociale netwerken. In 

dertig van deze conversaties bleek het geobserveerde taalkeuzegedrag overeen te 

stemmen met het eerder gerapporteerde gedrag. Opnames werden zowel gemaakt 

in de aanwezigheid van leeftijdsgenoten, als met leden van de midden- en tweede 

generatie. De data werden na volledige transcriptie gecodeerd voor zowel 

structurele kenmerken als pragmatische functies, en vervolgens wederom 

geclassificeerd volgens de typologie van Appel en Muysken (1987). Om deze 

methode replicabel te maken, werd het proces van analyse en codering door twee 

analisten geëxpliceerd in een zogenaamde coding guide.  

Vanuit het streven om macro- en micro-aspecten verder te integreren dan tot 

nog toe gebruikelijk, werden de resultaten na classificatie gekwantificeerd. Per 

pragmatische functie werd bepaald welk percentage van de uitingen vergezeld ging 

van codewisseling. De redenering hierachter was, dat de studie van codewisseling 

zonder kwantificatie te veel blijft hangen in anekdotische bevindingen, en dat 

vergelijking met andere corpora verhinderd wordt. Een dergelijke vergelijking 

wordt wenselijk geacht om verder inzicht te verwerven in wellicht universele 

aspecten van het fenomeen. 

 

Analyse van compacte codewisseling 

Hoofdstuk 8 beschrijft de gedetailleerde analyse van een conversatie die kenmer-

kend is voor de communicatie tussen tweetalige leeftijdsgenoten; een informant 

spreekt met een goede vriendin en gebruikt daarbij frequente codewisselingen.  

Uitingen die een nieuwe spreekbeurt openden, bleken minder vaak vergezeld te 

gaan van codewisseling, dan nieuwe uitingen binnen de beurt van de spreker zelf. 

Sprekers pasten zich in meer dan tweederde van de gevallen aan, aan de taal 

waarin hun gesprekspartner was geëindigd. Deze observatie bleek in overeenstem-

ming met zelfrapportages. Op basis van Conversationele Analyse werd de 

voorzichtige conclusie getrokken dat codewisselingen tussen spreekbeurten vrijwel 

altijd een sterk pragmatisch effect creëerden, terwijl dat lang niet altijd het geval 

was bij wisselingen binnen iemands eigen beurt.  

Directieve redenen bleken geen rol van betekenis te spreken, omdat de beide 

gesprekspartners niet verschilden qua taaldominantie of –preferentie: beiden 

waren vloeiend tweetalig. 

Maar een scala aan referentiële redenen werd gevonden om losse woorden en 

kleine lexicale eenheden in te voegen in de andere taal. Bijvoorbeeld, omdat ze de 

meest gepaste term waren voor verwijzing naar een concept dat behoorde tot één 

van beide culturen.  

Wat expressieve factoren betreft, viel het op dat het Turks in het bijzonder werd 

gebruikt voor het verwoorden van de sprekers eigen emoties.  
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Om de phatische functies van codewisseling in dit gesprek nader te onder-

zoeken, werd de studie van Gardner-Chloros et al. (2000) gerepliceerd. Geanaly-

seerd werd in welke proportie de terzijde geplaatste opmerkingen (asides), 

herhalingen, citaten en de discourse marker maar en zijn Turkse equivalent ama 

werden vergezeld van codewisseling. Alhoewel Gardner-Chloros et al. een volstrekt 

andere gemeenschap bestudeerden (Engels en Punjabi sprekende vrouwen in 

Groot-Brittannië), werd een opmerkelijke overeenkomst gevonden in code-

wisselings-patronen rond terzijdes en citaten.  

Alhoewel het Nederlands domineerde in het gesprek, en het Turks daarom de 

taal was waar het vaakst naartoe werd gewisseld, kon niet aangetoond worden dat 

codewisselingen naar het Turks toe een sterkere markerende functie hadden dan 

wisselingen naar het Nederlands. Wel hadden zij een duidelijk andere functie in 

sommige gevallen. Zo werden aanwijzingen gevonden voor functionele specialisatie 

tussen de twee talen, bij het signaleren van citaten en contrast. Bij citaten viel 

bijvoorbeeld op dat het Turks werd gebruikt voor het verwoorden van het 

daadwerkelijke citaat, terwijl het Nederlands werd gebruikt om het citaat te 

introduceren en af te bakenen. 

De vraag of de sprekers gebruik maakten van een contrasterende werking 

tussen beide talen, of dat ze een onafhankelijk tweetalig “derde lect” spraken, kan 

niet simpelweg met ja of nee beantwoord worden. In sommige gevallen kon 

aangetoond worden dat zij de contrasterende werking tussen twee codes inder-

daad uitbuitten. In andere gevallen was het onduidelijk of zij zelf een contrast 

ervoeren (voorbeelden waren inserties van het enkele Turkse woord akşam 

(avond) en het Nederlandse gisteren). Het is aannemelijk dat hun taalgebruik zich 

ergens in de overgangsfase bevindt tussen codewisseling en “taal mixen” (language 

mixing zoals gedefinieerd door Auer 1999). De sprekers wisselden niet alleen 

tussen twee codes, ze wisselden ook tussen betekenisvolle en betekenisloze 

codewisseling. Omdat de sprekers ook regelmatig monolinguaal Turks en 

monolinguaal Nederlands spreken in andere contexten, ligt het niet in de lijn der 

verwachtingen dat hun taal mixen zich in de nabije toekomst verder zal 

ontwikkeling tot wat Auer (1999) een Fused lect noemt. Oftewel, noch de 

symboliserende kracht van de twee talen (indexicality), noch het besef dat er twee 

contrasterende codes bestaan in het repertoire van de sprekers, zal naar 

verwachting snel verdwijnen. 

 

Vergelijking van pragmatische functies en codewisselingspatronen 

Het doel van hoofdstuk 9 was de vergelijking van de realisatie van directieve, 

referentiële, expressieve en phatische functies van codewisseling: 
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• tussen conversaties van dezelfde informant, telkens in gesprek met leden van 

een andere generatie, en 

• tussen conversaties van verschillende informanten, telkens in gesprek met leden 

van dezelfde generatie. 

De directieve functie die empirisch werd onderzocht was ‘spreken in de dominante 

taal van de gesprekspartner’. Deze functie kan tot interessante dilemma’s leiden, 

indien er gesprekspartners aanwezig zijn met een uiteenlopende taaldominantie en 

–preferentie. Een kwantitatieve vergelijking tussen drie conversaties toonde aan 

dat de aanwezigheid van andere personen een nivellerend effect uitoefent op de 

taal die direct tot een bepaalde gesprekspartner werd gericht. Zo sprak een 

informant minder Turks tegen haar ouders wanneer ze in gezelschap van haar 

broer was, en sprak ze minder Nederlands tegen haar broer indien haar ouders 

aanwezig waren.  

Referentiële en expressieve motivaties voor codewisseling werden in samen-

hang besproken, omdat ze vaak bleken samen te vallen. Wanneer sprekers bijvoor-

beeld een onderwerp aan de orde stelden dat typisch gerelateerd was aan de 

Turkse cultuur (de referentiële factor), dan wilden ze dat niet doen als een 

objectieve outsider: het onderwerp maakte dat ze “wensten te spreken als een 

Turk” (de expressieve factor). Geïllustreerd werd hoe codewisseling sprekers in 

staat stelde om te spreken “met twee stemmen”, afwisselend de Turkse en de 

Nederlandse kant van de medaille belichtend.  

Bovendien werd aangetoond dat zelfs de meest Turks-dominante sprekers 

consequent Nederlandse labels gebruikten voor het bespreken van “typisch 

Nederlandse” onderwerpen. Verder schenen sommige sprekers, voornamelijk de 

mannelijke, grammaticaal gereduceerde uitingen te gebruiken voor het uitdrukken 

van een stoere, gemixte identiteit. 

Tot slot werden twee phatische functies geanalyseerd die bekend zijn uit de 

literatuur (zie bijvoorbeeld Hill en Hill 1986), namelijk het versterken of juist 

afzwakken van de illocutionaire impact van een uiting. Het formuleren van een 

bepaalde boodschap in code A in plaats van code B, kan de uiting meer of juist 

minder gezichtsbedreigend maken. Betoogd werd dat de enige methode om de 

perceptie van de gesprekspartner te achterhalen, was om het de gesprekspartners 

zelf te vragen. Deze ietwat onorthodoxe methode werd gekozen, omdat in 

traditionele conversationele analyse weliswaar wordt getracht om pragmatische 

motieven toe te dichten aan sprekers, maar dergelijke motieven vaak impliciet en 

onzichtbaar blijven.  

Gebruik makend van een indirecte vraagvorm, werden de student-assistenten 

geprikkeld om uitspraken te doen over het versterkende of juist verzachtende 

effect van bepaalde taalkeuzes, in conversaties waaraan zij zelf als gespreks-

partners hadden deelgenomen. Deze methode bleek een schat aan informatie op 
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te leveren, die niet achterhaald kan worden door conversationele analyse alleen. 

Gepleit werd voor een bredere toepassing van deze methode, wellicht ook in de 

vorm van focusgroepen, omdat hij een belangrijke nieuwe stap kan vormen in het 

overbruggen van de macro-aspecten en de micro-aspecten van het altijd verander-

lijke en flexibele proces van taalkeuze en codewisseling. De figuur hieronder geeft 

aan welke treden van de ladder idealiter genomen moeten worden om de kloof zo 

degelijk mogelijk te overbruggen, en om vergelijking mogelijk te maken tussen 

processen van codewisseling tussen verschillende generaties, landen en talen-

combinaties. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1:  

QUESTIONNAIRE BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND LANGUAGE ATTITUDES 

GENERAL 

1. Respondent number: __ 

2. Gender: __ 

3. Age: __ 

4. Country of birth: __ 

1= Turkey 

2= Holland 

3= other country:___________ 

5. Age at time of arrival in Holland (if applicable): __ 

6. Place of residence: ___________ 

1= Utrecht 

2= other place:____________ 

7. In which quarter do you live? 

1= Lombok/Transvaal 

2= other quarter:___________ 

 

EDUCATION 

8. Name school:____________________ 

9. School type:__ 

1= primary school 

2= VBO 

3= MAVO 

4= HAVO 

5= VWO 

6= HBO 

7= WO 

10. Which language or languages did you speak at home before you went to 

school? __ 

1= only Turkish 

2= only Dutch 

3= Turkish and Dutch 

4= only other language:_____________ 

5= Turkish and other language:_____________ 

6= Dutch and other language:______________ 

7= Turkish, Dutch and other language:_____________ 
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11. Are you attending Turkish lessons at this moment? 

1= yes 

2= no 

12. Why do you attend Turkish lessons? (if applicable)_______________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

13. Where? (if applicable) 

1= at school 

2= Turkish organisation 

3= mosque 

4= somewhere else:_______________ 

14. How many lesson hours a week do you attend? (if applicable) __ 

15. How many years have you been attending Turkish lessons here until now? (if 

applicable) __ 

16. Did you attend Turkish lesson in the past? __ 

1= yes 

2= no 

17. Where? __ 

See question 13 for coding.  

18. Why did you attend Turkish lesson by then?____________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

19. How many lesson hours a week did you attend? (if applicable) __ 

20. How many years did you attend Turkish lesson there? (if applicable) __ 

 

NETWORK 

21. Which family members of yours do live in Holland? 
 

  language competence 

father Iyes/no __ 

mother Iyes/no __ 
elder brother(s) Iyes/no __ 

elder sister(s) Iyes/no __ 

younger brother(s) Iyes/no __ 
younger sister(s) Iyes/no __ 

grandfather father’s side Iyes/no __ 

grandfather mother’s side Iyes/no __ 
grandmother father’s side Iyes/no __ 

grandmother mother’s side Iyes/no __ 

uncle(s) and aunt(s) Iyes/no __ 
elder cousin(s) Iyes/no __ 

elder niece(s) Iyes/no __ 

younger cousin(s)/niece(s) Iyes/no __ 
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Are there any family members among them from Dutch origin? 
1= yes: ___________________________ 

2= no 

For each family member of Turkish origin: 
How well does he/she speak Dutch according to you?__ 
1= not good at all 

2= not very good 

3= rather good 

4= good 

5= very good 

For each family member from Dutch origin: 
How well does he/she speak Turkish according to you?__ 
Same coding. 

21. Country of birth father: __ 

See question 3 for coding. 

22. Age of father at his arrival in Holland (if applicable): __ 

23. (Highest received) education of father: __ 

See question 8 for coding 1-7. 

8= ilk okul (Turkish primary school, duration 5 year) 

9= orta okul (Turkish secondary education) 

10= vocational training 

11= lise  

12= üniversite (university) 

24. Country of birth mother: __ 

See question 3 for coding. 

25. Age of mother at her arrival in Holland (if applicable): __ 

26. (Highest received) education mother: __ 

See question 23 for coding.) 

27. From which origin are your classmates? __ 

(Non-Turkish means: from Dutch origin or from another not Turkish origin like 

Moroccan, Chinese or Surinamese.) 

1= (almost) exclusively Turkish 

2= more Turkish than non-Turkish 

3= about as much Turkish as non-Turkish 

4= more non-Turkish than Turkish 

5= (almost) exclusively Turkish 

28. From which origin are your friends? __ 

See question 27 for coding. 

29. From which origin are the people in your neighbourhood to whom you are 

talking now and then? __ 

See question 27 for coding. 
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30. Are you member of any club or organisation? __ 

1= yes 

2= no 

31. What kind of club(s) or organisation(s)? (if applicable) __ 

1= sport 

2= music 

3= enjoyment 

4= religious 

5= other:_________________ 

32. From which origin are the other members?__ 

See question 27 for coding. 

33. Do you ever visit a mosque? __ 

1= yes  

2= no 

34. From which origin are the other visitors? (if applicable) __ 

See question 27 for coding. 

35. Do you ever go to Turkey on holiday? __ 

1= yes 

2= no 

36. How often? (if applicable) __ 

1= more than once a year 

2= every year 

3= every two years 

4= every three years 

5= less than once in three years 

37. How long do you go? (if applicable)__ 

1= longer than 6 weeks 

2= about 6 weeks 

3= shorter than 6 weeks 

 
LANGUAGE VITALITY 

38. How often do you watch Turkish television? __ 

1=  every day 

2= often 

3= rather often 

4= sometimes 

5= never 

39. Do you have a dish aerial to watch television? __ 

1= yes 

2= no 
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40. How often do you watch Dutch television? __ 

See question 38 for coding. 

41. How often do you read Turkish books? __ 

See question 38 for coding. 

42. How often do you read Dutch books? __ 

See question 38 for coding. 

43. How often do you read Turkish newspapers and magazines? __ 

See question 38 for coding. 

44. How often do you read Dutch newspapers and magazines? __ 

See question 38 for coding. 

45. How often have do you have contact by telephone with family and friends in 

Turkey?  

See question 38 for coding. 

46. How often do you write with family and friends in Turkey?  

See question 38 for coding. 

47. How often do you listen to music sung in Turkish? 

See question 38 for coding. 

48. How often do you listen to music sung in Dutch? 

See question 38 for coding. 

49. How often do you listen to music sung in English or another language? 

See question 38 for coding. 

50. How often do you eat Turkish food? 

See question 38 for coding. 

51. How often do you eat Dutch food? 

See question 38 for coding. 

52. How often do you eat food from other countries, like Italian, Chinese or 

Surinamese food? 

See question 38 for coding. 

 

LANGUAGE DOMINANCE AND LANGUAGE COMPETENCE  

53. Which language do you think you can speak best? __ 

1= Turkish 

2= Dutch 

3= equal 

4= I do not know 

54. Speaking in which language do you generally prefer? __ 

See question 53 for coding. 

55. When you are calculating something, for example how much something costs, 

in which language do you do so? __ 

1= in Turkish 
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2= in Dutch 

3= in both languages 

4= I do not know 

56. Which language do you use when you are counting thing for yourself? __ 

See question 53 for coding. 

57. Which language do you prefer speaking when you are angry? __ 

See question 53 for coding. 

58. Which language do you prefer speaking when you are tired? __ 

See question 53 for coding. 

59. Which language do you prefer speaking when you are happy? __ 

See question 38 for coding. 

60. How well do you think you speak Turkish? __ 

See question 20 for coding. 

61. Do you speak standard Turkish or Turkish from a certain area (dialect)? __ 

1= standard language 

2= from a certain area 

3= both 

4= I do not know 

62. Do you ever have the feeling that you are missing certain words in Turkish? __ 

1= yes 

2= no 

3= I do not know 

63. If so, what kind of words? (if applicable)________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

64. Do you wish you could speak Turkish better? __ 

See question 61 for coding. 

65. For what purpose(s) things do you think Turkish is peculiarly important?_____ 

________________________________________________________________ 

66. How well do you think you speak Dutch? __ 

See question 20 for coding. 

67. Do you speak standard Dutch or Dutch from a certain area (dialect)? __ 

See question 60 for coding. 

68. Do you ever have the feeling that you are missing certain words in Dutch? __ 

See question 61 for coding. 

69. If so, what kind of words? (if applicable)________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

70. Do you wish you could speak Dutch better? __ 

See question 61 for coding. 

71. For what purpose(s) do you think Dutch is peculiarly important?____________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 



Appendices 343 

APPENDIX 2: QUESTIONNAIRE ON LANGUAGE CHOICE 

Respondent number: __ 

 

Coding: 

1. Only Turkish 

2. Almost only Turkish (with a very little bit Dutch) 

3. More Turkish than Dutch 

4. About as much Turkish as Dutch/mixed 

5. More Dutch than Turkish 

6. Almost only Dutch (with a very little bit Turkish) 

7. Only Dutch 

 

Father 

1) At home 

a) What language do you usually speak at home with your father? __ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

2) In Turkey 

a) What language do you usually speak with your father when you are on 

holiday in Turkey?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

 

Mother 

3) At home 

a) What language do you usually speak at home with your mother?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

4) In Turkey 

a) What language do you usually speak with your mother when you are on 

holiday in Turkey?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 
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Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

 

Elder brother(s) 

5) At home 

a) What language do you usually speak at home with your elder brother(s)?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

6) In Turkey 

a) What language do you usually speak with your elder brother(s) when you 

are on holiday in Turkey?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
 

Elder sister(s) 

7) At home 

a) What language do you usually speak at home with your elder sister(s)?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

8) In Turkey 

a) What language do you usually speak with your elder sister(s) when you are 

on holiday in Turkey?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
 

Younger brother(s)/sister(s) 

9) At home  

a) What language do you usually speak at home with your younger brother(s) 

and/or sister(s)?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
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10) In Turkey 

a) What language do you usually speak with your younger brother(s) and/or 

sister(s) when you are on holiday in Turkey?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
 

Turkish friends 

11) At home 

a) What language do you usually speak at home with Turkish friends?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

12) Street 

a) What language do you usually speak in the street with Turkish friends?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

13) Classroom 

a) What language do you usually speak in the classroom with Turkish friends 

during Turkish lesson?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

c) What language do you usually speak in the classroom with Turkish friends 

during the other lessons?__ 

d) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

14) Schoolyard/corridor 

a) What language do you usually speak with Turkish friends at the schoolyard 

or the school corridors?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
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Turkish teacher 

15) Classroom 

a) What language do you usually speak with your Turkish teacher in the 

classroom?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

16) Schoolyard/corridor 

a) What language do you usually speak with your Turkish teacher at the 

schoolyard or in the school corridors?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

 

Turkish adults from the neighbourhood 

17) At home 

a) What language do you usually speak at home with Turkish adults from your 

neighbourhood?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

18) Street 

a) What language do you usually speak in the street with Turkish adults from 

your neighbourhood?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
 

Grandfather(s) in Holland 

19) At his place 

a) What language do you usually speak with your grandfather at his home?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
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Grandmother(s) in Holland 

20) At her place 

a) What language do you usually speak with your grandmother at her home?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
 

Uncles and aunts in Holland 

21) At their place 

a) What language do you usually speak with your uncles and aunts when you 

are at their home?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
 

Elder cousins in Holland 

22) At their place 

a) What language do you usually speak with elder cousins and nieces when you 

are at their home?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

 
Elder nieces in Holland 

23) At their place 

a) What language do you usually speak with elder nieces when you are at their 

home?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
 

Younger cousins and nieces in Holland 

24) At their place 

a) What language do you usually speak with your younger cousins and nieces 

when you are at their home?__ 

b) In case of answer 2,3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 
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Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
 

General 

25) Hall for parties 

a) What language do you usually speak with Turkish people in general at a 

Turkish party, for example a wedding?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

26) Mosque 

a) What language do you usually speak with Turkish people in general in the 

mosque?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

27) Turkish shop 

a) What language do you usually speak with Turkish people in general in a 

Turkish shop?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then?  

And when do you speak Dutch? 

28) Dutch shop 

a) What language do you usually speak with Turkish people in general in a 

Dutch shop?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

29) Post office 

a) What language do you usually speak with Turkish people in general at the 

post office?__ 

b) In case of answer 2,3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
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30) Meeting place (for example a bar or a clubhouse) 

a) What language do you usually speak with Turkish people in general in a 

meeting place?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

 

Influence of a person who does not understand Turkish 

31) With a person who can hardly understand any Dutch 

a) Imagine you are talking to someone who can hardly understand any Dutch, 

for example a grandfather, a grandmother or an aunt. What language will 

you speak then when somebody comes and joins you who cannot 

understand Turkish?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 

32) With a person who can understand Dutch well 

a) Imagine you are talking to someone who can understand Dutch well besides 

Turkish, for example a friend or a classmate. What language will you speak 

then when somebody comes and joins you who cannot understand 

Turkish?__ 

b) In case of answer 2, 3, 5 or 6: Could you tell me why or when you use [the 

other language] then? In case of answer 4: Could you tell when you speak 

Turkish then? __ 

And when do you speak Dutch?__ 
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APPENDIX 3:  BILINGUAL WORD DEFINITION TASK 

Naam/isim: _______________________________ 
 
1. What do you call someone who is not married? 

Evlenmemiş bir kişiye ne ad verilir?  
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je iemand die niet getrouwd is? 
_______________________________________ 
 

2. What do you call it when the employees in a working place temporally cease 

their duties for the achievement of a clear goal, for instance to receive pay 

rise? 
Bir iş yerindeki işçilerin belli bir amaç için, örneğin maaş artışı almak için, 
beraber geçici olarak işi bırakmasına ne ad verilir?  
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je het als de mensen van een bedrijf samen tijdelijk ophouden met 

werken om een duidelijk doel te bereiken, bijvoorbeeld om salarisverhoging te 

krijgen? _______________________________________ 
 

3. What do you call the period in which someone is not a child anymore, but 

starts to become an adult? 
Kişinin çocukluk dönemini bitirip yetişkin olmaya başladığı döneme ne ad verilir?  
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je de periode waarin iemand geen kind meer is en begint volwassen 

te worden? 

_______________________________________ 
 

4. A man has committed a crime, for example he committed a theft. He is picked 

up by the police. Someone else decides what kind of punishment he will 

receive. What is that person called? 
Bir adam bir suç işlemiş, mesela hırsızlık yapmış. Polis tarafından yakalanmış. 
Başka bir kişi adamın ne tür ceza alacağını karar veriyor. O kişiye ne ad verilir?  
_______________________________________ 
Een man heeft een misdaad gepleegd, hij heeft bijvoorbeeld gestolen. Hij wordt 

door de politie gepakt. Iemand anders beslist welke straf de man zal krijgen. 

Hoe heet die persoon? 

_______________________________________ 
 

 



Appendices 351 

5. When someone dies, he can bequeath his money and other properties to his 

children for instance. In that case, what do you call the money and properties 

the children get? 
Bir kişi ölürse, parası ve varlığını örneğin çocuklarına bırakabilir. Çocukların aldığı 
para ve mal varlığa ne ad verilir?  
_______________________________________ 
Als iemand doodgaat, dan kan hij zijn geld en zijn bezittingen bijvoorbeeld 

nalaten aan zijn kinderen. Hoe noem je het geld en de bezittingen die de 

kinderen dan krijgen? 
_______________________________________ 
 

6. What do you call the place where ships hold for passengers or freight? 
Gemilerin yolcu ve yük için durduğu yere ne ad verilir?  
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je de plaats waar schepen stoppen voor reizigers of vracht? 
_______________________________________ 
 

7. What do you call the women who is assisting during the birth of a baby? 
Bebeğin doğmasına yardımcı olan kadına ne ad verilir?  
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je de vrouw die helpt bij de geboorte van een baby? 
_______________________________________ 
 

8. What do you call it when an ill person passes on his illness to someone else? 
Hasta bir kişi hastalığını başka birine geçirmesine ne ad verilir? 
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je het als iemand die ziek is zijn ziekte overbrengt op iemand anders? 
_______________________________________ 
 

9. Bir an için deniz kenarında olduğunu düşünelim. Önünde uçsuz bucaksız deniz 
ve gökyüzü var. Deniz ve gökyüzünün çok uzakta bir araya geldiği çizgiye ne ad 
verilir? 
_______________________________________ 
Stel je even voor dat je aan het strand staat. Voor je zie je een eindeloze zee en 
lucht. Hoe noem je de lijn waar heel ver weg de zee en de lucht samenkomen? 
_______________________________________ 
 

10. Bir restoranda yedikten sonra genellikle garsona biraz ekstra para vereceksin. 
Bu ekstra paraya ne ad verilir?  
_______________________________________ 
Als je in een restaurant gegeten hebt, geef je meestal wat extra geld aan de 
ober. Hoe noem je dit extra geld? 
_______________________________________ 
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11. Bir taşıtın arkasına bağlanarak çekilen motorsuz küçük bir arabaya ne ad verilir?  
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je een karretje zonder motor dat achter een ander voertuig wordt 

gehangen en zo voortgetrokken wordt? 

_______________________________________ 
 

12. Altın, gümüş veya demirin ateşte ince ve akıcı duruma getirilmesine ne ad 
verilir?. 
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je als je goud, zilver of ijzer met behulp van vuur zacht en vloeibaar 

maakt? 
_______________________________________ 
 

13. Bir yazar yeni bir kitap yazmış ve onu satmak istemiş. Bir kitabın (veya derginin) 
matbaada basılması işlerine ne ad verilir? 
_______________________________________ 
Een schrijver heeft een nieuwe boek geschreven. Hoe noem je het bij de 

drukkerij laten drukken van een boek (of tijdschrift)? 
_______________________________________ 
 

14. Bir kişi hakkında iyice bilmeden yapılan bir değerlendirmeye ne ad verilir? 
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je een mening die je je over iemand gevormd hebt al voordat je die 

persoon goed kent? 

_______________________________________ 
 

15. Seçimlerde bir siyasi partiyi seçmeye ne ad verilir? 
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je het als je bij de verkiezingen voor een bepaalde politieke partij gaat 

kiezen? 
_______________________________________ 
 

16. Bir kimse sana çok kötü bir şey yaptı, onun için kızgın veya üzgünsün. Sana 
yapılan kötülüğün acısını o kişiye kötülük yaparak çıkarmaya ne ad verilir? 
_______________________________________ 
Iemand heeft iets heel gemeens gedaan tegen jou, daarom ben je boos of 
verdrietig. Daarom pak je hem terug, door iets gemeens terug te doen tegen die 
persoon. Hoe noem je dat? 
_______________________________________ 
 

17. Camdan yapılmış bir topa bakıp gelecekte ne olacağını önceden bildirmeye ne 
ad verilir? 
_______________________________________ 
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Hoe noem je in een glazen bol kijken en dan voorspellen wat er in de toekomst 

zal gebeuren? 

_______________________________________ 
 

18. İnsanlara para karşılığında senin evinde oturmalarına izin vermene ne ad verilir? 
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je het als je andere mensen tegen betaling in een huis dat van jou is 

laat wonen? 

_______________________________________ 
 

19. Derin bir kuyunun içine doğru “alo” bağırdığında sesin sana geri gelmesine ne 
ad verilir? 
_______________________________________ 
Hoe noem je het als je “hallo” in een diepe put roept en het geluid komt terug 

naar jou? 

_______________________________________ 
 

20. Yeni bir bisiklet alıyorsun. Daha sonra bir şirketle yeni bisikletini ilgilendiren bir 
sözleşme yapıyorsun. Her ay şirkete biraz para ödeyeceksin. Bir hırsız bisikletini 
çalarsa, şirket bisikletin değerini sana geri ödeyecek. Böyle bir sözleşme 
yapmaya ne ad verilir? 
_______________________________________ 
Je koopt een nieuwe fiets. Daarna maak je over de fiets een afspraak met een 

maatschappij. Je betaalt de maatschappij elke maand wat geld,  en als een dief 

jouw fiets steelt, zal de maatschappij jou de waarde van de fiets terugbetalen. 

Hoe noem je het maken van zo’n afspraak? 
_______________________________________ 
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APPENDIX 4: LANGUAGE CHOICE OBSERVATION PROTOCOL 

 

Date:   _______________ 

 

Informant: _______________ 

 

Location: _______________ 

 

Context: _______________ 

 
 

INTERACTION INTERLOCUTORS 

 

time nr. 
relation 

inform. 
gender age 

gene- 

ration 

known 

languages 

dominant 

 language 

comes/ 

goes at: 

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

 



Appendices 355 

APPENDIX 5:  CODING SCHEME 

UTTERANCE ID 

SPEAKER (speaker) 

format= e.g., HAV for Havva, FAD for Fadime 

 

TURN NUMBER (turnnum) 

format= 1, 2 etc. 

 

UTTERANCE NUMBER (uttnum) 

format= 1, 2 etc. 

 

SWITCHING TYPE 

 

SWITCHLEVEL (swl) 

sat =  Switch At Turn level 

sau =  Switch At Utterance level 

swu  =  Switch Within Utterance  

sww =  Switch Within Word 

 

ELEMENT (element) 

Scope of the element, e.g. ‘whole utterance ’ or literal quote of the fragment. 

 

SWITCH (switch) 

0  =  not applicable 

1  =  no switch at this level 

2  =  switch at this level 

 

DIRECTION OF SWITCH/LANGUAGE OF UTTERANCE (lan) 

0  =  undecided 

1  =  (to) Turkish 

2  =  (to) Dutch 

 

SWITCHTYPE (sty) 

0  =  not applicable (i.e. there is no switch, but new coding starts because new 

functions set in at this level) 

1  =  insertion 

2  =  switch to other matrix language 

3  =  unclear (at decision problems concerning the type of CS) 
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STATUS OF THE ELEMENT 
 
LINGUISTIC STATUS OF THE ELEMENT (sta) 

0  = unclear/ not applicable (one word) 

1  = no chunk 

2  = chunk 

 

CHUNKTYPE (chunktyp) 

1  =  whole is a chunk 

2  =  starts off with chunk 

3  =  chunk in middle position 

4  =  ends with chunk 

5  =  tongs construction 

 

DISCOURSE MARKER STATUS (dis) 

0 =  no discourse marker 

1  =  whole utterance is a discourse marker 

2  =  element is a discourse marker 

3  =  element is governed by a discourse marker  

  A = in initial position 

  B = in middle position 

  C = in final position 

4  =  element contains a discourse marker 

  A = in initial position 

  B = in middle position 

  C = in final position 

 

LINGUISTIC CATEGORY OF THE ELEMENT (lin) 

1  = unclear 

2  = sentence, or more than one sentence 

3  = clause 

4  = interjection  

5  =  idiom/particle 

6  =  noun 

7  =  verb 

8  =  adjective 

9  =  NP 

10  =  adverb/adverbial phrase 

11  =  conjunction 

12  = question word 

13  =  non-constituent part of sentence 



Appendices 357 

14  =  pronoun 

15  =  morpheme 

 

TRIGGERING (tri) 

0  =  not triggered 

1  =  triggered by cognate 

2  =  triggered by another preceding element 

 

PRAGMATIC FUNCTIONS 
 

DIRECTIVE FUNCTION (dir1 and dir2) 

1  = no apparent directive factor 

2  =  inclusion 

  A = wish to accommodate to interlocutor 

   Aa = by using the only language shared with this person 

   Ab = by using his/her dominant language 

   Ac = by using his/her preferred language 

   Ad = by using the same language as one was addressed in 

   Ae = by using both languages shared with this person  

  B = wish not to exclude bystanders 

   Ba = by using the only language shared with these persons 

   Bb = by using their dominant language 

  C = translate and explain 

3  =  exclusion   

  A = rebellion 

   Aa = uttered by using language unknown by interlocutor 

   Ab = uttered by using non-dominant language interlocutor 

   Ac = uttered by not using the language prescribed 

  B = secrets 

   Ba = told in unknown language bystander(s) 

   Bb = told in non-dominant language bystander(s) 

  C = politeness/wish not to bother someone 

   Ca = uttered by using unknown language interlocutor  

   Cb = uttered by using non-dominant language interlocutor 

4  =  respect/social distance (because of age and/or socioeconomic status 

interlocutor) 

5  = gender of interlocutor 

6  =  history of linguistic interaction with interlocutor  

7  = exploring interlocutor’s language skills, dominance and preference 
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REFERENTIAL FUNCTION (ref) 

1  = no apparent referential factor 

2 = appropriateness 

  A = association (of entity, concept or topic) with culture 

   At = with Turkish culture 

   Ad = with Dutch culture  

  B = appropriateness label in given context 

3  = lexical 

  A = word finding problems  

  B = proper nouns  

  C = lexical gaps 

4  =  intertextuality 

5   = most available word phenomenon  

 

EXPRESSIVE FUNCTION (exp) 

1  = no apparent expressive factor  

2  = marking mixed identity (by continuum tags/interjections – arbitrary CS 

mode) 

3  = marking Turkish identity 

4  = marking Dutch identity  

5  = expression of emotion 

6  = shift to serious mode 

7  = appeal to status 

8  = appeal to solidarity 

 

PHATIC FUNCTION (pha) 

(conversation structuring devices and speech acts) 

 

1 = no apparent phatic factor 

2  = reiteration/repetition 

  A = of own utterance 

  B = of interlocutor’s utterance 

  C = quotation  

3  = quote 

  A = introducing quote 

  B = actual quote 

  C = marking end quote 

4  = topic (re)introduction/topic change 

  A = signaling (re)start of topic 

  B = (re)new(ed) topic 

  C = signaling finish of topic 
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5  = clarification 

  A = self-clarification 

   Aa = exemplification 

   Ab = other 

  B = other-clarification 

   Ba = exemplification 

   Bb = other  

6  =  making an aside/presequence 

7  =  drawing a conclusion 

8  = personalizing  

9  = generalizing 

10  = mitigating/softening 

11  = strengthening/emphasizing 

12  =  repair 

  A = utterance to be repaired/false start 

  B = repaired utterance 

13 = giving opinion 

  A = acceptance/agreement/minimal response 

  B = negation (of interlocutor’s turn)/disagreement 

  C  = evaluating comment 

  D = other 

14  =  elaboration 

  A = self elaboration 

  B = other elaboration 

15  =  hesitation 

  A= signaling hesitation 

  B = solving hesitation 

16  =  interruption/claiming speech turn 

17  =  contrasting 

18  = drawing attention 

19  = creating vividness 

20  = dispreferred/rebelling response (refusal) 

21  = negotiating/suggesting 

22  = swearing/calling names 

23  = joking/kidding  

24  = showing off  

25  = challenging 

26  = defending 

27  = inquiring/asking 

28  = providing information/answer 

29  = requesting/nagging 
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30  = criticizing/reprimanding 

31  = greeting/opening a conversation 

32  = instructing 

 

METALINGUISTIC (met) 

(= concerning language skills (Scotton 1979)  and language properties, not to be 

confused with discourse markers which metalinguistically govern the conversation) 

 

1  = no apparent metalinguistic factor 

2  = talking about languages involved (e.g. seeking for clarification)  

3  = practice 

  A=  practicing own language skills  

  B = practicing interlocutor’s language skills 

4  = avoidance 

  A = word or expression is shorter or easier to pronounce in this language 

  B = speaking own generally dominant language 

5  = showing own language skills 

6  = authority 

  A = interlocutor prescribes language to be spoken (e.g., a teacher) 

  B = outside pressure (politicians) 

 

POETIC (poe) 

1  = no apparent poetic factor 

2  = puns 

3  = poems  
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