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ABSTRACT

The ultimate purpose of this analysis is to identify some aspects of lexical
comparison between two dialects co-existing in Ain Sefra, a town located in the
South West of Algeria. The varieties under study are abbreviated to Amr and Ksr
after their indigenous social ethnic groups, ‘ElI-Amour’ and “El-Ksour’ respectively.
The current lexical comparison contains also certain features related to the
vocabulary such as the phonological and morphological levels. These levels of

analysis display basic distinctions between Amr and Ksr lexemes.

This dissertation also explores the reasons behind the preservation of the
indigenous varieties in spite of their co-existence within the same geographical
area. In addition, it seeks for other facts as linguistic switch and change, and the
reasons which might play a role in the reluctance of using some of the indigenous
forms in accordance with sociolinguistic criteria as the variety itself and the users of

this variety .
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION




General Introduction

Remarkable linguistic achievements in studying language seem to have
extensively flourished during the last century raising many questions in several
fields of research. These works shed more light on different linguistic behaviours

and to their social correlation. This has called for the progress of sociolinguistics.

As far as sociolinguistics is concerned, the investigators in such field relate
the occurrence of the variants of the linguistic variable to a number of social factors
within the same speech community (Labov’s work 1966 in New York City,
Trudgill 1974 in Norwich, and others). Thus, they were fundamentally interested in
answering some questions such as: what are the factors that affect linguistic
behaviour differences? Why and how do neighbouring varieties differ? Such

questions open the doors for other important discussions and investigations.

Many sociolinguistic studies on the Arabic-speaking world have been
interested in investigating different dialects in comparison with MSA due to the
wide typical heterogeneity in the social organizations, national constructions, urban
contexts as well as language situations. In this respect, many factors were taken into
consideration such as: sedentary and nonsedentary (firstly recognized by Anis
(1952) and later by Al-Jundi (1965)) and rural versus urban. The ‘tripartite
distinction’ which is comprised by the stated factors (urban, rural and nomadic
Bedouin groups) cannot be defined in purely social, cultural or even geographic
items (Cadora, 1992). This fact has been recently discussed in an international
workshop on Arabic urban vernaculars which was organized in October 2004
gathering many researchers from different traditions, in addition to the
Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics (EALL) which was published in
August 2006 including 14 case-studies in Amman, Cairo, Damascus, and other
Arab cities. Yet, it has been claimed that the convergence towards MSA in any
dialectological research was merely observed on lexical level, whereas on the other

levels MSA/dialects aspects were analysed in terms of stylistic variations or



instances of code switching rather than practically implication of language change.
(Haak et al., 2004).

However, in recent years, analytic investigations have tackled the description
of the dialects in contact within urbanized contexts influenced by non-urban ones
which are purely Bedouin (Miller et al., 2007). In this sense, the current dissertation
explores the lexical differences between two Algerian social dialects in contact
within an intricate linguistic profile. The investigator has chosen Ain Sefra as a
speech community in which many social and geographical linguistic varieties have
coexited for about a half century. Though the linguistic image of this speech
community is rich, the researcher tends to introduce two distinct varieties which
are: EI-Ksour and EI-Amour varieties (henceforth, Ksr and Amr respectively), for
the following reasons: they are two social dialects involved in the rural/ Bedouin
context which still display some differences though they coexist in the same speech
community. In this way, the conductor of this research insists on the representatives
who are living in the town of Ain Sefra. Thus, this study aims at investigating the

following research questions:

What does characterize the main linguistic differences between the two
varieties (Ksr and Amr ) and according to what social factors? In addition, some

sub-questions are worthy to be investigated:

- Why are these varieties still different though they coexist within the same

geographical area of Ain Sefra?

- Is there any influence of one variety over the other in a given social interaction

between interlocutors of both varieties?

In this line of thought, the hypotheses which might be advocated at this level
are:

- The main linguistic variations seem to occur at the lexical level, which may be

related to differences in age and gender.



-The linguistic differences still co-existing may be due to the preservation of the
linguistic behaviour expressing tribe belonging, in addition to the loyalty to the

variety which denotes ethnicity.

- It may appear that one speaker may switch his/her way of speaking to the other

speaker’s variety in the same conversation in order to be understood.

Hence, this research work is framed within three distinctive chapters. The first
one is almost devoted to the discussion of the key- concepts that are related to the
area of research. This part should be seen as an analytic background for the second
and the third chapters rather than only a significant theoretical collection of
information. The second chapter is the central body of the whole study, since it is a
description of the speech community in question on geographical, social and
linguistic dimensions. The third chapter is highly practical as it presents the sample
of informants and its categorization into age and gender classes. Then, it introduces
the research methods, which the investigator has considered to collect data. The
data will be analysed in quantitative and qualitative paradigms, according to age
and gender. The interpretation of the data will reveal some results according to the
stream of the methodology followed in choosing the representatives, research tools

and methods of analysis.
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Chapter One Sociolinguistic Review

1.1. Introduction

In human societies, the basic means to interact between the members is
language. Though its system and use is more or less distinct from one society to
another and within the same society as well, the purpose of communication and

building up relationships is still the same.

On a way of giving an overview on the needs of this research work, some
introductory points and substantial technical terms, which the researchers in the
field are acquainted with, will be clarified in this chapter. From the general to the
specific, this is how the ideas in this chapter are organized; the researcher sheds
some light on language and its variations. Then, in spite of the existence of
divergent streams in studying language, the investigator presents the perspectives
of the present research within the scope of dialectology and sociolinguistics in
addition to all the social variables involved when studying a linguistic

phenomenon.
1.2. Dialectology

As its name implies, dialectology is simply defined as ‘the study of dialect
and dialects’, (Chambers and Trudgill, 2004: 03). It is also defined by Spolsky
(1998: 28) as: “the search for spatially and geographically determind differences in
various aspects of language [...] to know the typical local vocabulary or
pronunciation”. Dialectologists attempted to study the distinctive aspects between
the regional dialects in order to identify the places of ‘isoglosses’ on geographical
maps. The isogloss is a term used usually in dialectology to mean the geographical
regions or boundaries which describe a specific linguistic variable used in a specific
variety, it can be a phoneme named ‘isophone’, a morpheme coined as ‘isomorphe’

or even a vocabulary called a “isolexe’ ( Hudson, 1996)
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The interest in investigating regional dialectal differences had progressed by
the second half of the nineteenth century, when these investigations had become

systematized through a set of methodological tools of research and analysis.

Indeed, the achievements in dialectology had affirmed that sound changes are
governed by rules as opposed to the ‘Neogrammarians’ principle of regularity’,
which was labeled in ‘sound changes are exeptionless’ (Trudgill, 1995) i.e. the
traditional fact that the sound change is regular implies the generalization of a
certain case of changes in all utterances in the variety under study. Many interesting
works were introduced in form of atlas projects throughout Europe such as: in
Switzerland, Germany, Italy and Spain, besides, the Linguistic Atlas of the United
State and Canada (LAUSC) founded in 1930s. In addition, in the early years of
traditional dialectology, the fieldworkers tended to use linguistic maps to precise

the isoglosses in which the linguistic variables are distributed (Meyerhoff, 2006).

Moreover, regional dialect maps and atlases have always helped to further
research in historical linguistics and sociolinguistics later on. In so far as the
investigated variation had exhibited variability related to social variables, the
sociolinguistic analysis had interfered, and this is Britain’s idea (1980s) of
expanding regional dialectology into social dialectology® (Meyerhoff, 2006). In
fact, in addition to regional and social dialectology, structural dialectology had
begun in 1954 by the publication of Weinreich’s article ‘Is a structural dialectology
possible?” This approach lies in the consideration of the dialect system, as
Chambers et al. (2004:34) claim that:

Dialect researchers should be aware of varieties as having
systems, and not rely on atomistic phonetic transcription
alone. They should investigate phonemic contrast by asking
informants whether pairs of words sound the same or
rhyme.

This statement shows the implications of the systematic approach to dialect

differences for the dialectological realisations. The investigators in such field

! “gocial dialectology is the study of linguistic variation in relation to speakers’ participation or membership in
social groups, or in relation to other non-linguistic factors” (Meyerhoff, 2006: 15)

7



Chapter One Sociolinguistic Review

include the levels of language structure in the analyses of the data in order to find
out the differences between varieties in phonetic, phonological and even lexical

areas.

However; by the emergence of sociolinguistics, in the late 19" century, the
image of the language manifestations had become much clearer. The sociolinguists
attempt at developing the rules, differentiating between the terms and organizing
the areas of research methodology on social bases. In addition, the fact of including
the different social factors when delivering the different linguistic behaviours in the
study had made the field of investigation richer and more complex regarding the
methods and results (Miller et al., 2007). Thus, it is more productive to state the

distinction between language and dialect within the sociolinguistic perspective.
1.2.1. Language Vs Dialect

From the linguistic perspective, the distinction between the two terms,
language and dialect, is much more difficult than being recognized through a
definite simple word or a sentence, but it might be useful and necessary to seek for
the social dimensions of those terms, such as: the speakers and their community.
Accordingly, Lyons (1981: 214) asserts that:

[...] we express our personality and individuality in our
language behaviour, we do so in terms of the social
categories that are encoded as it were in language variation
in the community of which we are members.

In this statement, there is an emphasis on the social meaning as a language
function, since the individual expresses himself through his linguistic behaviour. In
addition, language, as a general linguistic notion, and ethnicity as a social meaning,
are ‘virtually synonymous’ (Coulmas, 1999), i.e. language is considered as an
ethnicity index, since it indicates the speaker’s belonging to certain social group,
but the ambiguous fact is whether the linguistic behaviour of this social group is a

language or a dialect.
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In brief, Haugen (1966) summarises the fact by referring to a language as a
single or a set of linguistic norms and a dialect as one of these norms, and this is
how Waurdhaugh (2006: 33) explains this idea:

[...]JAn alternative approach might [...] attempt to discover
how languages can differ ~ from one another yet still be
entities that most of us want to call languages rather than
dialect. It might then be possible to define a dialect as some
sub-variety of one or more of these entities.

However; a number of paradigms discussing the dichotomy (language/dialect)
exists, there is no conventionally accepted criteria for clarifying the distinction, for
it is a matter of the user’s point of reference, since dialect contains a set of
linguistic specificities (phonological, grammatical* and semantic one) which make
one group of speakers distinguishable from another of the same language
(Waurdhaugh, 2006). Hence, a language reaches the status of being officially
recognized as the fomal language of the nation, or the speech community? through

the processes of standardization® .

Furthermore, the term ‘variety’, put forward by Weinreich (1963), as a
common neutral concept is used to decrease the ambiguity when using the terms,
language and dialect, especially when studying a complex linguistic profile of a
specific social group, in which many language manifestations come together into
play. These matters, which are referred to as language variations, are discussed

through the next points.
1.2.2. Language Variation

As it has been widely noticed and linguistically agreed, one of the properties
of language is its variability, as it is simply shown in Waurdhaugh (2006: 04): “The

language we use in everyday living is remarkably varied”. Then, he (ibid: 05) adds:

! Morphology and syntax.
2 It will be discussed in (1.4.1)
® For more discussion, see Haugen (1966) in Waurdhaugh (2006) pp. 33-41

9
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A recognition of variation implies that we must recognize
that a language is not just some kind of abstract object of
study. It is also something that people use.

Therefore, Waurdhaugh asserts that variability, as a language stamp, offers
the researchers several fields to discuss, since it is not that static phenomenon as it
was seen. In addition, there is an indication for the necessity of integrating the
social factors when studying language variation in his two last words, ‘people use’.
Thus, language varies according to user and use, i.e. speaker and context

respectively.
In the same stream of thought, Trudgill (1995: 20) notes:

[...] a study of language totally without reference to its
social context inevitably leads to the omission of one of
the more complex and interesting aspects of language and
to the loss of opportunities for further theoretical progress.

Hence, there is this stress on investigating language within its social scene of
performance in correlation with its social components such as: age, gender and
ethnic group (factors related to speakers), setting, language purposes, and others

(these are contextual matters).

Narrowly speaking, language exhibits internal variation depending on many
extralinguistic factors characterizing the speakers. Among these factors, one can
state the following: age, gender, and ethnicity. (These variables are explored

throughout this research work).

On another facet of practice, in addition to what is said above, there are other
perspectives different in form but alike in function which is sustaining the idea of
language variability. These perspectives which deliver three kinds of linguistic
varieties among the scale of social roles the individual plays in the environment are

displayed by his/her linguistic behaviour:

1/ Regional dialects (geographical varieties): in this category, the linguistic

differences occur because of the geographical barriers. The questioning on this

10
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subject of research is held under the discipline named dialectology® (Hudson,
1996). In other words, individuals living in urban cities speak differently from
others living in rural regions. For instance, in the Arab world, their dialects are
forms of the classical Arabic, indeed, the difference between them lies firstly on
the difference between the geographical locations of the continents, the countries,
the towns and so on. This is what makes the dialects on this level classified into a
continuum of mutual intelligibility, the adjacent dialects geographically are the

least different linguistically.

2/ Social dialects (sociolects): by considering the social factors within the
linguistic investigation, another vision of language has emerged and brought under
the name of social dialects (Chambers and Trudgill, 2004). This branch of
dialectology relates linguistic differentiation to variables as social stratification and
groups where there is no interference of regional factors, and this is simply evident
in Hudson’s saying: “Dialectologists, therefore, speak of SOCIAL DIALECTS, or
SOCIOLECTS, to refer to non-regional differences.”® . In other words, there is no
account for the speakers’ regional belonging but rather their social membership,
since speakers from the same social group may speak in the same way though their
existence in different areas and vice versa. The distinction becomes clearer in
certain societies which know a hierarchical demographic order of classes (or castles
in India). Each class contains categories of people (male/ female, youngers/ elders,
etc) with the same social, religious and economic characteristics sharing the same
linguistic features (both dialect and accent are included in this sense) in the one
class and different between the members of other classes. (Spolsky, 1998; Crystal,
2006).

Therefore, the individual’s social identity is basicaly depicted from the way
he/she speaks apart from some differences in ‘phonology’, grammar and even
‘vocabulary’ which seem to be more personal rather than social which is known in
the field of research as idiolect defined by Weinreich ( 1954: 389) as “The total set

! See (section 2.1)
2 Originally capitalized in Hudson (1996: 42).

11
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of speech habits of a single individual at a given time”, he describes the term as the
speech patterns such as expressions, idioms and intonations which are specific to
one speaker and distinguish his/her speech from the other members within the same

speech community and the same period of time.

3/ Professional varieties (or registers): this sociolinguistic term refers to
‘varieties according to use’ (Hudson, 1996: 45). As much similar as the dialect,
registers also can reveal an act of the speaker’s identity’, which is the individual’s
profession or specialty. At this point, Halliday’s Model of dimensions (1978) (field,
mode and tenor) might provide a better understanding for the analysis of registers.
In this way, ‘field’ refers to the aim and the subject of the communication, ‘mode’
is concerned with the communicational means, either spoken or written. Then,
‘tenor’ relies on the relationship between interlocutors. However; registers do not
need only a three-dimensional analysis but rather a multi-dimensional one (Hudson,
1996).

In fact, though all these varieties are kept quite apart in their functions, they
can be tightly co-existing within the speaker’s speech, and “the totality of dialectal
and superposed variants regularly employed within a community make up the

verbal repertoire of that community”2. In this vein, Fishman (1972) states that:

‘Proper’ usage dictates that only one of the theoretically co-
available languages or varieties will be chosen by particular
classes of interlocutors on particular kinds of occasion to
discuss particular kinds of topics

(Cited in Dendane, 2007: 118)

Therefore, individuals make their linguistic choices between the linguistic
options existing in their verbal repertoire depending on their communicative
purposes and according to well-defined social dimensions. Additionally, in his

work in New York City, Labov (1966) maintains that the speaker pays different

L“Broadly speaking, a category that refers to the sense of who we are as individuals or groups. It can be very
roughly split into social and regional identity. Aspects of our social and regional identities, such as social
class, age, ethnicity and geographical origin are correlated with linguistic variables in studies of language
variation.” (Llamas et al., 2007: 216)

% See Gumperz (1968: 72)
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degrees of attention to his way of speaking, and this results in his different styles.
Fishman (1972) agrees that the speaker tends to shift between the styles according
to the addressee, the topic of the communication and the setting (when and where
the communication is happening). Yet ‘style’ is a vague notion which has been
defined in numerous expressions and ways of thoughts. Acording to Crystal
(2006: 316), “these ways of thoughts can be classified into two broad types: the
evaluative and the descriptive”. Depending on this definition, the evaluative type,
as its name indicates, implies the judgement on someone’s linguistic productions
for being distinctive in the sense of being ‘exellent in performance’; by contrast, the
descriptive one is based on describing the individual’s linguistic manifestation of
being, for instance, ‘informal’ because of the use of nonstandard distinguishable
characteristics which reflect place, period of time, etc with no value judgements or
personal bias (Crystal, 2006). The descriptive ‘approach’ is used in the descriptive

studies as in linguistics in which the objectivity is basicaly required.
1.3. Sociolinguistic Aims and Methods

Over time during the progress of the scientific fields, every discipline had led
to the emergence of another discipline (or disciplines) which is (are) not much
more important but rather more enriched in other subjects marginalized or not
tackled before, and this is the case within language studies. In fact, this was not a
matter of a total separation but rather a helpful accumulation in aims and

consequences.

Indeed, dialectology as an autonomous discipline standing by its own
methods and aims had had a great effect on the development of sociolinguistics,
since the geographical variations studied in traditional dialectology had been
introduced in correlation with social factors. Then, sociolinguistics also has
progressed due to the introduction of discourse analysis, pragmatics and

ethnography.
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In the same line of thought, Llamas et al. (2007: xv) state that:

Sociolinguistic interest in variation and change' can be
drawn in a straight line back to the earlier traditional
concerns of dialectology and philology, which described the
different varieties that make up a language and traced the
historical development of particular features of vocabulary
and grammar

Thus, this statement draws the connection between ‘the study of language in
relation to society’?, i.e. sociolinguistics, and dialect geography which aimed at
providing the geographical location of speakers and their varieties on maps
( or specificically variables). In addition, the sound historical studies in philology

offer important linguistic descriptions on which sociolinguists might rely.

As a matter of fact, sociolinguists aim at examining the effect of social
differences in linguistic behaviour. Since sociolinguistics is a scientific research, it
might imply either explicitly or implicitly thinking about language variations
through comparison, as Swanson (1971) posits “ thinking without comparison is

’!3

unthinkable””. In another word, comparison is used either in single-case (one

variable or variety) or in multiple-case (two or more variables or varieties) studies.

Comparison might be translated in a number of systematic comparative
methods and techniques such as the qualitative comparative analysis (QCA). The
latter was developed in the late 1980s to mix between “qualitative” (i.e. case-
oriented) and “quantitative” (i.e. variable-oriented) techniques as being “synthetic
strategy” in order to “integrate the best features of the case oriented approach with

114

the best features of the variable-oriented approach” so as to have a fruitful

accumulation in analysis and results (Rihoux et al., 2009)

! Language change will be discussed in the 3" chapter (section 1.7)
2 Sociolinguistics, see Hudson (1996: 01).

® Quoted in Rihoux et al. (2009: xvii)

* Quoted in Rihoux et al. (2009: 06)
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‘Comparative analysis’ had emerged in all disciplines (e.g. dialectology and
philology" as well) before the arrival of sociolinguistics. As an example, in the
early years of the eighteenth (18th ) century, the philosopher Leibniz encouraged the
searchers in the field of language to gather lexical items throughout unlimited range
of languages for the sake of comparing and categorizing them depending on the
Swadesh’s core-vocabulary list, including proper names, common verbs and
climate phenomena. (Gulya, 1974 in Jourdan and Tuite, 2006). In the case of this
research, the comparative method is applied on the contemporary Arabic varieties
under study, ‘Ksr and Amr’; whereas CA or MSA has an analogical background
function (Jackobson, 1972).

During the second half of the nineteenth (19" ) century, the comparative
method sustained the studies of language change for the sake of answering certain
questions like: how do languages change? As a result of sociolinguistic provisions,
further systematic explanations for language change had been offerred through
exploring questions like: why do languages change? Amongst those methods which
followed the new technology: the recording on digital tape device, telephone
surveys, using computer programmes for storing great amounts of information and
others. In addition, the quantitative’ analysis of the recorded data makes the
comparisons between the linguistic variables in question across different accents
and dialects possible (Chambers and Trudgill, 2004). Moreover, ‘Comparative
reconstruction’ is another research procedure which implies the phonological
comparison between languages through a backward chronogical scheme, a precised
period; but the phonetic deduction seems to be less certain as much as the historical

facts are uncertain (Crystal, 2006).

As it is mentioned before, dialectologists were concerned with mapping the

geographical boundaries between rural varieties and its users (see section 2.). They

! The scientific study of the linguistic development.

% They are “techniques of randomized experiments, quasi-experiments, paper and pencil “objectives” tests,
multivariate statistical analyses, sample surveys, and the like”;whereas, qualitative methods involve
“ethnography case studies, in-depth interviews and participant-observation”, (Cook and Reichardt, 1979.
Quoted in Paulston, 1992: 133)
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based their analysis on informants whose social characteristics are simplified in the
acronym ‘NORMS’ i.e. non-mobile, older, rural, males (Chambers and Tudgill,
2004). However, sociolinguistics drew the attention towards a detailed study
relying upon a multi-dimensional categorization for the social factors of the
informants: age (older/younger), gender (male/female), context (rural/urban), and

others.
1.4. Essential Elements in Sociolinguistic Studies

In every dialectological or sociolinguistic research, there are certain
significant elements that the researcher should explore. These bases are described
in Chambers et al. (2004: 45) who notes that:

All speakers have a social background as well as a regional
location, and in their speech they often identify themselves
not only as natives or inhabitants of a particular place but
also as members of a particular social class, age group,
ethnic background, or other social characteristic.

Accordingly, through analyzing this quotation, one can easily notice that the
speakers exhibit social and regional stamps through their speech, so as to identify
their belonging to a specific community. In addition, the linguistic behaviour also
indicates the speaker’s membership to particular social categories like age, gender,
ethnicity, and others.

Chambers’ statement includes a great deal of bases and criteria upon which
this dissertation is constructed. Therfore, by considering the varieties under
analysis, El-Ksour and EI-Amour, the speakers of each variety are from two
different social background, and they are originally from different geographical

regions, Sfissifa (ksour area) and countryside of Ain Sefra *

respectively.
Therefore, the speakers must be categorized in social and regional groups or

communities according to the aim of the research.

! These matters will be discussed in details in the next chapter.
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1.4.1. Community Approaches

Overtime, ordinary people tend to live in groups under the human principle of
collection and sharing within family, tribe or society. However, in fields of research
the terms concerning people collection must be much more technical in use, helpful
in analysis and influential in results. Therefore, the specialists have established a
scale for categorising people according to the objectives and circumstances of

research.

The term speech community describes the basic sample of informants in the
sociolinguistic research, (Gumperz, 1968). A number of definitions were
established during the life of language study, Trudgill (1992: 69) defines the term
as: “A community of speakers who share the same verbal repertoire, and who share
the same norm for linguistic behaviours”. In other words, it is a group of people

who share the same linguistic system / subsystems.

In addition, every person belongs to several speech communities at the same

time, because he can identify himself with a particular SC in a special occasion,

a specific place or time, in this vein, Fasold (1990) says:

People alter their norms for speech behavior to conform to
the appropriate speech community, by adding, subtracting,
and substituting rules of communicative behavior.

(Quoted in Dendane, 2007: 33)

In this view, the different social identities, rules and norms which indicate the
individual’s belonging to his appropriate speech communities are identified in their
different linguistic manifestations. Regarding the speaker’s manipulation of his
linguistic behaviour to identify or to change his social or regional belonging, Le
Page and Tabouret-Keller (1985: 181) explain the notion of acts of identity in the

following terms:
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The individual creates for himself the patterns of his
linguistic behavior so as to resemble those of the group or
groups with which from time to time he wishes to be
identified, or so as to be unlike those from whom he wishes
to be distinguished.

In this way, the speaker’s linguistic behaviour identifies a great scheme of
social identities, as he can be identified with/or distinguished from a particular

group of people either willingly or unwillingly.

Furthermore, social network as a concept taken from sociology was
introduced in sociolinguistics due to its significance in patterning people for the
sake of studying their linguistic behaviour (s). This term is defined by Milroy and
Gordon (2003) as “the relationships [individuals] contract with others... [reaching]
out through social and geographical space linking many individuals™. In such a
manner, the social network is concerned with the close geographical and social
environment of the individual, that is to say, what are the social patterns of
association between people (family and friends) for studying the effect of each

pattern on shaping the individual’s way of talking?.

Many researchers like the Milroys (1987; 1994) have claimed the necessity of
the network as a social basis of research for a better understanding of how social
and regional linguistic variables are distributed, as well as how linguistic change is
taking place within a community or throughout communities (Jourdan and Tuite,
2006; Labov, 2010).

Moreover, the concept communities of practice, introduced in sociolinguistics
by Eckert (1992), denotes another way of describing a social grouping. Meyerhoff
describes the community of practice simply as ‘a specific kind of social network’?,
Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1992) define the term as:

! Stated in Meyerhoff (2003: 184)
2 Meyerhoff. (2006: 189)
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[A]n aggregate of people who come together around mutual
engagement in an endeavour. Ways of doing things, ways of
talking, beliefs, values, power relations- in short practices —
emerge in the course of this mutual endeavour.

(Quoted in Holmes and Meyerhoff, 2003: 29-30)

Communities of practice are concerned with a ‘mutual engagement” which is
a narrow environment in which individuals are involved in social interaction based
on social endeavours for epitomizing group membership and on a common
linguistic repertoire, in addition to an important criterion which must be mentioned
that is working on shared goals in practice within a space of function, otherwise,
the community of practice becomes a social network, and the term would be
needless (Meyerhoff, 2006). Besides, Eckert and McConnell-Ginet extend the term
to global communities with large notions as religion, academic trends and

professions (Llamas et al., 2007).

Overall, those three different ‘community models’ have commonalities as
well as differences. Obviously, social network and community of practice seem to
share noteworthy points with each other more than with the speech community
model. Both use the qualitative data collection (e.g. the participant observation in
Milroy and Eckert) (Meyerhoff, 2006).

By comparing speech community with community of practice, one can see
that the membership is constructed internally within the latter and externally with
the former. In other terms, mutual engagement is not necessary to assess the
membership to a specific speech community in contrast with community of practice
which necessitates the engagement in practice to serve particular goals in the

workplace (Llamas et al., 2007).

Despite these contrasts between the frameworks, the researcher must be
cautious when using the terms, especially when he/she is engaged in a complex
sociolinguistic case of study. Although, further researches are inquired in order to

found fruitful criteria of distinction and use, the term *speech community’ is used in
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this research work relying on Spolsky’s definition, after giving numerous

explanations to the term, he (1998: 27) claims that:

The speech community is, therefore, the ‘abstract’ space
studied in sociolinguistics, the location in which the
patterned variation in selection from the available
repertoire takes place

Spolsky relates the definition of the speech community nature to the set of
variations in question within the sociolinguistic research itself. At this point, one
can consider the sample of population under the linguistic study a ‘speech
community’, as its main aim is the identification of certain sociolinguistic realities

(purposes).
1.4.2. Linguistic Variable

The use of this term is very necessary in any sociolinguistic achievement. It
was introduced in Labov’s work (1963) in the rural speech community Martha’s
Vineyard. The existence of the linguistic variable can be clearly shown in Llamas
et al. (2007: 03) statement: “A choice between two or more distinct but
linguistically equivalent variants represents the existence of a linguistic variable”.
In this way, the linguistic variable is the linguistic feature that sustains two
realisations, which are governed by social variables and offer social interpretations
within the same speaker’s speech or different speakers’. (Chambers and Trudgill,
2004; Waurdhaugh, 2006)

In sociolinguistics, this linguistic unit is considered as an indispensable basis
for qualitative and quantitative data analysis; Llamas et al. (2007: 221) defines the
linguistic variable as “a descriptive and analytical unit used to describe and
quantify patterns of variation in speech and writing”. The alternation between the
variants of a certain variable within the same utterance does not affect the meaning
as they are allophones and not phonemes. For example, the variable (h) in the
following words has two variants: [h] in “who” and [@] in “while”, and the variable
(t) which occurs as a glottal stop [?] as in “not” for the Cockney. The occurrence of

variants is governed by linguistic factors such as the position of sounds within the
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utterance, and non-linguistic factors such as the age of the speakers, in a way or
another, it needs sociolinguistic interpretations. Variables can be found at all levels

of the linguistic structure; phonology, morphology and lexis.
1.4.3. Gender and Age Effectiveness

One among the most known works on language and gender is the one edited
by Holmes and Meyerhoff in which the contributors tended to consider the
significance of ‘gender’ as a momentous social factor within the study of the
variability of linguistic behaviour. Holmes and Meyerhoff (2003: 01) claim that
“Language and gender is a particularly vibrant area of research and theory
development within the larger study of language and society” i.e. the involvement
of gender categorization in the data analysis is very necessary for the development
of the sociolinguistic field of research. In the context of language and gender
studies, Kendall (1999) notes:

Women and men do not generally choose linguistic options
for the purpose of creating masculine or feminine
identities; instead, they draw upon gendered linguistic
strategies to perform pragmatic and interactional functions
of language. Thus, constitute roles in a gendered way. It is
the manner in which people constitute their identities when
acting within a social role that is linked with gender- that
is, being a “good mother”, being a “good manager”.

(Cited in Holmes and Meyerhoff, 2003: 13)

This “framing approach’ of ‘gender-based social categories’ demonstrates that
the distinct linguistic features associated with gender serve pragmatic and
communicational functions within the society. Likewise, the study of language
including sex factor' as an identity index is asalient constituent in the study of
language social indices in general, i.e. the individual’s identity is a member of the

social group’s identities.

LIt is convenient to distinguish between gender and sex as “[they] serve a useful analytic purpose in
contrasting a set of biological facts with a set of cultural facts” (Shapiro (1981), quoted in Holmes et al.
2003: 22). Thus, the distinction is rather a matter of the researcher’s reference, whether it is biological or
sociocultural one. However, in this research work the distinction is not demanded.
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Moreover, many studies on linguistic change, as Labov’s Language Variation
and Change (1991), have asserted that women use a higher frequency of standard
linguistic forms than men and they are generally responsible for linguistic

innovations.

Just like the case of gender, age is another important social factor in studying
language: Llamas et al. (2007: 69) assert that: “The treatment of age in
sociolinguistic studies is influenced, to a degree, by a primary concern with
language change or with language variation”. Subsequently, the importance of age
variable lies into two principles within the language study: linguistic variation
within the language (variety) itself synchronically and change of language during
generations diachronically. The individual’s age is used as a criterion in qualitative
and quantitative data analysis. For instance, sociolinguists collect data based on age
classification in order to seek for answers to the following questionings: do the
linguistic differences within a particular dialect refer to the speakers’ difference of
age? Do old individuals speak like young ones? Which category of people uses a
great amount of linguistic changed features: elders, adults or younger? Many
studies have tackled the comparison between adults’ and younger’s’ speech
(Labov, 1990; Holmes and Meyerhoff, 2003)

1.4.4. Ethnic Distinction

The term ethnicity has been firstly introduced in the social science literature in
the 1950s. Like gender and age, ethnicity has been considered as a key aspect of
individuals’ identity (O’Reilly, 2001; Good, 2008) According to Llamas et al.
(2007: 78) the ethnic group usually implies the following parameters:

1) Origins that precede or are external to the state.
2) Group membership that is involuntary.
3) Ancestral tradition rooted in a shared sense of people hood.

4) Distinctive value orientations and behavioural patterns.
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5) Influence of the group on the lives of its members.

6) Group membership influenced by how members define themselves and how
they are defined by others. (National Council of Social Studies, Task Force on
Ethnic Studies 1976).

Therefore, the belonging to one’s ethnic group is not willingly or voluntarily as
it is born with no choice; it is based on how the members who share the same way
of life, traditions and behaviours define themselves and are defined by others, i.e.
the way they distinguish themselves and are distinguished by the others is held
through the appearance of cultural traits which identify people ethnically. As
Crystal (2006: 302) shows, the ethnic group term can be used in order to identify
many of the ‘tribal divisions’ by which numerous countries in Africa are
characterized, both of the terms “tribe’ and ‘ethnic group’ are used alternatively in

this research work with no different denotative meaning.

Nevertheless, other researchers tend to introduce other criteria for the
definition, one that is based on the individual’s deeds rather than his personal
characteristics (Giles,1976; Fought, 2002)".

Numerous studies have tackled the varieties based on the ethnicity criterion
as ‘ethnic varieties’ which “may serve a full range of symbolic social roles and
functions, from marking relations of social dominance and subordination to

constructing and negotiating individual and group identities™

. Again, ethnicity is
considered as a proof for identifying the identity and the purpose of both of the
individual and his group. As it is the case of any linguistic behaviour, ethnic
varieties supply social functions for denoting the identity of the individuals as well
as the group. This appears in Spolsky’s (1998: 57) sentence: “Most ethnic groups
believe that their language is the best medium for preserving and expressing their

traditions.” He uses the term language in its general meaning, a system or a sub-

! Refer to Llamas et al. (2007)
Z Llamas et al. (2007: 82)
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system, yet it is specific to the members of an ethnic group by which they express

and protect their customs and own traditions.

Algeria, the second largest country in Africa, was inhabited by many ethnic
groups and sub-groups, namely the berbers during the ancient time who are
considered as the first natives with a number of tribes and sub-tribes. By the Islam
arrival to Algeria in the eleventh (11™) century, the berbers’ conversion to Islam
was the first measurement in arabizing the population due to the Arabic existence
along its territories; hence, the variability of people’s settlement and contact makes
the Algerian social profile variable and that influences the linguistic behaviour
within the human group and individual himself, since on the linguistic ground, the

contact between people plays a great role.

It is important to seek the differences between two different ethnic varieties
throughout different speech communities, but it is interesting when the ethnic
groups are from the same community speaking the same varieties and using
different distributions of specific linguistic variables, quantitatively and

qualitatively.
1.4.5. Bedouin/Urban/Rural Classification

Speaking about this kind of classification within the Arabic context is clearly
epitomised in Ibn Jinni in the tenth (10" ) century and Ibn Khaldoun’s Mugaddima
in the fourteenth (14" ) century. Many studies in traditional dialectology inherited
from Ibn Khaldoun have revealed that the Arabic people patterns are typically
divided into two types: Nomadic (Bedouin) and Sedentary (rural and urban).
Accordingly, in correlation with this contextual classification, there are three
different typological divisions of Arabic varieties: Bedouin (badawr) dialect and
Sedentary (hadari) dialect in which there are rural (garawrt or fellahi) and urban
(madani) dialects (Cadora, 1992; Miller et al., 2007). Many studies on the dialects
of North Africa have followed Ibn Khaldoun’s historical demarcations such as Ph.
Marcais (1960).
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In his description of Bedouin and Sedentary dialects, J. Cantineau (1937,
1941) distinguishes between the two categories of dialects by characterizing the
bedouin as the one which keeps the realisation of the three interdentals /e, 8, d/

which are produced as the two dentals /t, d / in sedentary one.

In addition, the voiced [g] is the most known feature within the bedouin
dialects in cotrast with the voiceless [q], the glottal stop [?] and the voiceless plosive
[K] which are sedentary features, specifically urban ones. Concerning the
pronunciation of [q], Cantineau (1938)" asserts that only the sedentary dialects have

this pronunciation.

In certain contemporary studies, from the linguistic point of view, the
distinction between the classes of Arabic varieties does not rely on the speaker’s
geographical location or people’s lifestyle but rather on the presence/absence of
certain features on the linguistic levels. In this context, according to Cohen (1970),
rural varieties as opposed to urban varieties are charcterized by the following

features:

e The preservation of diphthongs in use which are realised as long vowels in the
urban varieties, i.e. the glides /a1, au/ for undedrlying [i:, u:]. For example, the
words /b art/ and /jaum/ are articulated as [bi:t] and [ju:m] (‘house’ and ‘day’)

respectively

e The keepping of the interdentals (of MSA) /e, 0, d/ which are replaced by the

dentals [t, d,] in urban varieties

e The conjugation of defective verbs is different from the form within the
urban variety, for instance: the root < mfj > and < bkj > ‘idea of going’ and ‘idea
of crying’ respectively are conjugated as: /m [i:t/ and /b ki:t/ in urban varieties

while in rural ones /mfajt/ and /b kajt/ are used.

! Cantineau’s French quotation (1938: 82) is: « Seule une prononciation sourde du gaf a un sens décisif: tous
les parlers de sédentaires, et seuls las parlers de sédentaires ont cette prononciation »
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In some cases, it is quite difficult to classify a dialect as Bedouin or sedentary
because of the vernaculars which have been emerged from the process of
bedouinisation and urbanisation (Miller et al., 2007). Yet, by applying all these
considerations on the Ksr and Amr varieties, the former seems to be closer to a
rural variety; while the latter might be classified as Bedouin variety due to the

origin of its ethnic group.

The above traditional division of the Arabic dialects in Ibn Khaldoun’s work
is still productive and used today, as it is the case in this research work. In
addition, the ethnic factor helps in understanding the linguistic accommodation and

change theories resulting from language contact processes.
1.4.6. Language Contact

In a multilingual society, the individual controls a range of two or more
languages (or “varieties’, neutrally). When languages come together into play, they
are subjected to contact since the speakers need to interact for several reasons, and
this what Malinowski (or Malinovsky) called “phatic communion” which means
the expressive function of speech (language). These language functions are the
essential aim of any contact. Jakobson (1960: 353) defines this term as follows:
“CONTACT, a physical channel and psychological connection between the
addresser and the addressee, enabling both of them to enter and stay in
communication”. Jakobson, here, relates ‘contact’ with any communicative channel
to include all what is beyond face-to-face conversations for he does not precise the
dependecy of the psychological relation on the nature of the channel. Thus, any
contact between two (or more) people that holds a communicative purpose
designates the contact between two (or more) languages (or varieties). Yet, the fact
of studying many languages subjected to contact implies the study of different

cultures, as Sapir (2004: 87) claims:
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Languages like cultures are rarely sufficient unto
themselves; the necessities of intercourse bring the speakers
of one language into direct or indirect contact with those of
neighboring or culturally dominant languages.

In this statement, Sapir states that neither human culture nor language can
grow in a vacuum, and social necessities drive individuals to get involved in
communicative exchange of their habits and ideas which deliver certain cultural
behaviours most of which are linguistic ones. Among the language contact
phenomena, one might mention the following: multilingualism (to be discussed in

chapter two), code switching® and borrowing? and others (Waurdhaugh, 2006).

In like manner, dialects of the same language are also addressed to contact.
Then, numerous linguistic features come out from this contact as Llamas et al.
(2007: 109) say: “dialect contact is rather associated with more gradual, often
quantitative changes in the realisation of certain variables in morphology and
phonology”. The linguistic change realised through dialect contact appears
gradually on the speakers’ phonological and morphological features. Hence, the
same results of language contact could occur within dialect contact and vice versa
(Jourdan and Tuite, 2006).

Trudgill’s work (1986) on dialect contact has revealed many claims on the
significance of this process in shaping other processes such as linguistic

accommodation.
1.4.7. Language Accommodation

Different neighbouring dialects that have been subjected to communication
play a great role in decreasing ‘dialect diversity’ (Labov, 2010). This process of
reduction of linguistic diversity and differences between dialects was labelled as

‘dialect levelling’, which is the building of new patterns of a “historically mixed

! “The use of more than one language in the same place at the same time”, (Thomason, 2001: 01)

2 “Tthe simplest kind of influence that one language may exert on another is the ‘borrowing’ of words when
there is cultural borrowing there is always the likelihood that the associated words may be borrowed too”,
(Sapir,2004: 37)
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but synchronically stable™

dialect, that is to say, the new forms established to
decrease dialectal unintelligibility are mixed by the lexemes used during precise
historical periods and at the same time are used in the period studied
synchronically, within a precise period (Trudgill, 1986; Auer and Hiskensen, 1996;
Llamas et al., 2007). According to Meyerhoff (2006: 239), dialect levelling is “the
gradual erasure or loss of the differences that have traditionally distinguished very
local or highly regionalised varieties of a language”. It is the outcome of the
gradual process of reducing the linguistic distinctive features when the contact

between the speakers of different varieties of the same language takes place.

Furthermore, Bloomfield’s principle of accommodation has led to better
understanding of “dialect levelling’; he (1933: 476) claims that “Every speaker is
constantly adapting his speech-habits to those of his interlocutors.”® Hence, the
speaker may adapt his way of speaking to other dialectal features in a way or
another, on different linguistic levels within certain circumstances. According to
Chambers (1992: 667): “the lexical replacements are acquired faster than
pronunciation and phonological variants”, i.e. when a specific speech community
has witnessed a linguistic change, or narrowly speaking accommodation on the
lexical level, the replaced (new) lexeme spreads across the speakers’ linguistic

behaviour more quickly than new accents® or phonemes do.

Within the speech community, the speakers who are more adaptable in nature
exhibit a high degree of adopted linguistic features from the target dialect, and vice
versa (Trudgill, 1986; Chambers, 1992). In this way, language accommodation is
the outcome of dialects contact and this phenomenon may result in the linguistic

change process.

! Trudgill (1986: 107).

2 Quoted in Labov (2010: 05)

%The characteristic pronunciation patterns of a variety of speech. A speaker’s accent can often identify their
social class, age, gender, geographical origins, ethnicity and even their political affiliations. Accent can be
technically described by phonemes and intonation patterns”. (LIamas et al., 2007:205)
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1.4.8. Linguistic Change

Throughout the nineteenth (19" ) century, the primary aim of linguistics was
to study the historical progress of particular languages for the sake of building
general hypotheses for linguistic change, under the branch of historical linguistics,
or in another term: diachronic studies of language' which Lyons  (1981: 35)

defines as follows :

A diachronic description of a language traces the historical
development of the language and records the changes that
have taken place in it between successive points in time:
‘diachronic’ is equivalent, therefore, to “historical’.

This definition maintains that language change is a diachronic process, for
these studies are concerned with the change of language over time or during a

period of time. Briefly, it is the result of time and history as well.

Essentially, linguistic change must be seen at two different but correlated
levels, as Labov (1994: 26) asserts:

[...] we must separate the variation due to change from the
variation due to social factors like sex, social class and
social networks, and ethnicity. And from the variation due
to internal factors like sentence stress, segmental
environment, word order and phrase structure.

In fact, Labov insists on including both social and structural analyses when
investigating the change of a particular variety (language or dialect). Thus,
language change might be recognized by the systematic differences in the linguistic
behaviour itself (the linguistic levels of analysis) and the social differences between
the speakers of that variety (social variables). As it is widely agreed, the
explanation of the language change lies in knowing its causes. Accordingly, by
investigating the factors behind linguistic change, the researchers come out with
some factors related to the nature of society and others related to the language
itself.

! De Saussure’s dichotomy (diachronic /synchronic), the latter is defined in Lyons as “A synchronic
description of a language is not historical: it presents an account of the language as it is at some particular
point in time” (ibid)
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Moreover, a number of researchers differentiate between two types of
language change, which are rather correlated with the reasons and circumstances
behind the change. In this respect, Trudgill (1983) states that:

[L]inguistic changes may come in two rather different
types. Some forms of linguistic change may be relatively
‘natural’, in the sense that they are liable to occur in all
linguistic systems, at all times, without external stimulus,
because of the inherent nature of linguistic systems
themselves—and it is here of course that the stability of the
nature of human beings is relevant. Other types of
linguistic change, on the other hand, may be relatively
‘non-natural’, in the sense that they take place mainly as
the result of language contact. They are, that is, not due to
the inherent nature of language systems, but to processes
that take place in particular sociolinguistic situations.

(Cited in Good, 2008 : 218)

In sum, historical linguistic change research has taken into consideration the
study of the social dimensions of the speakers, such as age, gender and ethnicity, on
the one hand, and the investigation of the structural system of the variety, such as:

phonological, grammatical and lexical level, on the other hand.

As far as this sociolinguistic research is concerned, it is very convenient to
mention at this point the language change on the lexical level. However, the
researcher cannot marginalize the effects of sound change on the lexical change, as
Chen and Wang (1977) claim:

Sound change does not operate on the lexicon en bloc and
instantaneously or according to a uniform schedule: rather,
it spreads itself gradually across the lexicon, and operates
on words or groups thereof one after another [...] this
gradual spread of phonological change from morpheme to
morpheme has become known under the name of lexical
diffusion.

(Quoted in Cadora, 1992: 09)

Accordingly, the operation of sound change happens through time with no

uniform or regular way to follow". Thus, lexical change is a gradual process; it

! See section (1.2.)
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begins from the small unit in the linguistic system of the variety, which is the
phoneme’ and spreads across the morphemes, until this change covers the whole
lexicon of the variety. This process is coined as ‘lexical diffusion’. In the same vein
of ideas Chen and Wang (1977) say:

[...] a phonological rule gradually extends its scope of
operation to a larger and larger portion of the lexicon until
all relevant lexical items have been transformed by the
process.

(ibid: 08)

This idea of the phonological rule as a first step clarifies the procedures of
language change maintenance and transmission which begins from the smallest unit
to the meaningful unit then make up the whole system of the language. At this
point, it is worthy to mention the difference between the technical terms,

transmission and diffusion. Labov (2010: 11) defines the concepts:

Transmission is seen as the product of children’s cognitive
capacities as language learners: it is the basic process
responsible both for stability and for the regularity of
change within the speech community. Diffusion across
speech communities, on the other hand, is seen as the
product of the more limited learning capacity of adults.
Because adults acquire language in a less regular and
faithful manner than children do, the results of such
language contact are found to be less regular and less
consistent than transmission within the community.

Thus, though both terms exhibit the idea of language change, transmission is
the result of the children’s cognitive process when learning language within a
specific community, whilst diffusion is the adults’ product when acquiring
language throughout speech communities and along their life experiences.
Diffusion is, therefore, less regular than transmission, since it is a matter of adults’
responsibility, and here the significance of the age factor within the sociolinguistic

study inevitably occurs.

! The very smallest building parts of phonological structure are the features, the characteristics of phoneme,
e.g. n [+ nasal], and since language change is concerned primarily with phonemes, it is also concerned with
features.
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On another facet, Cadora (1992) relates between the linguistic structure and
ecological one, in the following figure. It might simplify the explanation of

linguistic change through change in social classification:

Ecological Structure

Nomadic Context Sedentary Context
A 4 A 4
Bedouin Arabic Sedentary Arabic

Urban Arabic Rural Arabic

Figure 1.1: Ecological Structure and Linguistic Correlates in the Arab World.
(Derni, 2009: 54)

Cadora places the importance of studying linguistic change with reference to
the ecological change of the environment of the language in question. In his work
about studying a Palestinian dialect, he claimed that the rural features of this dialect

had been replaced by the urban prestigious elements of Jerusalem.

In this respect, Cadora explains these cases of ecolinguistic' change occurrences
by saying:

These ecolinguistic changes occur, not as result of processes
of imitation or borrowings, but rather from the application
of new ecolinguistic rules developed through an intuitive
process that subjects the ruralite linguistic system to an
analysis which takes into consideration the new urbanite
data.

(Cadora, 1992: 136)

Hence, Cadora’s view of the change from the rural to the urban linguistic

system is, therefore, ecological transformational process from rural to urban social

1« Ecolinguistics is the study of language according to the environment it is used in it. The term emerged in
the nineties as a new paradigm of language study that speculates about not only the intra-relations, the inter-
relations, and the extra-relations of language and environment, but also combinations of these relations”
(Derni, 2009: 18)
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environment and not an outcome of pure linguistic operations as borrowing"

or imitation through imitating the others for a range of personal or social reasons.

In this context, within the speech community “changes in social structure are
translated into changes in linguistic structure”. (Meillet, 1921)?. Thus, linguistic
change is a result among the facts resulting from the social change, one can suggest
that whenever there is a change on the linguistic level there is behind this
automatically a change on the social level. Indeed, the process of investigating the
causes of a result is more difficult than describing the fact solely. This reality has
called for the assumption that globalization evidently influences language change
interms of ‘language ideologies’, or in other words, the linguistic representations
and forms that serve the social tranformations within a specific human group
(networks, speech communities and communities of practice, etc.) which must be
analysed within the sociolinguistic scale of globalization (genres, registers, styles
and others) (Blommaert, 2003)

1.5. Conclusion

This chapter is purely the theoretical phase of the whole work. It has
introduced a number of language aspects, phenomena and fields of study.
Furthermore, its aim was to consider the relation between the linguistic behaviour
and non-linguistic factors, as well as to demonstrate the reflection of a large scheme

of social identities in the individual’s language variations.

The application of the technical terms stated in this chapter will be clearly
seen in the next one. Thus, the reader will take a close look on the scene of
language variation, i.e. the speech community under study, which is Ain Sefra. The
researcher will describe this community from the social and linguistic perspectives

in order to demonstrate the several dialects connected to this geographical space.

! The adoption and adaptation of new words from other language in the native language, by “mixing the
systems themselves” (Hudson, 1996: 55).
2 Quoted in Labov (2010: 185)
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2.1. Introduction

The speech community of Ain Sefra which is under investigation is widely
known by its ethnic and biological diversity. This is due to the historical facts that
had shaped the social status and the geographical image that created the different

biological lives in that region.

However, the concern of the research work is to draw the attention towards the
linguistic level in which a comparison takes place between actually coexisting
varieties which are the Ksr and Amr ones. These varieties, are called thus after their
ethnic groups, seem to be worthwhile for analysis, since during the researcher’s trip
of observation of the two specific ethnic groups, El-ksour and EI-Amour, various
differences have been extremely remarked apart from others that will be cited

through the points discussed in this chapter.

Therefore, this chapter explores many issues related to the region of Ain Sefra.
Thereof, the geographical, historical and social domains are tackled along the lines
coming below. In addition, this part introduces the general linguistic profile of
Algeria and the specific one of the region which is the indispensable vein of the

body of the research.
2.2. The Algerian Linguistic Context

In order to give a broad picture of the linguistic profile in Algeria, it is
necessary to talk about variability in all its sorts, since there is common consensus
among linguists and even non-linguists that the Algerian linguistic figure is

colourful due to the various language phenomena that co-exist in the community.
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2.2.1. The Arabic Language

Arabic as a semitic language is spoken all over the Arab world countries. It
takes two forms: Standard Arabic and dialectal Arabic; the former includes
Classical Arabic (CA) and Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) while the latter is the
set of varieties used in daily life communications. The difference between CA and
MSA lies basically in lexis, CA is the form of the Qur’an, it was used in writings
and poetry even in the pre-Islamic era; whereas, MSA has developed to serve
education and mass-media inquiries and be used in official circumstances allover
the Arab Nation. Marcais (1960: 566) notes in his description of CA that:

[Classical Arabic] had an extremely rich vacabulary, due
to the Bedouins’ power of observation and partly to poetic
exuberance; some of the wealth may be due to dialect
mixture. It was not rich in forms of constructions, but
sufficiently flexible to survive the adaptation to the needs of
a highly urbanized and articulate culture without a
disruption of its structure.

Marcais insists on the lexical richness of CA in using the adverb ‘extremely’.
He persumes the reasons by referring to its Bedouin origin, its use in poems and the
probability of its mixing with other dialects. He also gives another characteristic of
CA which is the flexibility to cope with the new without loosing its structure,
through introducing the urbanisation process. In a way or another, Marcais sheds
the light on an important questioning of whether CA is really a dead language!
According to many researchers in the field, CA is classified as dead language
besides others such as Latin (Waurdhaugh, 2006), Mouhadjer (2002: 989) asserts
that: “ Classical Arabic, the language of the Koran is considered as a dead
language”, this can be referred to the no longer use of this form of Arabic in the
formal settings since MSA is used instead apart from religious circumstances as
prayers or reading the Qur’an, i.e. although the language exists in writings and

archives it cannot be considered as a ‘living language’ (Sapir, 2004).
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Since the current work is concerned primarily with the lexical level, MSA
term is used along in order to reduce the confusion between the lexemes within the
two versions (CA/ MSA).

The Arabic language, as is the case of all languages in the world, consists of a
set of dialects (varieties) which tend to be classified as geographical at the first
place. These regional dialects are stated according to the common typology as it
follows: (1) Levantine, spoken in Lebanon, Syria and Palestine, (2) Iragi, spoken in
Iraq, (3) Arabian Peninsula dialects, spoken in Saudi Arabia and Gulf territories, (4)
Egyptian, (5) Maghrebi dialects spoken in Northern Africa such as Algerian dialect
or Algerian Arabic (AA). Within Algeria, the same nation, dialects are adjacent and
distant, social and regional as the case in any other Arabic country (Miller et al.,
2007). The status of those colloquial dialects within their speech communities is
common, they display the spoken forms of the population, as opposed to MSA

which represents the official and the written form.

Besides the different socio-political positions, the linguitsic differences
between the colloquial varieties like Algerian Arabic and Modern Standard Arabic
are summarised in some clear features such as the disapearance of the endings
(‘/haraka:t/’) in AA as opposed to MSA nouns and adjectives in which there are
three grammatical cases the nominative, accusative and genitive. The noun is in the
nominative case when it is a subject ending by the high back short /u(n)*/ (known in
Arabic as ‘/damma/’), and it is in the accusative case when it is an object of a verb
ending by the long front short /a(n)/ (‘/fatha /°) and it is in the genitive case when it
is preceeded by a preposition to take the high front short vowel /i(n)/ (‘/keesree /’) at
the end (Derni, 2009).

! The addition of (n) is known by ‘/tanwi:n/” symbolized in Arabic as (z & <) for the genitive, nominative
and accusative cases respectively.
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As it is discussed in the first chapter, social contact has a very important
influence on the liguistic profile of the society as well a the individuals. Similarly,
the different civilisations which occupied Algeria have left different linguistic
prints. The socio-historical background of Algeria can be displayed through three
main periods of time, firstly the existence of the Berbers in the country, secondly,

the Arabic settelments and thirdly, the French colonisation.

In spite of the Arabisation which had spread allover the Algerian territories
due to Islam spread, Berber language or ‘Tamazight’! still gains a salient social
status among their speakers, and the proof on this is the preservation of its use till

nowadays.

MSA was stated to be an official and national language of Algeria according
to the constitution (1963). The French policy of education in 1880s in Algeria was
aiming at eradicating the Algerian belonging, since Jules Ferry believed that the
French identity could be seeded through schools. Although the French denial of the
Arabic language during the era of colonisation by officializing French language,
Arabic was still the print of the Algerian Muslim identity, since it was taught in

traditional schools, named ‘zawiyat’ (sing. ‘zawiyah’).

Moreover, the Spanich and Turkish existence in the country had left some
prints on the linguistic domain, since Algeria was considered as a motive for many
invasions during the history. Certain researchers have proved some Spanish features
which are likely to be lexical ones were left behind during the Spanish presence in
Algeria in the sixteenth (16" ) century, for example: /rokna/ in Spanish “rincon” (a
corner)®. As Algeria became under the Ottoman authority in 18" century, certain
elements were realised on the sociolinguistic level, e.g. the word /tobsi/* (a plate).
These lexemes are instances of language interference which can be illustrated as

loan words.

! “Tamazight’=> the language, ‘Amazigh’ => free man, ‘Imazighen’ => people (PI.)

2 An example mentioned in Chachou, I. (2009). ‘Remarques sur le parler urbain de Mostaganem’. Synergies
Algérie. N° 4, pp. 69-81

* In narrow phonemic transcription, [topsi] — [- voice] / regressive assimilation of voicing.
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2.2.2. Diglossia and Multilingualism

Among the phenomena which describe the different use of the linguistic
behaviours (either languages or dialects) under certain conditions, one can mention

diglossia and bilingualism.

There are certain levels and directions in which Arabic dialects might be
classified. For instance, geographically, dialects are divided into Oriental and
Occidental varieties; while historically, they are classified into two categories, the
ancient and the medieval varieties (Miller et al., 2007). These facts make the views
towards MSA language and Arabic varieties different interms of position and

function. Then, here, it is worthy to speak firtsly about diglossia.

Diglossia is a linguistic contact phenomenon, according to Ferguson (1959) it
is defined as the existence of two different varieties: high (H) which is the standard
language and low (L) variety or the vernacular dialect side by side throughout the
speech community. Ferguson requires that the two varieties should certainly belong
to the same language and each one serves specific purposes, as he (1959: 245) says:
“one of most important features of diglossia is the specialization of function for H
and L”. In this case, the diglossic situation in Algeria could be represented into the
existence of Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) as H variety used in schools, formal
meetings and religious ceremonies, and colloquial Algerian Arabic (AA) as L
variety used at home and informal settings. In sum, Ferguson spoke of H and L as
‘superposed’ languages. Indeed, the diglossic situation within the Arab world had
not been recently existed far from being recognized and written about, as Ferguson
(1959: 327) says: “Arabic diglossia seems to reach as far back as our knowledge of
Arabic goes”; and as it is widely accepted, besides Qur’an, Arabic was also the

language form of the pre-Islamic period.
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In diglossic situation, the H variety seems to be distinguished from the L one

in Romaine’s statement;

[...] not only in grammar, phonology, and vocabulary, but
also with respect to a number of social characteristics,
namely function, prestige, literary heritage, acquisition,
standardization, and stability.

(Romaine, 1994; Quoted in Mouhadjer, 2002: 991)

As it is stated, it is necessary to analyse each of the linguistic and the social
aspects of difference seperately and by Romaine’s order, through considering CA /

MSA as the “high’ variety and AA as the ‘low’ one:

» Grammar: Since L variety is not written and is not taught in schools, it has no
common and standardized grammar in addition to the disappearance of some
representative Standard grammatical features and categories which H variety

contains.

»  Phonology: Some phonemes either consonant or vowels in the L variety(es)

have other variants within the H variety, as the case of /q/ — [g] (Margais, 1960).

»  Lexis: Since H and L are from the same language, they propably share the
same lexicon which behave differently grammaticaly and semantically besides
other items and expressions which denote different social meaning (Crystal, 2006).
In addition to those structural differences, social characteristics have to be taken

into conisderation.

» Function: Each of H and L has (a) specic function(s) which means the
appropriacy of use. MSA is used in formal speech as mosques; while AA is the
form of everyday speech as home. The use of L variety in the situations in which
the H usage is more appropriate seems to be a kind of an awckward behaviour and

vice versa (Hudson, 1996).
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»  Prestige: Generally H variety is more prestigious than the L one due to many
reasons, such as the former is used in education, religion and literature;Whereas the

L use is limited to dailylife conversations (Spolsky, 1998)

»  Literary heritage: Literature is used to be witten in H form either in prose or
poetry. The most known heritage in Classical Arabic is Coran whereas there is few
or almost no literature in L (or AA) only the occurrence of the popular expressions

and the folklore.

» Acquisition: Since the H variety is taught in schools, it is acquired through

learning; yet, the L variety is first acquired as a mother tongue.

»  Standardization: As it is agreed, standardization is an important step in
preparing a chosen variety to be an official and national language which is the H

form.

»  Stability: as Ferguson (1959), diglossia is a stable phenomenon. It still

denotes the specification of functions and status of each of the varieties.

However, the term diglossia has been further extended and refined by

Fishman (1967) who describes it as:

An enduring societal arrangement [...] such that two
‘languages’ each have their secure, phenomenologically
legitimate and widely implemented functions.

(Quoted in Waurdhaugh (2006: 95) originally italics)

Thus, Fishman’s view includes in addition to monolingual cases, bilingual and
multilingual ones in which there is a huge range of varieties (languages and
dialects) genetically unrelated (they do not belong to the same language family) and
have separate and precised functions. Considering the following language relations
within the Algerian society, French as (H;) and Arabic as (L;) which is divided into

MSA as (H,) and AA as (L,) relationships besides Berber language as (L3), every

42



Chapter Two Ain Sefra A Social Context of Linguistic Variability

language (or variety) is used according to certain purposes, circumstances and

situations.

In Algeria, the individuals tend to use three languages composing their verbal
repertoire which are: Arabic (by considering both of the standard and the
vernaculars), Berber and French. This linguistic phenomenon refers to numerous
historical facts. The following bilingual forms: Berber/ Arabic, Arabic/ French and

Berber/ French need to be analysed under the term of multilingualism.

Multilingualism, on the one hand, is the ability of an individual to speak two
or more distinct languages which are genetically unrelated (Gumperz, 1982).
Moreover, this term refers to the use or knowledge of more than one language
either by the individual or by the whole speech community. It is an individual as

well as social measurement, as Clyne (1998) states that:

The term “‘multilingualism’ can refer to either the language
use or the competence of an individual or to the language
situation in an entire nation or society

(Quoted in Coulmas 1998: 01)

In this quote, Clyne distinguishes between two types of multilingualism,
individual and societal one. The individual’s billingual abilities can be classified in
a continuum, from the very proficient to the very less proficient, this degree of
proficiency is assessed through the four skills products ( listening and reading
comprehension, speaking and writing expression). The fact in which Haugen (1966)
explains “[bilingualism begins] at the point where a speaker of one language can

produce complete, meaningful utterances in the other language”?

. Many of the
Algerian who had the opportunity to learn French and Standard Arabic in schools
are considered as a basis in forming what is known the ‘élite’. Hence, they
contribute in creating the different degrees of bilingualism on the one hand and

maintaing the bilingual use in communication on the other hand.

! After the recognition of Berber as an official language under the ‘law of the 10" April 2002’
? Stated in Spolsky (1998: 97).
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When Spolsky (1998: 47) writes that “It is rare to find equal ability in both
languages”, he asserts by using the adjective ‘equal’ that it is not always likely to
find bilingual speakers who are capable of mastering both languages in the same
degree equally. In Algeria, bilingualism, French/Arabic, is not homogeneous
neither at the individual level nor at the societal one, since not all the Algerians are
bilingual ( at least not in the same level of language mastering). This calls for
mentionning passive and active bilingualism. Regarding the language skills, the
active bilingual can speak and understand the second language, though he does not
write or read whereas who has passive bilingual capacities he understands it with no
ability to speak it (Mouhadjer, 2002).

The use of these three languages differs depending on the speaker, the listener
and the context. The linguistic phenomenon which governs the process of moving
back and forth between one language and another (or between more) within the
same chain of speech is identified as code switching that is clearly noticeable in

multilingual speech communities.

Romaine (1995) mentions monolingual code switching by expanding the
meaning of CS to include what Labov (1966) and Trudgill (1974) have called style
shifting in monolingual speech, she (1995: 121) says:

I will use the term “code’ in a general sense to refer not only
to different languages, but also to varieties of the same
language as well as styles, within a language.

In her statement, Romaine uses the expression ‘not only[...] but also’ in order
to go beyond the different systems to the different sub-systems; in other words,
from language to dialects. Through this generalization, one can say that code
switching is the result of the variability within the speaker’s components of his/her
verbal repertoire , since the individual can choose to switch between all the codes
according to the appropriate context. That is, many Algerians can switch between

Arabic, French and Berber words or expressions.
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Another instance of language contact resulting from the history in Algeria is

borrowing. Its definition is mentioned in Sapir’s statement (2004: 37):

The simplest kind of influence that one language may exert
on another is the ‘borrowing’ of words when there is
cultural borrowing there is the liklihood that the associated
words may be borrowed too.

This definition maintains that whenever there is a cultural contact between
two speech communities, each has its own linguistic system, the process of
borrowing is an undeniable concequence by referring to the relationship between
language and culture. Concerning this process, it is hard to clearly identify at what

point in time the new lexemes gained the position of being loan-words.

As the interest of our research work is concerned with Ain Sefra, this speech
community might be characterized by a set of features mentioned above since it is a

part of Algeria.
2.3. Geographical Location of Ain Sefra

The region of Ain Sefra is situated in the heart of the Ksour Mountains inside
the occidental Saharian Atlas of the Algerian South West. This region is considered
as the opening door over the Sahara from Wilaya of Naama. It is commonly known
as a rich place by its natural resources and monuments, mountains and huge sand
hills, and others. It occupies a surface reaching 1023 km? as it is stated in the Atlas
of Naama of 2010. It is limited from the North by wilaya of Naama, from the South
by Moghrar. And, from the East, it is restricted by Sfissifa, and from the West by
Tiout. ( Seefig.2.1)
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Figure 2. 1The Location of Ain Sefra and Other Regions in the West
(ONS, 2010)
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Figure 2.2: The Old Map of the Geographical Borders of Ain Sefra.
(Revue Pasteur, 1956)

Remarkably on the map above (fig: 2.2), Ain Sefra is surrounded by the Ksour
mountains. Hence, from the geographical point of view, it is divided into three big

parts which are:
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1/ Zone of higher steppe areas which are characterised by the dominance of
pastoral activities of Arab inhabitants living in nomadic conditions of life (tents,
cooking on fire, etc) this area is covered mostly by ‘Harmal’ (genre of plant called

scientifically ‘Peganum Harmala’)

2/ Pre-Saharian zone which occupies the surface between the Ksour
Mountains and the ‘occidental Erg’ where all the valleys (Oueds) present the anger

of nature, for instance the floods happening especially in winter.

3/ Zone of mountains: it is presented in the Ksour mountains (fig. 2.2). This
part is considered as the savage image of Ain Sefra and a refugee for all kinds of
animals, this area goes along 2 236 m besides ‘Djebel Aissa’ (Aissa mountain).
The latter has been established as a national Park since 2003, it occupies 24500ha
(Atlas of Naama, 2008)
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2.4. Historical Background and Inhabitants’ Origins

As is the case for many parts of Algeria, Ain Sefra knew several streams of
people settlements and dynasties from the Neolithic settelements’ till nowadays.
The researchers in this fields thought that there has not been ‘anthropologic
interruption’ and the inhabitants are then the descendants of those of Neolithic
(Benamara, 2008). Furthermore, certain anthropologic Latin sources introduce the
Getules as the people living in ‘Gétulie’, the region of higher hills on the Saharian
frontiers (Grec ‘gaitoula’ and in Latin “getuli’, i.e. the grand nation). In addition,
those inhabitants are the ancestors of the ‘Amazigh’ in that region who were named
as the Berber firstly by the Romans when that region was under the Roman

authority (5-7" century).

e In the eighth (8") century, the Zenetes Ouacin of the South West
descendants of the ancient Getules had embraced the Islam due to the Muslim
settlements during the period of the Islamic expansion. It is worthwhile mentioning

that in spite of the islamization of people they were still no arabised.

e In the tenth (10" ) century, the region came under the Fatimides
(/?alfa:t imijja/) throne.

e In the eleventh (1 "

) century, the wave of Arabic settlers who are ‘Banu
Hillal’ in Algeria, this expansion is systematized especially by Ibn Khaldoun in his

Mugaddima.

e In the middle of the twelfth (12™) century, the South West came under the
Almohades (/?almuwahhidi:n/) dynasty.

e In the thirteenth (13™) century, the Tlemcenian governor Yaghmorassen,
from the tribe of ‘Abdel-Wad’, founded the Zianides dynasty (‘zenata’ or ‘Zenaga’
in some documents). Therefore, the region became a part of that kingdom. During

his period of governing, the king had brought an Arabic tribe called ‘Banu Amer’

! The last part of the Stone Age.
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from an Arabic branch named EI-Amour ( EI-Milli, 1989; Ibn Khaldoun) and he
gave them the South West as a concession to settle. Thus, the partial arabisation of

the people in this region had witnessed a wider large scale of acceptance.

e In the cighteenth (18"M) century, the Western-South came under the
Othomanic authority, then, the French colonisation since the nineteenth (19")
century until the second half of the twentieth (20" ) century. After the
independence, it became a district (‘/da:?1ra/’) of wilaya of Naama N° 45 among

the administrative division of the year 1987.

As a result of those geographical and historical realities, Ain Sefra is
considered as an important touristic place in Naama demonstrating a large

sociocultural and instructional heritage.
2.5. Description of Population and Linguistic Variation

As a matter of fact, the region of Ain Sefra is known by its cultural and
biological diversity down to the historical factors that influenced all the life
domains, social, architectural and economic ones, among the examples of this
historical richness: the Ksour (old castles) engraving and monuments. As the case
of any speech community, the individuals within Ain Sefra identify a scale of

identities which are not only regional but also social.
2.5.1. Ethnic Groups

According to the demographic statistics of ONS' of 2008, the table 2.1

describes the number of population of Ain Sefra in correlation with age and sex:

! Acronym for ‘Office National de Statistics’
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Age (years) Males Females Total
0-24 13 370 13 040 26 410
25-49 9726 9209 18 935
More than 50 3576 3399 6 975
Total 26 672 25 648 52 320

Table 2.1: Ain Sefra Population in Correlation with Age
and Gender.( ONS, 2008)

Nevertheless, Ain Sefra has witnessed a noticeable augmentation in the
demographic rate, since its population reaches 55 878 inhabitants in 2010 (ONS,
2010).

As our concern in this work is to draw a clear image about the sociolinguistic
diversity which characterizes Ain Sefra, and as it is systematically agreed on the
tight relationship between language and social factors (e.g. age, gender, social
groups and others). Then, it is quite necessary to speak about the ethnic groups
existing in Ain Sefra. The following tribes are cited according to the amount of
people in each group from the greater to the smaller percentage with reference to

the whole number of people in the region.

1/ The Nomads: The minorities of them are still living in tents in the
surrounding countryside and the majority had moved to the town recently. The

principle confederations of the nomadic tribes existed in Ain Sefra are:

a- El-Amour (or * ‘Amir’ in some documents): who are believed to be from
purely Arabic origins since Ibn Khaldoun states ‘EI-Amour’ as a branch of Arabs of

‘Banu Hillal’ (see section 2.4). In this respect, Ibn Khaldoun asserts that ‘Bani
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Hillal’ entered Algeria from three directions; one of them is the highland, the areas

between the Saharian and the Tellian Atlas.

Furthermore the very most known branches are: ‘Ouled’ Boubker’, ‘Ouled
Selim’ and ‘Souala’. These nomadic groups were living in the countryside and in
Amour Mountains which are the mountains between Ouled Naiel Mountains from

the east and El-Ksour Mountains from the west.

b) El-Hmayan: they present the minority of inhabitants since the majority

exists in Mecheria and its surroundings. (see Fig 2.1)

c) Other confederations: Ouled Sidi Ahmed EI-Majdoub and Ouled Sidi Tadj.
(El Boubakryin or Ouled Sid Sheikh, they entered Algeria in the fourteenth (14"

century).

2/ The Ksour (or “ gsdr’ in certain documents) : they are the inhabitants of the
Ksour, the collection of ancient buildings, named so after the Arabs’ arrival
meaning ‘castles’, they are said to refer approximately to the second (2™ ) century
AD. The majority of its settlers are Amazigh, Zenetes Ouacine tribe (see section
2.4) they were speaking only ‘Zenata’ or in other word ‘Chelha’. In addition,
among the ksours found in Ain Sefra: Sfissifa (‘Tennent’ /tne:nt/ in Berber
language means ‘our town’ ), 30 Kilometers far from Ain Sefra town, and Tiout
(‘Tit’ /te:t / in Berber language which means ‘eye’, yet it denotes ‘the source of
water’), 17 Kilometers from the town (see fig 2.1 and section 2.2). Furthermore, the
Ksour’ coming from Sfissifa play a great role in composing the demographic

number of population in Ain Sefra.

!i.e. sons, and refers to the descendants e.g. Ouled Selim refers to Selim’s sons or descendants.
2 |t refers to the inhabitants of the Ksour.
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Besides, El-gsar existing in Ain Sefra is occupied by Ouled Sidi Boutkhil who
are said to be ‘Chorfa’ i.e. descendants of the ‘Sohaba®’ /soha:ba/ (El-Achmaoui,
1979 in Benamara, 2008).

Moreover, during our dealing with those compatible tribes composing the
plural society of Ain Sefra, we could be able to distinguish between them at the
level of accent, morphological forms in addition to pretty distinct specific lexicon.
Yet, the sociolinguistic research at hand will focus on studying two among the
former tribes which are ‘ElI-Amour’ and ‘El-Ksour’ of Sfissifa for the reason

mentioned before, in order to pick out linguistic peculiarities of each.
2.5.2. Linguistic Variation

As the current work deals with the linguistic differences that occur between
El-Amour and EI-Ksour varieties, the investigator tries to shed light on certain
linguistic features that characterize each variety, they seem to be identified through

observation:

a/  Amour variety (Amr variety): As a fact, when the linguists attempt to
study a variety, they are likely to do so within its original specific community,
I.e. within the social context, on one hand, where there is little language contact,

and concentrating on the elders’ speech on the other hand.

Yet in spite of the lack of references and documents tackling the linguistic
aspects that characterize the Amr variety, the investigator makes some witty

observations about this variety which are worthwhile to be mentioned:

1/ The preservation of the dental fricatives: When the researcher started to
discuss with the speakers of the Amr variety, the first attractive thing was the wider

occurrence of: /0/,/d/and /d/asinone man’s saying in one of the discussions

! The prophet’s companions, “Mohammed peace upon Him”.
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about the climate: / 002l3 # majou:bof # fe # ddett / (i.e. Snow does not melt
under the shade). Obviously, the speaker keeps the phonemes as they are in their

original pronunciation in Modern Standard Arabic (MSA).

2/ The replacement of /q/ by /¥/ and vice versa: Noticeably, the Amr variety
speakers use the uvular plosive /g/ instead of the uvular fricative /x/ as in
/Imaeqreeb/ (transcribed as /Palmaxrib/ in MSA, i.e. ‘the sunset’). Besides, the
alternation of /qg/ by /¥/ as they say /teex[ i:r@/ instead of / te(i:rae/ as in many

Algerian Western dialects. (The transcribed word means “a sock’).

3/ The plural form of noun: Amr variety is characterised by a morphological
print specific to the MSA which is ‘dgem{ ttekesi:r’ or the ‘broken’ plural, for
instance the plural of /3eif@:n/ in Amr variety is /3ja: ¢/ (i.e. ‘hungry’ adj. pl.), the
researcher can assume that this linguistic feature seems to refer to the Arabic nature

of the Amr speakers’ origin.

4/ The lexicon: the Amr variety has a range of vocabulary pretty difficult for
the researcher to understand even within the whole stretch of expression, for
example consider an Amr woman’s saying to her daughter:
/lz # tkethelf # ®lwatje # qe # mahtetha/ . The meaning of this sentence did not
come across though the informant spoke for a long time, but after demanding
explanation, the utterance means: ‘do not water the place just wet it’. Moreover,
there are words specific to their own lifestyle and conditions, for instance:

/leqraera/: ‘the place where they hide dates’ /ISa&[ [ @/: ‘the tent of guests’.

b/ El-Ksour variety (Ksr variety): This variety is spoken in many Ksour areas
within Naama as in Tiout, Sfissifa, Asla and others. Most of the Ksr people are

from Amazigh origin (see section 2.4). In this vein, Martin (1920: 02) assumes that:
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“[la langue Berbere] se partage en plusieurs dialectes assez différents

I’un de I’autre pour ne pouvoir se comprendre sans quelque difficulte,

et qui ont chacun une aire particuliére d’utilisation”.!

In this statement, the writer asserts that the Berber language has numerous
dialects which are more or less unlike but comprehensible by the totality of Berber
speakers. Then, he also claims that there are about thirty dialects, the most

important ones being:

1. The Kabylian in the North of Algeria and the most central tribe speaks in

this variety is ‘Zouaoua’?.

2. The ‘Chaouia® is in the South of Canstantine in the ‘Aures Mountains’ (
Djbel EI-Aures).

3. The ‘Mozabites’ in the South of Algiers. Then, the ‘Zenetia’ in the
Saharian oasis (see section 2.4) and in the deepest South, the ‘Tamachek or

Tamahak’ of the Touareg.

4. The ‘Chleuh’ or ‘Chelha’ (/felhee/) (or ‘Shilha’ in other documents);
which is spoken from the Algerian Grand Atlas till the Atlantics.

Nowadays, the Berber seed has not flourished since the researcher notices
that this variety which is ‘Chelha’ is used solely by the elders, and in order to
discuss personal and social matters, yet it is almost not used among the new

generation.

Thus, the most perceptible features in the Ksr variety are the use of Chelha as
well as its impact on the dialectal Arabic. In fact, the contextual use of the Berber
dialects and their influence on the AA (Algerian Arabic) is another subject of

research standing by its own; however, the researcher in this work points out some

! The researcher’s own translation is “Berber language is divided into many dialects which are more or less
different but understandable to one another with no such difficulty, and each of them has a particular area of
use.”

2 The dialect is named after its indigenous tribe.
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of those features in the Ksr variety:

1/ The pattern /tee:fSu:li:t/: this pattern refers to the noun of doing an action,
for instance the word /tee:bgu:ri:t/ is derived from the noun: /bogre/ (/baqara/ in
MSA, i.e. ‘a cow’); yet in this form, it means ‘idiocy’. Though, this noun has an
autonomous term in Chelha: /te:fu:ne:st/, the Berber pattern is applied on the
dialectal Arabic lexis, as the case of /te: [to:ni:t/ derived from / [i:tee:n/ 1.e. ‘devil’,

to mean the action of behaving in a bad and evil way).

2/ The loss of vocalic content: Ksr variety is marked by this feature which is
the decay of the short vowels: /a/, /u/ and /i/ to be pronounced with the neutral short

vowel [9]. This phenomenon is clarified through the table 2.2:

The vowels MSA Ksr variety English gloss
/al — [ 9] /warda/ [wordae] A flower
/farha/ [forhae] Happiness
/jadzri/ [jozri] He runs
/ — [ 9] /Surs/ [ €ors] Wedding
[2uskut/ [skot] Keep silent
/il— [ 2] / q irs/ [ d ors] A tooth
/bidra/ [ badra] A seed
/jaqbidu/ [jagbad T* He catches

Table 2.2: The Decay of Short Vowels

! The voiceless /q/ is alternated as the voiced plosive [g] in this variety as well as the others in Ain Sefra.
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This feature makes the Ksour variety very known and distinct even by the

non-linguists, especially among the inhabitants of Ain Sefra.

This aspect drives to the change in the number of syllables, especially in the
forms of the verb in all tenses. Consider the following verb: < yrd3 > ‘the idea of

going out’:

e The imperative as in /uxruz/ — [ xra3]* ( from two syllables in MSA to one
syllable in Ksr) (Go out!)

e The present as in /jaxruzu/ — [ joxraz] ( from three syllables to two syllables)

(He goes out)

e The past as in /xaraza/ — [ xro3]? (from three syllables to just one syllable) (He

went out)

3/ The alternation of the diphthongs /a1/ and /av/: in Ksr variety, the glides
/a1/ and /av/ are substituted by [i:] and [ce] respectively as it is illustrated in the table

2.3:

Diphthongs MSA Ksr Gloss
/av/ —[ce] /favq/ [f ceg] On

/lavn/ [leen] Colour

/a1/ —][i:] /bart/ [bi:t] A room
/zart/ [zi:t] oil

Table 2.3: The Alternation of the Glides /a1r/ and /av/.

! The same form [f Sal ] for both: the past and imperative; in MSA, /fa€ala/ and /uf Sul/ respectively.
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Exceptionally, after the emphatic consonants as /d/ and /s/, the diphthongs
/a1/ and /av/ are replaced by [e:] and [o:] respectively as it is evident in the

following table:

The glides MSA Ksr variety Gloss

a1/ — [e:] /s axd/ [se:d] Hunting
/ d arf/ [d e:f] A guest

/av/ — [o:] / d av?/ [d do:] Light
/s avt/ [s 0:t] voice

Table 2.4: The Alternation of Diphthongs after Emphatic
Consonants.

4/ Lexical items: as the case of any linguistic behaviour, the Ksr variety has

a common range of lexis used also by the neighbouring varieties as:
-/wee: [/ 1.e. ‘what?’
-/w &:h/ i.e. ‘yes’
-/ Jk e n/ i.e. ‘who?’
-/wi:n/ i.e. ‘where?’

In addition, it has its specific instances of vocabulary dominated by the Berber

print, either lexically or morohplogically, as:
-/x " &: r/ means “a big plate of couscous’.
-/? &@yonza/ means ‘a big spoon.’

-/Imon3 ce r&/ means ‘the straight road.’
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c/ Beni Boutkhil variety: obviously, this variety is known by its emphatic
accent, for instance the voiceless plosive /t/ is substituted by the voiceless emphatic
dental plosive [{ ] as in [x @:1 { a1] (i.e. ‘my aunt’ ) which is transcribed as /xa:Iti/ in
many other Algerian dialects; and even in the borrowed word: [s &n t o:ree | (‘ the
belt’) which is pronounced as /sa&ntu:r &/ by others within Ain Sefra. Additionally,
it has a heavy syllabic rhythm resulted throughout the gemination which seems to

be articulated by no precised linguistic environment as in:

- [Ibenni]: a noun which is transcribed in MSA as /?albina:?u/, i.e. the

construction. The nasal /n/ is geminated.

- [I3eerri]: a noun transcribed as /?aldzarju/ in MSA meaning the hurry. The

approximate /r/ is doubled.

d/ El-Boubakrijji:n dialect (Ouled sid EI-Majdoub and Sid Tadj): their dialect
resembles to the one of EI-Amour, yet they have a distinguishable nasalised
pronunciation without a convenient sound position which result the secondary
articulation. As they use more epenthesis which augments the number of syllables
as in the verb in past /medertof/ from the dialectal root < drt > ‘the idea of doing’;
the insert of the weak short vowel [o ] in the final consonant cluster of negation /t[/
without affecting the meaning which is: ‘I did not do’ makes the utterance including
three (3) syllables instead of only two (2) syllables. Concerning the vocabulary

specificities, there are many items, for example:
- Inuzha/: i.e. ‘too much’.

- /lbu: [/: 1.e. ‘a bottle where they put butter’.

- Inakkab/: i.e. ‘put aside.’

However; the researcher insists on collecting the data that serve the aim of
her research work, she tends to give a trial for describing the general linguistic

picture about the region. Thereof, all the features mentioned above are only few
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instances of a linguistic set of differences within a wide range of sociolinguistic

differences and variation existing in Ain Sefra.
2.6. Conclusion

Obviously, this chapter has testified to the cultural and the linguistic diversity
in the region of Ain Sefra, as it has shown the social groups and branches

coexisting in that district from both historical and linguistic perspectives.

Despite the range of information presented in this chapter, the researcher did
not go deeply into important details, otherwise, it would be undoubtedly another
important sociolinguistic subject to discuss. Thus, the investigator tends to restrict
the study to serve the goal of this work which is highly clarified in the title of the
whole research so as to show the similarities and the differences between EI-Amour

and El-Ksour varieties, and that will be the concern of the next chapter.
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3.1. Introduction

Comparative studies in dialectological descriptions and sociolinguistic
investigations are somehow quite difficult and not exhaustive; However, this
difficulty might be decreased when only two linguistic entities are subjected to a
detailed analysis on specific linguistic levels. Since the empirical work will be
divided into three branches in the same stream of research. On the one hand, the
investigator tends to have a general view on each variety of the two small speech
communities separately; On the other hand, she will demonstrate the aim of the
whole work which is the lexical comparison through analyzing certain

similarities and dissimilarities quantitatively and qualitatively.

Broadly speaking, the present chapter is considered as a purely empirical
phase vis-a-vis the other parts of the whole work. Moreover, from the linguistic
perspective, Ain Sefra is a collection of different varieties coming from the
vicinity of the town as the Bedouin areas and the villages which display the old-
world history through its ancient monuments, specifically Sfissifa (uttered

‘/swise:fa/’ by the natives).

Hence, through the next pages in this chapter, we present the sample of
population under study, and then we introduce the instruments of research handled
to collect the needed data. By the end, we interpret the analysed data through

certain theories and paradigms.
3.2. Population Sampling and Distribution

The sample of informants introduced in the current study includes 120
persons between the age of 10 and 98 years old. The following table summarises

the categories in which the informants are stratified and distributed:
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Age Ksr variety Amr variety
gender
Female Male Female Male
10-25 10 10 10 10
26 — 50 10 10 10 10
51 — 90 10 10 10 10
Total 30 30 30 30

Table 3.1: The Distribution of Informants in correlation
with Age and Gender.

Accordingly, this sample is divided into two (2) types of population: the
speakers of Ksr Vs Amr variety, each type is subdivided in proportion to age into

three (3) classes, and according to gender into two (2) groups.
3.3. Research Instruments

The research methodology has been conducted in a triangular series of data-
collecting methods, so as to gather reliable information serving the various
requirements of the work. Such instruments of investigation are: recordings,

word-list and interviews.
3.3.1. Recordings

As a first step, the investigator records ordinary conversations on an
electronic device perfectly hidden, these conversations are assembled within
different contexts at home, in schools, shops and others, stored as WAV files,

then transcribed using the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA). (Appendix I)

! Short for Waveform Audio File Format.
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This method provides the researcher with a general view over the two
varieties through pooling raw material upon all the linguistic levels: phonological,
morphological and importantly the lexical one. This method translates a natural
chaotic speech into supportive data that permit the investigator to compare within
an account for social conditions and linguistic contexts. Hence, the ranges of

information found are so helpful in preparing the word list.
3.3.2. Word-list

In order to interpret the data quantitatively and qualitatively as well, a list of
words has been given to the same sample of informants. The purpose is to gather
the similar and the different lexical items and so that to assume the extent of using

the lexicon as well as to discover on what ground the linguistic change plays.

The word list comprises of five pages, it begins with questions about
personal information: (age and gender). The next part is entirely devoted to lexical
instances. Those instances are subdivided in an unremarkable way for the
informants into three categories; the first one indicates the phonological aspects
stating the variables subject to analysis. The second one tends to find out the
morphological peculiarities of each variety as: the noun plural and the compound
pronoun /hum/. Finally, the third category is totally concerned with lexical

variations between the Amr and Ksr varieties. (See appendix 1)
3.3.3. Interviews

Generally speaking, the formal interview contains two essential parts, one
for the personal information (age, gender and level of education), and the other for
the research questions trying to interpret the results collected from the recording

and the questionnaire data. (See appendix I11).

There are ten (10) questions asked in the dialectal Arabic (AA) by the
researcher herself or sometimes she applies the friend of friend method addressing
the same sample of informants with which the above research methods were

carried out. The scope of the interview is conducted as it follows:
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eIn the first question, the interviewer tries to drive the interviewee’s
attention towards his/her dialect (variety) to note the status in which this variety is
classified from its speaker’s point of view. This question sheds light on the
speaker’s attitudes towards his/her variety in order to assume why the differences

between the two varieties still (or may not) occur.

eThe second, the third, the fourth and the fifth question seek for the
speakers’ tendencies for dialectal change through time and place, i.e. age and

geographical context respectively.

eThe sixth and seventh question aim at knowing the features and the
specificities which make the Amr variety different from Ksr one and vice versa in

order to deduce the speaker’s awareness.

eThe eighth question finds out the speaker’s inclination to switch to the

other variety and the reasons behind.

eThe nineth and tenth questions attempt at asserting the answers about the

loyalty to the variety.
3.4. Data Collection and Analysis

The lexical data collected through the research methods are demonstrated in
this section by means of tables. These data are classified and indexed phonetically
and grammatically to help the researcher in making the analysis beneficial and

easier.
3.4.1. Lexical Variation:

Through analysing the recorded ordinary conversations and the
questionnaires, the investigator found out some instances of lexical specific to

each variety as it is shown in the table 3. 2:
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Functional
lexis Ksr Amr English gloss
[sabbe "] [gorg] Shoe
[sorwee:1] [haeffed] Trousers
[mafwee:r] [zerf] Handcraft
[taq [i:ree] [te ¥ [iree] A sock
N [man g ce ] [xurs] An earing
O [lofsae] [Imaetreeg] Stick
U [Iborn ce s] [Ixardu:s]/[Ibarnu: s]* Gown
N [xabz] [keesree] Bread
S [t " Cae:m] [1?a1f] Couscous
[ tee:j] [tee:)] Tea
[ zzee: 3] [zee: 3] Glass
[Imee:klee] [Imaelzu:3e] Food
[toem] [6avm] Garlic
[beerae:boh] [Jermae:f &] Blanket of wool
[mof]] [geett] Cat
[di:b ] [Oe1 b] Wolf
[r301] [krae:? ] Foot
[ de:f] [dar f] Guest
[ mort] [?jee:]] Wife
[ d orree] [rfeigee] / [deerrae] Second wife
[wald] [t ful] Boy

L In Amr, the former is for the black and the latter is for the white one.
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[bant] [tofle ] Girl
[yorfijjee] [te:gree] Bowl
[moyraf] [maeqraef] Spoon
[xt "ee:r] [maetraed] Big plate
[gadrae] [mmu:laeSje:]] Big casserole

[bograe:3] [muyree:3]/[muqrae:3] Cattle

[bunbu:na] [bae:wna] Water barrel
[t "a:blae] [mi:de] [mae:jdae] Table

[geemi:le] [ttee:wee] Casserole

[Ibord] [sseerd ] Cold
[tobreeli] [sshae:b] Hailstone
[romle] [naebkae] Sand

[lord] [lweet jee] The ground
[ssom[] [lgae:jlee] Sun
[nnow] [leemteer]/ [lqare]® Rain

[nnee:jor] [larlteel Pee:m] New year
[nzaeggi] [neelgee] Call
[rwee:h ] [tPee:le] Come here
[boSSadni] [nhaekk ?lijje ] Let me
[nced ] [tgae??aed] Stand up!
[jqi:s]? [jluh ] Throw away

[mfz] [meerr] He went

[sma¥] [t seemmaek] Listen!

! A borrowed word, since before the colonisation the Amazighian lexis was used.

2 It is uttered in [q] since when it is uttered with [g], it means ‘to try clothes’
*In MSA / ?al ¥ale/, it is [Iqate] in Amr, since /¥ / is substituted by /q/.
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[jdebbor]
[naqqos]
[iloqqom]
[3: ni]
[mfe]
[Sorrom]’
[iderrag]
[jxalli]
[se:fot "]
[hmol]
[ixollat "
[togloS oS [ze]
[doffog]
[noffax]/ [ball]
[ysorrafalmae]
[gat "€ ]
[tro dd of]
[mfe]
[jobge]
[job ¥ i]

[jrae:?i]
[Jewwel]
[ifeemmeer]
[w?2zdni]
[xdee]
[keoowmt]
[jeeqbeer]
[jeehdee]
[jeendaeh]
[tee:h])/ [ & &:?]
[jheewweer]
[thaetf leefze]
[keeffzeh]
[mehheet ]
[jweenni]
[fllex]
[tnaekkae?]
[sadd]
[jeby ]

[jobqi]

He searches
Decrease
He tucks up
Come towardsme
He went
Overconsume
To hide
To leave
To send
Be lost
Mix up
Serve dinner
To water
To wet
Move away water
To cut
To suckle
He went
Still

love

! A Berber term adopted in the dialectal Arabic in Ksr variety.
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[mo dde: bo z]* [maetfee:ton] Disagreed
[mo ¥leeb] [maeqlub] Defeated(singular)
[mo ¥lceb i:n] [m gae:lerb] Defeated (plural)
[ mri:d ] [ marsu:? | "
g [mwoswas] [meehbu:k ] Doubted
é [Cee:qol] [wee:?i] Aware
$ [Sz:qol]? [mheeddab] Polite
\I/ [ mo€Sru:d] [ mae?ru:d ] Invited (singular)
E [ mo Cr u:di:n ] [ m?a:reid] Invited( plural)
[ 31:9a:n | [3er?a:n] Hungry (sing)
[ 3i:Sa:nin | [ 3ja:7] Hungry (pl)
[[i:ba:ni] [farba:ni] Old man
[[wee:bi:n] [maefbaen] Old men
[mSe ] [Pmz] With
[fk ce n] [nae:hu]? Who
G [wi:n] [wain] Where?
i [Clee:y] [laejjach] Why?
m [fi:wek] [mmajnta] When
A [kommaehee:k] [kaee:K] Like
-II- [kif¥al] [kisuq] As if
2 [tommae] [femme] /[eemma] There!
L [maerae:hfehna] [maehu: [ahne] He is not here
[bossa h] [baelhag] Really!

! /mot dae: bez/, /t/— [d]/ — [+ voice] regressive assimilation of voicing.
2 The same term is used and the meaning is understood from the context.
* It is used to address male; whereas for female [na:hi] is used.
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[¥i] [qze] Only

W [weae:f] [Paih] Yes

e} [mee:[i?&:nx] [maeni;fe:ne] Not me

. [jee:lomrze] [jel?a:ge] Madam!
[jeerrae:3ol] [el?e:g] Sir!

P [ejeewoxdi]/[ehaews3i] [jeelar?i] Oh!

S [vodwa] [qdee] Tomorrow
[monyad] [bae?daeqde] After tomorrow

Table 3.2: Lexical Comparison between Ksr and Amr.

According to the data collected in the table above, the distinction between
the two varieties lies on different lexical categories such as verbs, nouns, and
adjectives. Concerning the definite article /?al/ in MSA, if it is followed by a
consonant which is articulated in the same/or approximate area of articulation of
/Il (called ‘Ash-Shamsi’ letters), the latter is elided and the consonant is
geminated as in: /?affams/; when the preceeded letter is not Shamsi (called
‘Qamari’ letter), /1/ is pronounced as in /?alqgamar/. Thererby, in both varieties the
same rules are applied, but the ‘Hamza’ /?/ is omitted with the two cases of
consonants as in [ssom[] ( geminated /s/), and [lqemre] (pronounced /1/)

correspondingly.

Depending on the word list which contains a set of vocabulary used in daily
life, the researcher can summarise the lexical differentiation upon one hundred

(100) vocabulary in three levels as it is diplayed in the following chart 3.1:
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6%

O Total different

utterance )
@ Phonological diff

O Morphological diff

Chart 3.1: The Differences in the Lexical Relationship between

Ksr and Amr

Apart from simillarities which gather both dialects in one side of lexis, the
other side of differences comprises categories of lexicon wich are entirely
different i.e. a ksr notion is expressed in totally different item within Amr variety,

other lexicon are phonologically or morphologically distinct or both.

In order to identify the difference on the phonological level, one can
consider the feature of duality’ within both varieties with the same lexical item.
Bearing in mind that this feature must be analysed on the phonological level and
not on graphological one; otherwise, in comparison with MSA, the varieties might
be a match.

3.4.2. Distinctive Units of Analysis

Through the analysis of the data collected, the researcher could figure out,
in addition to the lexical differences, a clear distinction between the Amr and Ksr

varieties on the phonological and morphological level.

! For more discussion refer to Widdowson (1996) Linguistics, pp. 6-8.
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The lexical relationship between the target dialects of the analysis reveals

other linguistic levels of differences. Thus, the variables which are under

discussion, either vowels or consonants, are classified in the following tables:

Vowels MSA //* Ksr [1* Amr []* English gloss
fu:/ [ce] [u:]
Long Prophet
vowels rasu:l/ [reescel] [reesu:l]
Ibaerqu:q/ [barqeeq] [baerqu:q] Plum
/av/ [e)/ [0:]? [av]
/ xavx/ [Xcex] [xavx] Peach
/lavn/ [so:t] [savt] voice
Glides
/a1/ [i:] [a1]
Good/hello
/ xair/ [xi:r] [xair]
/Sam/ [Si:n] [famn] An eye

Table 3. 3: Vowels in Ksr Vs Amr Variety.

These distinctions of vowel use give each variety its unique accent. Similarly,
the articulation of the consonants in the Amr and Ksr varieties are compared with

that in MSA within the table in the next page.

1/ 1 used for transcribing the phoneme (variable), [ ] for the allophone (variant) in comparison with MSA.
2[ o: ] after emphatic consonants. (see chapter 2, table 2.4)
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MSA Ksr Variety | Amr Variety | English Gloss
It/ ('] [t]
Jtafbuxu/ [ jjo b] [tz jjcb] | SN COOkS
Jubfilu/ [jbat""l] [bafre) | He cancels
/jufritu/ [ifarrat"] [jfeerreet | He aborts
lo/ [a]’ [¥]
/?alqrfa:r/ [lgifee:r] [Ivifze:r] The desert
/qintee:r/ [qont"&:r] [vaente:r] 100 kg
Plosive /jeebruqu/ [jobraq] [jebrex] It shines
/?/ [?] (€]
/?al ?mtee:d3/ [1?intee: 3] [1€intae:3] Production
/su?a:l/ [su?ea:]] [suSeae:l] Question
/qur?ae:n/ [qur?ae:n] [qur See:n] Koran
> /d/ [d] [d]
/fiddae/ [fodde] [ fee ddee] Silver
/dafi:ra/ [dfi :ree] [dfairee] Plait
/tafaddal/ [tfeddal] [tfeeddeel ] Welcome
/dab$/ [dba(] [dbe?] Hyena
/6/ [t] [0]
/Bari:d/ [tri:d] [Orerd] Kind of
/Bavra/ [to:re] [Bavree] bé:%%w tion
/Baldz/ [tol3] [0z13] snow
10/ [d] [0]
/orra:S/ [dre:S] [Ore:S] Arm
/dahab/ [dhaeb] [Ohaeb] Gold
/ jadu:bu/ [jdceb] [jOu:b] It melts

! /q/ appears in certain instances of vocabulary in Ksr variety since the region knows the dominant rural

feature [g]
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Il [d] [4]

Iqufr/ [d for] [ dfeer] A nail
/?addil/ [ddat] [ ddee 1] Shade/shadow
Idari:f/ [d_ri:f] [ graif] Cute

5/ 5] [?]
fricatives /bafi:d/ [bSi:d] [bPe1d] Far
/?al Sa:m/ [1S2e:m] [1?a2e:m] A year
/Sa:dil/ [Sa:dol] [?a:del] Proper
name*Adel’
I/ [ ] [d]
/?alyuba:r/ [ Ixobra] [lgeebrae] Dust
/?alyada:?/ [ lovda] [leeqdee] Lunch
/jufrryu/ [ jfarroy] [ifeerreeq] To pour

Table 3.4: Consonantal Distinction between Amr and Ksr Varieties.

This table contains the distinctive phonological variables of one variety in
comparison with the other which are taken from the ordinary people’s
conversations. Apparently, in Amr variety, the plosives /?, d_, g/ are substituted by
the fricatives [ ¢, d , ¥] respectively and vice versa, since those fricatives are
alternatively replaced with the former plosives; whereas, there is no such alternation
in Ksr variety. This fact is known in many Arabic dialects by / ?algalb/*. It should
be also noted that the voiceless emphatic dental stop /t/ in Ksr is pronounced with a
little puff of air wherever it occurs (its phonological value is [{"]). This is
approximately like the aspiration in English, but the difference is that the aspiration
which is related to the plosives /p, t, k/ is restricted by their distribution and

positions, and [p", t" k"] are allophones of the former phonemes.

! For further readings about this feature in the Eastern countries refer to Astittia, S.S (2008)
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Indeed, the occurrence of those variants is not governed by any phonetic
environment according to the data available in this research since they are

phonemes (variables) consisting the own linguistic system of the variety.

In addition, Amr variety is known by keeping the interdentals /0, 0, ¢ / in its
system as opposed to the Ksr in which they are substituted by [t, d, d]
correspondingly. The rest of the MSA consonants are the same in both of the
varieties such as /b, t, h, w, z, h, k, I, m, n, t/ exept the affricate /d3/ and the
voiceless plosive /q/ which are articulated as the palato-alveolar fricative /3/ and

the voiced velar stop /g/ correspondingly in both varieties.

It is worth noting that these data are collected from highly ordinary speech.
Accordingly, The consonants differences within Amr and Ksr varieties vis-a-vis

MSA can be drawn into the following chart:

O Different O Different
cons cons
B Similar M Similar
Chart 3.2:Amr Consonants Vs MSA Chart 3.3:Ksr Consonants Vs MSA

The charts below include consonantal comparison of Amr and Ksr vis-a-vis
MSA. The analyser can remark that Amr linguistic system consists of a great
amount of different articulated consonants because of the operation of uttering a
consonant instead of the other though the graphemes are alike i.e. their written

forms are the same but their articulations are different.

Again, by comparing the articulation of consonants between the two

varieties, the following chart is drawn:
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O Different
[
71% articulation

OsSimilar one

Chart 3.4: Amr Consonants Vs Ksr Ones

The researcher has taken Ksr consonants as a background to comparison.
Obviously, 29% from the totality of consonants are articulated differently by Amr

sample of population.

Actually, this systematic consonant differences concludes in a way or
another an outstanding difference in the lexemes of the two varieties apart from

the graphological value in MSA.

Remarkably, from the examples cited in table 3.3, the reader can notice that
there is no occurrence for the long vowels [i:] or [e:] in Amr variety, they are
substituted by the diphthongs [a1] and [e1] respectively. , as it is illustrated in this
table:

MSA Amr Variety Ksr Variety English
Gloss
/i:/ or /e:/ [a1] or [e1] [i:]or[e:]
/?aldzi:l/ [33a1l] [33i :1] Generation
/bafi:r/ [baefair] [baefi :r] Proper name “bashir’
/dzi:ra:n/ [3arrae:n] [3i:reen] Neighbours
/?alhase:r/ [lehsarree] [lohse:rae] Carpet

Table 3.5: Moving from a Long Vowel to a Diphthong in Amr Variety.
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On another facet, one can realize that there is almost no great occurrence of

the short vowels /a/, /u/ and /i/ in Ksr variety since they are weakened to the lax

vowel [9] in comparison with the Amr, as it is clear in table 3.6:

MSA Ksr Variety Amr Variety English Gloss
/jadxulu/ [jodxal] [judxul ] He enters \%
/jubaddrlu/ [jbaddal] [jbeeddeel ] He changes
/d3abha/ [30bha] [3eebhe] The front N
/maqgbara/ [maqqabra] [maexyyaebre] Cemetery
/muds3arrib/ [ m3arrab] [ m3arrab] Tested Adj
/abjad / [bjad] [bjed ] White

Table 3.6: The Decay of Short Vowels in Ksr Vs Amr.

This feature of decaying the short vowels gives the Ksr the peculiarity of
decreasing the number of syllables. In comparison with Amr, Ksr variety is
characterised by its unique distinct accent. Those tables are a means to evaluate

similarities and differences between Amr, Ksr and even MSA lexemes.

3.4.2.2. Morphological Features

Perceptibly, from the recorded data, each variety has its own peculiarities at
the morphological side characterizing the speakers of each variety. Some

variational specificities are stated below:

a/ Reduplication: Ksr variety in contrast to Amr one is characterised by the
huge occurrence of the reduplicated verbs which refer to the action frequently
repeated or which take a long time when it is happening, some instances are

collected in the following table 3.7:
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Ksr variety English Gloss

[j +doq doq ] He is knocking or making a noise as knocks
[[+qom gom ] He humiliates or insults someone

[jtkoh koh ] He is coughing without interruption

[j+ 30or 30r ] He is pulling

[j+ rof rof ] He is moving quickly

[j+ gof gof ] He is shaking because of cold

Table 3.7: Reduplication Verbs in Ksr variety

As it is transcribed above, the reduplication verbs are formed by doubling
the form (CVC) of the syllable in order to have (CVC CVC). The initial /j/ in the
form (j+the stem) is used to demonstrate the present or the future tense of the
verb. This feature is not found within the Amr speaker’s collection of lexemes

since it is a pure Ksr characteristic known among the population in Ain Sefra.

b/ The plural: a salient morphological distinction between the dialects under
analysis is the noun plural. The plural patterns in MSA are divided into two types:
the irregular /dzam{ 7?attaksi:r/ and the regular /dzam{ ?assalim/. The Amr is
characterised by the irregular “broken” plural considering different patterns as it is

illustrated in the following table:
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word
root Ksr Plural Amr Plural English Gloss

N <tjr> [tajjer+e :t] [teje:r] Planes

O <xjm> [Ixi:m+e :t ] [leexjae :m ] Tents

U | <zrw> [3 reew+i:n] [33r2] Dogs

N <§jn> [Si:n+i:n] [¢ jun] Eyes

S <flh> [l folle :htHin | [l feellz : ha ' Farmers
<tlb> [tollaeb+i:n] [teelleba] Vagabonds
<obh> [modbee hti:n] [m Oz:berh] Slaughtered

A <x19> [moxloeS+i:n] [mxee:le1q] Astonished

D <Jb&> [fabSeen+in] [Jbae:§] Full'up

J <sfr> [sofr+i:n] [sof ar] Yellow
<hmr> [homr+i:n] [homar] Red
<bjd> [bojdte :n] [bojd] [be: d] White

Table 3.8: The Plural in Krs and Amr Varieties.

Subsequently, The plural in Amr take many patterns such as: [fSa: §i:l],
[fSe:1], [fe € Sa:le] (for nouns), [mfz: (i:l], [fe:1] and [foSal] (for adjectives)

(knowing that // is /?/ as a part of its linguistic system) ; Whilst, in Ksr variety,

the common type of plural is comprised of the suffix /i:n/ to masculine whatever

is the case, and /&:t/ to feminine as in the following patterns: [maffu: li:n]/

[meeflu: le:t], [felfle: li:n] /[feffe:le:t] and [fulli:n] for both gender.

! The pattern [fae (Ce:le] is used for both of masculine and feminine
2 In MSA, the noun takes /u:n/ in nominative, /a:n/ in accusative and /i:n/ in genitive case.
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This fact can be probably explained by the reference to the origin of the
variety. The use of the irregular plural needs a geat knowledge about the
grammatical rules of the Classical Arabic (or MSA) since it is represented through
a number of patterns; Whereas, the regular type is an inflectional feature obtained
through adding a suffix to the item in singular. Thus, the word is made up of free
morpheme (lexical form) and bound morpheme (the suffix) which is regarded as a
simple rule for speakers who are originally Berber. (see chapter 2, section 4) .
Bearing in mind that the inflectional morphology is not an operation of newly
coined lexical items but rather a syntactical adjustment, this case can be applied

on nouns and adjectives.

¢/ Femininization: some nouns which are masculine in MSA are treated as
feminine ones in Ksr as it is observed in the examples below which are taken from

the recorded conversations:

1- /Ibe:b # mahlel+a ... wiin reha Imofte:h/ (i.e. the door is opened... where is
the key?). The suffix /&/ shows the feminine feature in AA as the case of the

article /reha/ i.e. it is considered as feminine.

2- /rae:si# reha # toez04ni/ (i.e I have headache), in the verb / tee304ni/ the prefix
It/ is used with the third person singular feminine in the present simple as in the
pattern /te+ fYalu/ in MSA.

It is worth mentioning that the above words in addition to others as:
/so:f/,/r30l/ and /he:th/ ( wool, foot and wall correspondingly) are kept treated as
masculine in the Amr variety. This phenomenon might be referred to the fact that
the synonymous words in the Berber language are feminine; hence, one may
consider this linguistic behaviour as an impact of bilingualism on Ksr variety. (see
chapter 2, section 2.1)
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d/ Asking simple guestions: Amr people use the morpheme /wah/ at the end
of the interrogative form in the yes/no question, such as inviting someone by
saying: /te[forbi# te:j# weaeh/?; Whereas, in Ksr variety the intonation plays a
great role in asking simple question knowing that there is absolutely no use of

/weaeh/ as in:

N
/tfarbi # ate:j#/?

3.5. Data Interpretation

Depending on the tables of the data collected, the researcher can state some

remarks which may essentially be associated with the results of the interviews:

1/ The lexica of Amr variety seem to be quite rich in synonymous items since
every notion has a vocabulary, and this aspesct can be explained due to the nature

of its Arabic origin, while this peculiarity is not found in Ksr variety, for instance:
» The verb ‘to go’ is expressed through:

1- [xd®] to mean: ‘he went in hurry without direction’

2- [sadd] to mean ‘he went without returning for the moment’

3- [marr] to mean ‘he went for the moment’

4- [dde Se] to mean ‘he went in slow walk’; Whereas in Ksr only the verb [m/z]
is used whatever the situation means, in addition to an adverbe for the sake of a

presized description.
» The verb ‘to be lost’ is expressed through:

1- [tee:h] to mean: ‘he is lost without returning in the wrong turn’
2- [@ee:€] to mean: ‘it is lost for the moment’; Meanwhile,only the form [hmal] is

used in Ksr, and the right meaning is understood from the context.

2/ There are many borrowed words from French in Ksr variety as opposed to
Amr one. The only explanation which might be given at this level is the

confrontation of Ksr people with the French in the colonisation period because of
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their lifestyle (commerce, agriculture and building). As many interviewees
(especially between 65-92 years old) have claimed that The French settelement at

that time was precisely in the Ksours and not in the countryside. For instance:
French word:Table(i.e. table).Gamelle(a cookikng utensil). Permission (permission)

Morph%—Phonological a%aptation phonological adjustment
Borrowed word: /f"&:bla/ /gaemi:lae/ /barmasjeen/

3/ Some items which occur in Ksr variety are sometimes articulated with the
voiced velar [g] and other times with the uvular [q] to mean different things, this

feature describes what Jackobson (1972) refers to as ‘phonologization’, as in:

[9]/[q] contrast English gloss
liqi:s] To throw away
[igi:s] To try on clothes
[rogbe] One person
[rogbee] A neck
[jdagdaq] To knock
[jdogdag] To hit/ to break
[maqgro: d] A kind of cake
[magro:d] Broken
[joqli] To fright in pen
[jogli] To dry on fire
[igorgob] To make noise by hitting things
[jgorgob] To drink quickly

Table 3.9: The Contrastive Use of [q] and [g] In Ksr Variety
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Thus, the uvular [q] is a contextual variant of the velar /g/ since it occurs in
the same structural environment and different contexts. This fact is not found in

Amr variety.

4/ The Amr variety witnesses a kind of an ecolinguistic change described
under a phonological adjustment within the same form or replacing by a Ksr form.
As an illustration: [fme] rather than [?me] ( adapting the phoneme /§/ in the
indigenous item) and the utterance [seebbzet] rather than [gorg] (adapting the
whole lexeme, since their own lexeme seems to be an old-fashioned used to

describe “shoes’ of specific kind which is no longer in use).

5/ The preservation of the linguistic form till nowadays refers to the
preservation of the tribal traddition, since the majority of the interviewees
consider the language (precisely the dialect) as a tribal pride, stamp and
personality. In addition, Amr interviewees (aged between 10 and 25 years old)
have considered their articulation as a contextual one, by claiming that Chelha
among Kasr also is restricetd to some context as the family subjects. Recently, the
intertribal contacts facilitate the interpretation of the linguistic change (or
alternation at this level) within both varieties, but someone wonders what is the

variety which is influenced and under what conditions.

Concerning the linguistic accommodation which is lablled in the use of Ksr
lexis by the Amr speakers and vice versa, the field-researcher tries to display the
average of the lexical appearance in tables. In order to assess the difference
between the use of Ksr and Amr lexis within Amr and Ksr varieties respectively,
the scores of the following table are taken in relation to gender and age in both of

Ksr and Amr realisations:
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Ksr informants Amr informants
Items
Female Male Female Male
Gender
and Age | 10-|26- |51- (10- [26- |51 | 10; 267 517 10-26- 51
25150 (99 (2550 98 | 25| 50|86 |25 |50 (90
Shoe [sabbe {" ] 8 |8 [4 |7 |4 1
[gorg] O 10 [0 [0 |O]O
Trousers [sorwee:]] 7 |6 (1 [6 [4 |0
[haeffaed] 0 0O |0 |0 |0 |0
Handcraft [mofwae:r] 2 |2 111 |1 |0
[zexf] 0 0O [0 |0 |0 |1
A sock [toq [i:ree] 6 |5 |05 |3 |0
[teyferee] |0 |[U [0 [0 |0 [O
Anearing | [mong ce [] 6 |3 (12 |2 |0
[xurs] O |1 |3 [0 [0 ]2
Stick [loSsex] 10 [ 8 37 |4 |4
[Imaefreg] o [ 2 |3 [7 [2 |3
Gown [Ibarnces] 10(10|9 (108 |9
[Ixardu:s] U 10 14 |1 [2[10
Bread [xobz] 2 12 ]1 [1 13 |0
[keesree] 2 |1 Jo [1 [3 ]1
Couscous [t " Cee:m] 10619 [5 |1
[T?a1]] 0100 [0 (00
Tea [eetee:j] 0 [0 |0 |0 |O |O
[tee:]] 1 10 Jo [0 [o |oO
Glass [ezzee: 3] 0 [0 (0 |O |O 0
[ze: 3] r |3 1 311 |0
Food [Imee:klz] 1019 |2 (104 |1
[Imeelzuze] [0 [0 |0 00 |0
[toem] ~ 1 110 |0 |0 |0
Garlic [6avm] u 10 10 [0 [0 ]O
Blanket [beerae:bah] 3 21114 |3 |0
of wool [Jermetz] |+ |3 |1 |3 |3 |2
Cat [molT] 0O [0O]JO0O O JO O
[geett] 112 Jo 1 |11
Wolf [di:b ] 1 0 {00 | 0]O
[Serb ] 0 10 Jo 010
Foot [r301] 1 |2 10{0 0]0
[kree:S | 1 12 |3 |1]0]0
Guest [dar f] 1 |1 |0 |[O 0 |0
[de: f] 0 |0 o |oo]lo
Wife [ mort] 8 |6 1114 2 |2
[?jee:1] 1 10 lo]Jololo
Second [ d orree] 1 /2 |0f1]1]0
wife [rfergee] 0 [0 Jo 0|0
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Boy [wald] 1 ]2 0
[ tful]
Girl [bont] 1 |2 0
[tofle] 1
Bowl [vorfijjee] 1 |3 2
[tee:gree] 0
Big plate [xt "e:r] 1 1
[meetreed ] 3
Cattle [bagrae:3] 0 0
[muyrae:3]
Big [godre] 10 |8 9
casserole | [mu:leSje:1] 0
Water [bze:wne] 10 | 10 9
barrel [bunbeene] 1
Cold [Ibard] 8 |5 9
[sseerd | 1
Hailstone [tobree 1i] 5 |5 4
[sshee:b]
Sand [romle] 10 |4 4
[naebkee]
The [lord] 9 1
ground [lweet jee] 1
Sun [som[] 3 3 9
[gee:jlee]
Rain [nnow] 1 1 1
[lemteer
New year [nnae:jor] 7 1 3
[larltael ?ae:m]
Call [nzaeggi] 4 1
[ nelgee]
Come [rwae:h | 4 |3 3
here [tPe:]z] 0
Let me [boSSadni] 1 |2 2
[nhaekk ] 0
Stand up! [need] 10 10
[tgelSaed] 3
Throw [iqi:s] 10 | 8 10
away [jlu:h ]
[mfe] 4 3
He went [meerr] 0
[smaC] 0 0
Listen! [tseemmeek] 0
He [jdobbor] 9 8 8
searches [jree:Qi] 0
Decrease [naqqgos] 109 10
[fewwel]
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Tuck up [jlagqom] 2 1
[[Jemmer] |1 0 21 0|0
Come [32: ni] 10 8
towardsme [wSadni] 10 7 | 10| 8|3
He went [m[z] 5 3
[xde] 3 1 (111 ]0
[Sorrom] 0 0
overstock [keeoozr] |9 9 56 | 8
To hide [jdarrag] 1 4
[1zegbeer] 2 1 212 10
To left [ixalli] 1 0
[jzehdae] 0 0 0[ 0|0
To send [ise:fot "] 4 3
[jeendeeh] 2 0 [3 [2]0
Be lost [hmol] 3 4
[tee:h]/[de:S] |1 0 [1 [2 10
Mix up [ixollot "] 10 9
[jhewwar] |0 0 |0 [0 |0
Serve [taglaSlaS [z] 0 0
dinner [theettleeSfee] |1 0 [1 |00
[doffag] 2 1
To water [keeffah] 0 0 [0 |0 (O
[noffax] S P N P 1
Towet | [mehhe(] |0 LYY
Move [ysorrofalmae 10 10
wateraway [iwar?rr}ni] 0 olo loleo
[got "t 10 9
To cut [fellex] |5 o |3 [2]0
[tro dd oY] 3 2
Tosuckle T cikaes] | 2 1| 1/0 |0
MWISWaS 9 S
Doubted {maehbu:k } 0 0 [0 ]0]0
[Cee:qol] 2 2
Aware [weeSi] |4 1 2 (2 [1
. Cae:qol 2 2
Polite [thaeé%ae]b] 3 1|2 [2]3
With [rgﬁg 5 oo oo’ :
Uk e nj 3 2
Who [nehu] |0 0 |0 |0]o0
[wi:n] 0 0
Where? [wam] 0 o lo lolg
) [kommzhae:K] 1 1
Like [kdae:K] 0 0l0o (o]0
[kif¥al] 2 1
Asit [Kisuq] 0 000
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There! [tommaee] 1 |0 |0 |[0] OO
[femmee] 0 |0 0olo |o

He is not [meera:h[ 9 911 (4 |2 |1
[maehu:[] 2 1 110 ln

[bassa h] 2 3 |0 211 |0
Really! [balheg] [0 |0 11010

[¥1] 2 |1 0 |3 1]0
Only [gee] 0 |0 000

Yes [wee:h] 2 1 10 [3]2 |1
[?a1h] 0 0 00 |0

Not me [mee:[i?a:ne] 10 [ 5 [ 2 110 711
[meni;fzmnae] |9 8 3 |4 |2

Madam! [jee:lomree] 4 |2 |1 [3]| 4|2
[elSe:gz] 0 0 0 |0 10

Sir! [jeerae:301] 8 |6 |1 [3][2]0
[jeelSae:g] 010 0 |0 11

Oh! [&jeewaxdi] 3 |21 ]0]l0]0
[jeelasi] 1 |2 0 |1 10

Tomorrow [yodwe] 3 1211 |2]1]0
[qdee] 0 |0 0 [0 ]0

After [monyad] 2 1 11 |1 21 0
tomorrow | [baStdeqde] |0 0 0 |00

why [§lee:/] 2 1311 ]3[1]0
[leejjech] 1 |2 2 12 1

He went [ mfe] 1 |21 (121
[sadd] 0 [0 T[T [2

The average % 10,5 | 10 10,12 10,5 7 140,5(33,6| 11 B5,2| 20,5 10

Table 3.10: Scores of the Lexical Relationship between ksr and Amr

Varieties

The table which is mentioned above interpretes the lexical differences into

numbers, categories and scores. According to this table, the average of the

linguistic behaviour differs depending on age and sex. It is worth noting that there

is no occurence of Amr items in Ksr speech; Whereas, Amr speakers use both of

their indigenous forms and Ksr ones. Thus, the results are structuralized in the

following bar-graphs:
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O Female
B Male

M
M
WM
M
WM
M
WM
M

Chart 3.5: The Use of Ksr Lexis by Amr Speakers

In correlation with the information elicited from the interviews, the analysis
of the claims that Amr female tend to use more Ksr lexis due to the availability of
both dialectal items within their linguistic repertoire. In addition, the remarkable
reluctance of using some Amr utterances among the youngest generation,
especially female category since women are the advancers to using the new

lexemes as a first step towards the linguistic change ( Labov, 1990).

Indeed, the rate of the Ksr lexis in use is higher because many reasons.
Although bedouin speech is known to be conservative, as a result of the ecological
process of the ruralization and the intertribal relations, Amr dialect knows some
linguistic switch particularly on the lexical level which is the use of Ksr

vocabulary and adapt them to the indigenous variety.

On the other hand, the Ksr use of Amr vocabulary in correlation with age

and gender is drawn in the bar-graphs below:
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O Female
B Male

Chart 3.6: The Use of Amr Lexis by Ksr Speakers

As the chart summarises, the rate of female and male use of Amr items is
almost limited, alike and decreased in comparison with the Amr use of Ksr
vocabulary. The non-use of the Amr items is referred, as many interviewees
claim, to the mispronunciation of certain phonemes. Other reasons may be

discovered through the next points.

Eventually, the analysis of the data has shown that the total opposition
existing in the oldest generation has been replaced by a linguistic option for
lexical alternation and accommodation within the youngest generation’s linguistic
behaviour. The other category (aged between 25 and 50 years old) have asserted

that they still use the indigenous items with their families in the countryside.

The researcher in the present work does not include the linguistic change as
an absolute phenomenon since it needs a deeper study and more intensive views,

but she takes the fact as a feature of the comparative analysis.
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As the examples indicate in table 3.9, when the Ksr item is used by Amr
speakers is adjusted to their indigenous accent, especially the vowels (ce) and (i:)

are replaced by [u:] and [e1] respectively, as in:
e [tobree 1i] — in Amr— [taebru: li], “hailstone’
o [togfiire] — in Amr — [teeqferra], ‘a sock’

In addition, the few Amr lexemes which are used by Ksr people are adapted

to their way of articulation either consonants or vowels, such as:
e [nzlge]— in Ksr — nelyae], ‘i call’, [jlu:h ]— in Ksr —»{jleeh ], ‘he throws’
o [keeooer]—in Ksr—» [kottaer], [mhaeddaeb}— in Kst—» [mhoddob], ‘polite’

In contrast, the researcher has found some instances in Ksr adopted from
Amr variety which are uttered in Amr articulation. The probable interpretation is
that Ksr people has embraced the mechanism of replacing Amr [x¥] by [q] and[q]
by [¥] wherever they occur in the Amr linguistic context without being aware of

the right meaning. Consider here these representative examples:

o [lvavyae]—in Ksr —#lqeeqa] (i.e, ‘noise’; though in MSA is [?alyavya:?]
with /x/)

o [jegbaer]—in Ksr— [joxbor] (‘to hide’. This verb in MSA is derived from
the noun /gabr/, that is to say, ‘a grave’). The researcher cosiders these
instances as notorious common mistakes which are used spontaneously

among Ksr speakers.

Through comparing the answers of the interview with the results in the
wordlist, it has been noticed that there is a slight assumption that the education
has tailored the realisation of Amr speakers. Thereby, they have even realised that
the use of the pharingeal fricative [¢] as misuse of the glottal stop variable /? / and

vice versa. At this point, it sounds worthy to discuss the following tables:
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Word Gloss Articulation 10-25 26-50 | 51more
1./qur ? &:n/ Coran a.[qurie:n] 20 90 100
b.[qur?e:n] 80 10 0
2./ Palf/ One a.[Seelf] 10 60 100
thousands
b.[?zlf] 90 40 0
3. /su?a:l/ Question a.[suSe:1] 10 50 100
b. [su?e:l] 90 50 0
4. [e:m/ A year a.[Pa:m] 20 80 100
b.[Sze:m] 80 20 0
5./1Serd/ Feast a.[ 1?eid] 20 80 100
b.[ISerd] 80 20 0
6. [3e19a:n] Hungry a.[zer?a:n] 30 90 100
b.[3e1¢a:n] 70 10 0

Table 3.11 : Scores of the Variant [?, §] by Amr Males in relation to Age

Table 3.11 exposes the scores of the use of the variants [?, €] instead of

/€, ? /among Amr males speakers in correlation with age. Obviously, the category
of elders (more than 50 years) are still keeping the indigenous realisation (a);
However, the other age categories display the difference as it is shown in the

following bar-graphs:
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Chart 3.7 : Scores of the Variant [?, ] by Amr Males Speakers in relation to Age

By interpreting the table into bar-graphs the difference seems to become
evident, sincethe use of the indigenous articulation (a) is decreased in youngest
male generation’s speech. Through interviewing the informants, the researcher
claims that the reason behind this fact is the increase of literacy since they have

realised the misuse of /?, §/.

Again, the researcher has tested the articulation of the variants stated above

with the female group as follows:

Word Gloss Articulation 10-25 26-50 | 51-
more
1./qur ? &:n/ Koran a.[qurie:n] 0 80 100
b.[qur?a:n] 100 20 0
2./ Peelf/ One a.[Celf] 10 50 100
thousands
b.[?zlf] 90 50 0
3. /su?a:l/ Question a.[suSe:1] 10 30 100
b. [su?z:l] 90 70 0
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4. [Se:m/ A year a.[Pa:m] 10 80 100
b.[Sze:m] 90 20 0

5./1Serd/ Feast a.[ 1?eid] 10 80 100
b.[ISerd] 90 20 0

6. [3e19a:n] Hungry a.[3er?a:n] 20 60 100
b.[3e1¢a:n] 80 40 0

Table 3.12 : Scores of the Variant [?, ¢] by Amr Females in relation to Age

As pointed out before, Amr variety is known by the use of / ?, € / as usually
inverted (one instead of the other despite of the graphological index). The scores
of female performace are interpreted into the coming charts, knowing that the old

women still use the variants as they are in their linguistic system:

1001

80+
70T
60T}

801

601 Oa 501]
BEb 40T
a0 30

20

201 10

il B BB

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 a4 5 6
10-25 years old 26-50 yearsold

Chart 3.8 : Scores of the Variant [?, §] by Amr Females Speakers

Evidently, female speakers aged between 10 to 25 years old have corrected
the misuse of the target variants [?, ¢] in a very remarkable rate. By comparing the
scores of articulation in correlation with gender, females tend to use the correct

forms more than males do and the youngers more than the elders do.
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The female interviewees aged between (10-51 years old) have claimed that
it is hard to adapt the frequent words which have a great amount of use in daily
life as opposed to the items which are associated with life in town, schools and

prestige which are considered as newly integrated in the indigenous lexicon.

As the case of the above articulations, another aspect of switch which is the
Amr articulation [q] of the variable / ¥ / is classified according to age and sex in

the table stated below:

Word Gloss Articulation 10-25 | 26-50 S1more
M | 1./ yure:b/ Crow a.[qra:b] 20 80 100
b.[¥re:b] 80 20 0
A
L |2./sayir/ little a.[ sqair] 10 60 100
E b.[ syair] 90 40 0
3. /jesbaey / He a.[ jesbaq] 10 70 100
paints
b. [jesbeax] 90 30 0
F
1./ yure:b/ Crow a.[ gre:b] 0 30 100
E b.[ ¥ree:b] 100 70 0
M
2./ saxi:r/ Little a.[ sqair] 0 70 100
A
b.[ syair] 90 30 0
L
3. /jesbaey/ | He a.[ jesbaeq] 20 30 100
E paints 0
b.[ jesbay] 80 70

Table 3.13 : Scores of the Variant [g]* by Amr speakers in relation to Age and Gender

'[ 1is used by referrence to MSA, since the variant [q] is an allophone for the phoneme /¥/ in the same Am utterance.
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This table includes the scores of use of the variant [g] as an articulation of
the phoneme /¥/. For the sake of assessing the rate of switch to Ksr /x/ (b) by

association with the results of interviews, the following figures are made:

Male
100-
100-
80 80,
60 604
40 401
204/ 20
04
0 Oa
1 2 3 1 2 3
10-25 years old @b 26-50 years old
Female
100-
70
80- 60
50
801 40
40- 30
20
20 10
0 0
1 2 3 1 2 3
10-25 years old 26-50 years old

Chart 3.9: Scores of the Variant [q] in correlation with Age and Sex

These figures interprete in a way or another the switch towards the Ksr
articulation. The alternation between the correct and the misused phonemes is not
governed by any phonemic environment but social context. The female
interviewees aged between (10-50 years old) have claimed that it is hard to
change the frequent words which have a great amount of use in daily life as

opposed to the items which are associated with life in town, schools and prestige.

The realisation of /x/ as [q] and vice versa in Amr has created a considerable
amount of homophony. This feature displays a great homophonic ambiguity
between Amr and Ksr terms, consider the following representative examples:

[greib] (in Amr means ‘stranger’) and [gri:b] ( in Ksr means ‘near’); Whereas
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[¥reib] (in Amr means ‘near’) and [¥ri:b] (in Ksr means ‘stranger’), the verb
[bgae] in Amr means ‘he loved’; Whereas, in Ksr it means ‘he stayed’ and vice

versa. The appropriate meaning is depicted from the context.

Addmittedly, the female interviewees (aged between 10 and 30 years old)
claim that education has played a great role in correcting their realisation and Amr
articulation is no more prestigious since there is no prestige in mistakes. On
another hand, the old category does not even recognize the misuse of those
variants (not mistakes) because of illiteracy as the main reason. Whereas, though
the middle category (between 26 and 50 years old) is aware of the correct
realisations they tried to be loyal to their variety and they change the forms
according to the context as schools, administrations and reading Koran. In
addition, some of them use the ‘correct’ variants when interacting with Ksr people
in order not to be marginalized because of the negative picture which Amr
articulation has.

Furthermore, although the lexical switch either towards Amr variety or Ksr
one is clearly taking place, the recognition of the speaker’s origin could be easier
through the indigenous use of vowels. For instance: [sebba {] and [sebba {" ]

(the decay of the short vowel /&/ in the latter, Ksr articulation)

Depending on the distinction between the informants on one hand and the
linguistic realisation on another hand, the assessement of linguistic change might
take place. The linguistic change refers in this case to the ecological change, see
(chapter 1, section 4), according to Cadora’s ‘transformational trend’ (1992), as it

follows:

Bedouin Bedouin-Rural »| Rural =] Rural-Urban »| Urban

Figure 3.1: The Ecological Change. (Adopted from Cadora, 1992)

Bedouinite _+Bedouinite-RuraIite -+ Ruralite | Ruralite-Urbanite | Urbanite

Figure 3. 2: The Linguistic Change. (ibid)
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But things are not quite simple as it appears, since the facts of the linguistic
change analysed in this piece of work are features of lexical alternation,
morphological adaptation and/or phonological adjustment towards Ksr variety
which is a rural one. Thus, whether or not the transformation towards the urbanite

Is hapenning is still not the concern of the work at this level.

At another level of analysis, the researcher notices that some lexical changes
might be clarified through stereotyping or stigmatizing the indigenuous items,

particularly in the Amr variety.
3.6. Linguistic Stereotypes

In Labovian sense, the linguistic behaviour displays a scale of different
levels of ‘salience’ among the use of the linguistic variables and their variants.
Labov (1972) differentiates between indicators, markers and stereotypes, which
are defined in Llamas et al. (2007: 06) as:

indicators (variables of which speakers other than linguists
are unaware, and which are not subject to style-shifting),
markers (variables close to speakers’ level of conscious
awareness which may have a role in class stratification, and
which are subject to style-shifting), and stereotypes (forms of
which speakers and the wider community are aware, but
which, like other stereotyped expectations of social groups,
are often archaic, misreported and misperceived).

The difference between the three terms is related to the degree of the
speakers’ awareness of their realisation of the linguistic variable. Indicators are
variables realised in an unconscious way which indicates the belonging to certain
large group since they are not subjected to style shifting* whatever the situation is;
whilst, markers are connected to the levels of speakers’ consciousness of the
circumstances within the conversation (for instance, the addresser, the subject and
its purposes), these linguistic variables demonstrate, infact, the social identity (the
group or individual’s scale of identities). On another hand, stereotypes are

linguistic forms which exhibit social rather than only linguistic significance; they

! It is the conscious alternation between the styles or varieties provided to the speaker according to the task
they are involved in (Meyerhoff, 2006)
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have old-fashioned and misviewed position within the social group as the case of

other expectations and beliefs which differ from one population to the other.

In the research at hand, the lexical relationship between Ksr and Amr
varieties shows those different levels of variables described above. They have
tended to be phonological ones which are considered as indicators because of their
occurences interms of their phonemic identity as the own linguistic system of each
variety (see section 4.2.1). In order to state the markers within the varieties, more
attention and many instrumental analysis have to be included which might not be
the enquiry of the research at this level. This discussion leads the researcher to
pick up the prestigious and the stigmatised features within the varieties under

analysis.
3.6.1. Stigma and Prestige

According to the interviews conducted with the sample of population, the
interpretation of the data has exhibited that there are some linguistic features
within Amr variety which are stigmatised by Ksr speakers, they are mostly
phonological ones. In other terms, the researcher could discover through the
interviews some Amr features which are popularly judged as being stigmatised
from the Ksr point of view. At this level, the researcher insists that this feature is

based on popular views apart from linguistic criteria.

Consequently, in this case, some phonemes have been replaced by Ksr ones
which are MSA realisations at the first place, for instance the replacement of the
Amr [?, €, q ] by [9,?, ¥] respectively, as in:

[qurSee:n] ___ [qur?e:n] (i.e. ‘Koran’)
[jel?aeb] __, [jelfzb] (i.e. ‘He plays’)

[qre:b] —» [¥yrae:b] (i.e. ‘Crow’)

The reason behind such replacement is that those sounds of Amr become
old-fashioned, stigmatised and it is even acquired a mocking position.

In addition, many Amr informants especially in the youngest category claim that
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they were feeling the unbelonging to the whole society as in schools and shops.
Thus, the level of education has played a supportive role in reforming the phonetic

articulation and realising the misuse of some phonemes.

Furthermore, the interviewees (aged between 10-25 years old) have asserted
that some utterances are never used in communication with strangers such as
[gorg], [heeffaed] and [jeelSae:gze] (i.e. ‘shoe, trousers and Madam!” respectively)
because of this fact of stigmatisation. As a result, the inclination for using Ksr
items might be interpreted due to the highest status and prestige which this variety

owns within the society of Ain Sefra.
3.5. Conclusion

This chapter highlited the analitycal phase which depends on the available
data of the highly frequent words within the two varieties. The triangular
methodology of research has helped the researcher to validate the information as

much as the data are valid.

Since language is basically the outcome of culture, the different cultural
realities of the two varieties are displayed in the different linguistic realisations
between these two varieties. The distinctions on the lexical level are governed by
the social factors such as age and gender. The field-researcher has pointed out that
the lexical distinction existed between Ksr and Amr varieties is interpreted in
totally different lexemes and utterances that show morphological or phonological

contrasts (or both).

Seeing that the indigenous items are still in use nowadays, the linguistic
difference still exists in Ain Sefra. The preservation of the variety refers to the
loyalty to the indigenous tribe and illiteracy which maintains the misuse of some
phonemes (especially Amr one) that build up the linguistic system of the variety
itself.
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In fact, the geographical unrest results the unstability of the variety which is
interpreted in phonological and lexical alternation. The Amr switch towards Ksr
features (either lexemes or phonemes) has many reasons. Firstly, litteracy which
plays a great role in realising the misproducion of certain phonemes. Secondly,
the fact of stigmatizing some items. Thirdly, the different aspects of lifestyle
which require the use of different utterances available in the adjacent linguistic

environment.

Though the lexical alternation within Amr and Ksr varieties takes place, the
distinctions between the two varieties are still existing and there might be other

levels of differences which are not tackled in this research work.
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General Conclusion

As a matter of fact, the consequent interpretation of the findings in any
sociolinguistic research that investigates a specific variable relies heavily on what
the methods of research are, how the sample of subjects is chosen and who is
collecting the data (Llamas et al., 2007). Thus, the researcher has tried to validate

the results as much as the data are valid.

The aim of the current research work is to find out certain aspects which
present the lexical differences between two main social varieties among others of
Ain Sefra which are EI-Ksours and EI-Amour (abbr. Ksr and Amr respectively).
The ethnicity is the salient clue for the distinction which is indisputable on the
lexical level. Each variety has its own distinctive features on different levels of
analysis such as the phonological and morpholgical one, in addition to the lexical

level which denotes different cultural and environmental heritage.

The combination between the linguistic conservatism and linguistic
accommodation in the same corpus of research might seem a paradox.
Nevertheless, it is considered as a comparative feature between the varieties under
study. The researcher, in one of the probabilities, has figured out that young Amr
speakers in some circumstances accommodate their speech to Ksr variety which is

considered as the most prestigious one among the inhabitants in Ain Sefra.

In spite of the lexical alternation and the phonological adjustment which
Amr variety has witnessed in some intances, the indigenous articulation still occurs
among the youngest generation as a contextual use in certain particular situation.
The Amr youngers’ inclination for the switch towards Ksr variety refers to the fact
of stigmatizing the realization of some phonemes and some lexemes which are
inevitably related to Bedouin lifestyle. Furthermore, education and massmedia have

played a major role in sensitizing Amr people to the misuse of certain phonemes.
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As the case of ‘Chelha’ use among Ksr younger speakers, certain Amr realizations
have been considered as having a contextual use in accordance with age and gender
for both addressee and addresser. Therefore, this research work attempted at
clariffying the understanding of age-specifity and gender-peculiarity in variational
distinction. The use of Amr lexical items among the youngest generation leads to
the assumption that Amr variety undergoes a considerable change which may be

another topic of research worthy to discuss in the future.
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APPENDICES



I
RECORDINGS



Recorded Conversations

Some instances of recorded data are mentioned below. These examples
are excerpts from daily conversations collected in correlation with age and

gender in different settings such as: schools and home, street and shops.
Amr Informants

(90 years old: /... Path waxt 00avra...maka:naf 1li bqe jsodd.. ?Pma:nez ...
ke:;jen 11 xde lezzbal ... wka:;jen 1li byae f xaimteh ... ?&?x:ge!
mawPartof weh?/

(well, time of revollution... no one wanted to go with us... there was who
went to mountains...others stayed in their tents.. oh man! Did you
remember?)

- 42 years old: /leqlem re:he qe:lje 0z [?2:m...Imewwazle qa:bu...lemtaer

yletl... /

(sheeps are expensive this year... shepherds are rare! Rain is few!)

- 15 years old: /...besseh sufe:l wea:Cer... hellaiteh wah?... ene ye

kemmelt xrae3zt... marrart ng[rob mmarhaee.../

(but it was a hard question... did you answer it?..when | finished... | went
\ to drink water.)
/ - 55 years oldYears old: /a&:tfoflee t?e:lij lje:h...tee:) weaeh... hletb lem?e1z
Oz:ni zamn qelwa:haed majkaedOaer//
(oh girl'come herel...tea?... milk of goats also nice... but one has not to
drink it too much)
-40  Years old: /.kirethum Iwa:qfe:t Oemma .. 0Ole:Oi:nelof
wma[ewwealel[...qe kde:k ssavme.../
(How are people there?...300DA without reduction... the price is still the
same...)
-23 years old: /dzjjeSthe faeddle:m...hdaitha (ma ddarfae:t...maSlathe

we:lu...t31 Clee kerfi:hae /
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(I lost her in the dark... I let her with the guests...she is alright she will
come on feet.)

Ksr Informants

-93 years old: / @&bonti meetqgolqi:f...ddonije godd matotwee:l gse:ra... rabbi
wossenae Sle lwe:ldi:n.../
(oh daughter!do not be nervous...life is short though it seems to be long...

Allah orders us to care about parents)

- 48 years old: /maqoddi:t/ ndossha Sli:k ...wolleh ¥i toddi:he ... rae:mni
S‘the:tsk Ibormasjcen.../
(I could not hide it !.. “I swear by the name of Allah’ just take it... | have
given you the permission)

- 12 years old: /mma xolli:t kort"aebi flizkeel ... nakol fi hed loxt"r .../

\ (Mom!l let my school bag at the school... Shall | eat in this plate?

[— 59 Years old: / monyaed jomfu | tomma Sondhum ...razlijje  maeqoddi:tf
bi:hum... magfadt/ komma kont .../
(Tomorrow they will go there to them.....my feet hurt...I am not as | used
to be)

- 36 years old: /xi ggolfu lo{fz... 32:t mje:t raqbee...lax[hae:fee:t w

lomya:rof rae:hom wee: 3di:n... @wotna notlae:hgu f lofrae:sa:t /
(Serve dinner...one hundred person had come... plates and spoons have
been already prepared... we meet in all weddings)
- 19 years old: / 3& 1?uste:d...ttomri:n mohlcel... ¥ odwe rae:na moaSreedi:n
Condhum.../
(Did the teacher come?...the exercise is done..we are invited at their
home)
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I11.
INTERVIEWS



The Formal Interview

Good morning, thanks for accepting this appointment. This interview will help

me to fill gaps in my research which is about the differences between EI-Amour and

A

El- Ksour varieties. The interview will be recorded if you wouldn’t mind.

Age?
Gender?
Ethnic group?
Occupation?

Level of education?

1- Are you satisfied with your speech (dialect) or do you want to speak in another

way? Why?

AA: /teSSe3zbxk lhaedre ttefek rek moqte:nof bihe wolle wke:n tse:b
tboddolhee/? /Slee: [/ ?

2- Is there any difference in your speech when compare it with the one of your

relatives who are still living in countryside (or Sfissifa)?

AA: /ke:jon ferq biin hadortok wotte:§ wle:d femmak lli Sede rehom
fleeSraeb/ (or /swise:fz/)

3- Would you please name the following staff: Coran — Crow - 10 DA - 100 year —
the day after Holly Ramadan.

AA: /ki: [ tsommi ha:du/ / mashef/ /xrae:b/ /mjae:t snae// lju:m li j31 mo:r ramdae:n/
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4- Have you changed your way of speaking from your childhood till now? If yes,

examples.
AA: / baddalt haedrtok ki kbart wollee bgee:t ¥i:r komme hijjae/

5- What about the indigenous terms and phonemes (for Amr)? How do you

perceive the Amr consonants [q, ¥]?

AA: /we:[ huwa lkle:m wolle lhoro:f 1i tboddlu wmebqi:tu:f tgu:lu:hum/ ?/ki;f
tgu:l ki tosmae§ loSmu:ri (q) jraeddhee (¥) w(x) jreeddhae (q) /

6- What are the linguistic features that seem to be different in comparison with a

Ksr (Amr) speaker?
AA: /wa:;[ huwea lokle:m li mae:;fi ki:fki:f mSa loYmu:r/ (or/ gso:r/)

7- In a given conversation, how can you recognize that the interlocutor is a Ksr (or

Amr) speaker? Examples?
AA: / ki tkumnu fi 3maeSe ki:[ ddi:r(1) teeSrof(i) hae:dee Smu :r1 wollee gso:r i/

8- When you are with Ksr (Amr) interlocutor do you switch to his/her

variety?why?
AA: /ki tkoun mSe gso:r i tboddal heedrtok ki:feeh wolle e/ /Slae: [/?
9- Your speech and your parents’ are the same or different? How?
AA: / haedrtok w lhedree tee: ¢ wae:ldi:k ki:fki:f/? /ki:fee:)/ ?
10-What is the dialect in what you prefer to speak?why?

AA:/ we:[ hijje lhadre i teffe3bak tehdeer bizhae/ ? /Slae: [/ ?

Thank you so much Sir/Miss/Mrs, you were very helpful. Thanks again for your

time.
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Résume

Ce travail est une analyse comparative qui vise a analyser quelques différents
aspects entre le lexique de deux variations sociolinguistiques qui existent dans la
région de Ain Sefra, wilaya de Naama, en I’occurrence “‘El- Ksour’ et ‘EI-Amour’ qui
marquent le parler de ses tribus indigénes. Cette recherche est ainsi consacrée a
découvrir certaines causes de la préservation linguistique qui s’agit de marrier entre
des facteurs sociaux et des faits linguistiques, la similarité et la différence, la

presérvation et /ou I’alternance de quelques variables linguistiques.

Les mots clés : analyse comparative - lexique - variation sociolinguistique-‘El- Ksour

et EI-Amour’ - variables sociaux - variables linguistiques.

Abstract

This research work is a comparative analysis which aims at analysing the
differences between the lexicon of two sociolinguistic variations co-existing in Ain
Sefra, wilaya of Naama. These varieties are called after their indigenous ethnic groups:
‘El- Ksour” and ‘El-Amour’. This research endeavours also to discover certain causes
behind the linguistic preservation. In other words, it tends to marry between social
factors and linguistic realities, as the similarities and the differences, the preservation
and/or the alternation between some linguistic variables within the speech of the two
ethnic groups.

Key-words: comparative analysis- lexicon- sociolinguistic variation- ‘El- Ksour and

El-Amour’ - social variables- linguistic variables.
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Remarkable linguistic achievements in studying language seem to have
extensively flourished during the last century raising many questions in several
fields of research. These works shed more light on different linguistic behaviours

and to their social correlation. This has called for the progress of sociolinguistics.

As far as sociolinguistics is concerned, the investigators in such field relate
the occurrence of the variants of the linguistic variable to a number of social factors
within the same speech community (Labov’s work 1966 in New York City, Trudgill
1974 in Norwich, and others). Thus, they were fundamentally interested in
answering some questions such as: what are the factors that affect linguistic
behaviour differences? Why and how do neighbouring varieties differ? Such

questions open the doors for other important discussions and investigations.

Many sociolinguistic studies on the Arabic-speaking world have been
interested in investigating different dialects in comparison with MSA due to the
wide typical heterogeneity in the social organizations, national constructions, urban
contexts as well as language situations. In this respect, many factors were taken into
consideration such as: sedentary and nonsedentary (firstly recognized by Anis
(1952) and later by Al-Jundi (1965)) and rural versus urban. The ‘tripartite
distinction’ which is comprised by the stated factors (urban, rural and nomadic
Bedouin groups) cannot be defined in purely social, cultural or even geographic
items (Cadora, 1992). This fact has been recently discussed in an international
workshop on Arabic urban vernaculars which was organized in October 2004
gathering many researchers from different traditions, in addition to the
Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics (EALL) which was published in
August 2006 including 14 case-studies in Amman, Cairo, Damascus, and other
Arab cities. Yet, it has been claimed that the convergence towards MSA in any
dialectological research was merely observed on lexical level, whereas on the other
levels MSA/dialects aspects were analysed in terms of stylistic variations or
instances of code switching rather than practically implication of language change.
(Haak et al., 2004).




However, in recent years, analytic investigations have tackled the description
of the dialects in contact within urbanized contexts influenced by non-urban ones
which are purely Bedouin (Miller et al., 2007). In this sense, the current dissertation
explores the lexical differences between two Algerian social dialects in contact
within an intricate linguistic profile. The investigator has chosen Ain Sefra as a
speech community in which many social and geographical linguistic varieties have
coexited for about a half century. Though the linguistic image of this speech
community is rich, the researcher tends to introduce two distinct varieties which are:
El-Ksour and EI-Amour varieties (henceforth, Ksr and Amr respectively), for the
following reasons: they are two social dialects involved in the rural/ Bedouin
context which still display some differences though they coexist in the same speech
community. In this way, the conductor of this research insists on the representatives
who are living in the town of Ain Sefra. Thus, this study aims at investigating the

following research questions:

What does characterize the main linguistic differences between the two
varieties (Ksr and Amr ) and according to what social factors? In addition, some

sub-questions are worthy to be investigated:

- Why are these varieties still different though they coexist within

the same geographical area of Ain Sefra?

- Is there any influence of one variety over the other in a given social

interaction between interlocutors of both varieties?

In this line of thought, the hypotheses which might be advocated at this level

are:

- The main linguistic variations seem to occur at the lexical level,

which may be related to differences in age and gender.

-The linguistic differences still co-existing may be due to the preservation of
the linguistic behaviour expressing tribe belonging, in addition to the loyalty to the

variety which denotes ethnicity.




- It may appear that one speaker may switch his/her way of speaking to the

other speaker’s variety in the same conversation in order to be understood.

Hence, this research work is framed within three distinctive chapters. The first
one is almost devoted to the discussion of the key- concepts that are related to the
area of research. This part should be seen as an analytic background for the second
and the third chapters rather than only a significant theoretical collection of
information. The second chapter is the central body of the whole study, since it is a
description of the speech community in question on geographical, social and
linguistic dimensions. The third chapter is highly practical as it presents the sample
of informants and its categorization into age and gender classes. Then, it introduces
the research methods, which the investigator has considered to collect data. The
data will be analysed in quantitative and qualitative paradigms, according to age and
gender. The interpretation of the data will reveal some results according to the
stream of the methodology followed in choosing the representatives, research tools

and methods of analysis.

The first chapter is purely the theoretical face of the whole work. It has
introduced a number of language aspects, phenomena and fields of study.
Furthermore, its aim was to consider the relation between the linguistic behaviour
and non-linguistic factors, as well as to demonstrate the reflection of a large scheme
of social identities in the individual’s language variations.The application of the
technical terms stated in this chapter will be clearly seen in the next one. Thus, the
reader will take a close look on the scene of language variation, i.e. the speech
community under study, which is Ain Sefra. The researcher will describe this
community from the social and linguistic perspectives in order to demonstrate the

several dialects connected to this geographical space.

Obviously, the second chapter has testified to the cultural and the linguistic
diversity in the region of Ain Sefra, as it has shown the social groups and branches

coexisted in that district from both historical and linguistic perspectives.




Despite the range of information presented in this chapter, the researcher did
not go deeply through important details otherwise it would be undoubtedly another
important sociolinguistic subject to discuss. Thus, the investigator tends to restrict
the study to serve the goal of this work which is highly clarified in the title of the
whole research so that to show the similarities and the differences between El-

Amour and EI-Ksour varieties, and that will be the concern of the next chapter.

The third chapter highlited the analitycal phase which depends on the
available data of the highly frequent words within the two varieties. The triangular
methodology of research has helped the researcher to validate the information as

much as the data are valid.

Since language is basically the outcome of culture, the different cultural
realities of the two varieties are displayed in the different linguistic realisations
between these two varieties. The distinctions on the lexical level are governed by
the social factors such as age and gender. The field-researcher has pointed out that
the lexical distinction existed between Ksr and Amr varieties is interpreted in a
totally different lexemes and utterances that show morphological or phonological

contrasts (or both).

Seeing that the indigenous items are still in use nowadays, the linguistic
difference still exists in Ain Sefra. The preservation of the variety is referred to the
loyalty to the indigenous tribe and illiteracy which maintains the misuse of some
phonemes (especially Amr one) that consist the linguistic system of the variety
itself. In fact, the geographical unrest delivers the unstability of the variety which is
interpreted in phonological and lexical alternation. The Amr switch towards Ksr
features (either lexemes or phonemes) has many reasons. Firstly, litteracy which
plays a great role in realising the misproducion of certain phonemes. Secondly, the
fact of stigmatizing some items. Thirdly, the different aspects of lifestyle which
require the use of different utterances available in the adjacent linguistic

environment. Though the lexical alternation within Amr and Ksr varieties takes




place, the distinctions between the two varieties are still existed and there might be

other levels of differences which are not tackled in this research work.

The research methodology has been conducted in a triangular series of
data-collecting methods, so that to gather reliable information serving the various
requirements of the work. such instruments of investigation are: the recording, the
word-list and the interviews. As a first step, the investigator records ordinary
conversations on an electronic device perfectly hidden, these conversations are
assembled within different contexts as at home, in schools, shops and others, stored
as WAV files, then transcribed using the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA).
This method of participant observation provides the researcher with a general view
over the two varieties through pooling raw material upon all the linguistic
levels: phonological, morphological and importantly the lexical one. This method
translates a natural chaotic speech into supportive data that permit the investigator
to compare within an account for social conditions and linguistic contexts. Hence,
the ranges of information found are so helpful in preparing the word list. Secondly,
in order to interpret the data quantitatively and qualitatively as well, a list of words
has been given to the same sample of informants. The purpose is to gather the
similar and the different lexical items and so that to assume the extent of using the
lexicon as well as to discover on what ground the linguistic change plays. The word
list comprises of five pages, it begins with questions about personal information:
(age and gender). The next part is entirely devoted to lexical instances. Those
instances are subdivided in an unremarkable way for the informants into three
categories; the first one indicates the phonological aspects stating the variables
subject to analysis. The second one tends to find out the morphological peculiarities
of each variety as: the noun plural and the compound pronoun /hum/. Finally, the
third category is totally concerned with lexical variations between the Amr and Ksr

varieties.

Thirdly, the formal interview contains two essential parts, one for the personal

information (age, gender and level of education), and the other for the research




questions trying to interpret the results collected from the recording and the

questionnaire data.

There are ten (10) questions asked in the dialectal Arabic (AA) by the
researcher herself or sometimes she applies the friend of friend method addressing
the same sample of informants with which the above research methods were carried

out. The scope of the interview is conducted as it follows:

e In the first question, the interviewer tries to drive the interviewee’s attention
towards his/her dialect (variety) to note the status in which this variety is classified
from its speaker’s point of view. This question sheds light on the speaker’s attitudes
towards his/her variety in order to assume why the differences between the two

varieties still (or may not) occur.

e The second, the third, the fourth and the fifth question seek for the speakers’
tendencies for dialectal change through time and place, i.e. age and geographical

context respectively.

e The sixth and seventh question aim at knowing the features and the
specificities which make the Amr variety different from Ksr one and vice versa in

order to deduce the speaker’s awareness.

e The eighth question finds out the speaker’s inclination to switch to the other

variety and the reasons behind.

e The nineth and tenth questions attempt at asserting the answers about the

loyalty to the varieties.

The lexical data collected through the research methods stated above are
demonstrated in by means of tables. These data are classified and indexed
phonetically and grammatically to help the researcher in making the analysis
beneficial and easier. Through analysing the recorded ordinary conversations and
the questionnaires, the investigator found out some instances of lexica specific to

each variety. According to the data collected, the distinction between the two




varieties lies on different lexical categories such as verbs, nouns, and adjectives.
Concerning the definite article /?al/ in MSA, if it is followed by a consonant which
Is articulated in the same/or approximate area of articulation of /I/ (called ‘Ash-
Shamsi’ letters), the latter is elided and the consonant is geminated as in: /?affams/;
when the preceeded letter is not Shamsi (called ‘Qamari’ letter), /I/ is pronounced as
in /?alqamar/. Thererby, in both varieties the same rules are applied, but the
‘Hamza’ /?/ is omitted with the two cases of consonants as in [ssam/] ( geminated

/s/), and [lqemra] (pronounced /1/) correspondingly.

Apart from simillarities which gather both dialects in one side of lexis, the
other side of differences comprises categories of lexicon wich are entirely different
i.e. a ksr notion is expressed in totally different item within Amr variety, other
lexicon are phonologically or morphologically distinct or both. Through the analysis
of the data collected, the researcher could figure out, in addition to the lexical
differences, a clear distinction between the Amr and Ksr varieties on the
phonological and morphological level. in Amr variety, the plosives /?, d., q/ are
substituted by the fricatives [ €, ¢ , ¥] respectively and vice versa, since those
fricatives are alternatively replaced with the former plosives; whereas, there is no
such alternation in Ksr variety. This fact is known in many Arabic dialects by
/ ?alqalb/. In addition, Amr variety is known by keeping the interdentals /0, §, ¢ / in
its system as opposed to the Ksr in which they are substituted by [t, d, d]
correspondingly. The rest of the MSA consonants are the same in both of the
varieties such as /b, t, h, w, z, h, k, 1, m, n, t/ exept the affricate /d3/ and the
voiceless plosive /q/ which are articulated as the palato-alveolar fricative /3/ and the

voiced velar stop /g/ correspondingly in both varieties.

Each variety has its own peculiarities at the morphological side characterizing

the speakers of each variety. Some variational specificities are stated below:

e Reduplication: Ksr variety in contrast to Amr one is characterised by the huge

occurrence of the reduplicated verbs which refer to the action frequently repeated or




which take a long time when it is happening, such as: [j+koh koh ] and [j+ 30r 30r ],
“He is coughing without interruption” and “He is pulling” respectively.

e The plural: a salient morphological distinction between the dialects under
analysis is the noun plural. The plural patterns in MSA are divided into two types:
the irregular /dzamS§ “attaksi:r/ and the regular /dzam{ ?assalim/. The Amr is

characterised by the irregular “broken” plural considering different patterns.

This fact can be probably explained by the reference to the origin of the
variety. The use of the irregular plural needs a geat knowledge about the
grammatical rules of the Classical Arabic (or MSA) since it is represented through a
number of patterns; Whereas, the regular type is an inflectional feature obtained
through adding a suffix to the item in singular. Thus, the word is made up of free
morpheme (lexical form) and bound morpheme (the suffix) which is regarded as a
simple rule for speakers who are originally Berber. Bearing in mind that the
inflectional morphology is not an operation of newly coined lexical items but rather

a syntactical adjustment, this case can be applied on nouns and adjectives.

eFemininization: some nouns which are masculine in MSA are treated as

feminine ones in Ksr as it is observed in the examples below which are taken from
the recorded conversations:

¢ /lba:b # mahlel+e ... wiin reehe Imofte:h/ (i.e. the door is opened... where

is the key?). The suffix /&/ shows the feminine feature in AA as the case of

the article /reeha/ 1.e. it is considered as feminine.

Depending on the tables of the data collected, the researcher can state some

remarks which may essentially be associated with the results of the interviews:

1/ The lexica of Amr variety seem to be quite rich in synonymous items since
every notion has a vocabulary, and this aspesct can be explained due to the nature of

its Arabic origin, while this peculiarity is not found in Ksr variety, for instance:

> The verb ‘to go’ is expressed through:




1- [xde] to mean: ‘he went in  hurry without direction’
2- [sadd] to mean ‘he went without returning for the moment’
3- [marr] to mean ‘he went for the moment’
4- [dde Y] to mean ‘he went in slow walk’; Whereas in Ksr only the verb [m/a] is
used whatever the situation means, in addition to an adverbe for the sake of a

presized description.
> The verb ‘to be lost’ is expressed through:

1- [te:h] to mean: ‘he is lost without returning in the wrong turn’
2- [de:{] to mean: ‘it is lost for the moment’; Meanwhile,only the form [hmol] is

used in Ksr, and the right meaning is understood from the context.

2/ There are many borrowed words from French in Ksr variety as opposed to
Amr one. The only explanation which might be given at this level is the
confrontation of Ksr people with the French in the colonisation period because of
their lifestyle (commerce, agriculture and building). As many interviewees
(especially between 65-92 years old) have claimed that The French settelement at

that time was precisely in the Ksours and not in the countryside.

3/ The Amr variety witnesses a kind of an ecolinguistic change described under a
phonological adjustment within the same form or replacing by a Ksr form. As an
illustration: [§mae] rather than [?me] ( adapting the phoneme /S/ in the indigenous
item) and the utterance [szbbzet] rather than [gorg] (adapting the whole lexeme,
since their own lexeme seems to be an old-fashioned used to describe ‘shoes’ of

specific kind which is no longer in use).

4/ The preservation of the linguistic form till nowedays refers to the
presservation of the tribal traddition, since the majority of the interviewees consider
the language (precisely the dialect) as a tribal pride, stamp and personality. In
addition, Amr interviewees (aged between 10 and 25 years old) have considered
their articulation as a contextual one, by claiming that Chelha among Ksr also is
restricetd to some context as the family subjects. Recently, the intertribal contacts

facilitate the interpretation of the linguistic change (or alternation at this level)
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within both varieties, but someone wonders what is the variety which is influenced

and under what conditions.

The researcher in the present work does not include the linguistic change as an
absolute phenomenon since it needs a deeper study and more intensive views, but

she takes the fact as a feature of the comparative analysis.

Furthermore, although the lexical switch either towards Amr variety or Ksr one is
clearly taking place, the recognition of the speaker’s origin could be easier through
the indigenous use of vowels. For instance: [sabbz t] and [sabbz " ] (the decay of

the short vowel /a&/ in the latter, Ksr articulation).

As a matter of fact, the consequent interpretation of the findings in any
sociolinguistic research that investigates a specific variable relies heavily on what
the methods of research are, how the sample of subjects is chosen and who is
collecting the data (Llamas et al., 2007). Thus, the researcher has tried to validate

the results as much as the data are valid.

The aim of the current research work is to find out certain aspects which
present the lexical differences between two main social varieties among others of
Ain Sefra which are El-Ksours and EI-Amour (abbr. Ksr and Amr respectively).
The ethnicity is the salient clue for the distinction which is indisputable on the
lexical level. Each variety has its own distinctive features on different levels of
analysis such as the phonological and morpholgical one, in addition to the lexical

level which denotes different cultural and environmental heritage.

The combination between the linguistic conservatism and linguistic
accommodation in the same corpus of research might seem a paradox. Nevertheless,
it is considered as a comparative feature between the varieties under study. The
researcher, in one of the probabilities, has figured out that young Amr speakers in
some circumstances accommaodate their speech to Ksr variety which is considered

as the most prestigious one among the inhabitants in Ain Sefra.
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In spite of the lexical alternation and the phonological adjustment which Amr
variety has witnessed in some intances, the indigenous articulation still occurs
among the youngest generation as a contextual use in certain particular situation.
The Amr youngers’ inclination for the switch towards Ksr variety refers to the fact
of stigmatizing the realization of some phonemes and some lexemes which are
inevitably related to Bedouin lifestyle. Furthermore, education and massmedia have

played a major role in sensitizing Amr people to the misuse of certain phonemes.

As the case of ‘Chelha’ use among Ksr younger speakers, certain Amr
realizations have been considered as having a contextual use in accordance with age
and gender for both addressee and addresser. Therefore, this research work
attempted at clariffying the understanding of age-specifity and gender-peculiarity in
variational distinction. The use of Amr lexical items among the youngest generation
leads to the assumption that Amr variety undergoes a considerable change which

may be another topic of research worthy to discuss in the future.
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Résume

Ce travail est une analyse comparative qui vise a analyser quelques différents
aspects entre le lexique de deux variations sociolinguistiques qui existent dans la
région de Ain Sefra, wilaya de Naama, en I’occurrence “‘El- Ksour’ et ‘EI-Amour’ qui
marquent le parler de ses tribus indigénes. Cette recherche est ainsi consacrée a
découvrir certaines causes de la préservation linguistique qui s’agit de marrier entre
des facteurs sociaux et des faits linguistiques, la similarité et la différence, la

presérvation et /ou I’alternance de quelques variables linguistiques.

Les mots clés : analyse comparative - lexique - variation sociolinguistique-‘El- Ksour

et EI-Amour’ - variables sociaux - variables linguistiques.

Abstract

This research work is a comparative analysis which aims at analysing the
differences between the lexicon of two sociolinguistic variations co-existing in Ain
Sefra, wilaya of Naama. These varieties are called after their indigenous ethnic groups:
‘El- Ksour” and ‘El-Amour’. This research endeavours also to discover certain causes
behind the linguistic preservation. In other words, it tends to marry between social
factors and linguistic realities, as the similarities and the differences, the preservation
and/or the alternation between some linguistic variables within the speech of the two
ethnic groups.

Key-words: comparative analysis- lexicon- sociolinguistic variation- ‘El- Ksour and

El-Amour’ - social variables- linguistic variables.
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