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Abstract

Code-switching, i.e. the use of lexical items from Language A in stretches of
Language B where there are equivalents in Language B, has long been at the centre of
bilingualism studies. However, it has received little attention in the first-generation immigrant
context, possibly due to its infrequency and insertional characteristic. Consequently, our
knowledge of how first-generation immigrants adopt and adjust the host-country language in
their intragroup talk is limited and possibly inaccurate. This thesis aims to systematically
explore how and why first-generation Thai immigrants in England employ code-switching by:
1) investigating the frequencies, social distribution, sequential patterns and functions of code-
switching, and 2) exploring Thai syntactic structures underlying the informants’ code-

switching.

Approximately 13 hours of audio-recorded conversations obtained from 36 first-
generation female Thai immigrants, all of whom are marriage migrants, were analysed using
both quantitative and qualitative methods. The quantitative analysis reveals that the
informants’ code-switching occurs infrequently, and that the informants’ proficiency in
English speaking and reading skills are the only social variables that are correlated with the
frequency of code-switching. Nonetheless, the qualitative analysis demonstrates that the
informants’ code-switching is systematic and purposeful. It can be represented systematically
as sequential patterns, each of which are associated with a variety of functions. The
qualitative analysis also shows that the informants’ knowledge of Thai syntactic structures
contributes to communicative effectiveness of code-switching in a way that code-switching

alone may not adequately achieve.

The overall finding of this investigation is that code-switching, despite its infrequency
and insertional nature, is highly intricate and purposeful. This finding suggests that first-
generation immigrant code-switching may have much more insights to offer than previously
reported, and that code-switching, even single-word type, plays an important role in day-to-
day interactions among first-generation immigrants. The finding also implies the need for
more systematic and comprehensive studies of first-generation immigrant code-switching in

relation to other language contact phenomena.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This study is an exploratory mixed-methods study of Thai-English language choice
behaviours among first-generation adult Thai immigrants in England®. The meaning of
exploratory study employed in this investigation is based on that of Stebbins (2001), referring
to a purposive and systematic undertaking designed to broaden and encourage new viewpoints
on the topic at hand. This definition is deemed appropriate since language choice among first-
generation immigrants is an area that has not received much research attention. The main aim
of this study is to explore the processes (the how) and interactional/social motivations (the
why) underlying first-generation Thai immigrants’ language choice in their casual, day-to-day
intragroup talk. This means that this study is largely qualitative in nature, as only qualitative
methods can provide in-depth analysis of CS at the interactional level. However, quantitative
methods are indispensable as it can reveal the overall picture of CS. My positionality is that of
both outsider and insider: like the informants, | am a native Thai currently living in England.
However, unlike the informants, | am a student rather than a first-generation Thai immigrant.
How qualitative and quantitative methods are employed in this study and how my

positionality is relevant to the analysis will be further discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.8.4.

In this study, the term language choice is used interchangeably with the term code-
switching (CS). In the simplest definition, CS refers to the use of two or more linguistic
varieties in the same interaction (Scotton and Ury, 1977; Grosjean, 1982; Gumperz, 1982;
Scotton, 1982; Ng and He, 2004; Gardner-Chloros, 2009a; see further Section 1.5). CS is one
of many outcomes of language contact, i.e. a situation in which speakers of different
languages interact and, by doing so, adopt certain elements of one another’s language into
their own language use (Thomason, 2001; Appel and Muysken, 2005; Matras, 2009). Other
key language contact concepts that are relevant to CS in the context of this study include
transfer and interference. Broadly defined, transfer refers to a systematic use of underlying
systems such as semantic and syntactic features of one language in another, whereas
interference refers to the erroneous use of underlying systems of one language in another

(Marian and Kaushanskaya, 2007; Grosjean, 2011). However, CS, transfer and interference

! By adult first-generation Thai immigrants (to which I will refer simply as “first-generation Thai immigrants’), I
mean Thai nationals who are the first of their family to have moved from Thailand to England in their adulthood
(Li, 1994), that is, after the age of 20 (McCrae and Costa Jr., 2003).

1



are highly complicated concepts due to their similarities in regards to processing: all of them
involve the use of certain elements of one language in another (Treffers-Daller, 2009). Thus,
they need to be carefully defined and distinguished from one another. This is done in Section
1.5. My point here is that CS is a language contact phenomenon that exists not on its own but
in relation with other language contact phenomena. While this point emerges from Odlin
(1989, 2009) and Treffers-Daller (2009), it is applied to the context of first-generation
immigrant CS for the first time in the present study. Therefore, although CS is the primary
focus of this investigation, | will also explore other relevant language contact outcomes,
especially transfer, and how they may advance our knowledge about language contact in

general.

To explore the extent to which CS is used by first-generation Thai immigrants, the
relationships between CS and selected social variables (to be introduced in Section 1.4), its
sequential patterns, functions and its connection with other language contact phenomena such
as transfer and interference, qualitative methods from conversation analysis (CA),
interactional sociolinguistics (IS) and transfer theory and quantitative methods are combined.

Specifically, my analyses will demonstrate that:

¢ first-generation Thai immigrant CS occurs rather infrequently and is largely
insertional, i.e. occurring as a single word or short utterance within streams of
Thai utterances, and only the informants’ proficiency in English language
reading and speaking skills are correlated with rates of CS. These findings
which I will detail in Chapter 3 will contribute to our knowledge about the
overall patterning of first-generation immigrant CS and how it may be affected

differently by different social factors.

¢ despite being infrequent and insertional, CS in intragroup interactions among
first-generation Thai immigrants is so systematic and purposeful that it can be
arranged into new sequential patterns, each of which is associated with certain
functions. In Chapter 4, I will outline these sequential patterns and identify
functions of previously neglected CS sequential patterns. How they will impact
our understanding of first-generation immigrant CS is also discussed.
Moreover, | will also demonstrate the link between sequential CS patterns and
functionality of insertional CS, which remains largely unexplored in the

literature.



¢ first-generation Thai immigrant CS is not necessarily a simple insertion but
may be underlaid by certain Thai syntactic structures which play an important
role in how CS is utilised and interpreted. The analysis in Chapter 5 will show
that not only does Thai syntactic transfer allow the informants to code-switch
without violating the grammatical requirement of Thai, but also to enhance
communicative effectiveness of CS in a way that an insertion of CS alone is
unlikely to achieve. Moreover, although a number of studies have been carried
out on first-generation immigrant CS (e.g. Backus, 1996; Yoon, 1996; Ben-
Rafael, 2001; Sala et al., 2010) and CS in relation to transfer (e.g. Clyne, 1987,
2003; Odlin, 2009, and more recently, Sakel, 2011; Poplack et al., 2012;
Olson, 2016), none has combined the two topics for a more comprehensive
view on first-generation immigrant CS and transfer. This will be done in
Chapter 5. My analysis will contribute to the argument that the studies of CS
and transfer can be done simultaneously to advance our understanding of CS in
relation to other language contact phenomena, and that there is much more to

be explored in the area of first-generation immigrant CS.

1.2 Overview of previous studies on code-switching in immigrant communities

Research interest in CS first began in the 1950s in the works of leading scholars such as
Weinreich (1953) and Vogt (1954). By the 1980s, CS had become fully established as a
research topic in its own right. According to Auer (1984), the literature on CS can be

categorised into the following three main perspectives:

1) The grammatical perspective focuses on the identification of grammatical aspects

of the two (or more) languages that either prevent or allow CS to occur.

2) The interactional perspective seeks to explain the function of individual CS items

in an ongoing interaction.

3) The sociolinguistic perspective aims to describe the motivations and organisations

of talk that encourage CS to occur.

The majority of CS studies to date tend to approach CS from one of these three
perspectives. This present study differs from previous literature in that it incorporates all three

perspectives on CS (see further Section 1.5).



1.2.1 Quantitative and qualitative approaches to immigrant code-switching

CS in the context of immigrant communities has been approached from both quantitative and
qualitative perspectives, although the latter tends to dominate much of the studies. The
quantitative approach is a top-down, macro-societal approach that aims to explain the
occurrence of CS through social stratification and statistical tools. Proponents of quantitative
methods argue that such methods can provide overall CS patterns across speakers in a certain
immigrant community. Some of the most classic, ground-breaking quantitative studies of CS
are those of Poplack (1980, 1981), Zentella (1990, 1997, 2002) and Gardner-Chloros (1991)
which demonstrated that speakers’ language choice is not random but systematic and that CS
patterns can be observed and predicted through their correlations with social categories in
which the speakers are members. Although the quantitative approach has been criticised for
its inability to delve deeper into functions of CS at the interactional level, it is still widely
adopted in many recent studies, for example, Rosignoli (2011) and Korybski (2013), as well
as the present study. The quantitative approach and its relevance to the study will be discussed
in greater detail in Chapter 3.

In contrast to the quantitative approach, the qualitative approach provides in-depth
analysis of CS at the interactional level. Some examples of qualitative CS frameworks are
Gumperz’s (1982) Interactional Sociolinguistics and Auer’s Conversation Analysis (1984,
1995, 1998). In CS studies in an immigrant context, both frameworks are often employed to
explain the functions of CS in immigrants’ interactions, either within their household or with
speakers from other social groups. For Gumperz (1982), functions of CS are indicated by
contextualisation cues, that is, micro-interactional details which draw attention to the
conversational intention underlying an utterance, for example, intonation, laughter and body
gestures. He proposed six CS functional categories: quotation markings, addressee
specification, interjection, reiteration, massage qualification, and personalisation versus
objectivisation (each functional category will be explained and exemplified in Chapter 4).
Auer (1984, 1995, 1998), while agrees with Gumperz (1982) that CS should be interpreted at
the interactional level using micro-level details, argues that CS functions emerge from the
sequential characteristics of CS within a developing interaction. Based on CA, he proposed a
number of CS sequential patterns. The qualitative approach will be discussed more

thoroughly in Chapter 4.

While both the qualitative frameworks can indeed reveal the importance of CS as a
communicative tool in immigrant communities, they cannot reveal the extent to which

immigrants adopt CS, nor can they confirm the regularity of CS. Therefore, it is essential that
4



qualitative CS analysis be substantiated with quantitative analysis. This combinatory
approach has been adopted by many CS researchers whose studies have provided insights
regarding first-generation immigrants’ CS behaviours from both quantitative and qualitative

perspectives, many of which became the basis of my study, for example:

¢ Ngand He’s (2004) study on Chinese-English CS in Chinese tri-generational
immigrant families in New Zealand shows that speakers from older generations
(parents and grandparents) employed more within-turn CS than younger speakers from
grandchildren generation, and that CS is an important tool that assists communication

between speakers from different generations.

¢ Bani-Shoraka’s (2009) study on Azerbaijani-Persian CS in Azerbaijani families living
in Tehran reveals that CS is a communicative strategy that may serve to
include/exclude speakers from an ongoing interaction, express language preference (or
resistance in Bani-Shoraka’s (2009) term) and create Azerbaijani identity. More

importantly, CS in her data also indicates language shift in the immigrant families.

¢ Smith-Christmas’ (2012) study on Gaelic-English CS in a tri-generational bilingual
family in Scotland shows that CS is utilised not only to facilitate communications
between speakers from different generations and to achieve communicative goals, but

also to maintain Gaelic as the heritage language in the family.

¢ Korybski’s (2013) study on Polish-English CS among mostly first-generation Polish
immigrants and some second-generation Polish immigrants in the UK shows that
Polish immigrants tend to favour insertional switching, i.e. a switch that occurs
without changing the language of interaction (to be further discussed and exemplified
in Section 1.5.1), and that their CS behaviours are closely related to their language
dominance and length of residence in the UK. Korybski (2013) also rightly points out

that length of residence alone is insufficient to predict the occurrence of CS.

However, while previous studies such as those summarised above have no doubt
broadened our understanding about CS in immigrant communities, they tend to focus on
either conversations between speakers from different immigrant generations, or CS
behaviours of young-generation immigrants who were born or raised from a young age in the
host country (Akresh, 2007). This is possibly because intergenerational conversations and
young-generation immigrants tend to offer rich CS data in which CS occurs frequently and
lengthily across many turns, as demonstrated in Li et al. (1992), Li (1994), Backus (1996),

and Chanseawrassamee and Shin (2009). CS behaviours of first-generation immigrants, on
5



the other hand, have been largely neglected in the mainstream research. This lack of studies
on this topic means that our knowledge regarding first-generation immigrant CS is largely
limited and possibly oversimplified. The present study is an attempt to present a more

accurate picture of first-generation immigrant CS.

1.2.2 Code-switching among first-generation immigrants

Most considerations of first-generation immigrants’ CS have been conducted as part of larger
intergenerational CS investigations, where first-generation immigrants’ CS are usually
explained as a communicative tool for conversations between first- and younger-generation
immigrants (for example, Myers-Scotton, 2002b; Ng and He, 2004; Chung, 2006; Bani-
Shoraka, 2009; Smith-Christmas, 2012; Korybski, 2013; Vidal, 2015). This may be because it
is widely known that first-generation immigrants tend to favour their first language (L1) in
their intragroup talks, that their CS is often insertional, and that the frequency of their CS is
low (Li, 1994; Alfonzetti, 2005; Korybski, 2013; Muysken, 2013; Finnis, 2014). These
characteristics of first-generation immigrant CS probably lead to the assumption that first-
generation immigrant CS has few insights to offer (Akresh, 2007). For example, in their study
of CS among Chinese immigrants in England, Li et al. (1992, p. 199) state that CS behaviours
of first-generation adult Chinese immigrants from a strongly Chinese-orientated network (the
True Jesus group) reveal “very little” regarding the effects of social factors on CS. The severe
lack of first-generation immigrant CS studies is problematic because it impedes a more
comprehensive understanding of CS in immigrant contexts. Moreover, without systematic
studies on first-generation immigrants’ intragroup CS, we cannot be certain whether our
current knowledge of this phenomenon is accurate and up-to-date. These reasons emphasise
the importance of the present study, not only as a study that will fill a research gap in
immigrant CS studies but also as a starting point that encourages new viewpoints on first-

generation immigrant CS.

Closer inspection of the results in previous studies suggests that there is still much
more about first-generation immigrant CS to be explored. For example, consider the
following excerpt from Ben-Rafael (2001, p. 293, amended for exemplification purpose)
which demonstrates a talk among three first-generation francophone immigrants in Israel. In
line with the glossing system (to be introduced in Chapter 2, Section 2.8.1) and transcription
system (see p. xiv) employed in this study, CS is marked with boldface and English

translation of each original utterance is in italics.

6



Example 1.1
M: Qu’est-ce-qui brale quelque part?

‘What is burning somewhere?’

E: Mais non, c’est I’odeur des pilpelim
‘But no, it is the smell of peppers.’

M: Ouais... c’est des pilpelim grillés ¢a?
Yeah... this is grilled peppers this?’

E: Voila c’est ¢a.
‘That’s it.”

Ro:  Etvous les coupez en morceaux? VVous faites une salade?
‘And you cut them in pieces? You make a salad?’

E: Non, elle les épluche... on les mange en salade de pilpelim
‘No, she peels them... one eats them as a pepper salad.’

As rightly pointed out by Ben-Rafael (2001), the Hebrew switch pilpelim (English:
pepper) used three times across different speakers serves to emphasise the topic being
discussed and to retain coherence of the conversation. However, Ben-Rafael (2001) did not
clearly explain how exactly the repetition creates conversational coherence, nor did she
explicitly acknowledge the link or sequential structure that underlies the three instances of
pilpelim. This observation suggests that first-generation immigrant CS may be more intricate
and systematic than previously thought. It also highlights the importance of the identification
of sequential patterns of first-generation immigrant CS in order to provide an accurate and

systematic account of how and why this phenomenon occurs. This is done in Chapter 4.

1.2.3 Code-switching and other language contact phenomena

The intricacy of first-generation immigrant CS can be further observed if we take into
consideration the relation between CS and other language contact phenomena, especially
language transfer. However, while there is a large number of studies dedicated to the analysis
of CS syntactic analysis, they often did not explain CS in relation to other language contact
phenomena. Treffers-Daller (2009), Sakel (2011) and Treffers-Daller and Sakel (2012) have
shown that a simultaneous study on CS and other language contact phenomena is an
important step towards a better understanding of language contact in overall, as each can
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benefit from the other’s findings: CS studies could contribute the knowledge about how
lexical items are integrated into the syntactic frame of another language, while studies of other
language contact phenomena could contribute the knowledge of how speakers’ choice of
certain lexical CS items are influenced by other underlying systems of another language, e.g.
semantic, pragmatic and conceptual frames. The intricacy of CS which calls for an integration
with studies on other language contact outcomes, especially transfer, is demonstrated in the
following excerpt from Backus’ (1996, p. 149, adjusted for exemplification purpose) corpus
of first-generation Turkish immigrants’ CS in Maasstricht, the Netherlands. The Dutch switch
is marked with boldface, and the utterance that is affected by Turkish syntactic transfer is

marked with thick underline.

Example 1.2
Nachttrein-i orda Randstad-da dolasip duruyor
night-train-POSS  there R.-LOC go-around-and keep-PROG-3sg

The night train keeps going around there in the Randstad.

According to Backus (1996), the addition of -i, is a Turkish possessive marker, reflects
Turkish syntactic structure. However, in the context of the utterance in Example 1.2 where it
is applied to the Dutch noun nachttrein, it serves to mark a compound noun: nachttrein-i. The
distinctiveness of this excerpt is that nachttrein is already a compound noun, and thus does
not necessarily require the Turkish compound noun marker -i. While Backus (1996) does
acknowledge that this unexpected Dutch-Turkish morphological integration may be due to the
influence of the speaker’s L1 (Turkish), which is the immigrants’ preferred choice of
language in his Maastricht data, he does not elaborate further on this aspect, or further explore
why the Turkish syntactic structure occurs despite not being required in the sentence.
Nevertheless, Backus’ (1996) finding adds evidence of the intricateness of CS. More
importantly, it shows that CS can occur simultaneously with transfer, which opens an

intriguing possibility and new directions for the analysis of first-generation immigrant CS.

To study CS syntactic integration, many studies, including Backus (1996), employed
Myers-Scotton’s (1988a, 1988b, 1993b, 2000, 2002a) Matrix Language Frame (MLF) model
which explains CS syntactic integration based on asymmetrical roles played by the
participating languages. However, since the aim of my study is to investigate how L1
syntactic transfer contributes to the currently vague understanding of first-generation
immigrant CS, it is necessary that | draw from theory of transfer instead of the MLF model.

This is because the MLF model is designed specifically as a grammatical analytic framework,
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and thus it does not enable us to explain CS in relation to other language contact phenomena.
Jarvis and Pavlenko’s (2008) transfer identification framework is chosen for this purpose due
to its rigorous criteria that clearly and objectively distinguish CS from transfer. Unsatisfied
with how some previous studies seemed to identify transfer instinctively without clear
criteria, Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008) proposed the following three transfer criteria: intragroup
homogeneity (speakers of the same L1 use L2 in the same way), intergroup heterogeneity
(speakers of different L1s use L2 in a different way) and crosslinguistic performance
congruity (the structural pattern that underlies L2 production must also exist in speakers’ L1).
These criteria allow us to observe both phenomena and how they affect each other more
easily. Jarvis and Pavlenko’s (2008) transfer identification criteria and how they are applied to
my study will be further discussed and exemplified in Chapter 5. The finding will show that
the informants strategically apply certain Thai syntactic structures, namely the lack of
inflectional system, pragmatic particle system and flexible serial verb construction to CS in

order to optimise the communicative effects of English switches.

In the next section, | discuss another motivation behind this study which emerged from

the unique status of English in Thailand and native Thai speakers’ attitudes towards CS.

1.3 Linguistic context in Thailand

Thailand, like its neighbours Laos and Cambodia, has diverse minority languages, although
Thai remains the only official language of Thailand to date (Kosonen, 2005). One of the
minority languages in Thailand that is of great importance is English. Since its first
introduction to Thailand in the reign of King Rama 111 (1824 — 1851) as the language of the
royal court (Foley, 2005), English is now a mandatory subject at all educational levels in
Thailand and has become greatly influential in many domains, for example, international
organisations, audio and visual media, tertiary education and internet communication (Foley,
2005).

However, despite the important role of English in modern Thailand, English is still
considered a foreign, or an outsider language (Glass, 2009). While English is positively
associated with prestige and education, it is also associated with pretentiousness and a threat
to the purity of Thai language. Such a negative view is reflected in the following segment of

an interview given by Professor Karnchana Nacaskul, emeritus professor in Thai language



and literature and a representative of the Royal Institute of Thailand (Matichon, 2012, my

English translation):

[...] and many people may mix Thai with English. [I] think [we] must
understand that each language has its own identity and characteristics.
When speaking English, we should speak it correctly. When speaking
Thai, we should also speak it correctly, not mixing between the two.
Eventually we would not know how much of [our] knowledge,
[language] ability, and the message is correctly conveyed.

The following Facebook status update demonstrates how Thai-English CS is received
with hostility by native speakers of Thai in Thailand (my English translation):

(Facebook status update)

| think those who speak one word in Thai and then a couple more words
in English, you must have some kind of problem in communication
maturity. Can’t your brain distinguish between the two languages? Can’t
you just pick one? It’s not cool at all. The more I listen to it, the more |
feel uncomfortable.

(Comment by a different Facebook user)

When | talk to [them] [I] want to smash [their] mouth.

(Facebook user, 2014)

The statements shown above are relevant to the present study in two aspects. First,
they both reflect the monolingual ideology, i.e. the “one language only” (OLON) and “only
one language at a time” (OLAT) ideologies (Li, 2013, p. 366), that strongly persist in
Thailand. Second, the Facebook status update shows that the negative attitude is directed
towards intra-sentential/insertional CS in particular (as evident in /...] one word in Thai and
then a couple more in English [...]). It is known among CS researchers that such notions of
linguistic purity do not hold since language contact is a common phenomenon that can occur
at any corner of the world where more than one language is spoken. It is also accepted that
bilinguals cannot completely switch off one of their known languages while speaking the
other (Grosjean, 1982, 1989, 1994). In other words, “a bilingual is not two monolinguals in
one person” (Grosjean, 1989, p. 4). Moreover, evidence from previous studies on CS
functions shows that CS serves a great variety of communicative functions (Bentahila, 1983;
Nishimura, 1995b; Bailey, 2000; Angermeyer, 2002; Ben-Rafael, 2002; Myers-Scotton and
Bolonyai, 2001; Albirini, 2011; Albirini and Chakrani, 2016). The statements quoted above,
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however, indicate that not all native speakers of Thai in Thailand fully embrace this

understanding of the values of CS.

1.4 Rationale of the study

The brief literature reviews in Sections 1.2 and 1.3 inform us that our understanding of
first-generation immigrant CS is veiled by certain misconceptions: 1) first-generation
immigrant CS is a simple phenomenon that has few insights to offer; and 2) Thai-English CS,
especially the insertional type, is a broken and inappropriate mode of communication. These
misconceptions present us with a problem to be further explored. The rationale of the study is
to: 1) dispel the misconceptions about first-generation immigrant CS and present a more
accurate account; 2) to explore the complexity of first-generation immigrant CS that has been
exhibited and/or acknowledged in previous studies but yet to be scrutinised; and 3) to reduce

the negative attitude that many Thai speakers in Thailand hold toward insertional CS.

Because CS is reported to be highly context- and situation-dependent (Poplack, 1980;
Cheng and Butler, 1989; Myers-Scotton, 1993a), one may question whether a study of Thai-
English CS among first-generation Thai immigrants in England can be made relevant to
attitudes towards CS of native Thai speakers in Thailand. However, | would argue that the
findings in my study are an important means with which to challenge the monolingual
ideology held by many native Thai speakers in Thailand. The findings are evidence that Thai-
English CS, even the insertional type, is an effective tool with which creative communicative
goals can be achieved, as well as an essential part of conversational development, even in

intragroup talks where monolingual Thai is strongly preferred.

1.5 Research questions

This study is guided by four research questions, which emerged from the findings in previous
studies on CS in immigrant community contexts, as well as my own observations of linguistic
behaviours of first-generation Thai immigrants in England. First, to identify the overall CS
behaviours of first-generation Thai immigrants, | asked the following research question:

Research question 1: What is the dominant type of CS in the
intragroup talk of first-generation Thai immigrants in England?
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It is often stated that first-generation immigrants exhibit low rates of CS, and that they
prefer intra-sentential CS/insertional CS to other types of CS (Pfaff, 1979; Li, 1994; Backus,
1996; Muysken, 2013). This claim appears to hold true in the case of Thai-English CS in
Suraratdecha (2005) which shows how Thai residents in Hawaii, U.S., code-switched
approximately only three words per every 1,000 words spoken. Based on the insights gained

from these previous studies, | formulated the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Intra-sentential CS is the dominant type of CS among
first-generation Thai immigrants in England.

Most CS researchers agree that social variables may affect the CS behaviours of
speakers in a given community, and thus they should not be ignored in CS research (Pfaff,
1979; Poplack, 1980; Milroy and Gordon, 2003; Gardner-Chloros, 2009b; Yim and
Bialystock, 2012; Korybski, 2013). To explore whether Thai-English CS among first-
generation Thai immigrants in England is affected by social variables, | chose four of the
most classic and fundamental variables in immigrant CS studies, namely, age, length of
residence, educational attainment and L2 proficiency (Li et al., 1992). The second research
question asks:

Research question 2: What is the effect on first-generation Thai
immigrants’ CS behaviours of these speaker variables: age, length of
residence, educational attainment and English language proficiency?

The impact of age, length of residence, educational attainment and L2 proficiency on
CS tends to vary across studies. In regard to the age variable, it is reported in de Bot and
Clyne (1989) and Clyne (2003) that the older the immigrants are, the more likely they are to
maintain their heritage language. Poplack (1980), on the other hand, found no significant
difference between older (over 40 years old) and younger (21 — 40 years old) Puerto Rican
immigrants in New York. Contradictory findings are also present in the case of the length of
residence variable. It is argued in Mukherjee (2003) and Isurin (2007) that length of residence
in the host country is a key factor for generating high degrees of CS. Korybski (2013) is more
sceptical about the effect of length of residence on CS. He states that length of residence,
while it appears to have some effect on CS behaviours of Polish immigrants in the UK, may
not be the most accurate predictor of CS as it may be overshadowed by other factors. In
contrast, Li et al. (1992) and Li (1994) found that the length of residence factor had very little
effect on CS behaviours of Chinese immigrants in England. High level of educational
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attainment is another factor that is often associated with high degree of CS (Poplack, 1980;
Myers-Scotton, 1983; Nartey, 1982; Ayeomoni, 2006; Ennaji, 2010). However, it is not
always so in the case of immigrants. Zentella (2002), Rosignoli (2011) and Duany (2014)
have shown that well-educated immigrants tend to perform less CS than those who are less
educated, possibly because they are more likely to appreciat the value of their heritage
language and associated ethnic identity and take it as their responsibility to pass them to the
younger generations. Finally, the views on how bilingual proficiency may affect CS also tend
to vary. Researchers such as Poplack (1980), Nortier (1990) and Yao (2011) argue that degree
of CS is very closely related to speakers’ bilingual proficiency, whereas Auer (1999)
disagrees with such a view and argues that “although codeswitching bilinguals may be highly
proficient in both languages, balanced proficiency is by no means a prerequisite. Indeed,
codeswitching is possible with a very limited knowledge of the “other” language” (Auer,
1999, p. 312). Findings from previous studies and their relevance to this investigation will be

discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2.

The conflicting findings mentioned above suggest that the literature remains largely
inconclusive on the effect that each social variable has on CS. However, considering that my
informants are similar to those in Poplack (1980) in terms of age, and to those described in
Korybski (2013) regarding other social characteristics and their status as first-generation
immigrants?, | formulated the hypothesis for Research question 2 based on their results as

follows:

Hypothesis 2: Degrees of CS will exhibit a statistically significant
increase with first-generation Thai immigrants’ educational attainment,
length of residence in England and English language proficiency, but
not with their age.

Having asked questions about the overall patterning of first-generation Thai immigrant
CS, it is now important to turn to a more in-depth consideration of the phenomenon. By
addressing the next research question shown below, | aim to achieve a more systematic
account of first-generation Thai immigrant CS, and to understand it not only as a social

phenomenon but also as a product of an ongoing interactional process.

Research question 3: What are the sequential patterns and functions
of first-generation Thai immigrants’ intragroup CS?

222 out of 26 informants in Korybski (2013) were first-generation immigrants
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In Auer (1995), a series of CA-based sequential CS patterns and the functions with
which they are associated are identified. By adopting Auer’s (1995) tradition of CA, I seek to
identify sequential patterns of first-generation Thai immigrants’ CS. It is evident in Ben-
Rafael (2001), although not explicitly clarified by the author, that first-generation immigrant
CS may exhibit sequential relationships with either other CS occurrences or the surrounding
text, and in Angermeyer (2002) that insertional CS can be analysed in the context of
conversational structure. The evidence in these studies suggest that first-generation Thai
immigrants’ CS, despite being largely insertional, may be arranged into CA-based sequential

patterns. Therefore, | hypothesised that:

Hypothesis 3: First-generation Thai immigrants’ intragroup CS can be
arranged into more sequential patterns than outlined in Auer’s (1995)
original CS patterns, and each of the new patterns is associated with
certain CS functions.

As stated at the end of Section 1.1, this thesis also aims to explore CS in relation to
other language contact phenomena, especially transfer. Works by Clyne (1987, 2003), Backus
(1996), Treffers-Daller (2009) and more recently Sakel (2011) suggest that findings from CS
and transfer studies may help complement each other. While I acknowledge that transfer may
occur at any level (Thomason and Kaufman, 1988; Odlin, 1989; Jarvis and Pavlenko, 2008),
for example, phonetic (Hammarberg, 1997; Major, 2008), semantic (Jarvis, 2000; Jarvis and
Odlin, 2000; Jiang, 2004) or pragmatic (Kasper, 1992; Bou-Franch, 2013), the type of transfer
on which the focus is placed in this study is syntactic transfer due to the insertional nature of
first-generation immigrant CS. By incorporating a study of Thai syntactic transfer within a CS

content, 1 will address the following research question:

Research question 4: How is first-generation Thai immigrant CS
affected by Thai syntactic transfer?

My expectations regarding the likely findings in connection with this question are
determined by consideration of the findings and excerpts presented in previous studies. The
evidence from Clyne (1987, 2003) and Backus (1996) suggests that syntactic transfer helps
facilitate the occurrence of CS and ensure that the syntactic frame of the recipient language is
not violated, resulting in syntactic congruence. Moreover, closer examination of the excerpts
in Nishimura (1995a, 1995b), Backus (1996) and Tan (2005) suggests that syntactic transfer
may also play a role in achieving certain communicative effects. Based on the studies, |

proposed the following hypothesis to Research question 4:
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Hypothesis 4: Thai syntactic transfer ensures syntactic congruence of
first-generation Thai immigrant CS and may also create communicative
effects that CS alone cannot adequately achieve.

To answer the four research questions posed above, Thai-English CS of first-
generation Thai immigrants must be approached from all three perspectives on CS that | have
introduced in Section 1.1, that is, sociolinguistic (Research questions 1 and 2), interactional
(Research question 3) and grammatical (Research question 4). | combine quantitative methods
and qualitative methods from CA, IS and transfer theory to analyse my data. Quantitative
methods, consisting of frequency count, distributional analysis and correlational analysis, are
employed to account for first-generation Thai immigrants’ overall usage of intragroup CS and
its relationships with social variables. On the other hand, Auer’s (1984, 1995, 1998, 1999) CA
and Gumperz’ (1982) principles of IS are the qualitative methods employed to identify
sequential CS patterns and associated functions. Moreover, insights from Jarvis’ (2000a) and
Jarvis and Pavlenko’s (2008) transfer theory will be employed to account for the effects of
Thai syntactic structures on first-generation Thai immigrants’ CS production. To ascertain the
regularity of CS in my data and to explore its characteristics of occurrence in relation to the

surrounding text, qualitative analyses will be complemented with quantitative analyses.

The combination of the two methods discussed above allows me to obtain a clearer,
more accurate and more comprehensive picture of first-generation Thai immigrant CS. This is
because the weakness of each method is compensated by the strength of another. Quantitative
methods contribute to qualitative methods in that they provide a broad overview first-
generation Thai immigrant CS at the social level. On the other hand, qualitative methods
contribute to quantitative methods in that they provide extensive insights into first-generation
Thai immigrant CS and transfer behaviours at the interactional level. The mixed-methods
approach has often been employed in previous immigrant CS studies, with CA and/or 1S
being among the most popular qualitative methods to be combined with quantitative methods
(for example, see Ihemere, 2006; Bani-Shoraka, 2009; Guerini, 2013). However, the mixed-
methods approach in this investigation differs from that in the literature in that it incorporates
guantitative methods not only with CS theoretical framework, but also with a theory of
transfer. This allows me to approach first-generation immigrant CS from new angles and

demonstrate its intricateness more effectively and in an innovative way.

Given the complexity of language contact concepts, which I have acknowledged at the
beginning of this chapter, it is of paramount importance that the key terms in this study are

first problematised and clearly defined from the outset (Corder, 1992; Selinker, 1992). This is
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to avoid terminology confusion which may impede the reader’s appreciation of the analysis in

the subsequent chapters.

1.6 Definitions of key terms

The terms CS, borrowing, transfer and interference are highly elusive. First of all, there has
never been general agreement over the definition of the term CS. Therefore, the meaning of
CS varies across studies. Researchers such as Pfaff (1979), Bokamba (1988), Muysken (2004)
and van Dulm (2007) reserve the term CS for the use of linguistic elements from Language A
in Language B at a clausal boundary, and code-mixing for that occurring within a clausal
boundary. For Auer (1999), CS refers to elements from Language A that encode certain local
meanings or functions when embedded in Language B, whereas code-mixing refers to lexical
items from Language A that have been accepted as part of Language B and do not serve any
local functions. Terminology confusion is exacerbated when researchers attempt to
incorporate findings from CS studies with other similar language contact phenomena, namely,
transfer and interference. Although Jarvis (2000a), Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008) and Grosjean
(2011) have proposed criteria that can be used to distinguish transfer from interference, both
terms remain largely ill-defined and are often used interchangeably in the literature where

their meaning tends to be taken for granted.

The distinction between CS and transfer proposed in Treffers-Daller and Mougeon
(2005) and Sakel (2011) serves as a useful starting point for the definition of language contact
terminology in my study. For Treffers-Daller and Mougeon (2005) and Sakel (2011), CS and
transfer are delineated at the lexical level. CS can be more narrowly defined as the use of
lexical items from one language in stretches of another language, while transfer refers to the
use of certain underlying systems of one language in the production of another. Two examples
below illustrate this point. Example 1.3 from Akhidenor (2013, p. 33) demonstrates the case
of English-Setswana (a South African Bantu language) CS in which a Setswana lexical item
(marked with boldface) is embedded within an English utterance. In contrast, Example 1.4
from Tan (2005, p. 165) demonstrates the case of transfer in which a Chinese null subject,
represented by @, is applied to an English utterance, despite English being a non-pro-drop

language.
Example 1.3

16.  ##CUS5.1#:  Me, I'm good. I always buy meali (meal made from
maize) for you.
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Example 1.4
@ will inform you if anything happens.

Standard English: I will inform you if anything happens.

The definitions of CS and transfer introduced above are not definitive, and require
further clarification in relation to the other two language contact phenomena: borrowing and

interference.

Although borrowing is excluded from the analysis in this study, it is nevertheless
necessary to clearly define and distinguish it from CS here to avoid confusion. This is because
borrowing, like CS, occurs at the lexical level (Poplack, 1980; Myers-Scotton, 1989, 1992b;
Adalar and Tagliamonte, 1998; Hickey, 2009; Grosjean, 2011). Although there is still no
generally accepted definition of borrowing (Winford, 2010), it is generally accepted that
borrowing refers to a lexical item from Language A that is widely used consistently as part of
Language B (Haugen, 1950; Poplack and Sankoff, 1984; Marian and Kaushanskaya, 2007).
CS, on the other hand, is less likely to achieve the same level of acceptance and consistency
(Myers-Scotton, 1992b). A set of more rigorous criteria was proposed in Poplack (1980), in
which borrowing is distinguished from CS based on phonological, morphological and
syntactical integration into the recipient language. However