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adjectives to their head, a pattern which is borne out in the French spoken by the
Wolof-French bilinguals in our sample (ibid.). It is thus striking that in all but
one of the attributive adjective constructions in the data, the adjectives are pre-
posed to the head.

Why should this be? The answer resides in the structure of the recipient lan-
guage. Prenominal adjectives are optional in Wolof, while directly postposed
adjectives are strictly excluded.'® The most logical explanation for the adjectival
modification patterns of these nominal constructions is that they have been bor-
rowed into Wolof.

As a final test of this hypothesis, we compare modification patterns for the
nominal constructions occurring at non-equivalence sites with those occurring
at equivalence sites. Recall that the crucial differences between Wolof and
French involve lack of an overt article, prevalent in the former but rare in the
latter, and overt indefinite determination, rare in the former, but prevalent in the
latter. Strikingly, it is precisely here that the reversal in patterns of nouns occur-
ring at equivalence and non-equivalence sites is most apparent. The nouns at non-
equivalence sites pattern like monolingual Wolof nouns, confirming that they are
being treated as borrowings, while the nouns at equivalence sites pattern like
monolingual French nouns, exactly as would be expected of code-switches. This
is bolstered by the finding that indefinite determination occurs disproportionately
more among French nominal constructions occurring at equivalence sites. We
have already noted that this is due to the fact that French and Wolof coincide
in prenominal placement of indefinites, a fact which facilitates code-switching
between them at this site.

On the basis of the preceding analyses, we are now in a position to identify the
fifteen nominal constructions at non-equivalence sites as borrowings. When we
remove them from the calculations in Table 10.4, we find that all but one of the
(unambiguous) prenominal switches occur at equivalence sites. Thus, in Wolof-
French bilingual discourse, the problem of non-equivalence presented by the NP
is resolved, i.e. the boundary between Wolof discourse and a French NP is con-
structed perfectly.!”

Summarising, the variationist method has revealed not only quantitative, but
also qualitative differences between the two major categories of mixed nominal
constructions we have examined thus far. The lone French-origin nouns are
modified according to Wolof, not French, patterns of (overt and zero) modifica-
tion and appear overwhelmingly in Wolof, not French, syntactic structures. At the
same time their patterning differs significantly from that of French nouns both in
monolingual French discourse and in multiword fragments.
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Having previously laid to rest the possibility that these results could be due to
coincidence, since monolingual French determination structures were shown
(Figure 10.3) to differ significantly from those of Wolof, we may now conclude
that in these contexts most of the lone French-origin nouns in Wolof contexts are
functioning, for all intents and purposes, like monolingual Wolof nouns, i.e. as
borrowings.'®

The method also reveals that the multiword French fragments in fact represent
two classes of materials. One shows the internal structure of Wolof (as well as
French), but appears at syntactic boundaries compatible with Wolof only. We
have reviewed a number of lines of evidence arguing that these too are borrowings,
largely frozen expressions which are fortuitously multiword fragments. The other
shows the modification structure of monolingual French but not Wolof NPs,
while appearing overwhelmingly at syntactic boundaries compatible with both
French and Wolof, rather than with Wolof alone, i.e. at equivalence sites. Using
the same line of reasoning employed earlier, we conclude that these fragments are
French, not only etymologically but also grammatically; i.e. they are code-
switches. The structural distinction between the categories of code-switching
and borrowing is perhaps most eloquently illustrated by one of our Wolof infor-
mants, who, within the same discourse, first switches (25), then borrows (26), the
French noun égalité [equality].

(25) sunu idées yn fiu am rek, xam nga ay | égalité, fraternité,
POSS ideas that we have ADV know you IND equality, fraternity
égalité entre  hommes et femmes.
equality between men  and women
[Our ideas that we have, you know, equality, fraternity, equality between
men and women.] (Wolof 4: 230: Spkr 3)

(26) ma fow fii, degg affaire u égalité ay hommes
I come LOC understand thing of equality IND men
ak femmes yooyu.
and women DEM
[When I came here, I heard about the equality thing between men and
women.]

(Wolof 4: 238: Spkr 3)
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3.2 Fongbe-French
3.2.1 Lone French-origin nouns in otherwise Fongbe discourse

As in the Wolof case, the overwhelming majority of mixed discourse involving
nominal constructions consists here too of lone French-origin nouns in an other-
wise Fongbe context, accounting for a full 93% of mixed NPs in the data (Figure
10.2). As previously, we compare their distribution across different categories of
noun modification with that of two corpora of Fongbe and French nouns in their
respective monolingual contexts.

The comparison will prove particularly instructive, since NP structure differs
considerably from Wolof to Fongbe, as indicated in Table 10.3. Given that deter-
mination patterns in the (monolingual) French spoken in the two communities
are basically the same (showing more definite than indefinite and more overt than
no determination; cf. Figures 10.3 and 10.4), any differences in their treatment of
French-origin material in bilingual discourse may more readily be attributed to
the structure of the recipient language.

We mentioned above that virtually all Fongbe noun modifiers are postposed, as
in (27), making the NP structure of the language almost totally non-equivalent to
that of French.

27 ght 5  édonukdnyi we do plan ¢é 1€ ji,
world DEF it be before go it's LOC plan IND PLU on
do gido yi we do plangé___1& i
be behind go it’s on plan IND PLU on

[The world goes forward from some points of view and backward from
other points of view.] (Fongbe 3: 1128: Spkr 03)

In addition to these structural differences, Figure 10.4 shows that there are stat-
istically significant differences between the two languages in rate of modifier usage.
Most important of these is the fact that Fongbe nouns tend not to co-occur with overt
determiners like their French counterparts, surfacing instead as bare nouns. We
now compare noun modification usage in lone French-origin nouns in otherwise
Fongbe contexts.

It is immediately apparent from Figure 10.4 that lone French-origin nouns in
otherwise Fongbe contexts pattern with monolingual Fongbe nouns, as was
observed in Wolof. They too co-occur with each of the four categories of modifica-
tion at nearly the same rates. The only exception is again the category of ‘other
modification’. This time, the lone French-origin nouns show significantly higher
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Figure 10.4 Patterns of modification on lone French-origin nouns in
otherwise Fongbe contexts, as compared with monolingual Fongbe and
French nouns (based on tables C and D in the appendix)

rates of these modifiers. Interestingly, analysis reveals that this apparent discre-
pancy is derived from the behaviour of possessive marking, and is explicable thus:
the disproportionate number of possessive markers in the lone French-origin
nouns is paralleled by a disproportion in lexical types. Once the data are normal-
ised according to type, it becomes evident that both native Fongbe and lone
French-origin nouns co-occur with possessive markers at approximately the
same rate.

Not only do the lone French-origin nouns pattern with their Fongbe counter-
parts, they differ massively from monolingual French nouns: for example, they
take definite markers only 16% of the time as opposed to 40% of the time in
monolingual French; they take indefinite markers only 9% of the time, as com-
pared with 17% in monolingual French. If these nouns were more than only
etymologically French, their lexical requirements with respect to determiners
should come from French. Hence, the co-occurrence patterns of such nouns
with determiners, regardless of the language of the latter, should mirror those
of French. If they are functioning as Fongbe nouns, even for the nonce, they have
no such restrictions. The only plausible explanation for the pattern in Figure 10.4
is that the lone French-origin nouns have been borrowed into Fongbe. We now
turn to an examination of the multiword fragments.

3.2.2 Multiword fragments

Forty-four multiword fragments involving the NP were initially identified in
these data, as in (28).
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(28) azd (o to mi thn  mé co mi n5 do
work be country we POSS in however we HAB say
i nyi ||diplomé  sans emploi diplomé sans  emploi.
I be graduate without employment graduate without employment
[There is work in our country; however, we say ‘I am an unemployed
graduate, an unemployed graduate’.] (Fongbe 3: 1396: Spkr 03)

This figure, constituting no more than 7% of the mixed tokens involving nouns
(Figure 10.2) is remarkably meagre given the widely attested favoured status of
nominal elements in code-switching (e.g. Berk-Seligson 1986; Poplack 1980;
Poplack et al. 1988b; Treffers-Daller 1991).

What are the characteristics of these multiword fragments? In examining the
distribution of modification of French nouns within multiword French fragments
in Fongbe-French bilingual discourse with regard to the familiar categories of
modification (Table 10.5), we observe that the patterns differ both from those of
monolingual French in showing few overt determiners, and from those of mono-
lingual Fongbe and lone French-origin nouns in otherwise Fongbe contexts in
showing a disproportionate amount of ‘other’ modification. Moreover, a full 68%
of them occur at non-equivalence sites, an inordinately large proportion as com-
pared to Wolof, where virtually none of the multiword fragments occurred at such
sites.” Let us examine these switches in more detail.

Table 10.5 Distribution of modification on French nouns within multiword French frag-
ments in Fongbe—French bilingual discourse

Language of determiner: French  Fongbe Unknown Total
Marker: % % % N %
Definite 2 3 0 5 11%
Indefinite 1 2 0 7%
None 0 0 11 11 25%
Other modification 25 0 0 25 57%
Total N 28 5 11 44

Closer inspection reveals that these multiword French nominal constructions
constitute a category distinct from the constructions already identified as code-
switches and borrowings. They have the following distinguishing characteristics.
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29)

(30)

(3D

(i) They virtually always consist of one of three modification structures:

noun and adjectival as in (29), numeral and noun as in (30) or ‘N de
N’ as in (31), explaining their elevated rate of ‘other modification’.

ént 5  conséquences sociales we nyi chomage mé
DEM DEF consequences social it’s be unemployment people
1€ tn.

PLU POSS

[These are the social consequences of unemployment.]

(Fongbe 3: 135: Spkr 03)

hwé né nd 5 nna (o quatorze ans do we
moment DEM while TOP I FUT be fourteen years have be
[At that time, I was fourteen years old.] (Fongbe 1: 611: Spkr 01)

yé donayi autorisation (é mais autorisation __de
they must take authorisation whatever but authorisation of
principe  we.

principle it’s
[They must get permission, but it’s token permission.]
(Fongbe 4: 161: Spkr 04)

(ii) Most of them lack an overt determiner.
(iii) They are completely embedded in Fongbe discourse, insofar as French

lexical items do not continue beyond the boundaries of the NP.

They differ substantially from other switches that have been empirically studied
on at least three counts: their grammatical (here, determiner) structure differs
from that of their lexifier language, their internal constituency is highly limited
and the return to Fongbe takes place immediately after the NP.? Yet (in contrast
with the superficially similar nominal constructions identified as borrowings in
the Wolof corpus), our method provides evidence precluding so identifying these
constructions. Recall that borrowing canonically consists of single content words
or frozen expressions. Some of these NPs, on the other hand, are so complex as to
render any appeal to borrowing forced at best, as seen in (8).

Even where the NP consists of no more than Noun + Adj, the resulting group-
ings are productive, as in (32), rather than idiomatic or frozen.

(32

ou bien é nyd ha mimétisme _inconscient.
or well it be good COMP mimicry unconscious

[Or else, it’s better than unconscious mimicry.]
(Fongbe 3: 1446: Spkr 03)

| .
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In addition, the adjectives feature French morphology where applicable, agree-
ing in gender with their head, as in (33) and (34).

(33) a (onado ormation précise ¢6  bo yi aventure.
you must have training precise before and go adventure
[You must have precise training before going on an adventure.]
(Fongbe 4: 303: Spkr 04)

(34) a ka donado objecti récis 4  dona §o  programme.
you MOD must have objective precise you must have programme
[You must have a precise objective, you must have a programme.]
(Fongbe 4: 319: Spkr 04)

The French nominal constructions in French multiword fragments in fact cor-
respond to the ‘constituent insertions’ identified by Sankoff and Nait M’Barek
(1990). To qualify as a constituent insertion according to their definition, the
French constituent should be embedded in Fongbe syntax while retaining the
internal structure of French. In fact, most of these French nominal constructions
(including more than half of those classed under ‘other modification’) lack an
overt determiner. We assume that these are Fongbe structures, since bare nouns
are vastly preferred in that language, whereas monolingual French nouns display
a distinct tendency to co-occur with overt determiners (Figure 10.4).

Of course, in their tendency to surface bare, the constituent insertions resemble
not only monolingual Fongbe nouns, but also the lone French-origin nouns in
otherwise Fongbe contexts shown in section 3.2.1 to pattern like the former. Can
we infer, using the same logic as previously, that the French nouns are also
indistinguishable from the longer stretches? To do so, it will be necessary to
demonstrate that their internal constituencies are also comparable.

As a methodological caveat, we note that the only way to determine the internal
structure of a lone lexical item is through analysis of its morphological structure.
We remarked earlier that Fongbe is an isolating language, featuring virtually no
overt morphology on the noun. Moreover, the few potential loci for productive
morphological marking of nouns (e.g. irregular plurals and gender) rarely ever
occurred in our French data. Indeed, the impossibility of assessing morphological
integration in these language pairs was the original motivation for the present
comparative study of modification structures. We therefore focus on the internal
structure of the constituent insertions, as in Table 10.6, and compare it, where
possible, with what we know of monolingual Fongbe, taken from Meechan and
Poplack (1993).
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Table 10.6 Internal structure of French constituents inserted in Fongbe—French bilingual
discourse

Structure of NP N %

Noun + adj. 17 39%
Adj. + noun 4 9%
Numeral + noun 10 23%
Noun de noun 9 20%
Other structures 4 9%

[(Fr Det) + Noun + (Det)]

Table 10.6 shows that approximately half of the constituent insertions contain
an attributive adjective, most featuring Noun + Adj order. This is the canonical
pattern of adjectival expression, in both ‘standard’ French and the (monolingual)
French of these speakers. Recall that in Fongbe, though direct noun modification
using Noun + Adj order is theoretically permissible (section 2.2.1), this option is
rarely used. In a study of adjectival modification among sixteen of the speakers
constituting the Fongbe-French speaker sample corpus (ibid.), only two adjective
types occurred in monolingual Fongbe direct noun modification structures. The
canonical method of adjectival expression in Fongbe is via adjectival verbs in
predicative position. We conclude that the internal structure of the constituent
insertions is that of French.?!

4 Discussion and conclusions

The variationist method has revealed that lone French—origin nouns in otherwise
Wolof and Fongbe discourse pattern like monolingual Wolof and Fongbe nouns
with regard to their modification structures. At the same time they have been
shown to pattern, where the structure of the language pair allows this to be
established, differently from French nouns in both French monolingual contexts
and in multiword fragments. Given the definition of borrowing in section 1, we
are now in a position to conclude that the lone French-origin nouns are borrowings
into Wolof and Fongbe, whether nonce or established.

The multiword fragments in this study, though surprisingly rare in both cor-
pora, were revealed by our method to comprise three classes of materials. The
first, characteristic of Wolof-French bilingual discourse, shows the internal
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structure of French, but not Wolof, and occurs overwhelmingly at equivalence
sites, i.e. syntactic boundaries that are homologous in both French and Wolof.
These correspond to the elements we have defined (section 1), as code-switches
under equivalence. The small class of apparent exceptions in the Wolof-French
corpus, though similar in surface form, were revealed, by the same comparative
analysis of their distribution and internal structure, to pattern like Wolof, and
not like French, i.e. like borrowings. The third class, characteristic of Fongbe-
French bilingual discourse, features the internal constituency of French, but
occurs at syntactic boundaries compatible with Fongbe. These correspond to
the elements we have identified as constituent insertions.

Both types of (multiword) switches to French pattern internally with the
(monolingual) lexifier language. Switches under equivalence occur at points
around which the word order of the languages involved in the switch is homolo-
gous; constituent insertions, in contrast, need only respect the word order of the
language into which they are inserted. Given the surface similarities among these
classes of multiword fragments, we stress that neither their characteristics nor the
distinctions between them could have been uncovered without reference to the
quantitative details of their internal and external patterning, as revealed by the
variationist method.

We have made no operational attempt to distinguish between nonce borrowings
and established loans in this paper, because there is ample evidence that there is
no difference between them with regard to their syntactic integration into the
recipient language (Poplack et al. 1988a; Poplack et al. 1988b).°* In any event,
their exact status in no way impinges on the inescapable finding, confirming those
in Poplack et al. (1987) and Sankoff et al. (1990), that lone other-language-origin
nouns behave differently from multiword fragments, regardless of whether the
latter can be identified as code-switches under equivalence, as in the Wolof
case, or constituent insertions, as in the Fongbe case. This is the most compelling
evidence that these results of language contact must be distinguished for the
purposes of constructing a theory of constraints on either of their structures.

How can the preference for constituent insertion in Fongbe-French bilingual
discourse be explained? This may well be a community strategy, comparable to
the preference for flagged code-switching between English and French in Ottawa-
Hull (Poplack 1985), as was found by Sankoff and Nait M’Barek (1990) in com-
paring language mixture in two communities of fluent Arabic-French bilinguals.
We suggest that the explanation may be (at least in part) structural.

There are basically no equivalence sites for intraclausal switching between
Fongbe and French in the vicinity of the noun.”’ It is reasonable to inquire
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why use of French is not then simply restricted to borrowing, with long stretches
eschewed altogether. In a sense, it is. Constituent insertion is exceedingly rare, not
accounting for more than 5% of all mixed structures involving nouns (Figure
10.2). Indeed, although insertion has sometimes been proposed as a general
model for language mixture (e.g. Rivas 1981; Joshi 1985; Myers-Scotton 1993),
we note that, in contrast to equivalence-based switching, in the languages in which
it has been identified empirically, its scope of application is highly limited. In the
Moroccan Arabic-French discourse studied by Sankoff and Nait M'Barek (1990),
only the determiner phrase (DP) (Abney 1987) is affected, in Tamil-English
(Sankoff et al. 1990), only quotative clauses are involved and in the Fongbe—
French case studied here, only a complement of DP is involved. Clearly, consti-
tuent insertion is not exploited by bilinguals in a wholesale manner, but rather
involves only some constituents on a situation- and language-specific basis.

Now constituent insertion imposes weaker constraints on the languages
involved than switching under equivalence. While it too requires that the internal
grammaticality of the switched fragment be preserved, for its placement it need
only refer to the word order of the language into which it is inserted. The only
possibilities for (and sites of) switching under equivalence in Fongbe-French
bilingual discourse are in numeric determination structures and in the small
set of French constructions which admit null determiners. We may speculate
that, depending on the structure of the languages at their disposal, speakers
will opt to relax one of the requirements of the equivalence constraint rather
than refrain from code-switching completely, albeit for a limited class of consti-
tuents. Strong support in favour of this suggestion comes from comparison with
Wolof, where the structural conflict with French is only partial. In contrast to
Fongbe, all of the French multiword fragments that could unambiguously be
identified as code-switches within the Wolof DP occurred at the equivalence
site between indefinite articles and nouns. We may thus infer that only where
the grammar provides no other option do compromises with equivalence occur.

Whether or not this suggestion accounts for the (sporadic) use of constituent
insertion among the Fongbe-French bilinguals in this study in no way detracts

from the major findings of this study. These are as follows: other-language multi-

word fragments functioning as code-switches are distinct from lone other-language
items, most of which are borrowings, in their patterning and their distribution.
Therefore borrowings, whether nonce or established, not only can but must be
distinguished from code-switches, of the types discussed here or others, in any
attempt to construct a theory of the behaviour of either. Models which fail to do
so necessarily run the risk of concealing important structural distinctions.
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APPENDIX

Table A. Patterns of medification on Wolof nouns in Wolof contexts and French nouns in
French contexts

Language of noun and its context Wolof French Stats.
Marker: N % N % X sig
Definite 94 35% 164 41% 1.84
Indefinite 19 7% 80 20% 2037
None 80 30% 45 11% 38.03
Other modification 72 27% 114 28% 10

Total N 265 403

Table B. Patterns of modification on lone French-origin nouns in an otherwise Wolof con-
text, as compared with monolingual Wolof and French nouns

Language of context French Wolof
Language of noun: French French Wolof
Marker: N % X2 sig X sig
Definite 173 30% 1284 |/ 2.84
Indefinite 90 15% 3.25 11.18  /
None 142 24% 2698 |/ 3.21
Other modification 179 31% 67 1.09
Total N 583*

*This total is not 584 because one token had both Cenn and Ci.

Table C. Patterns of modification on Fongbe nouns in Fongbe contexts and French nouns
in French contexts

Language of noun and its context Fongbe French Stats.
Marker: N % N % X
Definite 89 16% 93 40% 53.99
Indefinite 60 11% 39 17% 551
None 278 50% 68 29% 28.00
Other modification 129 23% 31 13% 9.64

Total N 556 231
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Table D. Patterns of modification on lone French-origin nouns in otherwise Fongbe con-
texts as compared with monolingual French and Fongbe nouns

Language of context French Fongbe
Language of noun French French Fongbe
Marker: N % X2 sig ¥ sig
Definite 80 13% 8148 / 1.64
Indefinite 53 9% 11.73 1.31

None 293 48% 2408 / 19

Other modification 182 30% 2410 o/ 6.62 4
Total N 608

Notes
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! Each example is identified by corpus (Wolof or Fongbe), cassette number, line
number on the transcript and speaker number, in that order. The data show
phonological variability which is not necessarily represented in the orthogra-
phy. Examples are glossed, where possible, with the corresponding English
lexical item rather than grammatical labels. Where the exact English correlate
was not clear, or to clearly identify determination types recognised by this
study, grammatical markers were glossed with the following codes:
1sg = first person singular, 2sg = second person singular, 3sg = third person
singular, 1pl = first person plural, 2pl = second person plural, 3pl = third
person plural, AD] = adjective (pre- = prenominal, post- = postnominal),
ADV = adverb, ART = article, ASP = aspect marker, AUX = auxiliary,
CAUS = causative marker, CL = clause, COND = conditional marker,
CON]J = conjunction, DEF = definite marker, DEM = demonstrative,
EMP = emphatic, FOC = focus, FUT = future marker, GEN = genitive,
HAB = habitual marker, IMP = imperative, IND = indefinite,
LOC = locative, MOD = modal, NEG = negation, PAST = past tense,
PLU = plural, POSS = possessive, PREP = preposition or postposition,
PRO = pronoun, PRT = particle, REF = reflexive, REL = relator/relative,
SUBJ = subjunctive, TOP = topic marker. Translation of discourse particles
in this and ensuing examples is approximate.
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% Reference to the African languages as Wolof/Fongbe here and elsewhere in
this chapter is conventional only and in no way implies that they may be
equated in any sense other than in their relationship to French in the mixed
constructions examined here.

* If the lone nouns are more appropriately construed as code-switches, as pre-
dicted by, among others, the Matrix Language Frame (MLF) Model (Myers-
Scotton 1993), our coding system should also reveal no systematic distinction
between our categories of lone French-origin nouns and multiword fragments.
This is because most, if not all, of the lone French-origin nouns (identified as
code-switches in the MLF model) would be expected to follow the ‘matrix
language’ (ML) grammar, as would some (unknown) proportion of the multi-
word fragments. Since our category of multiword fragments comprises both
Myers-Scotton’s ‘embedded language’ (EL) ‘islands’ and ML+EL constitu-
ents, each of which is predicted to behave differently, no coherent pattern of
noun modification systematically relating the lone nouns to the multiword
fragments should emerge.

* Proper nouns, which often behave idiosyncratically with respect to determina-
tion, along with nouns that are ambiguous as to language origin, were
excluded from the study.

5 Wolof/Fongbe contexts, on occasion, include French-origin verbs indepen-
dently found to have been borrowed into Wolof/Fongbe, as in the following
example:

fokk naa moom moo la  envoyerwoon lettre bi  quoi.
think I him FOC+he you send+past letter DEF what
[I think it’s him that had sent you the letter eh.]

(Wolof 3: 1442: Spkr 1)

® Conjunctions like mais and parce que were considered extraclausal for these
purposes and so did not play a role in determining the language of the clause.

7 There is no theoretical reason for limiting the study to French multiword
fragments; these simply constituted the overwhelming majority of the avail-
able data.

¥ Although no Wolof adjectives actually appeared prenominally in the corpus,
we note that the structural position exists (Grelier 1970).

? Adjectival modification in Wolof is canonically expressed through a
(postposed) relative clause, as in the example below, taken from Meechan
and Poplack (1993).

jabar bu__ yem, nga ko mona takk.
woman REL be ordinary you pro can marry
[You can (only) marry an ordinary woman.] (Wolof 3: 1274: Spkr 04)

10 Wolof determiners are formed by attaching a class-marking consonant C (e.g.
[b], [j], etc.) to the root morpheme. [y] indicates plural. Only one singular
determiner of the form aC appeared in these data (in a frozen form).

! The functional and structural status of the Fongbe article is ambiguous. As our
informant was unable to reliably distinguish the topic function from the defi-
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15

16

nite reference function, when the marker > was not syntactically disambigu-
ated as to function, we simply coded nouns modified with it as definite. As will
be seen, even if some of the items we coded as definite are in fact, topic markers
(assuming the distinction between them is meaningful), this would only
strengthen our findings.

The y? test for significance requires that each category contain a minimal
number of tokens, necessitating that other modification categories be col-
lapsed.

Lone French-origin nouns showed no variability, insofar as all occurred at the
syntactic boundaries required by the language into which they were incorpor-
ated. Some of these may of course have coincided with French syntactic bound-
aries, thereby rendering these boundaries equivalence sites, but this is
fortuitous.

- Xl_ng)
; nf(1 — 6)

where 2 and 2 are the proportions of the marker in question in French and
WoloffFungbe al:ld
X1+ x2

6= d
m+nm

Significance was set at the .05 level.

The one apparent counterexample, involving more possessive marking in
monolingual Wolof nouns, was revealed to be semantically, rather than struc-
turally, motivated.

Note that even the one example featuring N + Adj. order admits an analysis
based on Wolof syntax. The adjective involved (guébécois) is identical with its
corresponding noun, making the structure ambiguous with the permissible
Wolof N () N modification construction.

The only exception involves the following example which, parenthetically,
constitutes the only palindromic switch structure (cf. Sankoff et al. 1990) in
the data.

le  terme technigue nga y  utiliser plus que euh I'  anglais
DEF term technical you ASP use more than uh DEF English
courant bi.

everday DEF

[It's technical terms that you use more than uh- everyday English.]
(Wolof 4: 146: Spkr 04)

Some of them (e.g. those modified with indefinite determiners) may well be
single-word code-switches. This does not affect our point which is simply that
these cases are ambiguous as to status and therefore shed no light on the
structure of code-switching.

Note that we adopt a stricter version of equivalence here than that defined in
section 1. According to the latter, switches violating the equivalence constraint
would fall to 52%.
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20 Making use of the additional argument that they tend not to occur at equiva-
lence sites would be circular in this context, since this is the issue at hand.
The numeral + noun and ‘N de N’ constructions shed no light on this issue as
their structures are coincidentally homologous in both members of the lan-
guage pair.

The results of this study may be added to the accumulating body of evidence
supporting this claim.

This difficulty may be exacerbated by the possibility that Fongbe may, in fact,
lack a category of determiners comparable to French, thereby compounding
structural non-equivalence with categorial non-equivalence. Resolution of this
issue must await a typological analysis of Fongbe nominal structure.
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