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Introduction 
 
 
 
The problem of code-switching is, as it seems, rather neglected in the literature and most of 
the works represent the sociocultural point of view. Code-switching is seen as a feature of 
bilingual communities of immigrants and is studied as a certain type of social behavior. As 
concerns the linguistic angle, most attention is given to structural issues, such as linguistic 
constraints on code-switching. Only lately code-switching has started to be perceived as a 
regular feature of bilingual speech, losing its pejorative meaning to some extent. However, 
literature on foreign languages teaching still considers code-switching undesirable in the 
course of learning. The present paper undertakes to collect arguments for and against code-
switching put forward by the proponents of the monolingual and bilingual approach. It is 
struggled to show all variety of factors influencing the two approaches. 
 
The monolingual approach emerges, quite obviously, from the monolingual idea of what it 
means to be bilingual. It is assumed that monolinguality is the norm in the world and the 
starting point to understand and describe bilingualism. Thus, the same notions and theories 
that have been developed and used to investigate single language production, perception, etc. 
have been applied to bilingual processes. Not surprisingly, they have failed to provide a 
comprehensive theory of bilingual language behavior and, what is perhaps more important, 
they contributed to the emergence of a biased view on bilingualism, starting with the notion 
that it negatively affects child development and coming finally to the conclusion that code-
switching is a sign of decadence in language behavior.   
 
The bilingual view is represented by bilinguals talking about bilinguals, i.e. by people who 
know the problem from the horse’s mouth. Very often, they have suffered from the biased 
attitudes of monolinguals and estimated their own speech behavior as inferior to that of 
monolinguals, simply because it was different. Gradually, the notion prevailed that these 
differences are natural and can be justified. Linguistic competence as understood by 
monolinguals lacked two aspects essential to bilingual competence, i.e. language separation 
and language integration. The fundamental misconceptions about these two aspects have 
become the ground on which the general attitudes to code-switching were based. Nowadays, 
when the phenomenon of bilingual competence has been quite thoroughly investigated, and 
with the help of such notions as language mode, language choice and awareness, language 
negotiation and distancing, etc., the knowledge about bilingualism becomes more complete 
and detailed, leaving behind the period of unsolved discrepancies and controversial findings. 
Bilingual studies are becoming a self-contained and autonomous field of science, independent 
of the monolingual bias. 
 
The first chapter of this book presents an overview of definitions of bilingualism, together 
with an array of issues determining the person’s bilingualism. Who bilinguals actually are? A 
number of issues must be considered, e.g. the person’s linguistic history, relationship between 
their languages, language proficiency, language modes, as well as age, sex, socioeconomic 
and educational status. Chapter Two presents definitions and terminology used for description 
of code-switching. It is suggested in Chapter Three that there is no agreement about a 
universal definition of bilingualism because of the different pictures that monolinguals and 
bilinguals have of a bilingual person. The bilingual cannot be treated as a combination of two 
monolingual persons. A bilingual individual has some unique characteristics, unknown to 
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monolinguals. These characteristics are discussed from the point of view of psychology, 
psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics. Bilingualism is approached here from the perspective 
of an individual, leaving aside the issues of the group and the language systems, which seem 
to have been thoroughly investigated and described in the literature on sociocultural studies 
and comparative linguistics. Chapter Three concludes with a discussion of how code-
switching is perceived and evaluated in the literature on bilingualism and foreign languages 
teaching.  The monolingual and bilingual views on the phenomenon of code-switching and 
the reasons behind each view are introduced and examined. 
 
Chapters Four and Five aim to discuss the main points of disagreement between the two 
views. Chapter Four attempts to answer the question about the linguistic competence – does 
switching mean its lack or just the opposite? The monolingual view points to many cases of 
semilingualism among immigrants, who are unable to communicate in one language only and 
have to resort to code-switching. The bilingual view challenges this opinion and draws our 
attention to the notion of bilingual competence, with focus on its specific elements such as 
language awareness, language choice, and language mode. Code-switching, then, gains the 
position of another element of bilingual competence, and as such is perceived to be natural 
and anything but unwelcome. Chapter Five begins with the notion that the bilingual is a point 
of interlinguistic transfer. The monolingual view states that code-switching is interference and 
should be considered improper, while the bilingual approach claims that code-switching, 
unlike interference, supplements speech.  
 
In Chapter Six all kinds of functions that code-switching has in the bilingual communication 
are mentioned and elaborated on, ranging from strictly psycholinguistic aspects, such as the 
rule of ‘the most salient expression’, through such discourse strategies as e.g. regulation of 
turn-taking and paraphrasing, to sociolinguistic tools: raising one’s status, adding authority, 
etc. Chapters Seven and Eight examine special cases of bilingual competence, which are 
bilingual children and learners of foreign languages, pointing to similarities and differences in 
first and second language acquisition, storage, use, and language choice. Concepts such as 
interference, interlanguage and language errors are defined and discussed with regard to their 
significance for the language behavior of an individual, with focus on code-switching 
behavior. 
 
The aim of this paper is to propose that code-switching is a natural and universal aspect of 
bilingual linguistic ability and that the key to the full understanding of the phenomenon lies in 
the notion of the bilingual language mode, a unique feature of bilingual competence. The 
expressed standpoint is illustrated and tested by means of a case study (Chapter Nine). 
Proficient Polish-English bilinguals, after having been put in the bilingual language mode, are 
studied when they talk to bilinguals and monolinguals, and the focus is put on code-switching 
occurrences. My intention is to show that code-switching does not necessarily prove the 
existence of some gaps in the linguistic competence, on the contrary – it may be indicative of 
a highly developed pragmatic competence. It is also suggested that in some cases bilinguals 
may switch unconsciously when talking to monolinguals, because they find themselves in the 
bilingual language mode, but it does not mean they cannot speak in one language only. 
 
The most useful sources for this paper were the writings of Francois Grosjean, the leading 
person in contemporary bilingual studies, as well as such researchers into bilingualism and 
code-switching like Hamers and Blanc, Romaine, Cook, Hoffmann, and Skutnabb-Kangas. 
The most recent discoveries and theories are dispersed in various branches of scientific 
literature, e.g. foreign languages teaching, psychology, sociology, and comparative 
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linguistics. A very longed-for compendium on bilingual studies has been published only 
recently. It is The Handbook of Bilingualism (2004) edited by William C. Ritchie and Taj K. 
Bhatia, who devote one chapter to the social and psychological factors in language mixing, 
while Howard Giles and Itesh Sachdev claim that much is yet to be written about attitudes to 
code-switching and the discrepancies between evaluation and actual frequency of code-
switching.  
 
I hope that this paper can contribute to the better understanding of code-switching and resolve 
at least some of the controversies still present in the literature. There exist many unjust 
opinions about code-switching that need to be changed to fully appreciate the complex nature 
of bilingualism, which is a widespread and natural phenomenon in the world, illustrative of 
the beauty and creativity of the human mind. 
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Chapter One 
 
 
Bilingualism defined 
 
 

He spoke in that refined French in 
which our grandfathers not only spoke 
but thought, and with the gentle, 
patronizing intonation natural to a man 
of importance who had grown old in 
society and at court.1 

 
 
 
Language behavior, as any human action, is a highly complex and dynamic phenomenon, 
which is subject to influences caused by all kinds of factors, such as flow of time, emotions, 
social values and norms, etc. As Hamers and Blanc (2000: 8) put it: “Language does not exist 
in itself but has a use for the overall behavior which is meaningful in a given culture. (...) 
When language is processed by an individual it is always intermingled with cognitive and 
affective processes.” Thus, research into language should be multidisciplinary, taking 
advantage of various social sciences that provide relevant methodologies and terminologies, 
among which are: sociology, anthropology, ethnology, psychology, education and linguistics 
with its variety of branches, beginning with phonology and ending with pragmatics.  
 
This chapter presents an overview of numerous approaches to the basic notion of bilingualism 
found in the scientific literature. Do you consider yourself bilingual? If yes, why? If no, why? 
Although, as it seems, the most intuitive statements are the most accurate – as is the case of 
all natural but complex concepts, there is a need to investigate bilingualism in its every aspect 
and this need seems to be satisfied by the very fastidious analyses of such scientists as 
Baetens Beardsmore and Skutnabb-Kangas. Also the research conducted by, among others, 
Berman and Slobin, Grosjean, and Bond and Lai brings valuable contribution to the 
comprehensive understanding of bilingualism, not only in its linguistic aspect, but more 
importantly, from the psychological and sociological perspective. In this chapter I will quote 
and address an array of definitions proposed throughout the years. See if you can find any that 
could be adequate to your own understanding of the term ‘bilingualism’. 
 
Bilingualism has not only various forms but also varying dimensions. Perhaps the first 
parameter of variation to be addressed is the difference between ‘societal’ and ‘individual’ 
bilingualism. The former is defined by Hamers and Blanc (2000: 6) as “the state of a 
linguistic community in which two languages are in contact with the result that the two codes 
can be used in the same interaction and that a number of individuals are bilingual”, while the 
                                                 
1 All citations come from War and Peace by Leo Tolstoy, translated by Louise and Aylmer Maude, published in 
1994 by Encyclopaedia  Britannica Inc. 
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latter is understood as “the psychological state of an individual who has access to more than 
one linguistic code as a means of social communication”. They also notice that the degree of 
access will vary along a number of dimensions which are psychological, cognitive, 
psycholinguistic, social, sociolinguistic, sociocultural, and finally linguistic. Hoffmann 
(1991), on the other hand, mentions three approaches to the study of bilingualism: from the 
perspective of the individual, the group and the language systems. In this paper we will 
approach bilingualism from the psycholinguistic perspective, in order to embrace the 
individual and his language use. 
 
Although numerous definitions of bilingualism have been proposed by scientists across 
various disciplines, none of them has become universally accepted. The reason for it may not 
only be the multi-faceted structure of bilingualism, but also the relativity of the phenomenon. 
Already Bloomfield (1933: 55-56) points to the relative aspect of bilingualism, when he 
writes: 
 

In the extreme case of foreign language learning, the speaker becomes so proficient as to be 
indistinguishable from the native speakers round him ... In the cases where this perfect foreign-
language learning is not accompanied by loss of the native language, it results in bilingualism, the 
native-like control of two languages. ... Of course, one cannot define a degree of perfection at 
which a good foreign speaker becomes a bilingual: the distinction is relative. 

 
Also Mackey (1970: 555) shares this view: 
 

It seems obvious that if we are to study the phenomenon of bilingualism we are forced to consider 
it as something entirely relative. We must moreover include the use not only of two languages, but 
of any number of languages. We shall therefore consider bilingualism as the alternate use of two 
or more languages by the same individual. 

 
The relativity and lack of any clear cut-off points allow a number of descriptions and 
interpretations. To give a few examples, most people would use the label ‘bilingual’ when 
speaking of a two-year-old, who at this stage of language acquisition governs about 200 
words, and speaks Polish to his mother and English to his father, while a graduate in English, 
who may have spent a considerable amount of time in Great Britain and whose vocabulary 
consists of thousands of items, is not usually thought of as a bilingual. Just as lay people have 
their own established opinions on the question of bilingualism, so do the researchers 
concerned with this phenomenon, each of whom proposes a bit different interpretation.  
 
To enable us to enter into the discussion on this very complex matter, I will quote one of the 
shortest definitions, provided by Uriel Weinreich, one of the founding fathers of the research 
into bilingualism: “The practice of alternately using two languages will be called 
bilingualism, and the person involved, bilingual” (1968: 1). This definition puts stress on the 
use of two languages, but it avoids any statement about the level of proficiency in these 
languages and about the age and context of acquisition. Most definitions take into 
consideration only one or two dimensions of bilingualism, a fact for which one can make 
allowances, as these definitions serve as a basis for research on one given aspect of the 
described phenomenon.  
 
To give you the most comprehensive overview, I will follow an established set of descriptive 
labels used to provide a frame to the intended definition of bilingualism, listed by Baetens 
Beardsmore (1982). Among these are: age of second language (L2) acquisition; context in 
which a language is acquired; relationship between sign and meaning, i.e. the mental 
organization of speech in a bilingual person; order in which both languages are acquired and 
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consequence – the results of their acquisition; competence in both languages; and use – 
language choice determined by the purpose of communication. The following sections look at 
the factors in more detail. 
 
 
 

Age of language acquisition 
 
The age of the bilingual at the time of acquisition is said to have great impact on the nature of 
his bilingualism. The appropriate terms are ‘early bilingualism’  and ‘late bilingualism’ . An 
early bilingual may be a case of ‘infant bilingualism’ or ‘child bilingualism’ , the cut-off 
point being established at the age of three (Haugen 1956, McLaughlin 1984). A line can be 
drawn also between child bilingualism and ‘adult bilingualism’ , and it falls at the age of 
puberty. The differences between these types of bilinguals consist in the issues such as: 
language production and perception, language processing and storage, all of which will be 
discussed in the following sections. It is believed that, in opposition to the infant bilingual, the 
child bilingual may never reach the full competence in second language (L2). Another 
opinion is that late bilinguals make greater use of the right hemisphere when handling L2, 
whereas it is the left hemisphere that is active in the acquisition and processing of mother 
tongue (L1).  
 
 
 

Context of acquisition 
 
The child who acquires a language is presented to it in a given context, which may be ‘fused’, 
which means that both parents speak both languages to the child, or that both languages are 
used in the child’s environment, e.g. in a multilingual society; or ‘separate’, when the parents 
follow the one-parent-one-language rule, or when one language is learnt in one country and 
the second in the other. These situations are characteristic of ‘natural bilingualism’  or 
‘primary bilingualism’  (Houston 1972) or, in other words, of ‘ascribed bilingualism’ 
(Adler 1977).  A case when a person learns a language through a systematic instruction is 
described by the terms ‘secondary bilingualism’ and ‘achieved bilingualism’ (Adler 1977). 
Another distinction was made by Skutnabb-Kangas (1984: 95), who recognizes ‘natural 
bilingualism’ and ‘school/cultural bilingualism’ . School bilingualism is involved with 
formal language teaching in school environment, and the language is rarely used outside this 
context. Cultural bilingualism applies more to adults, who learn a language for purposes of 
travel, leisure and work, and who recognize the cultural value of knowing more than one 
language. 
 
 
 

Mental organization of speech 
 
The mental organization of the speech of bilinguals was first mentioned by Weinreich in 1953 
in his book Languages in contact, which focused on the phenomenon of interference. 
However, the influence of the bilingual’s language systems upon each other still remains an 
unresolved issue. Weinreich introduced the labels ‘coordinative bilingualism’, ‘compound 
bilingualism’ and ‘subordinative bilingualism’. Coordinative or pure bilingualism occurs 
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when the lexicons of L1 and L2 have separate systems of meaning, that is when a ‘signifier’ 
(sign) from each language is combined with a separate unit of content (‘signified’ or 
‘semanteme’, i.e. the object that the word refers to). Compound or mixed bilingualism is 
present when the lexicons of L1 and L2 have one common system of meaning, which means 
that an individual identifies the two ‘signifiers’ but regards them as a single compound unit of 
meaning (‘signified’). Subordinative bilingualism means that L2 can only access the system 
of meaning through the lexicon of L1 and it may be spotted in persons learning a new 
language with the help of another, which results in L1 influencing L2 to a great extent. For 
example, an English learner of Russian may at first treat the signified of the form /kńiga/ not 
as an object, but as an English word ‘book’, with which he is already familiar (see Fig. 1). 
 
Ervin and Osgood (1954) fused Weinreich’s compound and subordinate types into one and 
investigated differenced between compound and coordinate bilinguals. They stated that the 
former acquired language in fused contexts, such as formal language learning or continual 
language switching, while the latter developed their languages in separate contexts, e.g. one at 
home and another at school. Thus, the focus which by Weinreich was put on all aspects of 
language, including phonology, lexicon and syntax, was shifted to learning and use in terms 
of the lexicon only.  
 
 

 
 
Fig. 1. Bilingualism and the system of meaning. a) coordinate bilingualism, b) compound bilingualism, c) 
subordinate bilingualism, where L1 voc. means the lexicon of L1, L2 voc. – the lexicon of L2, SM – system of 
meaning 
 
 
Numerous tests have been devised to investigate whether there are differences in language 
processing between these two types of bilinguals. The first evidence was obtained by 
Lambert, Havelka and Crosby (1958), who tested the connotative meaning of words on the 
‘semantic differential’ scales devised by Osgood. In this kind of experiment the respondent is 
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presented with a word and asked to mark his attitude to the word on a rating scale between 
two bipolar adjectives, e.g. good-evil, adequate-inadequate or valuable-worthless. By 
connotation of a word we mean what it implies about the things it is used to refer to, it shows 
the emotional association with the word. For instance, a stubborn person may be described as 
being either strong-willed or pig-headed. Although these have the same literal (denotative) 
meaning (stubborn), strong-willed connotes admiration and pig-headed expresses frustration 
with the person’s character. 
 
Lambert, Havelka and Crosby (1958) found that compound bilinguals had more similar 
profiles of meaning for words in both languages than coordinate bilinguals, who showed more 
differences. However, other research contradicted these findings. Olton (1960 after: Kurcz 
1992), for instance, found no difference between coordinate and compound bilinguals in their 
reaction to a word recognition task, and Lambert and Moore (1966) discovered that the 
associational networks of the two languages of compound bilinguals differed considerably, 
which could not be true if the meaning systems of the two languages were identical. Thus, the 
problem seems to be more complex.  
 
The experiments were criticized on many grounds, e.g. Grosjean (1982) points to the fact that 
semantic differential scales test the connotative meaning, while they do not measure the 
denotative meaning, the one actually meant by Weinreich. Also, the choice of subjects was 
questioned. It should be noted that already Weinreich (1968) said that the bilingual can 
probably never be totally coordinate or totally compound. Also, some words in the bilingual’s 
two vocabularies can have the same meaning, some words may have overlapping meanings, 
and some words may have different meanings. The bilingual may be more coordinate in some 
domains and more compound in others, the boundary being shifted with time. Macnamara 
(1970: 30) writes:  
 

The manner in which a person has learned his language is unlikely to fix the semantic systems for 
life. Some may start with fused semantic systems but gradually sort them out; others may start out 
with separate systems but gradually permit them to merge. 

 

In spite of all criticism, this “vague and abstract” theory, according to Lambert (1978), has 
survived and retains its popularity among many researchers in psychology and education. 
 
 
 

Order and consequence of acquisition 
 
The order in which two languages are acquired and the consequences of their acquisition are 
reflected in terms ‘incipient bilingualism’  (Diebold 1961) and ‘ascendant bilingualism’ 
(Baetens Beardsmore 1982), which mean that an individual makes progress in his ability to 
use the two languages, while ‘recessive bilingualism’ (Baetens Beardsmore 1982) indicates a 
decrease in this capacity. Language forgetting is probably as frequent as language learning in 
adults and may occur as a result of either a conscious decision (as in the case of some German 
Jews who abandoned German language after emigrating to the United States before World 
War II) or because exterior events have made the language unnecessary. The so-called 
‘dormant bilinguals’  (Grosjean 1982) become hesitant in their language production, code-
switching is extensive and whole phrases are borrowed from the dominant language, often 
unconsciously. Pronunciation is affected at the level of intonation and stress and writing skills 
suffer to a great extent. The least affected is language comprehension, which is also preserved 
the longest.  
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I can recall a situation illustrative of the language forgetting phenomenon. I was just coming 
back from a week long stay in Germany. During the trip I was quite happy to find out that my 
German language skills, which I had thought were lost for good, were not in such bad shape. I 
could understand German, I could answer in simple words – I could communicate. Waiting 
for my plane in an airport cafeteria, I ordered two pieces of cake. I said: Due Kuchen, bitte. 
Only when I saw the waiter’s surprised look, did I realize that I switched between Italian and 
German.    
 
The distinction mentioned above should not be confused with labels ‘additive bilingualism’  
and ‘subtractive bilingualism’  proposed by Lambert (1974), the former pointing to a 
situation in which learning a second language can enrich a person’s social, cognitive and 
linguistic skills and overall language performance, whereas the latter one describes an adverse 
condition, when L2 is learnt at the expense of L1, which sometimes may lead even to 
language shift. These two labels are reminiscent of the phenomena investigated in education 
science, which are immersion and submersion respectively.  
 
 
 

Competence in both languages 
 
One of the most controversial issues in the study of bilingualism is the following question:  
How proficient a person needs to be in both languages to be considered bilingual? Before 
presenting a wide variety of definitions proposed by acknowledged scholars I would like you 
to try to answer the question yourself. What is your opinion on this matter? How important 
proficiency is for your definition of bilingualism? 
 
A very interesting point was made by Grosjean (1982), who surveyed the lay person’s 
understanding of the term ‘bilingual’. Monolingual college students and a group of bilinguals 
were asked the following question: “If someone told you that X was bilingual in English and 
French, what would you understand by that?” For the monolingual group the most frequent 
answer (36%) was that X speaks both languages fluently, other responses were: X speaks 
English and French (21%) and X understands and speaks English and French (18%). The 
bilingual group gave similar answers, but here the aspect of fluency occurred only in the 
second most prevalent response, so that 46% said that X speaks two languages and 31% felt it 
necessary to add ‘fluently’. Next, both groups were asked to rate the importance of factors 
included in the definitions of bilingualism, such as: being fluent in two languages, using both 
languages on the regular basis, belonging to two cultures, being considered monolingual in 
both languages, and having speaking and writing fluency in two languages. On the scale from 
1 (unimportant) to 5 (very important) the ‘regular use’ factor received 3 from the 
monolinguals and 4.1 from the bilinguals, while the ‘fluency’ factor received 4.7 and 4.4 
respectively and for both groups it was considered the most important factor.  
 
A very similar standpoint is expressed in the definition by Thiery (1978: 146), who writes: “A 
true bilingual is someone who is taken to be one of themselves by the members of two 
different linguistic communities, at roughly the same social and cultural level.” To give some 
more examples, Oestreicher (1974: 9) defines bilingualism as “complete mastery of two 
different languages without interference”, and Christopherson (1984: 4) sees the bilingual as 
“a person who knows two languages with approximately the same degree of perfection as 
unilingual speakers of those languages”. 
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Such definitions express a perfectionist or maximalist view. The labels used by the 
maximalists are, for example, ‘perfect bilingualism’, ‘true bilingualism’ and 
‘ambilingualism’ . An ambilingual is described as a speaker who has complete control of the 
two languages and makes use of both in all uses to which he puts either of them (Halliday, 
McIntosh and Strevens 1970: 141). With such definitions the maximalists try to give 
bilingualism the status of an exclusively rare phenomenon, which goes much beyond just 
knowing two languages. Bilingualism is seen as an ability to use all skills in L1 and L2 to the 
extent typical of socially equivalent monolingual bearers of those languages. According to 
this standpoint, bilingualism is an unstable phenomenon based on personal contact that makes 
it possible to ‘feel’ L2 and its culture, and as such it is connected with emigration and staying 
abroad (Lipińska 2002). 
 
These definitions do not, however, cover a vast number of people who do not have native-like 
command of two languages, but use them on the everyday basis. If the maximalist stance is 
adopted, one cannot call them monolinguals. Hence, there is a need to propose more realistic 
definitions of bilingualism. Such is the definition by Haugen (1969: 6, 7), who places fluency 
on a continuum: 
 

Bilingualism... may be of all degrees of accomplishment, but it is understood here to begin at the 
point where the speaker of one language can produce complete, meaningful utterances in the other 
language. From here it may proceed through all possible gradations up to the kind of skill that 
enables a person to pass as a native in more than one linguistic environment. 

 
Macnamara (1967) claims that fluency in one skill is absolutely sufficient, as most bilinguals 
use their languages for different purposes and in different situations, so that it is not necessary 
for them to have equal proficiency in all skills. A bilingual, then, is a person who in at least 
one of the skills – reading, speaking, writing, and listening – achieves a level equal to a 
minimal degree in L2. Accordingly, speakers are considered bilingual if they “use two (or 
more) languages (or dialects) in their everyday lives” (Grosjean 2001: 11), regardless of their 
language proficiency. Using this minimalist  point of view, one may say that “the majority of 
the world’s population” (Mackey 1967: 11) or even “everyone is bilingual” (Edwards 1994: 
55). 
 
The intermediate view accommodates the notion of ‘equilingualism’  or ‘balanced 
bilingualism’ . Balanced bilingualism is similar to ambilingualism as it implies an equal 
degree of proficiency in both languages, but it does not expect the speaker to possess fluency 
comparable to monolingual standards. Lambert, Havelka and Gardner (1959: 81) use the label 
‘balanced bilingual’ for speakers with full competence in both languages, which means for 
them that:  
 

The closer an individual approaches bilingual balance, the more he will be able to perceive and 
read words in both languages with similar speeds, to associate in both languages with similar 
fluency, to make active use of his vocabularies in both languages, and to be set to verbalize in both 
languages. 

 
Baetens Beardsmore (1982) describes the ambilingual as a person who can function equally 
well in either language in all contexts and who shows no trace of L1/L2 when using L2/L1. 
This is also a rather idealistic view, as most bilinguals tend to have one language stronger than 
the other, at least in some uses of it, which is perfectly understandable, as language use 
depends on a number of psychosocial factors, including situation, participants, topic, and 
purpose of the interaction (Grosjean 1982).  
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Functions of each language 
 
Many researchers adopt a functional definition of bilingualism , which puts emphasis on the 
fact that language is not an abstract entity, but a tool used for the purpose of communication. 
The emergence of this view stems from a shift in focus from linguistic competence and the 
notion of the ‘ideal speaker/hearer’ (according to Chomsky, a person living in a homogeneous 
speech community) to language performance. It was stated most explicitly by Mackey (1970: 
554), when he wrote: “Bilingualism is not a phenomenon of language; it is a characteristic of 
its use. It is not a feature of the code but of the message. It does not belong to the domain of 
langue but of parole.” And he continues: “We shall therefore consider bilingualism as the 
alternate use of two or more languages by the same individual.” (1970: 555). Oksaar (1983: 
19) suggests a combination of two criteria: competence and function, and states that 
bilingualism is “the ability of a person to use here and now two or more languages as a means 
of communication in most situations and to switch from one language to the other if 
necessary.”  
 
Also Mackey (1968: 557) sees the relation between the competence and function of the 
languages: “The degree of proficiency in each language depends on its function, that is, on the 
uses to which the bilingual puts the language and the conditions under which he has used it.” 
These may be external or internal. The external conditions are: the areas where a bilingual is 
in contact with the language, as well as the duration, frequency, and pressure of the contact. 
Here one should consider the language used at home, at school, at church, at work, in the 
community, in correspondence, and in the media. The internal functions include internal 
speech, that is counting, praying, cursing, dreaming, as well as the person’s aptitude for 
learning and using the language, which, according to Mackey, is determined by sex, age, 
intelligence, memory, language attitude and motivation. A bilingual may also have unequal 
proficiency on different linguistic levels, e.g. Joseph Conrad spoke English at the master 
level, but with a strong Polish accent. 
 
Functionalist approach accounts for such labels as ‘receptive bilingualism’ and ‘productive 
bilingualism’ . The receptive bilingual, i.e. a person who can understand a second language, 
but who is not able to speak it or write in it, is, for instance, a Turkish immigrant’s wife in 
Germany or people speaking one of the related languages, e.g. Poles and Czechs, who can 
understand each other, but cannot speak the others’ language. The productive bilingual can 
speak as well as understand the languages, although there are many combinations possible 
across all four language skills. Baetens Beardsmore presents some of them in his patterns of 
individual bilingualism, presented in Table 1. An example of the fourth combination of 
productive bilingualism would be a child who cannot read and write yet. As far as receptive 
bilingualism is concerned, the last combination is a case of e.g. a Muslim who cannot read in 
his vernacular, but has learnt to read the Holy Scriptures of his religion, i.e. the Koran, in 
Arabic.  
 
As it is agreed that bilingualism is characterized by its relativity, also the degree to which 
each skill is present in the bilingual varies. Different bilinguals have distinct uses, as well as 
various levels of competence for their codes. There are many intermediate stages through 
which the bilingual proceeds during his entire life. In a survey of thirty college educated 
bilinguals from eight different countries Grosjean (1982) found out that only seven (23%) 
considered themselves equally fluent in all four skills in both languages. Almost half 
estimated that they were equal in speaking and listening, and only eight (27%) felt that they 
were equal in reading and writing. As Fishman (1971: 560) writes: “From the point of view of 
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sociolinguistics any society that produces functionally balanced bilinguals (...) must soon 
cease to be bilingual because no society needs two languages for one and the same set of 
functions.” 
 

Productive bilingualism  

 Language skills  Types of combinations 

Listening 
comprehension 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 

Reading 
comprehension 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2   L2 

Oral production L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 

Written production L1 L2 L1     L2 

 

Receptive bilingualism 

Language skills Types of combinations 

Listening 
comprehension 

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L1 L2 L1 

Reading 
comprehension 

L1 L2 L1 L1 L2   L2 

Oral production L1 L1 L1    

Written production L1 L1 L1    

 
Table 1. Patterns of individual bilingualism (Baetens Beardsmore 1982: 17) 
 
 

 

Attitude to each language 
 
Skutnabb-Kangas (1984) adds to her analysis of bilingualism (presented in Table 2) the issue 
of attitude, which is defined as the self-identification of the bilingual or his/her identification 
by others, i.e. whether the bilingual feels ‘at home’ in his/her languages and whether he/she is 
accepted by both of his/her language communities. It is crucial that the individual should be 
conscious of his/her bilingualism. It may as well happen that a bilingual child whose parents 
speak different languages, or whose home language is different from that of the society 
around him, has not developed strong links with other speakers of the parents’ original speech 
community, or with the culture associated with the language. It can prove very difficult to 
achieve such sociocultural embedding in both languages/cultures, as this requires a conscious 
effort on the part of the parents and also a fair amount of access to the other country and its 
culture (Hoffmann 1991). Skutnabb-Kangas (1984: 90), who in her work concentrated mainly 
on immigrant communities, proposed a definition useful for the purpose of her study: 
 

A bilingual speaker is someone who is able to function in two (or more) languages, either in 
monolingual or bilingual communities, in accordance with the sociocultural demands made of an 
individual’s communicative and cognitive competence by these communities or by the individual 
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herself, at the same level as native speakers, and who is able positively to identify with both (or 
all) language groups (and cultures) or parts of them. 

 
The aspect of attitude as understood here is in close relation to biculturalism , that is, the 
degree of familiarity with L1 and L2 cultures. Oksaar (1983) defines biculturalism (she uses 
the term ‘multiculturalism’) on the basis of a broad view put forward by Soffieti (1955) which 
sees culture as “the ways of a people”, i.e. the defining characteristics of a person or a group, 
including behavior patterns: “Multiculturalism of a person is realized in his ability to act here 
and now according to the requirements and rules of the cultures” (Oksaar 1983: 20).  
 
Language is always used in a context, within a language environment, which includes shared 
knowledge, common experience and assumptions. Not every person knowing two languages 
may call himself bicultural. It is especially important in the view of pragmatics of a language. 
Pure linguistic competence may not be sufficient when it comes to cultural differences 
between speakers of various languages. Here the communicative competence gains in weight. 
The Polish student of British life and letters may be highly knowledgeable about British 
cultural affairs past and present, yet feel insecure and be non-fluent when it comes to dynamic 
oral interaction. Effective communication can proceed without hindrance only when the 
speakers are aware of the cultural implications. Application of the L1 set of cultural values 
when addressing native speakers of L2 is likely to lead to misunderstanding. The speaker 
may, quite unintentionally, appear to be rude, arrogant, strange or ignorant, simply because 
his oral production lacks the concordance of linguistic items and cultural conventions.  
 
I can provide an interesting example of this phenomenon. You have probably heard an Italian 
person beginning a conversation in English with: ‘Listen, I have a question for you...’ Since it 
is absolutely natural in Italian to say: ‘Senta, ho una domanda per Lei...’, using the imperative 
form of a verb in English is considered very rude in a formal situation. In addition, the more 
fluent the bilingual becomes, the fewer allowances will be made and the less tolerant the 
native speakers of the other language will be of violations of cultural assumptions. As Baetens 
Beardsmore (1982: 20) puts it: “the further one progresses in bilingual ability, the more 
important the bicultural element becomes, since higher proficiency increases the expectancy 
rate of sensitivity towards the cultural implications of language use.” (see Fig. 2). 
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Criterion The mother tongue is the language A speaker is bilingual who 
Origin 
  

first learned (the speaker has 
established her first lasting linguistic 
contacts in) 
  

a) has learnt two languages in the 
family from native speakers from the 
beginning   
b) has used two languages in parallel 
as means of communication from the 
beginning 

Competence 
 
(level of 
proficiency) 
  
  
  
  

best known a) has complete mastery of two 
languages 
b) has native-like control of two 
languages 
c) has equal mastery of two languages 
d) can produce complete meaningful 
utterances in the other language 
e) has at least some knowledge and 
control of the grammatical structure of 
the other language 
f) has come into contact with another 
language 

Function  
 
(use) 

most used uses (or can use) two languages (in 
most situations) (in accordance with 
her own wishes and the demands of the 
community) 

Attitudes 
 
(identity and 
identification) 

a) identified with by self (internal 
identification) 
b) identified by others as a native 
speaker of (external identification) 

a) identifies herself as bilingual/ with 
two languages and/or two cultures (or 
parts of them) 
b) is identified by others as bilingual/ 
as a native speaker of two languages 

 
Table 2. Criteria used for the analysis of bilingualism (Skutnabb-Kangas 1984) 
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Fig. 2. Bilingualism and biculturalism. The increase in bilingualism is interrelated with the increase in 
biculturalism. (Hoffmann 1991: 30) 
 
 
As can be seen from the overview presented above, definitions of bilingualism vary broadly, 
ranging from “native-like control of two languages” (Bloomfield 1933: 56) to the “uneven 
skills of a recent immigrant” (Spolsky 1998: 48). Perhaps the variety of definitions and 
standpoints toward the nature of bilingualism takes its origin in the fundamental ideas that 
people have about what it means to be bilingual. Those who are monolingual cannot simply 
comprehend the complex nature of the phenomenon. In the same way, the researchers who 
use monolingual labels and theories about language are unable to embrace the whole of the 
problem. This paper looks at the bilingual from the bilingual perspective, including the 
psychological, social and psycholinguistic views.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 20 

Chapter Two 
 
 
Code-switching – a brief overview 
 
 

“Connaissez-vous le proverbe: ‘Jerome, 

Jerome, do not roam, but turn spindles 
at home!’?” said Shinshín, puckering his 
brows and smiling. “Cela nous convient 
à merveille. Suvórov now – he knew 
what he was about; yet they beat him à 
plate couture, and where are we to find 
Suvórovs now? Je vous demande un 
peu,” said he, continually changing from 

French to Russian. 

 
 
 
I am certain that you have heard such mixed speech around you, and it is highly probable that 
you happen to talk like that as well. Strange as it seems, code-switching has been a subject of 
scientific studies, and not only of linguistics, but also of psychology and sociology. We will 
be looking into various aspects of the phenomenon in this book. Having defined bilingualism, 
which was crucial for our understanding of the role that code-switching plays in the linguistic 
behavior of bilingual individuals, we will focus on the definition and description of the main 
aspects of code-switching from the point of view of linguistics. The explanation of such labels 
as intersentential and intrasentential switching and the distinction between situative and 
conversational code-switching will be followed by an analysis of code-switching as a rule-
governed phenomenon. 
 
Valdés Fallis (1978) defines code-switching as the alternating use of two languages at the 
word, phrase, clause, and sentence level with a clear break between phonemic systems. 
Language alternation across sentence boundaries is known as intersentential code-switching; 
while language alternation within a sentence is known as code-mixing and has been referred 
to as intrasentential alternation. The phenomenon can involve a word, a phrase, a sentence, 
or several sentences. Cook (1991) counts the extent of code-switching in normal 
conversations between bilinguals: 84% are single word switches, 10% - phrase switches and 
6% are clause switches. 
 

Phrase: Va chercher Marc (go fetch Marc) and bribe him avec un chocolat chaud (with a hot 
chocolate) with cream on top. 
Sentence: No me fije hasta que ya no me dijo (I didn’t notice until he told me): Oh, I didn’t think 
he’d be there. 
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Code-switching versus borrowing  
 
The difference between code-switching and borrowing lies in the fact, as Grosjean (1982) 
puts it, that a code-switch can be of any length and is a complete shift to the other language, 
while a borrowing is a word or a short expression that is adapted morphologically and 
phonologically to the base language. Thus, borrowing entails integration of the word or phrase 
from one language into the other. Borrowings may serve a momentary need caused by 
laziness, fatigue or stress, but they may also be chosen consciously, because the speaker 
thinks them more appropriate or more to the point in a particular situation.  
 
It is important to note that borrowing is a linguistic strategy employed by both bilingual and 
monolingual speakers, usually to fill in lexical gaps. Lexical need is particularly present in an 
immigrant situation. A person coming to live in an entirely new reality finds much difficulty 
in describing the new world using his/her mother tongue. There may be no words for certain 
concepts or necessary distinctions. Thus the immigrant will often resort to already existing 
terms of the other language. With time, borrowed words or phrases become an assimilated 
part of the mother tongue, reaching the level of permanent interlanguage borrowing, e.g. 
English has taken in Arabic words like alcohol and algebra, a more recent example being the 
word weekend, which has come to be a loan already integrated into Polish. As Weinreich 
(1968: 57) puts it: “Lexical borrowings can be described as a result of the fact that using 
ready-made designations is more economical than describing things afresh. Few users of 
language are poets.”  
 
 
 

Situative and conversational code-switching  
 
Another issue that I would like to draw your attention to is the distinction made between 
situative and conversational code-switching. The first type of code-switching behavior is 
characteristic of diglossia, i.e. a situation when a given community attaches different social 
functions and different domains of use for each language. Here language varieties are used 
according to their social values, e.g. standard language is used on high-status occasions and 
dialect on low-status, familiar occasions. In the case of diglossia the only relevant questions 
are: who speaks what to whom and when, not grammatical constraints. 
 
Conversational code-switching is independent of external factors of the speech constellation 
and occurs within an externally invariant speech situation. It may serve to create various 
contexts, like introducing informality in a formal situation, indicating different types of 
relationships between individual speakers, distinguishing between irony and seriousness or 
between background information and the actual message. Here switches occur within a turn or 
even intrasententially, which is described by di Sciullo, Muysken and Singh (1986: 1) as 
code-mixing:  
 

a form of linguistic behavior which produces utterances consisting of elements taken from the 
lexicons of different languages. ... the alternation between the elements from different lexicons is 
quite automatic and goes much beyond inter-sentential code-switching, typically observed in 
diglossia-type situations. 
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Linguistic constraints on code-switching 
 
We need to realize that code-switching, although in some circles still seen as ad hoc, random 
and inconsequential, does follow its specific logic. Many researchers have tried to establish 
rules governing code-switching. Some of the principles they have proposed are: the 
coordinating conjunction constraint developed by Gumperz in 1976, the complementizer 
constraint and the specifier constraint described by Singh (1981), the clitic constraint and the 
inflectional constraint (Pfaff 1979), and the adjective order constraint (Pfaff 1976). We will 
not enter into a detailed description of these notions; you can find them in the works of these 
scientists. In this part I would like to give you a brief overview of some most recent notions, 
just to show how code-switching can be described using grammar rules, but do not worry if 
you find the content of the following pages too complex or too boring. These are the theories 
that can interest only very devoted linguists. 
 
We will start with the most common rules, such as the government principle  (Di Sciullo, 
Muysken and Singh 1986), which states that when a government relation holds between 
elements, there can be no mixing; when that relation is absent, mixing is possible, thus 
switching may occur between subject and verbs but not between verbs and objects. An 
example would be the sentence: Your brother bought a new car. You could say: Tuo fratello 
bought a new car. You probably would not say: Your brother bought una macchina nuova. 
The size-of–constituent constraint (Poplack 1980) says that higher-level constituents, e.g. 
sentences, clauses, tend to be switched more frequently than lower-level constituents, an 
exception being the category noun. 
 
Presumably the greatest impact have had the two constraints developed by Poplack (1980). 
The equivalence constraint is expressed by the notion that “the order of sentence 
constituents immediately adjacent to and on both sides of the switch point must be 
grammatical with respect to both languages involved simultaneously” (Sankoff and Poplack 
1981: 4). Already Pfaff (1979: 314) noticed that: “Surface structures common to both 
languages are favored for switches”. Di Sciullo, Muysken and Singh (1986) also support the 
usefulness of this constraint by claiming that when a speaker can make a choice between two 
possible constructions in one language, the one will be selected that is closer to the equivalent 
in the other language. An example could be the case of the position of an adjective in English 
and French: ‘an American car’ (pronominal) and ‘une voiture americaine’ (postnominal). 
Such switches as ‘a car americaine’ and ‘une American voiture’ are impossible according to 
Poplack (1980), as they violate the grammar rules of both languages.  
 
The second constraint, referred to as the free morpheme constraint, suggests that a “speaker 
may not switch language between a word and its endings unless the word is pronounced as if 
it were in the language of the ending” (Cook 1991: 65), which means that a switch cannot 
take place between a stem and its affix if the stem is not phonologically integrated into the 
language of the affix. For instance, ‘runeando’ is an impossible English/Spanish switch, 
because ‘run’ is a distinctively English sound, but ‘flipeando’ is possible, since ‘flip’ could be 
a Spanish word. According to Poplack this constraint applies not only to affixes but also to 
idiomatic expressions, set phrases (greetings, excuses) and discourse markers (you know, I 
mean). An example of a possible switch is: No sé, porque I never used it. It is combined of the 
sentences: 
 

Spanish: No sé, / porque / nunca lo usé. 
English: I don’t know, / because / I never used it.  
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The switch between porque and I is possible because the Spanish and English syntactic 
structures are similar on both sides of that point. Sankoff and Poplack (1981) found that 
Spanish-English bilinguals favored switches before and after a tag, before a predicate 
adjective, and never switched between a clitic (e.g. an unstressed pronoun) and the verb, or 
between a negative and the verb, as negatives and clitics are marked and positioned 
differently in the two languages. 
 
The more recent ideas about code-switching grammar are discussed by, among others, Myers-
Scotton (1992), who proposed a ‘matrix language frame model’. The matrix language (ML) 
plays a dominant role in conversation as it is “the language providing relatively more 
morphemes for the relevant interaction type than the other language(s) used in the same 
conversation” (1992: 105). The other language is labeled the embedded language (EL). 
According to Levelt (1989), lexical items in the mental lexicon consist of two parts: a lemma 
part which contains semantic and morphosyntactic information; and a form part (lexeme) 
containing phonological information. Based on that, Myers-Scotton says that intrasentential 
code-switching is an insertion process in which EL content morpheme forms are inserted into 
ML morphosyntactic frames. She specifies two structural constraints on intrasentential code-
switching: the ‘morpheme order principle’ , which states that morpheme order in ML + EL 
constituents must follow that of the ML; and the ‘system morpheme principle’ which 
implies that active system morphemes (e.g. inflections, determiners, quantifiers) in ML + EL 
constituents only come form the ML. 
 
Nowadays the so-far popular notions of ‘equivalence constraint’ (Poplack 1980) or the 
‘government constraint’ (Di Sciullo, Muysken and Singh 1986) are losing their position due 
to counter-evidence, which suggests that switching points can be characterized in terms of 
tendencies only. It was found that balanced bilinguals violate the equivalence constraint time 
and time again, producing sentences ungrammatical in one language (L1), other language 
(L2) or both codes. Thus, it was suggested that the equivalence constraint must be restricted to 
structurally similar languages. Myers-Scotton (1992) cautions against putting stress on the 
equivalence of the surface structure only. Code-switching is not necessarily a linear 
phenomenon, which must be analyzed only at the surface level. Mixed-language sequences 
that violate a syntactic rule of L1 or L2 may indeed be compatible at a more abstract, deeper 
level.  
 
Now that we have described code-switching on the linguistic level, I would like to shift our 
attention to the role it plays in the speech of bilinguals. Is code-switching at all necessary? Is 
it the result of laziness of bilingual speakers? How is it perceived by scientists and laymen – 
do they approve of it? Do you? Before you answer, I suggest that you read the next chapter, 
which should clarify where the controversies around code-switching come from. 
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Chapter Three 
 
 
If one has two languages to draw upon why 
not use it to the most? 
 
 

“But it says plainly: ‘Whosoever shall 
marry her that is divorced ...’” said the 
old princess.  
“Ah, maman, ne dites pas de bêtises. 
Vous ne comprenez rien. Dans ma 
position j’ai des devoirs,” said Hélène 

changing from Russian, in which 
language she always felt that her case 
did not sound quite clear, into French 
which suited it better. 

 
 
 
The difference between monolinguals and bilinguals does not simply lie in the fact that the 
latter know more than one language. Grosjean put it best in his probably most cited sentence: 
A bilingual is not two monolinguals in one person. The situation is much more complex, as 
we should consider all kinds of factors, such as social, psychological and linguistic. First of 
all, each language has its own specific features that influence the way an individual thinks and 
speaks. Speakers of a language function in a particular society and culture that has impact on 
their behavior, not only the linguistic one. To understand the difference between mono- and 
bilingual individuals we should take a closer look at the psychological portrait of the bilingual 
and his social situation. 
 
 
 

Thinking for speaking 
 
I am certain that you could find many examples of how you struggle to eliminate the 
influence of your mother tongue on your performance in a foreign language that you study. 
Have you ever noticed though, how your second language impacts your mother tongue? At 
some point of becoming bilingual you may have a feeling that you are not able to speak 
correctly in any language. Why is that?  
 
Cook (1992) argues that neither L1 nor L2 of a bilingual speaker is exactly the same as these 
languages in monolinguals. There are differences in vocabulary and syntax, arising from the 
fact that languages stored together (in a single mental representation of multiple languages) 
must influence each other. Berman and Slobin (1994) conducted the ‘frog story’ experiment, 
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the goal of which was to compare the way monolingual English, Spanish, German, Hebrew, 
and Turkish individuals tell stories while looking at the same events shown in a picture book.  
As you can imagine, the stories they told differed, mostly in the temporal and spatial 
orientation of the narration. The experiment was based on Slobin’s claim that in the course of 
acquiring the grammar of a particular language, a person has to adopt a particular “framework 
for schematizing experience” (Slobin 1991: 7). Slobin’s hypothesis states that, when a speaker 
presents events or experiences in any language, he has to take a grammaticized point of view 
in order to fit them to the structure of the language. It means that people speaking different 
languages must consider various online orientation of information flow and will pay attention 
to particular details stressed by the grammar of a given language. For instance, a speaker of 
Turkish trying to describe a past event has to specify whether the event was directly witnessed 
or not, for such distinction is a part of the Turkish grammar. An English speaker would not 
even think of making such a distinction when describing the same event.  
 
These language-specific ways of the schematization of experience constitute what Slobin calls 
thinking for speaking, i.e. some special sort of thinking called into play in the process of 
speaking in a particular code. The experiment seems to support the hypothesis that the 
acquisition of a second language affects the learner’s mother tongue. I have experienced it 
myself the moment I started to analyze what I intended to say in Polish from the point of view 
of English grammar. For instance, I wondered whether to use Present Perfect or Past Simple 
when talking about past events, although in Polish no such distinction exists. I would also 
apply English word order, which was particularly salient when I put prepositional phrases at 
the end of questions, e.g. Dlaczego nie chciałeś porozmawiać z nim? (Why didn’t you want to 
talk to him?) The correct word order in Polish is: Dlaczego nie chciałeś z nim porozmawiać? I 
would also confuse gender endings of adjectives, forgetting to check them for their agreement 
with nouns, as there is no need to pay attention to that when speaking English. Therefore, 
bilinguals may have some unique qualities in their speech in both languages, incompatible 
with monolingual standards.  
 
 
 

Bilingual person in the eyes of a sociolinguist 
 
Differences in language production in monolingual and bilingual individuals can also be 
explained by various social networks in which they function. Every utterance carries a social 
meaning, as it reflects the power relations between the speaker and the listeners, who attach 
certain social value to this utterance. Language is not homogeneous, as it varies along social 
dimensions, its varieties (accents, dialects, sociolects, and codes) have their own value, 
according to their distance from the official, legitimate norm. Thus, language behavior is the 
result of the dynamic interplay between power relations at the societal level and the 
individual’s perception and evaluation of language varieties, according to his own language 
experience acquired and used in social networks. Speakers attach different social values to 
different codes, thus making some codes more appropriate in a given context. 
 
The bilingual situation is even more complex. When more than one language comes into play, 
the very choice of the code to use becomes problematic. I recall a situation of this kind that I 
experienced in Italy. I was sitting at a restaurant table with my Italian friend and the waiter, 
who was Slovakian, brought me a bottle of water. I was facing a decision in which language 
to thank him. I talked to my Italian friend in English and Polish, as he understood some of 
both. The waiter spoke Italian perfectly and he knew the very basics of English. I could speak 
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Polish, English, and German but I did not know Italian. When I met the waiter in his time off, 
I usually spoke to him in Polish and he answered in Slovakian; the both languages being 
closely related, we could more or less understand each other. However, we felt that mode of 
conversation too informal for the institutionalized environment of the restaurant. Thus, the 
choice was limited to Italian ‘grazie’ and English ‘thanks’; Polish ‘dziękuję’ being excluded 
as inappropriate. As I did not like the waiter much, I chose to keep the distance between us 
and thank him in English, the language he hardly knew. Using ‘grazie’ would have created an 
unwelcome feeling of community and mutual understanding. Taking such trivial decision, as 
it might seem, I had to consider a number of things: what languages we knew and spoke with 
each other, the location and formality of the situation, the kind of relationship between each of 
us, and our intentions in this speech act. 
 
When two languages are used in the same society, their values and functions differ. Each 
bilingual community develops several varieties of language, which are used for particular 
domains and according to their own norms of correctness. For instance, Clyne (1972) 
mentions four language varieties among German Australians: English, German Australian in 
which German patterns are transferred into English, German, and Australian German 
involving code-switching and borrowing. The degree to which code-switching is used 
depends on the addressee, such as family, friends, officials, superiors and on the location, 
such as church, home, and place of work. The patterns of code-switching are an established 
norm for a particular social group and they cater for the appropriate language use in a group. 
Haugen (1977) mentions some rules governing the use of mixed varieties in the Norwegian 
American and Swedish American communities. He notices that function words are seldom 
borrowed; cognates are rarely borrowed and adapted phonologically, rather their meanings are 
extended to cover other concepts; lexical borrowing includes no more than 5-10% of the 
words in an utterance. Any violation of these norms would be considered erroneous, just as 
monolinguals conceive borrowing and switching to be wrong. Moreover, speaking in one 
language only, e.g. using English only in a Spanish-English community, may make its 
bilingual members think that the speaker tries to show off, wants to break the ties with the 
community and indicate his affiliation to the English majority. Thus, code-switching is not 
only the result of a language need of a speaker, it may as well play a role in sociolinguistic 
norms of a bilingual community.  
 
 
 

Bilingual person as perceived by psycholinguistics 
 
From the psychological perspective the difference between monolinguals and bilinguals lies 
also in the popular and sometimes even academic view that bilinguals must have some sort of 
split mentality, being two individuals in one (see Fig. 3). Grosjean (1982), for instance, has 
reported that bilinguals sometimes feel that language choice implicates different personalities. 
There is evidence that language choice may call upon different aspects of the personality: 
bilinguals responding to interviews and questionnaires tend to give slightly different pictures 
of themselves, depending upon the language used. It may be linked with the differences 
between cultures representing the languages. Yoshida (1990) conducted a series of 
experiments investigating the relationship between bilingualism and biculturalism. His 
Japanese-English bilingual subjects showed varying degree of divergence from the 
monolinguals of both languages in terms of acculturation, leading to the hypothesis of 
interculturalism: “When a bilingual Japanese uses either Japanese or English, there is a strong 
possibility that he/she will be using a different conceptual field than the monolingual speakers 
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of either language” (1990: 23). Also, the language choice may influence the emotional 
involvement of the bilingual, e.g. responses are typically more emotional through his mother 
tongue. Bilinguals can also use their L2 to serve a distancing function when discussing 
troubling events. Bond and Lai (1986) looked at how easily embarrassing topics were 
discussed in a native language (Cantonese) and a second language (English). The subjects 
conducted interviews with each other in both languages. The topics of the interviews were 
either neutral or embarrassing. The two embarrassing topics required a description of a 
recently experienced embarrassing event, as well as a discussion of sexual attitudes prevalent 
in Chinese and Western culture. Based on the length of time that the subject spoke, this study 
demonstrated how code-switching into the second language made it easier for the subject to 
speak about the embarrassing topic for a greater length of time.  
 
 
 
 

Quienes Somos 

it's so strange in here lost in our own awareness 
todo lo que pasa of where we are 
is so strange and where we want to be 
y nadie puede entender and wondering why 
que lo que pasa aquí  it's so strange in here  
isn't any different 
de lo que pasa allà 
where everybody is trying  
to get out  
move into a better place  
al lugar where we can hide  
where we don't have to know 
quienes somos 
strange people of the sun 

 
Fig. 3. Quienes somos. A poem by Pedro Ortiz Vasquez, in  The Bilingual Review/ La Revista Bilingue 2(1975): 
293-294 (after: Grosjean 1982) 
 
 
I would like to make a point in this chapter, saying that bilingualism should be studied not 
only in the idealistic conditions of a ‘true’ bilingual. Limiting the understanding of 
bilingualism to those relatively few individuals, as is the wish of the maximalists, hampers the 
development of bilingual studies. The focus should be shifted to balanced bilinguals, who 
according to the definition, are proficient to the same degree in the two languages, but may 
not meet the monolingual standards of linguistic competence. In fact, it seems that this 
definition, perhaps even unconsciously, recognizes that there exist differences in the idiolects 
of monolinguals and bilinguals, which is the point made by Cook (1992). These differences 
are not to be treated in terms of their adherence to linguistic norms, however. One should 
finally accept the fact that monolingual norms have been established for monolinguals, 
while bilinguals have their own standards, which are not inferior in any way.  
 
Also, there is a lot to be learnt from foreign language learners, who according to some 
definitions are considered to be bilingual. A very interesting case constitute advanced students 
of foreign languages, that is individuals who are able to use their L2 at the level comparable 
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with their L1, but their linguistic competence is still being trained, tested and evaluated on the 
rigid scale of school achievements. Thus, they may be proficient and still consider themselves 
imperfect, ready to function in their L2 on a regular basis and yet unaware of it and full of 
fears. They may use all kinds of bilingual strategies, e.g. code-switching, and believe it to be 
the sign of their linguistic failure. For the purposes of this paper, which intends to study such 
cases of bilingualism, I will adopt Mackey's (1987: 700) broad definition of bilingualism 
as “the knowledge and use of two or more languages”. 
 
 
 

Monolingual versus bilingual view on code-switching  
 
Weinreich’s ideal bilingual switches from one language to the other according to changing 
context, but never in an unchanged speech situation, and certainly not within a sentence. Any 
switches would be marked explicitly by quotation marks in writing and by prosodic features 
in speech (pause, change in tempo, etc.) The amount of switching depends on the ability of 
the speaker to control it, and the less the individual is able to stay in one code, the more 
frequent the switches will be. Two extremes of the distortion of the switching facility may 
occur: one is the rigid adherence to one language, when it is virtually impossible for the 
bilingual to translate across languages; the second case is the insufficient adherence to one 
language in a constant speech situation, which, according to Weinreich (1968), can be 
attributed to persons who have acquired the languages in fused contexts.  
 
Monolinguals have long had a negative attitude to code-switching as a grammarless mixture, 
insulting the monolinguals’ rule-governed language. In most cases code-switching is said to 
result from insufficient knowledge of the mother tongue, as is the case of recessive 
bilingualism, when immigrants undergo the process of forgetting words and expressions from 
their L1, and resort to the language of their new country. Also gaps in competence in L2 may 
lead to code-switching, when the speaker switches to his L1 for necessary words (Lipińska 
2003). Selinker (1992) supports this view and argues that switching and mixing of languages 
in interlingual situations may be due to variability in L2 competence reflected in re-
emergence of production of fossilized forms in certain contexts or discourse domains. Thus, 
for many, people who use code-switching are thought to be poorly educated and of low social 
status, while educated persons of higher linguistic awareness are believed to avoid it 
(Szydłowska-Ceglowa 1987). Those who code-switch frequently are often considered not to 
know either language to such an extent as to use it fluently. They are said to be ‘semilingual’ 
or even ‘without a language’. Despite the strong negative attitude toward code-switching little 
evidence has been found that it leads to semilingualism. Haugen (1969: 70) writes:  
 

Reports are sometimes heard of individuals who ‘speak no language whatever’ and confuse the 
two to such an extent that it is impossible to tell which language they speak. No such cases have 
occurred in the writer’s experience, in spite of many years of listening to American-Norwegian 
speech.  

 
In fact, numerous investigations of code-switching have demonstrated that to view code-
switching as an indicator of deficient language skills in the bilingual speaker is a 
misconception. Code-switching has been shown to be a complex, rule-governed phenomenon 
and, as Poplack (1980: 72) put it: “Code-switching is a verbal skill requiring a large degree of 
competence in more than one language, rather than a defect arising from insufficient 
knowledge of one or the other.” Moreover, the supporters of the bilingual view claim that the 
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more proficient a bilingual is, the more he will code-switch intrasententially. Non-fluent 
bilinguals, then, will favor intersentential and ‘emblematic’ switches: fixed expressions, 
discourse particles, interjections, tags (Legenhausen 1991).  
 
The monolingual approach is very strict about code-switching but it is willing to admit that in 
some cases switching does point to language proficiency. Weinreich allows for switching 
according to changes in a speech situation: “The same bilingual may display varying amounts 
of interference in his speech according to circumstances in the immediate speech situation.” 
(1968: 80), but, on the other hand, any switching within an unchanged context is said to show 
“abnormal proneness to switching” (1968: 74). Lipińska (2003: 90) makes a distinction 
between fragmentary (‘fragmentaryczny’) code-switching, i.e. using both languages at the 
same time in small portions, and overall (‘całościowy’) code-switching, usually linked to one-
person-one-language rule. She states that the latter is less frequent and used exclusively by 
persons proficient in both languages. Hamers and Blanc (2000) propose a distinction between 
‘Code Alterne du Bilingue’, which indicates the existence of the bilingual competence, and 
‘Alternance de Code d’Incompétence’, which points to the opposite. Alternating both codes in 
bilingual families is an example of the former, while language behavior in immigrant 
communities, where immigrants possess limited competence in L2 and frequently need to 
resort to their L1, is characteristic of the latter. It seems that the proponents of the 
monolingual view on code-switching are willing to accept situational code-switching and 
even to admit that it involves a large degree of competence to use it. However, although 
situative code-switching seems to find acceptance among the supporters of the monolingual 
viewpoint, conversational switching is condemned as inappropriate and leading to 
interference. 
 
Conversational code-switching in bilingual communities is not only associated by 
monolinguals with lack of competence, it is also ascribed to ill-will of bilinguals. One of the 
most popular beliefs among monolinguals is that a speaker who code-switches is less 
concerned with the correctness and purity of language. Haugen (1977: 94) writes about 
monolinguals who enter bilingual communities and are shocked to hear how much code-
switching there is that: “They hold that such infringements on the rhetorical norm, as they 
conceive it to be, are due either to laziness, a moral defect, or to ignorance, an intellectual 
defect, or to snobbery, a social defect.” Warchoł-Schlottmann (1994: 204) confirms this 
belief, saying that sometimes one gets the impression that code-mixing is a feature of a 
misunderstood snobbery, and serves to demonstrate one’s bilingualism or even to manifest 
one’s so deep integration with a given community that it becomes impossible and improper 
not to code-switch. 
 
The negative attitude to code-switching has been adopted by many bilinguals as well. A 
French-English bilingual cited by Grosjean (1982: 148) says: “This whole process of code-
switching is done mostly out of laziness, for if I searched long enough for the correct word, I 
would eventually find it ... I try to avoid code-switching ... one would quickly end up 
speaking a language of its own.” This attitude has resulted in their avoidance of switching, 
particularly in situations in which they could be stigmatized for doing so by e.g. their parents 
or teachers, who may have very strict norms concerning language use. Grosjean (1982: 149) 
quotes a Greek-English bilingual: “I find myself code-switching with my friends who are all 
Greek ... they know English so well and nobody gets offended with code-switching ... I 
don’t switch with my parents as I do with my friends.” However, code-switching usually 
takes place unconsciously, so that even speakers who condemn this practice may switch, not 
being fully aware of this. Bilinguals, just as monolinguals, concentrate on what is being said 
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and not on how it is said. Therefore, making them aware of code-switches resembles making a 
person conscious of hesitation phenomena. For a while the person tries not to hesitate, but in 
the course of conversation the person no longer pays any attention to whether he/she hesitates 
and stops hearing the hesitations. 
 
On the other hand, the supporters of the bilingual viewpoint state that code-switching is not an 
indicator of deficient language skills in the bilingual speaker, but a complex, rule-governed 
phenomenon that requires a high degree of linguistic competence in more than one language 
(Auer 1984, Penalosa 1981, Poplack 1982). Code-switching as a “central part of bilingual 
discourse” (Appel and Muysken 1987: 117), a commonly observed phenomenon with 
bilingual speakers, is defined as “the alternate use of two or more languages in the same 
utterance or conversation” (Grosjean 1982: 145). According to Hoffmann (2001: 10), code-
switching must be considered to be an essential speech strategy of bilinguals. She makes an 
interesting point, saying:  
 

It is curious, however, that when they are asked to judge their own competence, they tend to ignore 
this ability and instead they focus on linguistic aspects, criticizing their own grammatical or lexical 
shortcomings in one or two or all of their languages, seemingly applying monolingual standards. In 
the longer term, this perceived inadequacy may lead them to develop strategies to avoid using their 
weaker language or reduce their use to a limited range of domains. Similarly, powerful 
psychological forces, such as rejection of a particular speaker or culture, or problems of finding 
one’s own identity, may cause a speaker to abandon one or more of his or her languages (Hoffmann 
2001:10). 

 
Think about it. What is your attitude to code-switching? How do you feel when you notice 
that you have just used a switch? Do you even notice that? In what situation do you feel it 
awkward? In which cases do you feel it justified? 
  
The monolingual attitudes towards code-switching are often negative, which can be seen in 
the pejorative meaning of terms like Tex-Mex, Franglais, Japlish, etc. Bilinguals, too, tend to 
see code-switching as ‘embarrassing’, ‘impure’, ‘lazy’, even ‘dangerous’, but the reasons they 
give for the practice – fitting the word to the topic, finding a word with a nuance unavailable 
in the other variety, helping out a listener, strengthening intimacy, and so on – make a great 
deal of sense (Myers-Scotton 1992). If one has two languages to draw upon, why not use it to 
the most? Certainly, switching may involve the repetition – for emphasis, for intimacy – of 
the same idea in both languages. Thus, the bilingual’s ‘twin bow-strings’ allow him not only 
the style-shifting available to monolinguals but also full language-shifting. And as Edwards 
(1994: 20) observes: “It is hard to imagine that this is anything but a valuable addition.” 
According to him, code-switching is a socially and grammatically rule-governed alternation 
between languages across and within contexts. Thus, it should be seen not as an evidence for 
the fact that the bilingual cannot keep his languages apart, but as the manifestation, in certain 
circumstances, of a unique multicultural personality.  
 
Two main points of disagreement emerge between the monolingual and bilingual views. 
They involve the problem of the existence or lack of linguistic competence in bilinguals 
who code-switch and the issue of labels attached to switching: is it interference or a 
bilingual speech strategy? Both these issues will be addressed in the following chapters. 
This part should become an introduction to the concept of bilingual competence, which will 
be discussed in Chapter Four. We will focus on the question of interference in Chapter Five.  
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Chapter Four 
 
 
Linguistic competence of a bilingual 
 
 

“What’s the matter?” exclaimed Prince 
Andrew standing still in excitement. 
“Don’t you understand that either we 
are officers serving our Tsar and our 
country, rejoicing in the successed and 
grieving at the misfortunes of our 
common cause, or we are merely 
lackeys who care nothing for their 
master’s business. Quarante mille 
hommes massacrés et l’armée de nos 
alliés détruite et vous trouvez là le mot 
pour rire,” he said, as if strengthening 

his views by this French sentence. 

 
 
 
In the present chapter I intend to relate to the first point of disagreement between the 
monolingual and bilingual views on code-switching. Does code-switching indicate lack of 
competence or a great degree of proficiency in both languages? Before approaching this 
problem it is advisable to determine what the both views understand under the label of 
competence. According to Noam Chomsky, the term linguistic competence refers to the level 
of knowledge of a given language necessary for a speaker to be able to produce an infinite 
number of novel sentences. However, linguistic competence is not enough to be able to 
communicate effectively in a language. Speakers of a language also need to know how 
language is used by members of a speech community, i.e. they need to have communicative 
competence, a concept introduced by Dell Hymes. A vital part of communicative competence 
is pragmatic competence that involves being able to use language in interpersonal 
relationships, e.g. handling social distance and indirectness. 
 
When discussing the terms linguistic, communicative and pragmatic competence, we should 
remember that they were developed for monolingual speakers. Many researchers, including 
Birdsong (1992) and Cook (1993), have come to reject monolingual competence as a frame of 
reference for bilingualism. When assessing bilingual competence the use of monoglot norms 
is inadequate, because comparing the competence of the bilingual in one language with that of 
the monolingual is unfair. The proponents of the bilingual view argue that the monolingual 
may have richer vocabulary in one language, but the bilingual has the social and economic 
advantage of being able to communicate with people from different cultures and language 
groups. Thus, the bilingual cannot be seen as two monolinguals put together in one person, as 
may follow from the definition of Bloomfield, especially as there are very few ambilinguals 
and in most cases bilingualism can be identified only in relative terms. So, there is a danger 
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that the bilingual may be considered not even a sum of two monolinguals, but an incomplete 
mixture of them, as in either language may he fail to prove proficient. Such situation is 
labeled ‘semilingualism’, a term originally used by Hansegard (1968 after: Hoffman 1991). 
The controversy around this issue is based on the assumption that a person’s linguistic ability 
should be assessed in terms of monolingual norms and that any divergence from the 
monolingual’s language performance should be seen as degenerations (Romaine 1989).  
 
Grosjean is aware of this danger and proposes a bilingual view of bilingualism. He states 
that the bilingual is not an aggregate of two monolinguals, but: “Rather, he or she has a 
unique and specific linguistic configuration. The coexistence and constant interaction of the 
two languages has produced a different but complete language system” (Grosjean 1985: 470-
1). Although the bilingual is rarely fluent in both languages, he is, in Grosjean’s words, a 
“fully competent speaker-hearer” who has developed a communicative competence which 
may make use of one language, or the other, or the two together in the form of mixed speech. 
A similar view of bilingualism is also represented by Hoffmann (1991: 74), who said: 
 

Bilingual competence should not be seen as the sum of two separate parts, one code and the 
other, but as a composite ability which may manifest itself in the expression of competence in 
one language and the other and, in addition, also in a system that combines elements of the 
two and enables the speaker to use speech strategies not normally at the disposal of the 
monolingual. 

 
Cook, who specializes in the field of second language acquisition, established the concept of 
‘multicompetence’, defined as “the compound state of a mind with two grammars” (Cook 
1991: 557-8). He argues that the difference between monocompetence and multicompetence is 
not only the one of degree, but also the one of kind, as multicompetent speakers have a different 
knowledge of their languages from that possessed by monolinguals. Also, for bilinguals it is 
normal to use both their languages simultaneously in the form of frequent switching or 
borrowing. Therefore the language competence of the bilingual must be assessed in terms of 
his/her total language repertoire, and not in relation to individual languages only (Hoffmann 
2001). The most unique features of bilingual competence in comparison to monolingual 
linguistic ability are language separation and integration, and the notion of language mode.  
 
 
 

Separation and interaction of languages 
 

One of the most remarkable aspects of bilingual performance – so obvious in fact that it has 
scarcely been mentioned in the literature – is the bilingual’s ability to keep his languages from 
getting mixed up. Many bilinguals know the entire phonological and syntactic systems of two 
languages and many thousand words in each, yet they manage to function in each language with 
very little interference from the other. (Macnamara 1967a:66) 

 
In his detailed description of the individual bilingualism Mackey (1968) proposes the 
examination of the person’s ability to alternate between languages, the extent to which it is 
done, and the conditions under which it happens. To make the description complete, one 
should consider the presence of interference, i.e. how well the bilingual keeps his or her 
languages apart, to what extent he or she fuses them, and how each language influences the 
use of the other. 
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Hoffman (1991) reports the study by Mentraux (1965), who observed that some children she 
studied would not react when asked something in a language they would not expect to be used 
by the person addressing them. This may indicate that children are in one language mode 
when communicating with one person and in the other when speaking to a different person 
(Grosjean 1985). Language mode corresponds to various levels of activation of the two 
languages. In the monolingual language mode, the bilingual speaker deactivates one language 
(but never totally) and in the bilingual mode, the bilingual chooses a base language, activates 
the other language and calls on it from time to time in the form of code-switches and 
borrowings (Grosjean 1999). The notion of language mode will be discussed thoroughly in 
the following section. 
 
It is yet unknown whether there exists some kind of mental device, a switching mechanism, 
and whether the shift from one language mode to another is a conscious operation. There have 
been attempts to provide models for switching behavior, which were based on the conviction 
that the bilingual functions in a given moment either in one or the other language. In 1959 
Penfield and Roberts proposed the ‘single-switch theory’, which suggested the presence of a 
switching mechanism that would control which language was ‘on’ and which language was 
‘off’ at a time. The theory was highly criticized, as the bilingual may listen to one language 
while answering in the other, and in 1967 Macnamara developed the so-called ‘two-switch 
model’, which claimed the existence of an input and an output switch. The speaker was 
supposed to be in control of the output switch only, while the input switch was ‘data driven’. 
The experiments applied to test this hypothesis showed that switching from one language to 
the other takes time, which in turn resulted in a conviction that bilingual performance lasts 
longer.  
 
Nowadays the accepted notion is the constant presence of both languages in the linguistic 
activity of the bilingual, with the assumption that the languages are activated to different 
degrees. The idea of language activation became the basis for a theory of language mode, 
which I will present soon in detail, but first we will continue with our discussion of language 
separation and integration, with an attempt to ensure a comprehensive insight into the 
problem. The next section is devoted to bilingual model of speech, developed by de Bot on 
the basis of Levelt’s ‘Speaking’ model.   
 
 
 


