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This study of GEN 1 and GEN 2 Maghrebi (i.e. Tunisian, Moroccan and 

Algerian) women’s socialization into French and Arabic and/or Berber explores mixed 

methodologies for capturing language use and attitudes. The bidirectional and 

longitudinal nature of processes of language socialization are prioritized in the design, 

which values all contexts of natural language acquisition.  

In a mobile survey task, nine participants reported language use in their two most 

recent interactions and the circumstances surrounding those interactions when prompted 

by an SMS invitation at randomized times over the course of a 5-week period. The results 

reveal the significance of factors of proximity, generation, sex, linguistic ability, and 

individual variation (explained primarily as one’s generation of immigration, whether or 

not one is married to a speaker of the heritage language (HL), and whether one works or 

not). This creates a picture of language use in the women’s communities of practices at 

the present time.  

A drawing task illustrating the languages used in eleven participants’ social 

networks highlights the participants’ awareness of their practices with different 

interlocutors and confirm the effectiveness of self-reporting. An additional drawing task 

to create a timeline representing one’s use and proficiency in French and HL(s) over the 
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lifespan illustrates moments of change that the participants deem important in their 

personal history. For GEN 1 women, we see profiles of maintenance and attrition in HL 

alongside acquisition of French. For GEN 2 women, we see unstable socialization into 

HL alongside stability in French.  

Sociolinguistic interviews with multiple generations of 26 families further ground 

the analyses. The connection between language, language ideologies and identity is 

explored through questions regarding how one defines one’s mother tongue and how one 

identifies (e.g., as French, French of Algerian origin, Tunisian, Arab, etc.). Answers 

reveal the malleability of these concepts, the variety of experiences that shape these 

attitudes and the integration of these women and their families into French society.  

Through this approach, I go beyond treating L1, L2 and HL socialization as 

distinct, emphasizing that they influence each other, and I highlight how language 

socialization is more complex than “experts” socializing “novices.” 
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1. Introduction 

The term “mother tongue” has various associations, whether the more literal 

“language spoken by one’s mother and/or acquired from birth” or the language in which 

one is most proficient. It may be a language an individual actually speaks, one that he or 

she understands only passively, or the language best tied to cultural identity. In France, 

an officially monolingual country where French is expected to be spoken by its 

inhabitants, at least in public spaces, this langue maternelle has become institutionalized 

over centuries. The French language has been considered a unifying force for building the 

French nation and uniting its people around a French identity. However, the primacy of 

French as langue maternelle has often masked the reality that there are many languages 

spoken within the Hexagon, be they internal (regional) languages, from an historical 

perspective, or external (immigrant) languages, particularly in the last five decades 

(Decrosse, 1987).  

The question of what constitutes a mother tongue (abbreviated below as MT) is 

particularly complicated in multilingual situations of immigration, which are by nature at 

odds with a monolingual standard. In these cases, the language(s) associated with the 

country of origin and acquired primarily in the home, and to which I refer as the heritage 

language (abbreviated as HL), is/are different from that of the majority population. As 

such immigrant communities become settled in the country of residence, the phenomenon 

of language shift is generally considered to take place: while the first generation (GEN 1) 

maintains use of and remains dominant in the HL, their second generation children (GEN 
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2) adopt the majority language to a greater degree as they are educated and socialized in 

that language, and by the third generation (GEN 3), the HL may be lost. 

In France, where there is pressure to be socialized as a French citizen as early as 

l’école maternelle (or simply la maternelle) (a term that again displays the importance of 

France as the mother country and French as both the national identity and mother 

tongue), les immigrés and particularly les jeunes issus de l’immigration can find 

themselves in complex situations, caught between two countries, two cultures, and two 

(or more) languages. While the GEN 1 most likely sees their first language as their MT, it 

is less clear which languages subsequent generations will consider theirs. Will youth born 

in France not have the same MT as their parents, French instead becoming their MT? We 

might even phrase it as: Does French become a “daughter tongue,” the language the 

children speak most fluently, with which they most identify, and in which they might 

socialize older generations? Within families, how do generations compare in terms of 

linguistic interactions, language use and language attitudes? Between families, what are 

the shared experiences as well as the differences? How can we study these questions and 

what insight can the data give us into the variety of family portraits?  

Maghrebi families (i.e., from Morocco, Tunisia and Algeria) in France offer a 

prime setting for the working out of the complex processes of French and heritage 

language socialization. Past and recent events have continued to shape ever-changing 

issues of integration and linguistic ideologies. The terrorist attacks of 2015 have put 

everyone on edge, increasing non-Arabs’ suspicions of Arabs as well as increasing 

Arabs’ fears of retaliation towards them by people who equate Muslims/Arabs with 
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terrorists (this act generally referred to as faire l’amalgame). These tensions, though, are 

also rooted in French colonial history in North Africa, which has compelled the countries 

and languages to be intertwined for some time. Coverage by the media of unrest in the 

banlieues (suburbs) drew attention to GEN 2 adolescents (particularly of Arab origin) and 

led to popular interest in la langue des jeunes (i.e., youth language), or more accurately 

as the plural les langues des jeunes. French politics have put Muslim women in the 

spotlight as some wear le voile, an action that is commonly deemed to be at odds with 

French values of citoyenneté and laïcité; public and private life are considered separate, 

and signs of religion are not to be publicly displayed but instead should be private, 

relegated to the home. Language use also differs between public and private spaces. The 

pressure to use French in public is strong and it seeps into private life as well, coming 

into contact with the HL, in this case, dialectal Arabic (i.e., the vernacular) and/or Berber 

languages (e.g., Kabyle in the majority of the cases of the participants in this study). The 

ways in which the powers of, attitudes towards, and abilities in French and Arabic/Berber 

manifest themselves in the use of the languages vary across families, though there are 

commonalities. 

How this population views the different languages in which they are immersed – 

i.e. their language ideologies – helps us understand the roles French and the HL (dialectal 

Arabic or Berber as opposed to Standard Arabic (arabe littéraire)) play in their 

communities of practice. The languages represent different kinds of capital (in the sense 

of Bourdieu’s (1991) ‘linguistic capital’) for the speakers. A brief look ahead at results of 

a word association task shows similarities and differences between the languages. All 
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languages are referred to as rich. French and literary Arabic are described as pretty, the 

dialect to a lesser degree. Both French and literary Arabic are difficult and complicated, 

though French is also described as easy. Otherwise, French is also associated with life (it 

is the language used in daily life and because one lives in France), with school and 

complicated spellings and conjugations, with the country and its motto Liberté Egalité 

Fraternité. It is strict and precise as well as chic and refined. Dialectal Arabic and Berber 

are associated with one’s country, family, origins and culture. It is referred to as a truc, a 

“thing”, a means of communication that is a mix of languages and words that differs from 

region to region. One’s accent and pronunciation are relevant, the dialect funny and 

useful. In contrast, Standard Arabic is referred to as the true Arabic, associated with the 

Koran, with writing and reading. It is something one hears, for example on television, and 

is associated with the Middle East. It is learned in classes and is associated with studying. 

It is noble, serious, subtle, poetic, musical and old.  

The difference in attitudes towards literary Arabic (which GEN 1 may have 

studied in the country of origin and which GEN 2 may study in classes arranged by 

associations, embassies or mosques) and dialectal Arabic (the variety spoken by GEN 1 

and used in one’s daily environment) reflects a diglossic situation of High and Low 

language. While literary Arabic classes can serve to legitimize one’s Arabic, it also 

serves to delegitimize dialectal Arabic spoken by one’s family. However, the lines 

between dialectal and literary Arabic are blurry as they are in contact. 
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a. French 

 
b. Dialectal Arabic and Berber 

Figure 1.3 Word clouds of language associations according to participants 
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c. Literary Arabic 

Figure 1.3, cont. Word clouds of language associations according to participants 

This study of “mother and other tongues” (to borrow the title of Davies & 

Bentahila (1989)) looks at Arab and/or Berber families who immigrated to France from 

Morocco, Tunisia and Algeria from the 1960s to the present. Women of several 

generations (grandmothers, mothers and daughters) are the focus, as they are commonly 

considered to be the guardians of the heritage language – more so than the men – playing 

a large role in maintaining and transmitting it. Yet they have often been overlooked in 

linguistic studies, early ones focusing on male guest workers and later ones on children. 

The approach taken here attempts to give equal attention to both French and the HL as 

the languages come into contact. In order to study language socialization in both 

languages, it is necessary to look at the variety of interlocutors (or lack of variety) an 
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individual has. Thus interactions with one’s peers as well as with other generations are 

important as they socialize each other in the different languages. It is also essential to 

consider the variety of settings in which individuals are socialized to use languages, both 

private and public.  

I take on this challenge to better understand the different factors that can affect 

language use in this population and explore the wide scope of linguistic attitudes, 

ideologies and behaviors. I look at several generations of women, both GEN 1 and 2 (as 

well as 1.5), emphasizing how GEN 1 is socialized into the use of French and how GEN 

2 is socialized into the use of the HL. This is not to imply that individuals are passively 

socialized into the languages. This study builds on the assumptions that people socialize 

each other, that they can be novices and experts in their different languages no matter 

their age, and that they can innovate. Thus, while the parents may socialize their children 

into the HL and French to varying degrees, their children also socialize them into 

hexagonal French. Individuals are socialized into languages by others who have varying 

abilities in the languages. Despite the fact that these individuals are living in France 

where language ideologies are particularly strong, they can be observed to deviate from 

purist norms, with language practices, like code-mixing and borrowing, that they use with 

intimates. This study also emphasizes that language socialization happens over the course 

of a lifetime, with fluctuating interactions, abilities and language use, and that while daily 

interactions build a foundation, rare interactions can be significant. These considerations 

have been noted in recent studies of language socialization as needing to be explored 

further and I put them at the forefront of this study to highlight the state of flux in which 
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individuals live, especially in a post-colonial society where languages and cultures are in 

contact and sometimes conflict. 

With this in mind, this exploratory study uses mixed methodologies to triangulate 

how women use their languages and how they view and explain their language use. It 

uses mobile survey data of recent interactions as evidence of actual language use. It 

grounds those interactions in a larger context with representations and explanations of 

social networks at a given point in time through a web drawing task. Those practices are 

situated on a larger time scale through a timeline drawing task, which looks at language 

use in conjunction with language proficiency. The timeline also reveals certain periods as 

especially important for language socialization during a person’s lifespan. These 

moments are fleshed out with the contents of interviews, as are the connections between 

language and identity.  

Sociolinguistic interviews were conducted with 26 families of Maghrebi origin, 

sometimes with a single generation, sometimes with several. Some families immigrated 

as early as the 1960s, others as recently as the 2010s. Interviews provided information on 

the families, their immigration history, language practices, language attitudes, and 

identities. Nine women from eight families subsequently completed a five-week-long 

period of mobile phone surveys in which they reported on their two most recent 

interactions as soon as they received an SMS text message I sent at varying times of the 

day. These surveys gathered information regarding the circumstances of the interaction 

(the modality, the place, the topics of conversation, the frequency of such conversations, 

etc.), who their interlocutors were (their proximity to the participant, their generation 
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relative to the participant, their sex, their oral linguistic abilities in French and the HL, 

etc.) and what languages they and their interlocutors used on a 5-point scale from French 

only to various degrees of mixing to HL only.  

In follow-up interviews, participants completed two drawing tasks. In one, they 

drew and explained webs representing their interlocutors (going into detail about family 

members in particular) and the languages they use with each other; this is used in the 

analysis as a point of comparison for the mobile survey results to investigate how aware 

they are of their language use. In the other, they drew their language histories over the 

course of their lifespan, distinguishing between their level of proficiency in the languages 

in their repertoire and the degree to which they use the languages; this is used to situate 

their present linguistic circumstances in relation to their past circumstances and to 

pinpoint moments of change. 

Together, these original methods serve as a means to thoroughly investigate 

language in use and the factors that affect it, from linguistic proficiency and language 

attitudes to situational circumstances to the identity of the interlocutor. The results show 

people’s awareness of the languages they use in interaction and the effectiveness of self-

reporting under certain circumstances. People can describe tendencies to use certain 

languages with certain interlocutors and often acknowledge that language use depends on 

different circumstances. Data regarding specific interactions align with those assertions 

and show variation that we would expect. Such results are to be interpreted as 

representing language use in interactions at a certain period of time and subject to change 

due to a variety of circumstances over the course of one’s life. As one uses language, one 
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becomes socialized in it to become a competent member of one’s community of practice, 

using language in culturally appropriate ways. Interviews with a variety of women, of 

different ages and of GEN 1, GEN 1.5 and GEN 2, allow us to understand the many 

factors at play in language socialization. This inter-generational approach illustrates how 

the generations socialize each other into French and the HL and how the languages affect 

each other in contact. These women belong to different communities of practice but are 

united in residing in France and being of Maghrebi origin. This allows us to explore 

wide-ranging factors that should be investigated and accounted for more fully in future 

studies of this population. These ideas can be extended to language socialization studies 

dealing with contact and immigration in other populations as well. 

Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature from several fields on which this 

study is based. Chapter 3 presents the methods employed in this study. Chapter 4 is a 

quantitative analysis of the mobile survey data. Chapter 5 offers a qualitative analysis of 

the drawing tasks. Chapter 6 explores the link between language and identity based on 

sociolinguistic interviews. Chapter 7 unites the different types of data in a concluding 

discussion. 
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2. Literature review 

This is an exploratory study of the language socialization of Maghrebi women in 

both French and their heritage language(s). The field of language socialization developed 

from the intersection of language acquisition and socialization, uniting fields of 

linguistics, sociolinguistics, sociology, anthropology and psychology. It encompasses 

both “socialization through language and socialization into language” (Ochs and 

Schieffelin, 2008, p. 5). Garrett (2008, p. 189) defines language socialization as: 

the human developmental process whereby a child or other novice (of any 

age) acquires the knowledge, skills, orientations, and practices that enable 

him or her to participate in the social life of a particular community.  

From Garrett’s perspective, communicative competence consists of both linguistic 

proficiency as one uses a language and the social knowledge in which language use is 

embedded. In short, we are concerned with the connection between language use and 

culture.  

Studies of the Maghrebi population in France (§2.1) pave the way for a study of 

Maghrebi women, who have often been overlooked in the past. Studies of other 

immigrant communities (§2.2) offer issues that would also be relevant to the study of the 

Maghrebi population in France. Finally, a variety of methodological approaches from 

several fields of study inspire the mixed methodologies of the present work (§2.3).  
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2.1 STUDIES OF THE MAGHREBI POPULATION IN FRANCE 

Early studies of the Maghrebi immigrant population in France focused on adults’ 

naturalistic language acquisition of French. While most of the early subjects were males, 

for purposes of this dissertation I draw particular attention to studies that addressed the 

language use of women (or only a woman) (§2.1.1). Subsequent studies tended to look at 

family immigration and language use as the GEN 1’s children grew up (§2.1.2). More 

recent studies have addressed youth languages, which are popularly depicted as being 

male, but I highlight the few studies that have addressed girls’ language use (§2.1.3). 

These studies pave the way for a study that addresses the often overlooked language use 

of women. 

2.1.1 The early studies of GEN 1: Adult naturalistic language acquisition 

The early studies of French-Arabic language contact in immigrant contexts 

(Perdue, 1984) were part of a longitudinal, international project by the European Science 

Foundation (ESF) in five countries with immigrants speaking six different languages as a 

mother tongue (i.e., heritage languages). The main research questions were to determine 

(a) factors of the acquisition process of the “target language” (majority language), (b) the 

order, speed and success of acquisition, and (c) factors of language in use (that is, “how 

acquisition is achieved in discourse activity” (Perdue, 1993, p.21). Recent immigrants 

were subjected to a variety of tasks every four to six weeks (with a control group of 

individuals who were observed only three times) over the course of thirty months. The 

“ideal informant,” who was newly arrived, illiterate in French, in regular contact with 
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French people, and without school-age children, was difficult to find, and adjustments 

were made to be more realistic considering the population at hand and access to it 

(Houdaïfa, 2000, p.144; Perdue, 1993, p.40-50). In general, these subjects were males 

since they came to work in France alone, wives usually following later. However, 

Houdaïfa (2000) highlighted the ability to look at family immigration and the potential of 

studying GEN 1 women, who were “invisible”, remaining at home and not working: 

Il demeurait la latitude de polariser la prospection sur l’immigration 

familiale. Cependant, si les femmes entrées dans ce cadre offraient un 

double intérêt [numérique … et sociolinguistique…] elles constituaient un 

sous-type du point de vue de la spécificité comportementale (invisibilité 

dans l’espace social, confinement dans la domesticité, non-accès au 

marché du travail). (p. 144) 

There remained the freedom to focus the exploration on family 

immigration. However, if women who entered into this setting offered a 

dual interest [numeric and sociolinguistic] they constituted a sub-type 

from the point of view of behavioral specificity (invisibility in social space, 

confinement in domesticity, non-access to the work force). 

The research group based in Marseille published many articles based on small sets of 

data, and Zahra is the one Moroccan woman who is discussed consistently.  

The group employed a variety of tasks. Conversation provided structure to the 

sessions, a means of obtaining relevant information about the informants’ past and 

current life, as well as a source of linguistic data reflecting an informal register. These 
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unstructured interviews (entretiens libres) usually began with questions casually 

administered orally regarding the subjects’ education and acquisition of French in their 

country of origin, the story of their acquisition of French since arriving in France, and the 

situations in which they use French (Dubois et al., 1981, p. 66), though the researchers 

found they usually did not need to ask questions since the participants wanted to talk 

about these aspects of their lives. 

These interviews and narratives, which offered informants an opportunity to talk 

about something on which they were experts, were supplemented with a variety of tasks. 

Véronique and Tribollet (1981) used a translation task with Algerian Arabic and Kabyle 

learners of French and sought to make the situation as natural as possible, translation 

being a skill that the subjects have probably had to use in real life. To analyze interaction, 

Giacomi et al. (2000b) used role play tasks simulating real world situations and Coupier 

et al. (1984) used observation in real situations (though the authenticity of the task was 

compromised since Zahra usually did her shopping at a different type of store). Zahra’s 

recordings and those of others have been analyzed for instances of malentendus 

(Deulofeu & Taranger, 1984), modalisation épistémique (Apfelbaum, 2000), temporality 

(Noyau et al. 1995) and the use of negation (Stoffel & Véronique, 2003). Dubois et al. 

(1981)’s analysis of French negation by Hispanophones in different registers found that 

both the amount of French input the individuals had and their motivation to acquire 

French were consistent with speakers’ linguistic performance (ne-deletion vs. retention 

vs. other idiosyncratic forms).   
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Questions of input were also investigated by Dalhoumi and Cosnier (1981), who 

conducted semi-directed interviews with Arabic L1 immigrants to Lyon with the goal of 

understanding the types of interactions they have throughout the day. Informants 

recounted the events (no matter how minor) of the previous day (or another normal day), 

while the researcher only interjected to clarify things. Essentially, this is a way of 

documenting the input to which they were exposed on a routine day, though the 

information is related by memory and not direct observation, and therefore leaves room 

for error. Overall, they found that the immigrants had relatively little contact with native 

French speakers and that non-working women had interactions about many topics but 

with few types of people.  

These studies use a variety of methods in order to capture language use and input. 

The unstructured nature of the interviews and types of topics treated influence the 

methods used in this study’s sociolinguistic interviews. Self-reporting of language use 

and a concern for naturalistic data drive this study, though I use a method that was not 

available to researchers then – mobile surveys – in order to capture self-reports of actual 

natural interactions. They are designed to capture the many sociolinguistic means 

available for naturalistic acquisition described by Adami (2012): professional relations, 

transactional relations (e.g., interactions with strangers), interpersonal relations (e.g., 

interactions with neighbors and friends), and relations through media (i.e., not face to 

face). The drawing tasks in this study complement those results by offering another 

means of self-reporting and an opportunity for self-confrontation, reflection and 

explanation. While early studies focused on men due to the gender composition of the 
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population at that time, this study finds ways to access women who arrived at roughly the 

same time and who can recount their experiences of acquiring French in a naturalistic 

setting over the lifespan, as well as more recent immigrant women who are experiencing 

some of the same circumstances (notably, being at home with their young children) and 

the many effects on language use. 

2.1.2 Studies of GEN 2: Youths and their families 

Beginning in the 1980s, a few researchers – notably Louise Dabène, Jacqueline 

Billiez, and Christine Deprez-de Heredia – approached these immigrant populations and 

family dynamics from the perspective of GEN 2 youths. These studies have emphasized 

language choice and language use of multilinguals, who draw from several languages in 

and about which their competence and attitudes vary, leading to different language 

practices between families, generations, peer groups, and individuals.  

Jacqueline Billiez (1985) presented the goals of a project undertaken by the 

Centre Didactique des Langues as making links between linguistic representations and 

practices of youths in a comparison of youths of Spanish and Portuguese origin (who are 

often overlooked by the media) with those of Algerian origin. Billiez cited remarks made 

by Algerian youths about their language practices in the home in France as well as when 

they travel to Algeria, and she described the youths’ attitudes towards French and their 

heritage language as well as towards the mixing of languages. The questions of whether 

they identified themselves as monolinguals or bilinguals and of what the languages 

symbolized for them allowed Billiez to address the question of identity and how the 
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youths appropriate their languages. The early French studies that came out of the project 

focused on which languages the subjects used and how much of their speech was 

monolingual (in either the L1 or French) as opposed to code-switched.  

Dabène and Billiez (1986) recorded data from six children of immigrants 

(Algerian, Spanish, and Portuguese) in/with three types of settings/interlocutors, which 

entailed different language practices: a “bilingual” corpus with family at meal time, a 

“partially bilingual” corpus with peers of the same ethnic origin who might code switch, 

and a “monolingual” corpus with youth of other origins in job- or school-related 

conversations who produced native-like French discourse. Analysis of a single L1 

Spanish family found that balanced bilingual adolescents preferred inter-sentential code-

switching for various functions of convergence and divergence while unbalanced 

bilinguals used intra-sentential code-switching, which might be better referred to as 

borrowing. While the GEN 1 parents used their L1 as a crutch to fill linguistic gaps in L2 

French, the GEN 2 youths were depicted as deliberately alternating between languages if 

their bilingual communicative competence permitted (Dabène & Billiez, 1986). 

As Billiez (1985) had remarked, the Algerian families showed diversity in 

language practices. Billiez and Mesbahi (1991) collected data from 27 youths from 6 

families in a close-knit Algerian community. They illustrated the variety of linguistic 

practices within a community by combining extensive ethnographic description, 

observation of youths with family, peers, and other people (i.e., Maghrebi or not, from 

the neighborhood or not), and interviews with at least one adolescent from each family in 

which they were asked about their own, their family’s, and community members’ 
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practices using Arabic and French. Differences between generations and a shift towards 

French emerged as, in many cases, parents often used Arabic or code-switched and 

children used French or code-switched to accommodate to their parents. While Billiez 

and Mesbahi (1991) described the data as chaotic with an absence of regular correlations 

between classic sociological variables and linguistic behavior of each member of the 

family, they cited several sociolinguistic factors as relevant in speakers’ choices of code. 

The community structure can influence language use, and it should be expected that 

linguistic practices vary between homes and within homes, siblings behaving differently 

from one another as well as children behaving differently from their parents. Parents’ 

proficiency in the two languages, as well as the language in which they were educated, 

may affect language use and attitudes. Connections to the country of origin are also 

influential in terms of whether individuals were born there or in France, travel to that 

country, and have plans to return or are definitively installed in France. The recent arrival 

of a family member in France may change family dynamics. Additionally, the sex of 

individuals can play a role in individuals’ connection to Arabic, women often having 

more of a tie to it than males, who may be more drawn to French.  

Merabti and Moore (1993) compared Algerian immigrants in France with Punjabi 

immigrants in England, two communities with similar immigration histories. By 

investigating the youths’ social networks, they found variation at the levels of peer 

groups and between generations. While the Algerians were described as being more 

tolerant of the majority language in the home than the Punjabi families were, similarities 

emerged: the language of origin was less present between siblings, but when it was used, 



 19 

it reinforced familial relations. Women were seen as being the guardians of the language 

of origin and played a large role in maintaining it. Towards mothers, the youths’ use of 

the language of origin represented intimacy, while towards fathers, it was a sign of 

respect.  

  Melliani (2000) studied the appropriation of space and urban identities of youths 

of Maghrebi origin in Rouen. She describes the family as the privileged space to acquire 

the HL and social roles. GEN 2 may adhere to the languages of their parents to varying 

degrees, from using only the HL with their parents to mixing languages to using French 

while their parents use the HL. Melliani describes the situation of the parents as diglossic, 

the high speech being French, the low the HL. This serves to initially divide daily life in 

two, differentiating between public space (i.e., work) where French is used and the space 

of family (i.e., private life) where the HL is used. However, the boundaries between 

spaces shift as children bring French into the home. This creates a situation of double 

mediation (Py, 1986) where children socialize their parents into French and their parents 

socialize them in the HL. Several languages and uses coexist and are inseparable. This 

leads to an unstable, changing linguistic situation, both in terms of language use and 

attitudes.  

 Melliani highlights the lack of a necessary connection between linguistic 

competence and MT for GEN 2. One can claim a language as MT without having 

competence in it in order to reinforce one’s sense of belonging to a community. This 

connection between language and identity is also revealed in the use of language mixing, 

which attests to a mixed mentality where one does not feel French or Arab. In Melliani’s 
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words, “cette pratique langagière incarne, mieux que tout autre élément, la revendication 

identitaire de ce groupe” (p. 191) [this linguistic practice embodies, better than any other 

element, identity claims of this group]. Linguistic practices help construct a new identity 

through a process of transformation that allows one to reclaim and valorize the identity of 

the group. 

Leconte (1997) also studied the language use and attitudes of GEN 2 youths from 

Rouen, though she focused on families of sub-Saharan African origin (speaking Poular, 

Soninké, Manjak, Wolof, Lingala, etc.). She conducted surveys with children and 

adolescents and interviews with some youths and adults, accessing women in a group 

setting at an association. Youths reported the languages used in interaction with others 

(e.g., siblings, peers, mother, father, etc.) when talking about different themes (e.g., 

school vs. family) as either in the HL, French, both (either alternating or mixed) and 

other. With regards to linguistic abilities of parents and children and their language use in 

interaction with each other, Leconte states that “L’asymétrie des répertoires génère des 

procès d’apprentissage réciproque entre générations” (p. 109) [the asymmetry of 

repertoires generates reciprocal processes of learning between generations]. Leconte 

discusses the role the children play in their parents’ acquisition of French and the role the 

parents play in their children’s acquisition of the HL. Moreover, she questions the two 

opposing stereotypes of the traditional woman who is the guardian of her HL and the 

modern woman who abandons her heritage language and culture to favor those of the 

surrounding environment. One may want to learn French and be autonomous as well as 

transmit the heritage language and culture to one’s children (p. 125). The desire to 
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acquire or maintain both languages and cultures is not contradictory. Such language 

attitudes are further explored by Leconte among the GEN 2 through an analysis of their 

self-reported linguistic competencies and desires to learn African languages. 

 Zehraoui et al. (1999) conducted a sociological study of the process of integration 

of nine 3-generation families of Algerian origin in France. They use a biographical 

approach to look at the diversity of experiences and trajectories and find cycles of life in 

order to describe the processes that take place in the families (p. 35). One section is 

devoted to linguistic practices and looks at individuals’ speaking, understanding, reading 

and writing competencies in French and Arabic over the course of generations. They 

describe a variety of influences affecting differences between families, within families, 

between couples (e.g., mixed couples), siblings and generations. These differentiated 

linguistic practices in both French and the HL are argued to be driven by the relationships 

different family members have with their environment. 

 Intergenerational interaction was emphasized by Géa (2005), who focused on the 

language practices of three generations of two Moroccan families in Corsica. Géa took a 

detailed, systematic approach in his quantitative analysis of the languages (French vs. 

Arabic vs. interlect (i.e., mixing)) used between different pairs of speakers within 

generations (e.g., between siblings, between spouses) and between generations (e.g., 

grandchildren and grandparents, children and parents). Given the geographic and 

linguistic situation of Corsica, many of the factors noted in Billiez and Mesbahi (1991) 

were of interest in this study. Proximity to North Africa resulted in more travel to the 

country of origin, linguistic contact between French and Arabic, and maintenance of 
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Arabic even into the 3rd generation. Questions of identity and attitudes towards the 

Corsican dialect were actually the focus of the article, and the youths were described as 

having more positive attitudes since they were exposed to it in school.  

 These studies draw attention to the many factors influencing language use by 

Maghrebi families in France. They address several generations of speakers and 

differences between families and within families. However, the mothers are often 

overlooked, reports of language use being provided by the younger generation. These 

analyses of language use are based on relatively little data. However, they provide clues 

as to how to go about analyzing inter-generational language use. 

2.1.3 Recent studies 

 Youth language has become an international field of study, associated with urban 

contexts and multiethnic populations. Les langues des jeunes in France have been studied 

for lexical innovation (i.e., word-formation processes, use of traditional argot, borrowing 

from heritage languages) (Fagyal, 2004; Pooley, 2008; Goudaillier, 2002), prosody 

(Fagyal, 2010), and phonology (Armstrong & Jamin, 2002; Jamin et al., 2006; Pooley, 

2009; Jamin & Trimaille, 2008). Often, the youth networks under investigation are all 

male, but some studies have included girls. The ethnographic work of Trimaille (2003) 

revealed that the subjects who affricate the most fit two profiles: the leaders of the peer 

groups, who could be considered innovators, and girls who are more peripheral in the 

network, the source of diffusion of affrication. Pooley (2009) conducted a trend study of 

Maghrebi in Lille and found there to be gender differences: while boys maintained 
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marked regional features of French (use of back /a/ and open /o/) the girls used fewer 

regional features. While these studies consider gender to be a possible factor in 

pronunciation and therefore compare males and females, other studies, to which I now 

turn, only study females. 

Chantal Tetreault overtly addresses gender by studying interactions involving 

girls at the intersection of French and North African cultures. Tetreault (2008) found that 

the way in which adolescent girls positioned themselves when recounting narratives of la 

racaille (‘male street toughs’) allowed them to “elaborate and resist normative 

prescriptions for gendered uses of public space in their cité” (p. 141). Girls’ resistance to 

local gender ideologies was at the center of the work of Tetreault (2002), who analyzed 

several instances where girls cross the boundary into what is considered the masculine 

domain in terms of language, dress, space, and behavior. Thus, while youth language is 

usually associated with males in the media, and local ideologies also draw boundaries 

between expectations of males and females, the categories of gender are malleable and 

can be manipulated. Tetreault’s work complements Trimaille’s (2003) by showing that, 

while girls are not typically the innovators of what are thought of as multi-ethnic youth 

languages, they can and do employ the non-standard linguistic features.  

Similar work by Kallmeyer (2004) and Keim (2007) has been done on a group of 

German-Turkish girls in Mannheim who, calling themselves “Powergirls,” are also 

caught between a closed, traditional community culture and the outside environment 

(Kallmeyer, 2004, p. 77). The girls’ linguistic repertoire drew from many sources, both 

internal and external: the dialectal Turkish of their parents and community, the German 
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of GEN 1 immigrants, the German of the ghetto/Turks, mixing of German and Turkish, 

standard German, and the German dialect of Mannheim. Keim (2007) took a longitudinal 

approach and argued that “the formation of a social style follows biographical processes 

and adjusts to new demands emerging from new social orientations and aspirations” (p. 

179) as the girls construct their identities.  

These studies of young women illustrate how identity is constructed through 

language (among other things). While adolescence is often considered to be the most 

important stage in the formation of one’s identity, changes occur over the lifespan. 

Women behave differently, some conforming to and identifying with traditional gender 

roles of the community, others completely rejecting those roles to assimilate into majority 

culture, and others forming a hybrid identity. The present study is designed to address the 

variation between people as well as within (over) an individual’s life. 

2.2  SOCIALIZATION STUDIES OF OTHER IMMIGRANT COMMUNITIES 

Studies of other immigrant communities offer ideas of how to approach the study 

of language socialization in Maghrebi communities in France. Studies of GEN 1 and 

GEN 2 Turkish mothers in Germany and France (and other European countries) and their 

language socialization goals for their children offer insight into their language use, 

perceptions of their heritage languages and the majority languages and questions of 

integration (§2.2.1). Studies of diasporic Chinese, Hasidic and Latino communities in the 

U.S. offer a variety of other points of interest (e.g., the roles of HL classes and literacy in 
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language socialization, the roles of mothers valorizing the HL and youths interpreting for 

their parents) that are applicable to the French context (§2.2.2). 

2.2.1 Turkish immigrants in Europe 

 Much work has been done on the language socialization of immigrant families, 

though no such research, to my knowledge, has been done on Maghrebi immigrants to 

France, instead focusing on others, particularly Turkish immigrants to Europe. While the 

interviewees are adult women, the focus is on the socialization of the children and not 

their own. Durgel et al. (2009) studied sociocultural influences on German mothers’ and 

Turkish immigrant mothers’ opinions on how their children should be socialized. The 

immigrant women’s stance toward German society as well as their education were 

thought “to influence their long-term socialization goals” (Durgel et al., 2009, p. 849). 

Citlak et al. (2008) followed similar lines of research, though instead of measuring 

immigrant women’s level of acculturation, they compared GEN 1 and GEN 2 mothers.  

GEN 2 mothers’ concerns for their children suggested changing “socialization goals in 

the direction of the host culture” (Citlak et al, 2008, p. 63). 

Yağmur & Akinci (2003) addressed intergenerational differences among Turkish 

immigrants to France. Questions of language use, choice, maintenance, and 

ethnolinguistic vitality were addressed by examining “the relationship between societal 

factors and individuals’ perception of the language contact situation as reflected in their 

speech behavior” (p. 107). Surprisingly, GEN 2 immigrants had more positive attitudes 

towards Turkish than those from GEN 1.  
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A similar study by Yağmur & van de Vijver (2012) measured acculturation and 

language orientations among Turkish immigrants in several European countries, 

considering individual factors such as “language choice and socialization patterns, the 

interaction of which varies quite fundamentally across linguistic contexts” (p. 1111). 

Considering that French and German societies are not pluralistic, they expected 

immigrants to show a strong ethnic identity and less use of the majority language (French 

and German respectively). However, the Turkish immigrants to France used French more 

than expected. Education was found to be a powerful factor, those with lower levels of 

education using more Turkish and those with higher levels of education using more 

French. Yağmur and van de Vijver attributed the use of French even in private situations 

to the effectiveness of French policies that emphasize language assimilation, suggesting 

that this is achieved as one is educated in the French system. Yet while integration may 

be effective in terms of language, their results show that it “is not necessarily associated 

with a stronger mainstream identity. Speaking French is not the same as feeling French in 

this group” (p. 1125).  

2.2.2 Immigrants in the U.S. 

Research on language socialization has been conducted on a variety of diasporic 

communities in the U.S.: Chinese, Hasidic, Latino immigrants, among others. There is 

often an emphasis on the socialization of children and young adults, though discussions 

lead to the roles of older people as well. Some look at women in particular.  
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He (2006) proposes an identity theory of the development of Chinese as a heritage 

language that “locates learner identity as the centerpiece rather than the background of 

heritage language development” (p. 7). Bringing together theories of indexicality from a 

language socialization perspective, the acculturation model and accommodation theory of 

SLA, and conversation analysis, He proposes a 3-dimensional framework that explains 

development as being affected by temporality, space and identity. One’s linguistic 

development depends on both language use and attitudes and changes according to the 

circumstances of one’s environment. Parallels can be made between Chinese heritage 

language learners who take Mandarin classes which may or may not be comprehensible 

to home dialect speakers and Arabic heritage language learners who learn Standard 

Arabic as opposed to their home dialect.  

 Fader’s (2001) ethnographic study of a Hasidic community in Brooklyn, New 

York, investigates girls’ shift from Yiddish-English bilingualism to English dominance 

upon entering school by looking at three points along the female life cycle (childhood, 

young adulthood and adulthood). In the gendered society of Hasidic Jews, women are 

ideally fluent in both Yiddish and English as they are responsible for interacting with the 

outside English-speaking environment while men are Yiddish-dominant. Fader attributes 

girls’ associations of Yiddish with specific contexts to literacy, schooling and home life. 

By contrast, “girls’ own observations and associations with English and fashionable 

clothing provide further incentive for the gradual shift to the use of English with their 

peers and adult women” (p. 270). Fader’s analysis of literacy practices reveals that with 

the publication of English language Jewish books for children, the emphasis is placed on 
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the morally appropriate content of reading material rather than the language in which it is 

written, leading to English-language literacy and blurring the boundaries between 

languages. Thus, when the majority language is not perceived as being at odds with the 

language that is associated with one’s religious community, there is more potential for 

shift. We might draw a parallel with the association between Arabic and Islam and 

possibilities for French to accommodate those religious beliefs. 

Studies of Latino communities have looked at a variety of linguistic practices. 

Angelelli (2010) addressed the roles played by Latino children who interpret for their 

family members who have low proficiency in English. Through systematic observation 

and in-depth interviews, Angelelli studied the circumstances surrounding language use 

and the factors that dictate the act of interpreting. Angelelli’s interest in the attitudes of 

the youth interpreters themselves as well as the attitudes about interpreting of the other 

people involved in the act of interpreting (Spanish-speaking parents and English-speaking 

community) reveals the dynamics that shape interaction.   

 Ek et al. (2013) examined the language ideologies of Latina/o bilingual teacher 

candidates through narratives of their educational experiences. Their narratives highlight 

the “linguistic motherwork” in which Latina mothers engage to elevate the status of 

Spanish and maintain it through the next generation. The results show that while they 

may have positive attitudes towards standard Spanish, this does not necessarily extend to 

the nonstandard varieties of their communities, an observation of relevance to the case of 

Arabic diglossia. 
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2.3 MIXED METHODOLOGIES 

This study draws on a variety of methods, both qualitative and quantitative. I 

approach questions of language use first and foremost as a process of language 

socialization (§2.3.1). I then explore additional methods that can be combined to better 

understand how language is used in interaction: surveys (§2.3.2), log books (§2.3.3), 

mobile technologies (§2.3.4) and drawing tasks (§2.3.5). 

2.3.1 Language socialization  

As the field emerged, the first studies of language socialization looked at 

monolingual children. However, the guiding principles are applicable to other subjects, 

and research has expanded to encompass heterogeneous communities where languages 

and cultures come into contact (Garrett and Baquedano-López, 2002). Such studies, 

which may examine bilingual or multilingual socialization, L2 socialization, or heritage 

language socialization, have targeted maintenance and shift of language and culture in 

immigrant communities in industrialized countries. Studies like those surveyed in §2.2.2 

have raised issues of “language choice and religious identity, gender, and ways of 

delimiting or defusing community boundaries and limits” (Ochs and Schieffelin, 2008, p. 

11). 

A study of language socialization among Maghrebi in France complements these 

studies of other immigrant communities. It would be too simplistic to consider this either 

an L2 socialization study (in the case of GEN 1 immigrants being socialized into L2 

French) or an HL socialization study (in the case of GEN 2 being socialized into HL 
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dialectal Arabic or Berber) since these languages are in contact. The languages affect 

each other, as highlights Duff (2011):  

L2 socialization in turn affects L1 socialization, and vice versa. It is 

important, therefore, not to examine L2 socialization in complete isolation 

or as independent from L1 socialization; indeed, as suggested earlier, at 

some stages it may be very difficult to determine which language is a 

person’s L1 and which is their L2. (p. 569-570) 

Thus, the processes of socialization in an L1 and L2 are intertwined: French and Arabic 

must be considered in conjunction with one another since they both have the potential to 

change throughout a person’s life, whether one is of GEN 1 or GEN 2.  

This study takes into account the underlying assumptions of the field of language 

socialization, which considers that one is “socialized through the use of language and to 

use language” (Garrett and Baquedano-López, 2002). Socialization studies tend to 

distinguish between the “expert” and the “novice”: 

Socialization is usually mediated by those who are more knowledgeable 

about and proficient in the language and familiar with the culture (the 

‘experts’ or ‘old-timers’) for those with less proficiency (relative ‘novices’ 

or ‘newcomers’) (Duff, 2011, p. 566) 

However, so-called experts may have varying levels of proficiency in their different 

languages, even the language in which they are considered to be socializing the other. 

The novices can also be considered the experts in some languages as they are socialized 

into another (e.g., children can socialize their parents into French). Moreover, they show 
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agency and may not want to reach levels of expertise that may be expected from them 

(e.g., children may not seek to speak Arabic despite pressure from their parents) (Ellis, 

2008; Duff, 2011). Therefore, goals and motivations regarding one’s own socialization or 

others’ socialization should be considered as factors leading to variation. Socialization is 

bi-directional as people socialize each other and consequently socialize themselves into 

their respective roles.  

 Recent language socialization studies have looked at individuals in their 

communities of practice defined by Garrett and Baquedano-López, 2002 as “neither in 

terms of membership alone nor practices alone, but in relational terms that link the two” 

(p. 347). Boundaries of these communities of practice are permeable as individuals 

interact with others (“the group”). Such an approach considers the individual in relation 

to the groups in which they interact. It is these interactions, daily social routines, that are 

the object of close analysis. An analysis of routine practices shows that interactions are 

influenced by many factors and are not simply reproduced as language and identity are 

constantly renegotiated and can change. Recent research has begun to extend the 

investigation of language socialization to the study, not only of children, but of adults as 

significant life changes that involve the acquisition of new languages, such as 

immigration or religious conversion, may take place in adulthood (Garrett, 2008). 

The present study addresses the topic of language socialization processes and uses 

an approach of language socialization that emphasizes the lived realities of the 

individuals even if it does not meet all of the methodological criteria to qualify as a true 

study of language socialization according to the taxonomy proposed by Bronson and 
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Watson-Gegeo (2008, p. 48-51). While this study meets the requirements as laid out by 

Garrett (2008, p. 192-194) of a substantial corpus of audio data collected in the field, an 

ethnographic perspective and attention to links between micro and macro level analyses, 

it is not longitudinal per se due to time constraints. However, the methods employed do 

emphasize that language practices, competencies and attitudes do change over the 

lifespan.  

The present study takes to heart suggested directions for future research. He 

(2008, p. 211) emphasizes that language socialization is co-constructed and interactive in 

nature with individuals engaging “in multiple speech events in multiple settings for 

multiple purposes” and socializing each other. While He specifically refers to 

socialization in the HL (in my case Arabic and/or Berber), these questions are also 

applicable to socialization in the majority language (French). When looking at interaction 

in the context of language contact, and particularly intergenerational contact where 

people may be socialized to different degrees in the different languages, socialization in 

both languages occurs. This study, therefore, explores several methods to better 

understand peoples’ use of both French and the HL as they interact with their 

interlocutors (no matter how few or how many they have) in all of their natural settings 

(no matter how restricted or diverse).  

2.3.2 Self-reported language use through surveys  

Self-reported language use is often criticized as potentially inaccurate and is often 

referred to as a limitation in studies. For example, in their study of Turkish immigrants in 
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Germany, Yağmur & van de Vijver (2012) acknowledged that they “dealt with self-

reports of language use and did not measure actual language use (as far as overt language 

use was concerned)” (p. 1127). Bourhis’ (1983) study of Francophones and Anglophones 

in Montreal cautioned that reported language use “may be a more accurate reflection of 

intergroup stereotypes and socially-desirable responses than of actual patterns of 

language use” (p. 170). Actual language use, then, is lauded as superior. However, due to 

difficulties collecting data on actual language use in the variety of natural settings 

without the researcher influencing data collection (the Observer’s Paradox), the 

researcher must often resort to self-reported language use. The question is: what can self-

reports tell us and how can they be used most effectively? 

A few large-scale quantitative studies of self-reports of L2 proficiency highlight 

the many variables that affect acquisition and its social nature. Stevens (1999) studied the 

self-reports of proficiency of English L2 immigrants to the U.S. in relation to age at 

immigration and length of residence in the U.S. using 1990 census data.  Stevens’ results 

“suggest that age at immigration is related to level of proficiency in English in adulthood 

in large part because the timing of immigration within the life-course sets immigrants 

onto certain life-course trajectories” (pp. 573–4) relating to, for example, education and 

marriage. The purely quantitative analysis thus leads Stevens to advocate for an approach 

that considers language acquisition a social process that involves linguistic input and 

interaction. 

Dewaele (2007) conducted a large-scale, purely quantitative study that asked 

1459 multilingual subjects who had experienced a variety of language contexts (guided, 
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unguided, and mixed language acquisition) to rate their proficiency in all of their 

languages in the form of a detailed questionnaire on the web. The frequency of usage of 

each language (e.g., all day, every day, less than once a week, less than once a month, 

less than once a year) was used to calculate individuals’ degree of socialization in any 

given language. The results from questions of with whom one uses a language (everyone, 

family, friends, colleagues, strangers) revealed that the type of interlocutor was a more 

important predictor of proficiency than the number of interlocutors one had (p. 452). 

Affective factors, such as the perception of a language’s utility and communicative 

anxiety (which might differ with friends, colleagues, strangers, when on the phone, or in 

public), were also shown to affect language proficiency. However, the independent 

variables explained less than half of the variation, leaving room for other explanations 

and/or revealing that speakers are more than a collection of variables that can be 

quantified (p. 461).   

These large-scale quantitative studies have the advantage of looking at large 

numbers of individuals and a variety of variables (e.g., age of immigration, frequency of 

usage, type of interlocutor, affective factors, etc.) as predictors of linguistic proficiency, 

though they are not grounded in qualitative reality. A mixed methodologies approach of 

using surveys and supplementing them with observation in communities of practice helps 

to resolve this. By using mobile surveys that collect information regarding a number of 

actual interactions, I explore a means of capturing actual language use through self-

reports. Moreover, more standard reports of language use during a drawing task offer a 

means of comparison and reveal the participants’ awareness of their language use.  
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Unlike these studies, my concern is not proficiency in the languages; I do not 

approach linguistic proficiency as the dependent measure. Proficiency (both one’s own 

proficiency and that of one’s interlocutors) is considered an independent measure along 

with other variables that affect the languages used in an interaction. Only in the timeline 

drawing task that looks at both linguistic proficiency and language use might proficiency 

be considered a dependent variable, changing over the course of the lifespan. In fact, the 

relationship between proficiency and use are complexly intertwined, sometimes changing 

together, sometimes not.  

2.3.3 Log books and journals  

Students studying abroad, and thus somewhat immersed in a natural language 

acquisition situation, might be considered short-term immigrants. Circumstances around 

their time abroad facilitate using them as subjects of studies. A variety of methods has 

been used in this situation to collect data on language use and proficiency. In addition to 

language assessments, interviews, and on-site observation, Kinginger (2008) collected 

data through logbooks, in which students recorded their language use choices throughout 

the day over the course of three weeks, and bi-weekly journal entries in which students 

made observations about the acquisition process: 

Kinginger’s mixed-method approach offers a fruitful avenue for future 

inquiry, as it links a qualitative understanding of learners’ experiences in 

the form of narrative analysis with a quantitative assessment of their 

linguistic competencies. (Pomerantz, 2013, p. 5)  
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Pomerantz thus sets Kinginger up as an example for using mixed methodologies to 

understand experience and competency. Pomerantz (2013) also employed narratives in 

the form of journal entries to assess learners’ identities and perspectives. Of course, while 

these methods may work well with students studying abroad, and thus literate subjects 

who expect such assignments, a writing task might pose a problem for many natural 

language learners who are illiterate or semi-literate and for people who do not have the 

time for such lengthy tasks.  It is possible, though, that some of the limitations of 

logbooks and conventional diaries can be overcome through the use of new technologies.  

2.3.4 SMS and mobile web surveys 

SMS (short messaging service) surveys consist of sending participants a series of 

questions via SMS, which they then answer by SMS; depending on their answers, 

different questions might be triggered.  SMS surveys have been used in other fields, most 

notably in healthcare, where they have been used with young adults to promote health 

(Suffoletto et al., 2013). For example, the aim of Kuntsche & Robert (2009, p. 423) “was 

to describe the feasibility, advantages and limitations of the combined use of Internet and 

SMS technology to assess alcohol use, and to test whether an SMS sent in the evening 

(i.e., prior to a possible drinking event) changed the respondents' assessment, made on the 

following day, of the number of drinks consumed." The goal of such a study is two-fold: 

(1) it assesses use and (2) it tries to influence the subjects to think about their actions and 

reduce the amount of excessive alcohol consumption, thus changing use.  



 37 

An SMS survey can be used to ask subjects to report immediately on their 

language use in their most recent interactions. Of course, by using SMS surveys in the 

present study, the intention would only be to document and assess language use and 

absolutely not to change it. There is always the possibility that the act of reporting one’s 

language use changes use or that reports of use are affected by language ideologies of the 

participants. However, mobile studies in healthcare suggest that people are more truthful 

when providing information on their mobile phone than when answering questions face 

to face with a doctor (Wortham, 2016). It is expected that this would apply to reports of 

language use as well and that participants’ results reported by mobile phone will be less 

affected by the Observer’s Paradox than in an interview with a researcher.  

The advantage of SMS surveys is that they are easy for people to use if designed 

effectively and that they have the ability to collect a large amount of data. However, due 

to technological circumstances and the number of questions that I intended to ask, it was 

more efficient to use a mobile web survey in which individuals answered questions on a 

website by using their mobile phone. Thus, an invitation to complete the survey via SMS 

prompted them to follow the link to the survey. A study on mobile web survey design by 

Mavletova & Couper, M.P. (2014) found that a scrolling questionnaire (as opposed to 

paging) and an SMS invitation (as opposed to e-mail) led to higher response rates to 

surveys. A mixed mode survey involving both SMS (for the invitation) and web data/wifi 

(for completion of the survey) on a smart mobile device becomes a possibility for 

individuals to report the interactions they have had and the input to which they have been 

exposed.  
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2.3.5 Drawing tasks  

This study explores several methods of data visualization that complement each 

other and that are accompanied by verbal accounts. The drawing tasks employed are 

original and were developed over the course of data collection. However the use of 

images either as part of a task given to a participant or a means of visual analysis on the 

part of the researcher is not new to sociolinguistics.  

Map tasks have been employed in several ways. For example, Brown, Anderson, 

Yule and Shillcock (1983) designed a map task in which one participant described a map 

in front of them and their partner reproduced it. From such collaboration, the 

spontaneous, task-oriented dialogues can be analyzed at many levels. Of more relevance, 

in the field of perceptual dialectology, Preston (1986, 1993) created a map drawing task 

to study people’s mental representations of linguistic variation. The participants were told 

to draw and label areas where “people speak differently” and the boundaries they drew 

were treated as isoglosses. Results suggested that people were sensitive to dialect 

variation in nearby areas through personal experience and exposure and revealed mental 

representations they had of other salient cultural regions. Although the present study does 

not involve a map task, I consider the timeline drawing task to be a similar undertaking 

where both the image produced and the verbal explanation can be analyzed. While the 

map task is a geographic representation that draws on personal experience, the timeline 

task is a temporal representation of one’s linguistic history. 

The other drawing task employed in this study is the web drawing task in which 

participants draw the languages they and their different interlocutors use. Such images 



 39 

have been produced by Le Page & Tabouret-Keller (1985, p. 229) in their analyses of 

verbal descriptions of family language use. However what if the participants themselves 

were to produce such original drawings and describe them?  

2.4 SUMMARY 

This study thus fills a gap in the literature by extending language socialization 

research to adult women of Maghrebi origin in France. It investigates socialization in 

both French and HL, processes that are intertwined: for GEN 1, we look at both 

naturalistic acquisition of French but also the maintenance of HL; for GEN 2, it is 

primarily the acquisition of HL that is explored, as it is more variable than that of French. 

This approach emphasizes the mutual language socialization of generations.  For 

mothers, it is not only about socialization of children but of themselves as well. It is a 

bidirectional process that evolves through language use.  

The question, then, becomes: how can mixed methodologies that draw from a 

variety of fields effectively capture language use? Self-reports through mobile surveys of 

language use in actual interactions provide a means to access daily interactions. 

Interviews and drawing tasks elicit commentary on present language use but also provide 

a longitudinal approach that situates present use and connects language use to 

proficiency. In this way, it is possible to emphasize interactional aspects of language 

socialization that are subject to change across the lifespan. 
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3. Research design and methods 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

 In the context of multilingual immigrant communities, language socialization is a 

complex process that takes place over the course of several generations, often involving 

interactions between minority and majority languages. These can become intertwined to a 

degree, and their use must be considered together, especially if there is a language shift 

from one to the other over the course of generations. While previous studies have shown 

a general shift from Arabic or Berber to French by the third generation, a close look at 

family practices could reveal a variety of profiles. This exploratory study looks at 

families who arrived at different periods from the countries of the Maghreb. Both the 

generation that immigrated either in adulthood (GEN 1) or childhood (GEN 1.5) and 

subsequent generations born in France (GEN 2 and GEN 3) are considered. Questions of 

language socialization by generation are separable but connected. 

Among GEN 1 immigrants, we consider whether or not they learn the language of the 

country of residence. How much do they use it and how comfortable do they become in 

it? Are there certain factors that impact socialization in French?  At the same time, what 

happens to their use of and proficiency in their HL? Do they maintain their HL or show 

signs of attrition? What languages do they speak with their children? To what extent do 

they exercise choice? One common account of such interactions is that the parents speak 

to their children in the language of origin (Arabic or Berber) but their children respond in 

the majority language (French). Why might this pattern be so prevalent? 
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Among GEN 2, it is a given that they will learn the French language at school and 

that they will speak “fluently” (even if some parents may exhibit fear that their children 

won’t succeed in French if they speak only Arabic or Berber at home), though it is not a 

given that they will be able to understand, let alone speak, Arabic or Berber. We thus ask: 

When do they hear the HL and from whom? When do they themselves use it? What 

factors affect their use of the HL? What insecurities do they have? What do they see as 

the value of the HL? If there is an initiative to transmit and acquire the language on the 

part of the parents (when their children are young) or on the part of the children (typically 

grown children who have become aware of the lack (un manque) and regret it), what are 

they learning – the dialect or literary Arabic (notably to read the Koran) – and how do 

they go about doing it (speaking in the home vs. going to classes vs. studying alone)?  

Thus, against a backdrop of language shift, there is the possibility for variation in 

family practices, especially when looking at the minority language whose use is less 

predictable. We can look at both the linguistic socialization of GEN 1 in the language of 

the country of residence – in this case French – and the linguistic socialization of the 

GEN 2+ in the language of the country of origin – in this case Arabic (Algerian, 

Moroccan, Tunisian) or Berber. How do the languages affect each other and how do the 

different generations interact? Can we identify different profiles? If so, what might 

explain their variation?  

By using a variety of complementary data based on accounts and self-reports of 

language use, proficiency, and attitudes, we can take, in a sense, both a longitudinal 

approach and a cross-sectional one. Linguistic histories that people recount during a 
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drawing task provide a better understanding of how they themselves view their languages 

over the course of the lifespan. The claims they make along the way concerning the 

languages they used growing up, upon going to school, or upon moving to France provide 

glimpses of different points in time. In another drawing task, accounts of who their 

interlocutors are provide a current snapshot of language use. Finally, reports on specific 

interactions collected via mobile surveys serve as a precise way to measure the accuracy 

of their statements of language use and allow us to pose the question of whether the 

individuals are aware of their linguistic habits. These different tasks (interviews, mobile 

surveys, and drawings) form a whole (un tout) to better understand what happens in these 

families. 

3.2 OVERVIEW 

 Interviews were conducted with as many women in the family as I could meet. 

Topics ranged from immigration history to accounts of language use to self-ratings of 

language abilities and language attitudes. Although I went in with the same questions 

each time, some interviews (especially one-on-one) were more question and answer while 

others (especially when several people were involved) flowed much more naturally and 

took many courses, sometimes in unexpected directions. When possible and/or necessary, 

I followed up with a second interview to fill in any gaps.  

 In the follow-up interviews I conducted, two drawing tasks supplemented the oral 

interviews in order to understand more clearly the full scope of the subjects’ language, 

including details that would otherwise not have come up naturally. They proved to be an 
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effective means of capturing individuals’ views of their language use. Participants drew a 

timeline representing their language use in each of their languages from birth to present 

as well as linguistic proficiency in said languages throughout their lifespan, drawing 

attention to any moments of change. After being shown an example, they drew and 

described what they were drawing, explaining either at the same time or subsequently, 

depending on the circumstances (whether others were present, whether they wanted time 

to reflect, etc.). I asked questions to be sure I understood, and their explanations often led 

seamlessly into the second task. In this task, I asked them to diagram a network with 

themselves at the center of their interlocutors, and to indicate with bi-directional arrows 

the languages that they speak with others and the languages in which others speak with 

them. The diagrams allowed interviewees to visualize some of the questions from the 

interviews and helped them distill the information into something more coherent, 

facilitating my analysis of their language practices.  

 Finally, subjects were given an opportunity to participate in a series of surveys 

sent to their phone via SMS (text message) once or twice a day for five weeks. The 

questionnaire asked them about details of their two most recent interactions (whether oral 

(e.g., face to face or on the phone) or written (e.g., text message or internet chat)): who 

their interlocutors were, how close they are to the interlocutors, their interlocutors’ ability 

in French and Arabic or Berber, the languages they themselves used, the languages their 

interlocutors used, topics of conversations, length of conversations, location of 

conversations, etc.  See the Appendix for the full questionnaire. These text messages 

provide glimpses of specific instances of language use, “observations” that would 
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otherwise be impossible for the researcher to gather. Like the information collected in 

interviews, these are self-reports, but they do serve as a useful comparison of specific 

conversations in real time with claims of general language use.  

 The variety of original methods (oral, visual and digital) provides a way to 

triangulate how participants self-report their language use. The balance of this chapter 

presents the methods employed in this study. After stating research goals and questions, I 

describe first the oral interviews, then the mobile surveys, and finally the drawing tasks. 

This organization reflects the chronology of the different methods: while the interviews 

provide qualitative scaffolding, the mobile surveys provide a quantitative calculation of 

language use, and the drawing tasks serve as a way to verify and reflect on those findings. 

3.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Question 1. What languages are these women using in interaction? And what are the 

circumstances in which the languages are used? The mobile surveys allow us to quantify 

responses in Chapter 4, showing overall trends and differences between people, and to go 

into more detail regarding language use with particular interlocutors in Chapter 5. 

Question 2. How do women describe their language use? The drawing tasks during 

the interviews provide an opportunity for the women to explain their language use. 

Chapter 5 treats the web drawings in detail, using the timeline task as scaffolding. Since 

more people participated in the drawing task than in the mobile survey, this also serves as 

an opportunity to expand the sample size and make predictions about the larger 

population.  
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Question 3. How can mixed methodologies be used to triangulate this information 

accurately? Does the self-reporting of language use in interviews facilitated by a drawing 

task accurately reflect what an individual does when reporting in more or less real time? 

Chapter 5 unites these methods. 

Question 4. How does language use reflect processes of language socialization? How 

is present language use situated in the lifespan? What does language index? How is 

language tied to identity? These questions are explored in Chapters 5 and 6.  

3.4 ACCESSING A MINORITY POPULATION 

Paris, a city with many museums (Institut du monde arabe and Musée de 

l’immigration among them), neighborhood associations offering French classes to 

immigrants and Arabic classes to those interested, and a large Maghrebi population, was 

a logical choice for a home base. I was familiar with Paris and put my personal contacts 

to use, contacting friends of friends. This led me to YOUSRA, a young woman of Tunisian 

origin. YOUSRA, like all names in this discussion is a pseudonym. YOUSRA readily 

volunteered her family for an interview (herself, mother and sisters) if I was willing to 

travel to Rouen, where she had grown up and where her parents and youngest sister OLFA 

still lived. Once they completed an interview, they vouched for me and put me in touch 

with other family friends there, occasioning another trip to Normandy. 

My search for opportunities to work on my Arabic language skills became the 

principal means for meeting potential participants.  I had previously taken courses in 

literary Arabic and Syrian-Lebanese dialects. However, given the origin of my research 
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participants, Maghrebi dialects would be more useful. I was interested in dialectal Arabic 

in order to better understand day-to-day conversation between family members and 

friends. Practicing Moroccan, Tunisian and Algerian languages became both a goal and a 

means of constituting a sample population. I thus searched for Maghrebi Arabic classes. 

While literary Arabic courses are widespread for both children and adults, dialect classes 

are few and far between.  

The Institut du Monde Arabe was the logical place to begin, and there I took an 

intensive week-long Maghrebi dialects course. I subsequently learned of more affordable 

classes offered by an association in a more “popular” neighborhood. There, several 

students who were of Maghrebi origin and wanted to improve their HL fit my profile, 

most notably CHERIFA, a 60-year-old woman of Algerian origin from the Nièvre who 

travelled to Paris once a month specifically for the weekend courses. While she 

understood dialectal Arabic well, she had difficulty speaking. We met regularly when she 

visited Paris and she later invited me to visit her and introduced me to friends of hers.  

Language exchanges turned out to be the most fruitful way of making initial 

contacts. YOUSRA and I met weekly to practice English, French and Tunisian Arabic and 

developed a friendship. I then learned of Conversation ExchangeTM 

(www.conversationexchange.com), a social networking website which serves to connect 

people wishing to practice the languages of their choosing with a native speaker of that 

language. I created a profile, saying that my native language was English and that I was 

only looking for face-to-face conversation for French and Arabic. The options for Arabic 

included Arabic, Moroccan Arabic, Egyptian Arabic and Middle Eastern Arabic but not 
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Algerian or Tunisian. Thus, more specifically, I listed Arabic and Moroccan Arabic as 

my practicing languages to narrow down my search to people who were more likely to be 

from the Maghreb and general enough to reach Algerians and Tunisians in addition to 

Moroccans. In my description, I alluded to my research topic. I then searched for all 

women in the Paris region who listed Arabic and/or Moroccan (and sometimes French) as 

their native languages. Some 20 people fit the description and I wrote them, asking if 

they wanted to meet up for conversation. A good number of people responded to my 

note. There is a lot of demand for English conversation on the website and from what I 

gathered from people I met through it, they hardly ever received responses from English 

speakers they had contacted. By making myself available at times and in places that were 

convenient for them, I was able to meet at least a dozen people, whereas I was often only 

the first or second person they had met through the exchange. 

Some message exchanges (often in a combination of French and English) did not 

materialize into meetings. Others resulted in a single meeting in a café or park but went 

no further. Some people I met through Conversation ExchangeTM did not fit the 

requirement of having either parents or children in France (i.e., at least two generations), 

though they had family members who did. I met the nieces of HAYAT and ZINEB and the 

husband of ASMA on the site and subsequently met the women who participated. Others 

resulted in regular exchanges. It was on this site that I met AMEL and SHEREZADE. We 

became close and while the first interviews were centered around working on Arabic and 

English, we pretty soon started seeing each other just to chat in our mutually strong 

language: French. I interviewed AMEL with her mother after I was invited over for 
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couscous. SHEREZADE put me in touch with a few friends in the Paris region (FARIEL and 

SOUAD) as well as Toulouse, where she had grown up (LUBNA, NAJAT, ZOULIKHA and 

HAFIDA).  

I pursued all possible leads. Eventually other friends of mine thought of people 

they knew: thus three more connections were made (NADIA, YASMINA and FATIHA). 

YOUSRA also put me in touch with someone she knew who was in charge of activities at a 

socio-cultural center in a popular Paris neighborhood. I obtained three interviews with 

women who were in some way members of the association. HAJIBA and MALIKA were 

assistantes maternelles who brought children they took care of to a playgroup once a 

week. I became a regular, helping with activities and observing the women in interaction. 

The other activities offered were also of interest to me. I sat in on some French literacy 

classes for immigrants. The third interviewee, TASSADIT, had volunteered her French 

skills in such classes when she had lived in the neighborhood.  

I also sat in on some literary Arabic classes for children. My literary Arabic 

reading skills were put to the test when the teacher asked me to read aloud what he had 

written on the board along with his students. The girls also wanted to see my handwriting 

in Arabic. An American who can read and write! The girls went home talking to their 

mothers about me, and on the last day, the teacher introduced me to them when they 

picked up their children after class. One mother invited me over for a couscous on my 

last day in France and several friends (all women, of course) came by, either just passing 

through or specifically to see me. They would have been the perfect participants had I 

met them earlier. But at that point, I had enough to work with and I just enjoyed being a 
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part of the group as they chatted amongst each other in a mix of French and Arabic.  This 

confirmed, though, the naturalness of interviewing women and doing so in a group 

setting, which was often the case. 

3.5 THE PEOPLE 

 In total, I interviewed 26 families. Figures 3.1a, b and c diagram the network that 

I built with myself at the center. Each oval with a letter represents a family. The arrows 

show the type of connection: a solid line indicates that the relationship was made in 

person; a broken line indicates that we met online; a dotted line indicates that we met via 

an association. A small circle on the arrow between myself and the family represents a 

person who served as an intermediary. The different versions of the network illustrate 

details of country of origin, date of arrival in France and current residence. 

As shown in Figure 3.1a, three families were Tunisian in origin (shaded blue), ten 

were of Algerian origin (six of whom were Berber (all Kabyle), four Arab – shaded green 

and yellow respectively), and thirteen were Moroccan (one of whom was Berber, one of 

whom was half Berber/half Arab, and eleven of whom were Arab – shaded red). 

The families arrived in France at a variety of dates, as shown in Figure 3.1b, 

which provides the date of arrival of the GEN 1 mother. One family arrived in 1960 

(though CHERIFA wasn’t sure of the year). Eight families (in dark gray) arrived in the 

1970s. Six (in medium gray) arrived between 1980 and 1986. Three (in medium-light 

gray) arrived between 1989 and 1992. Four families (in light gray) arrived in the early 
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2000s (i.e., 2001-2003 range). Four families (in white) arrived in the 2010s (i.e., 2009 to 

2013 range).  

Figure 3.1c shows the families according to where they currently reside. Twelve 

(in white) were in Ile-de-France. Four (in blue) were in Normandy: both generations of 

Families O and G resided in Normandy (dark blue) whereas generations of Families J and 

D were split between Ile-de-France and Normandy (light blue). Four families (in red) 

were around Toulouse: both generations of Families F, Q and R resided there (dark red) 

whereas the grandmother in Family E resided in Paris while mother and children were in 

Toulouse (light red). Two families (light yellow) lived in the South of France, though the 

daughters I met lived in Paris (I never met the mothers). Four families (green) were from 

Central/Eastern France: both generations lived in the province in Families B and N (dark 

green) whereas the younger generations of families C and A were in Paris (light green). 
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a. Shaded by country of origin 

 
b. Shaded by date of immigration to France 

Figure 3.1 Network of participating families  
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c. Shaded by region of residence 

Figure 3.1, cont. Network of participating families  

 
Table 3.1 summarizes the circumstances surrounding the family’s participation in 

the different tasks: whether they completed group and/or individual interviews, drawing 

tasks, and mobile surveys. Table 3.2 provides a summary of the biographical data (much 

of which is explained in the above figures).  
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Table 3.1 Family participation in different tasks            



 54 

 

Table 3.2 Family immigration history and residence 
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3.6 INTERVIEWS 

3.6.1 Design and flexibility  

Participation in an interview was the one task that was expected of all 

participants. As anticipated, it quickly became clear that I could go in to the field with 

certain expectations but would need to be flexible. Ideally, I would have spoken to at 

least two generations of women in each family and I would have done two rounds of 

interviews for each person, the first as a participant in the family group and the second in 

a one-on-one interview. There were several reasons for beginning with a group interview. 

I expected the women to be more comfortable in a group setting with a familiar person 

present. I was not sure what the language skills were of each of the women, and it would 

be easier to communicate with a woman who did not speak much French if someone else 

could interpret. I would also obtain recordings of interactions between family members. I 

would then follow up with the families in a second round upon reviewing the first 

interview recordings in order to fill in gaps. By the second interview, it was expected that 

people would be more comfortable with me. The purpose of doing this one-on-one was 

that there might be certain topics that are not easily discussed in front of others. For 

example, any conversations about relationships (especially with a non-Arab) would be 

taboo with a mother present. The second interview would also serve as a follow-up to the 

mobile survey if the participant chose to participate.  

 Two rounds of interviews (both in a group and one-on-one) with multiple 

generations were accomplished to varying degrees with different families. Sometimes it 
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was only possible to do a single interview with families (either as a group or one-on-one).  

In a few cases, I did two rounds of one-on-one interviews with women in order to follow 

up on previous statements or discuss the mobile surveys. If I did a follow-up interview 

after a family interview, it was often only with a single generation (usually the younger 

generation). In one case, I had two group interviews with a family. Table 3.1 shows 

whether group and/or individual interviews were conducted with families.  

3.6.2 Circumstances of interviews 

 In the vast majority of cases, interviews were done in the home of the participants, 

a place that was intended to be both comfortable and private. We were usually in the 

living room though sometimes migrated to the kitchen as women prepared mint tea and 

snacks or even gave me a cooking lesson. This lent itself to a casual atmosphere. This is 

also a setting where there might be interruptions (e.g., a phone call) or other family 

members coming and going.  

Bell’s (1984) model of audience design captures the dynamics of the interviews, and I 

borrow his terminology. Sometimes other family members would join in the conversation 

(becoming a speaker, addressee or overhearer at different times) or would be in the room 

but involved in something else (e.g., working, playing a video game, etc.). In a few cases 

where an interview at home was not possible, we met in cafés (which are not the most 

quiet or private settings: there might have been eavesdroppers) or in a space provided by 

a neighborhood association. 
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3.6.2.1 Speakers: one or several speakers 

Generations present # Families Families 

3 interviewed 2 C, E 

2 interviewed with younger present 2 O, T 

2 interviewed 10 B, D, G, I, J, N, Q, R, V, Y 

1 interviewed with younger present 7 F, P, S, U, W, X, Z 

1 interviewed 5 A, H, K, L, M 

Table 3.3 Families by number of generations interviewed 

 Table 3.3 shows the number of active participants (i.e., speakers) in each family 

interview. Three generations were interviewed in two families. Two generations were 

interviewed in twelve families; a third generation too young to interview was present in 

two of the interviews. One generation was interviewed in twelve families; a second 

younger generation was present in seven of those families. In interviews with a single 

generation, sometimes it was an older generation who participated (K, M), a middle 

generation (A) or a younger generation (F, H, L, U).  

3.6.2.2 Addressee: the researcher 

 I, the researcher, conducted all of the interviews and was always present. As 

expected given the Observer’s Paradox, I acknowledge that my presence and 

observations would have influenced the content of the interviews and the participants’ 

language behaviors. However this effect would have been a constant throughout the 
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whole data collection. My being American meant that subjects often felt the need to 

explain things as if I knew nothing. For example, they would freely describe their 

different languages in relatively simple terms in a way in which their attitudes towards 

those languages came out. If I were Arab or Berber, these topics might have felt more 

contrived because it would be expected that I know all of this. If I were French, I believe 

that the subjects would not have felt as comfortable talking about sensitive topics 

regarding French and Arab dynamics. Thus being an outsider served me well for the type 

of information I sought. 

 Of course, as an outsider, there are other challenges – building a network, 

working to build people’s trust – though there are some aspects that put me in a position 

to surmount them. I had easier access to women in my age range (25-35) and friendships 

were built naturally. While some women my age were the daughters of immigrants and 

either shared the experiences of their mothers or introduced me to their mothers, other 

women were themselves mothers and spoke of their experiences with their children. That 

I was soon to be married, a fact that came up in conversation, often led women to bring 

out family photo albums, describe marriage customs, etc. And having lived in France as a 

child and young adult, I knew the French school system, both as a student and as a 

teacher. I had experienced being a foreigner in France, though admittedly, being an 

American in France is very different from being a Maghrebi. I did, however, have the 

experience of coming to France at age seven and learning French in a naturalistic setting. 

I could compare my experience of a ready-made social network of children at school with 

that of my mother who did not have such easy access to social interactions. This is the 
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kind of picture that participants themselves would recount.  

 My interest in Arabic served me well. I met several participants through language 

classes and through Conversation Exchange (as explained in § 3.4), so we had a common 

interest in languages. And when they presented me to families, this is often how they 

presented me. I made a point of emphasizing I had studied both literary and dialectal 

Arabic, not wanting to prioritize one or the other. I wanted to show that I value dialect, 

their spoken languages, and so I made it known that I was working on my Moroccan, 

Tunisian and Algerian and that I had found classes to do this. Most people had no idea 

such a thing existed and were curious as to why I would take courses in the vernacular 

rather than in literary Arabic, indicating the prioritization of the standard language over 

the dialect.  

 My Jewishness (albeit non-practicing) came up on occasion. Women who became 

friends of mine were aware of this. If they presented me to friends of theirs, they did not 

mention my religion in my presence, but it is something I would not have felt the need to 

disclose or the need to hide. If they asked about my religion, either because they 

suspected it from my name or because they were just curious if I were religious or not, I 

just said that I was Jewish and that it was something I regard as cultural. Sometimes 

Judaism came up in conversation in passing and it was usually in the context of 

lamenting what is happening now and recalling that religion never used to be a problem: 

for them, Muslims and Jews had simply coexisted in the Maghreb.  Of course, this 

discourse of peaceful coexistence can be deployed for political reasons and is itself 
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subject to historical debate. In other words, it can be exaggerated or minimized according 

to current desires. 

When meeting families through intermediaries, I let them present me. They might 

have emphasized that I was studying Arabic or that I was interested in the transmission of 

HL from mother to child or that I was interested in parents’ and grandparent’s stories of 

arriving in France. In my mind, these topics were intertwined and it would have been 

difficult to control what was said. I was comfortable with any of these topics as a prompt 

for conversation; the important thing was to encourage people to feel they could trust me 

in letting me into their homes and lives and to feel comfortable enough talking to me.  

3.6.2.3 Addressees and Overhearers: other family members 

 On several occasions, children were present during the interviews. If they 

participated at all, it was usually for a short period of time. They tended to be 

overhearers. Sometimes the person who introduced me to the family was present during 

the interview; this person might have been a niece or friend and tended to participate in 

the interview. 

 Men (husbands or fathers) were also occasionally present, usually only for a small 

portion of the conversation, typically while they were on their way to or from work, or 

during a lull in a soccer match on TV. Sometimes they were overhearers that the women 

were aware of but not addressing. Sometimes the women addressed them to ask their 

opinion. Conversation between them would ensue: they would become the speakers and 

addressees while I would become an overhearer.  Sometimes they would spontaneously 
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join in and address me: in such situations, the men were the speakers, the women the 

overhearers and I the addressee. It was clear that these were topics that elicited 

conversation and emotion and they couldn’t help but participate for a little while. I did 

not get the sense that in these instances with men present, the women were changing their 

stances or attitudes. If anything, their presence brought out more complexity and, at 

times, disagreement in conversations that may not have occurred otherwise. 

 A few group interviews that do not conform to the mother-daughter-interviewer 

design stand out as especially rich. In Family R, the father, mother, daughter, and son 

came as a package. Even on the second interview where I told the daughter it would be 

great to talk to her and her mother each alone, it turned into a family event. When 

CHERIFA set up an interview with friends of hers, she felt the need to warn me that people 

would not be able to sit still and answer questions for long; I assured her that was fine. 

The group conversation that ensued between her, her friend, the friend’s sister-in-law and 

her friend’s son’s girlfriend touched on all of the subjects I was interested in naturally 

and I hardly had to say a word. I would chime in every once in a while with questions to 

guide the conversation in a certain direction. This was often prompted by someone else 

saying, “maybe Anna has another question” after having noticed the conversation going 

off on some tangent. Such a group conversation between women was a natural setting for 

personal topics to be addressed. 

 Although these situations were not what I originally anticipated (and it was 

sometimes hard to get specific information about everyone), these interviews produced 

useful material, and family interactions were more dynamic than questions and answers. 
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They would sometimes question each other or bring up information about family 

members that they remembered or thought was important. A variety of topics naturally 

came up in group conversations. This helped me determine what was important, what 

topics were most relevant to them, what I should ask of others, and what I needed to look 

out for as I analyzed data. 

3.6.3 Technical aspects of interviews 

 Except for a few common expressions in Arabic, I spoke in French, my stronger 

language – which, after all, was in keeping with the norm since conversation with 

strangers is typically in French. I made a point of saying that they could use any 

languages they wished and that I could understand some of what they were saying in 

Arabic. I encouraged them to speak naturally with each other in whatever languages they 

wanted. I would have help in translating the HL. Sometimes the interviews were 

interrupted by phone calls or by other family members coming and going. Thus in 

conversation with me, the language used was predominantly French. Between family 

members, though, it varied. The vast majority was in French. If they were using Arabic or 

Berber, it was typically with older women (grandmothers).  

 Because participants varied in terms of literacy level, I obtained approval from the 

IRB for participants to give oral consent. Thus, rather than have people read the terms, I 

read a script with all of the information and they accepted verbally to participate (or not) 

instead of with a signature. The recording and my own signature serve as proof of 

acceptance to participate. Interviews were recorded with a TASCAM DR-100mkII 2-
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Channel Portable Digital Recorder that was placed on a table in the center of all speakers.

 The interviews varied in length. With the exception of one 35-minute interview 

due to last-minute time constraints, the shortest interviews lasted 84 minutes, the longest 

326 minutes. These durations reflect the total interview time, including the second 

interview if there was one. In total, there are 67 hours of recording, not all  useable due to 

noise and/or distractions. On average, there are 155 minutes of recordings per family. 

3.6.4 Topics and questions of interview 

 Interviews covered a variety of topics. Sometimes they arose from my asking 

specific questions from the topics described below. Sometimes the topics came up in 

conversation more naturally. There was no fixed order, though typically we would start 

by talking about family. Participants were typically asked : 

• To describe their families 

o parents, siblings, husbands, children 

o who was in France 

• about their place of origin 

o where their family is from 

o what the dialect of that region is like 

o whether they visit 

o whether there was/is a plan to return permanently 

• their history of immigration:  

o who came first to France and when 
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o for what reason 

o what the arrival in France was like 

o what their level of French was at the time 

• what languages they use(d) 

o growing up 

o with parents, with siblings 

o with children 

o when 

• about socialization in French 

o whether they had studied it in school in the Maghreb 

o whether they had participated in any associations upon arriving in France 

o with whom they interacted and spoke French 

o what facilitated their acquisition 

• about socialization in their Arabic dialect/Berber 

o whether they learned to speak with their family 

o when they used it 

o whether they wrote it and how (with what alphabet) 

o whether parents had strategies for getting their children to speak 

o what other families are examples of children learning the language 

o what other families are examples of children not learning the language 

• about their ability in literary Arabic  

o whether it was a priority for them 
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o whether they could read or write  

o whether they had studied it in school in the Maghreb 

o whether they or their children took classes in France  

o what those classes were like 

o what the purpose was 

• about how they view their languages  

o adjectives or associations to describe the French language 

o adjectives or associations to describe their HL 

o adjectives or associations to describe literary Arabic 

• to self-rate their proficiency in each of their languages: French, dialect of Arabic, 

Berber, literary Arabic on a 5-point scale 

o ability to understand 

o ability to speak 

o ability to read  

o ability to write 

• to talk about their mother tongue 

o which language(s) they consider it to be 

o what langue maternelle means to them 

o what it is for other members of the family 

• about their identity 

o how they identify themselves (French, Tunisian, Maghrebi, French-

Algerian,  French of Moroccan origin, Arab, Kabyle, Muslim) 
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o how they feel when speaking each of their languages 

• identification as Arab 

o choice in children’s names (Arab names vs. French names vs. something 

in between (passe-partout) 

o whether or not to reveal that they spoke Arabic on their CV 

• what is important to transmit from generation to generation 

o in general 

o when it comes to language 

o any regrets or fears of not transmitting something  

• to tell stories 

o of a situation where language caused confusion  

o of a moment when they felt comfortable in French 

o of daily routine 

o of visiting their country of origin 

Topics evolved over the course of the data collection period as I learned about what to 

expect in conversations and as I tried to unravel certain complexities that presented 

themselves. As people described changes over their lifetimes, I tried to pinpoint moments 

of change and corresponding stages regarding the use of their languages. As I learned 

about the importance of owning a home in the country of origin (even if it is only used 

rarely), I increasingly asked where people stayed when visiting in order to elicit the topic. 

The notion of respect came up in almost every interview and I began to ask a little more 

about what they meant by it. Current events (interviews were conducted in the months 
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following the tragic events of January 7, 2015 at Charlie Hebdo and Hyper Cacher but 

before the attacks of November 13, 2015) would come up, with participants usually 

wondering how the situation had come to this and worrying about l’amalgame, people 

equating all Muslims with extremists.  

3.6.5 Research questions 

 Comparison of participants’ answers to four interview questions dealing with the 

connection between language and identity is possible: 

 Question 1. How do they view their different languages? 

Participants were asked to describe French, dialectal Arabic and/or Berber, and literary 

Arabic. They were told they could use adjectives to describe the language or could name 

associations they have with the languages. The topic often came up naturally in 

conversation. 

Hypothesis: Associations with dialects and literary Arabic were expected to differ given 

the diglossic situation. Literary Arabic and French were expected to be attributed greater 

power than dialects. Dialects were expected to be associated with family and home. 

 Question 2. How do participants rate their LINGUISTIC  ABILITIES? 

Participants were asked to rate their ability to speak, understand, read, and write in 

French, Berber and/or their dialect of Arabic, and literary Arabic using a Scale from 1 to 

5 to finish the sentence “I speak/understand/read/write French/Berber/dialect/literary 

Arabic_________________”: 

 1: pas du tout: NOT AT ALL 



 68 

 2: pas très bien: NOT VERY WELL 

 3: assez bien: PRETTY WELL 

 4: bien: WELL 

 5: très bien: VERY WELL 

Hypothesis: Regarding abilities to speak and understand, it was expected that, if they did 

not rate both languages equally, GEN 1 might rate their HL abilities higher than their 

French abilities and that GEN 2 would do the reverse. Reading and writing abilities 

would depend on where and when one was educated but were excluded due to the 

complexity of analyses. 

 Question 3. What do participants consider to be their langue maternelle and why?  

Participants were asked what language they consider to be their mother tongue and what 

it means to them (i.e., their definition). 

Hypothesis: GEN 1 would consider their MT to be the HL while GEN 2 might consider 

it to be either the HL and/or French. 

 Question 4. How do participants identify themselves? 

The question of how one identifies is also complex. They were asked to choose a “label” 

(une étiquette) for themselves as if they were presenting themselves to others. Since 

identifying as Arab (or an equivalent) and/or French could cause some sensitivity due to 

pressures to integrate into French society (as the quotes in Chapter 6 will show), I 

approached this question carefully. Distancing myself as much as possible from such 

expectations, I couched the question as very American (it is certainly very un-French, at 

least in an official capacity due to laïcité), hopefully reminding them that I am American 
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and thus an outsider without expectations. 

Hypothesis: While recent GEN 1 would identify with the country of origin, GEN 1 who 

have been in France longer and GEN 2 might also identify with French, creating a dual 

identity, and GEN 2 might shift so far as to identify only as French. 

3.6.6 Transcription and coding 

 After the interviews took place, they were saved as .wav files. Using a program 

called f5™ (https://www.audiotranskription.de/english), I transcribed the French. The 

Arabic and Berber that was thought to be relevant was transcribed using Latin script and 

translated with the help of native speakers. I followed the transcription protocol described 

by Tagliamonte (2006), using conventions that are appropriate to French since interviews 

were primarily in French. The transcripts were then imported in MaxQDA™ for 

qualitative analysis. Transcripts were coded for topics of conversation, beginning with 

topics described in § 3.6.4 and then in further detail.  Research questions listed in § 3.6.5 

were analyzed consistently using Excel. 

3.6.6.1 Language associations  

 On the first pass of coding, whole passages were coded for associations with each 

language. Often, though, the descriptions were intertwined and I had to further identify 

phrases regarding each language. If a word was repeated by a participant, I reduced it to a 

single token so that when word frequencies were run, if a word appeared several times, it 

was because it was said by several people. Irrelevant words were excluded. This process 

resulted in about 100 different tokens per language. Word clouds were then produced for 
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each language. This analysis considers how the languages are viewed in general by all of 

the participants without looking at a comparison of who said what. In this way, it 

provides an overview of how the languages are perceived; the word clouds are found in 

Chapter 1. 

3.6.6.2 Linguistic ability  

In the interviews, participants rated themselves on four measures (speaking, 

listening, writing and reading) for each of their languages on a 5-point scale from NOT AT 

ALL to VERY WELL. From these measures, I proceeded to calculate their oral and written 

proficiency: the average of the speaking and listening ratings was calculated to create 

measures of FRENCH ORAL PROFICIENCY and HL ORAL PROFICIENCY (Arabic 

dialect or Berber language); the average of writing and reading ratings was calculated to 

create a written proficiency measure for French and for literary Arabic. Due to the 

complexities of literacy in either language and confusion about whether they were talking 

about dialectal or literary Arabic, I set the written proficiency measure aside and 

continued to only work with the oral self-assessments. The decision to use only the oral 

measure is also consistent with how the participants rated their interlocutors’ linguistic 

ability in the mobile surveys. 

When the participants rated their proficiency in each language, each language was 

considered independently of the other(s). Subsequently, I compared ability in French to 

ability in the HL. People can be described as HL DOMINANT if they rate themselves more 

highly in the HL than in French, BALANCED if they rate their French and HL abilities 
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equally, and FRENCH DOMINANT if they rate themselves more highly in French than in the 

HL.  

 With one exception where a participant modestly rated herself as (4) in each 

language (French, Arabic and Kabyle), everyone else rated themselves as (5) in at least 

one language. It is unlikely that the women I refer to as “balanced” would actually think 

of themselves as such. Sometimes they do say that they are more comfortable in one 

language over another but it depends on so many circumstances and they use the 

languages in such different ways that it is difficult to compare them. It is simpler to take 

this approach where I compare their ability in one language with the other based on 

independent ratings that the people have given.  

3.6.6.3 Mother tongue  

 Answers to what the participants consider to be their langue maternelle can be 

analyzed by and large in a straightforward manner even if the participants themselves 

usually offer complex answers. The answers can essentially be reduced to three 

categories: 

 HL: e.g., dialectal Arabic, Moroccan, Tunisian, Algerian, Kabyle, Berber 

 BOTH: both French and the HL are considered mother tongues 

 FRENCH: French   

3.6.6.4 Identity 

 Answers regarding identity, too, are complex, though they are treated in a similar 

manner to mother tongue. However, instead of three categories, I created four, allowing 
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for prioritizing one identity over the other when claiming both: 

• MAT (e.g., Moroccan, Tunisian, Algerian, Kabyle, Arab, Muslim) 

• MAT>FRENCH (e.g., marocaine française, arabe française, Tunisian living in 

France, Algerian Kabyle French) 

• FRENCH>MAT (e.g., French of Algerian origin, Franco-Moroccan) 

• FRENCH 

3.6.7 Analysis 

 Linguistic abilities of the participants who completed the drawing tasks are 

discussed in Chapter 5. In Chapter 6, linguistic ability of all participants is considered as 

a function of percentage of lifespan in France (i.e., generation and date of arrival in 

France). Chapter 6 then goes on to discuss mother tongue and identity, first comparing 

the short answers described above and then unpacking the full explanations and factors 

behind those answers. These are discussed as a function of generation as well as 

linguistic ability, looking at change from one generation to the next. This analysis is only 

superficial, raising relevant issues for future study of language and identity. 

3.7 MOBILE SURVEY METHODS  

3.7.1 Participants 

 During the interviews, the option of participating in the mobile survey task was 

presented to women whom I would have a possibility of following long term since 

participation would last roughly six weeks (including the trial period and data collection 
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period) and I would need time to re-interview them after those six weeks had concluded. 

The women who agreed to participate were self-selected, as well, since they needed to be 

comfortable using a smart phone to input data. Ten women agreed to complete the trial 

week. One woman was not timely enough in responding and therefore did not continue. 

The other nine women participated in the mobile survey to the end. The women are 

described in Table 4.1 with reference to their age at the time of the interview, age of 

arrival in France, the family they are a part of, whether they are of Moroccan, Algerian or 

Tunisian origin, their heritage language, whether or not they are married and whether 

their husband is a speaker of the HL, whether or not they have children and the children’s 

ages, and whether or not they work or are a student. 

3.7.2 Design 

The mobile survey is modeled on Dalhoumi and Cosnier’s (1981) analysis of 

daily interactions as recounted by North African immigrants. Dalhoumi and Cosnier 

(1981) asked their subjects to recount the events of the previous day, assuming it was a 

“normal” day, and from this narrative the researchers extracted the relevant information 

for capturing the rhythm of interactions. Similarly, the mobile surveys in this study work 

on the assumption that there is a rhythm to the day: that some interactions are habitual 

(the question regarding frequency can confirm this), that participants have different types 

of interactions at different times of day (amassed results of time can confirm this), and 

that interactions during the week and weekend likely differ if one works during the week 

(the variable week/weekend). Thus every hour from 8am to 11pm on both weekdays and 
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weekends were sampled (twice on weekdays, once on the weekend). Rather than rely on 

a single day, the mobile surveys allow us to piece together the information over the 

course of a five-week sampling period so that the results are more representative of 

typical interactions. By asking participants to only think about the interactions in the 

previous hour, and more specifically the last two interactions they have had, the 

information is expected to be more exact. If they haven’t had that many interactions in 

the previous hour, it is assumed that the latest interactions are still fresh enough in their 

memories. If the participants have had many interactions in the hour, it is expected that 

they can answer more accurately for the most recent interactions. 

3.7.3 Survey questions 

The mobile survey was the same each time it was sent. During a week-long trial, 

participants familiarized themselves with the survey so that they were comfortable 

answering and so that they could respond promptly. The survey was sent in French; refer 

to the Appendix for snapshots of the survey as it would appear on a mobile phone. 

On the first page, participants were asked a few questions in order to make data 

collection more orderly.  

• ID number? The participants identified themselves with a number given to them 

so that I recognized them but the results were otherwise anonymous. 

• Time? They identified the time that was stated in the SMS to which they were 

responding. Qualtrics™ automatically collects the time at which they start and 

finish the survey. 
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• Language at the moment? They recorded the language they were using (if any) at 

the moment they received the SMS. 

• Number of interactions? They recorded how many interactions they had had in 

the previous hour. This provides a sense of the rhythm of interactions at that 

moment. 

Participants then clicked to the next page to answer questions about the last interaction 

they had had, followed by the previous interaction, the format exactly the same for each. 

Next, participants answered questions about their interlocutors: 

• Number of interlocutors? The participants reported how many interlocutors were 

involved in the interaction. 

• Proximity of interlocutors? The participants described who these interlocutors 

were: close or extended family, people they knew well, people they knew pretty 

well, strangers to whom they were obligated to talk or not. If they were speaking 

with family, they were prompted to be more specific about with whom they were 

talking: mother or father, sister or brother, daughter or son, etc. Dalhoumi and 

Cosnier (1981) (p. 25) had extracted information about the subjects’ interlocutors 

from the narrative and grouped them according to degree of familiarity (from 

famille and familiers to connus (connus camarades, connus amis, connus neutres) 

to inconnus (inconnus fonctionnels, inconnus aléatoires). I borrowed some of this 

terminology, though adapted it to be less technical and more comprehensible.  

They were then asked about those interlocutors’ abilities to speak and understand French 

and HL, which are bound to influence whether or not languages are used, considering that 
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mutual comprehensibility is generally expected in conversations. These questions were 

not originally part of the questionnaire and were added soon after data collection began 

once their relevance had becomes clear. Therefore, early results from the first week of 

data collection are missing this information. They were asked about their interlocutor’s: 

• Ability to speak the HL? Based on what they knew about their interlocutor, the 

participants reported the person’s ability to speak Arabic/Berber. 

• Ability to understand the HL? Based on what they knew about their interlocutor, 

the participants reported the person’s ability to understand Arabic/Berber. 

• Ability to speak French? Based on what they knew about their interlocutor, the 

participants reported the person’s ability to speak French. 

• Ability to understand French? Based on what they knew about their interlocutor, 

the participants reported the person’s ability to understand French. 

Answers were given on a 5-point scale from not speaking or understanding the language 

to speaking or understanding it very well. 

They then reported the circumstances of the interaction: 

• How long? Participants documented how long the interaction lasted. While 

Dalhoumi and Cosnier (1981) reported that subjects were unable to reliably say 

how long interactions from the previous day lasted, I expect that the participants 

have a sense of general duration of their most recent interactions. 

• Where? Participants reported the location of their interactions, whether at home, 

at someone else’s house, in the street, in a store, at work, at school, or in a café. 

• Modality? I consider both written and oral communication to be interactions. Oral 
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interactions may be face to face or over the phone or via a program like Skype™. 

Written communication would typically involve writing an SMS or chatting 

online. 

• Topic? Participants noted the topic(s) of conversation, selecting as many as 

necessary. Dalhoumi and Cosnier (1981, p. 32-33) had assigned specific themes 

of conversations to interactions and further grouped those themes into general 

topics.  

• Frequency of interaction? Participants indicated how often such an interaction 

takes place. While Dalhoumi and Cosnier (1981) asked specifically about the 

events of a normal day, it is quite possible that some of the interactions reported 

in my survey would not be typical. I wanted to know if the interactions 

themselves were representative of habitual interactions. Some interactions may be 

common while others quite rare. All interactions are deemed important, even if 

more typical interactions might carry more weight. Participants’ reporting of 

frequency serves as a check to see if my sampling is representative of their actual 

interactions: there should be more common interactions reported and fewer rare 

interactions. A 7-point scale was used. 

Having reported the circumstances of the interaction, participants were then asked 

specifically about the languages that were used. Surprisingly, Dalhoumi and Cosnier 

(1981) never analyzed or even addressed what languages were spoken in the interactions. 

It cannot be assumed that all individuals are using the same languages; thus, both 

questions were necessary: 
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• Language you used? Participants identified the language(s) they themselves used. 

• Language they used? Participants identified the language(s) their interlocutors 

used. 

The participants identified the most appropriate description of the languages used in the 

interaction on a 5-point scale from FRENCH ONLY to MAJORITY FRENCH to HALF 

FRENCH/HALF HL to MAJORITY HL to HL ONLY. I did not define for them what I meant 

by mixing (e.g. whether it was intra- or inter-sentential) since I did not want them to be 

more self-conscious of their language use than they already were. The analysis therefore 

does not separate out code-switching, borrowing, sequential use of the languages, etc. 

Types of mixing were addressed to a degree in interviews that followed the mobile 

survey period. 

Lastly, participants were asked about the types of input that they had been 

exposed to in the last hour, whether in French, in dialectal Arabic, Berber or literary 

Arabic. The many types of media are covered: print (newspapers, books, pamphlets), 

electronic (television and radio), and new age (internet and mobile phones). Participants 

could check as many boxes as necessary in the matrix table. This information helps us 

understand the different sources of language exposure. For GEN 1, this shows (1) where 

they are hearing and reading French, leading us to better understand the process of 

acquisition and (2) how they are maintaining their HL through means other than 

interaction. For GEN 2+, it is this exposure to the HL that is of most interest since it is 

expected that the majority of media to which they are exposed take place in French. 
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3.7.4 Implementation of the survey 

 The design of the mobile survey task was complex and involved the use of several 

types of software.  

3.7.4.1 Qualtrics™: survey technology 

The survey was created using Qualtrics™ (http://www.qualtrics.com) software 

available through the University of Texas. The format was designed to be mobile phone 

friendly so that participants could easily navigate it on their smart phones. The numbers 

of questions per page, the amount of scrolling through a page, and the number of pages 

were taken into consideration in order to make navigation manageable. Answer options 

were pre-coded in order to speed up the process and to collect clean data. That is, certain 

answers were expected and were presented as options in the form of radio buttons or 

select boxes. Depending on the question, some were single answer while others (e.g., 

Topic) could have multiple answers. The completeness of choice offerings was verified 

during the trial period and choices were revised based on the trial period results and the 

input of the participants themselves.  

 The survey was designed to take roughly five minutes to complete, with the 

assumption that as people became familiar with it, they would answer more quickly. 

Qualtrics™ gives the researcher the ability to collect data such as the start time and end 

time of the survey, allowing for a calculation of how long it takes people to complete the 

questionnaire each time. Participants were told to respond as promptly as possible upon 

receiving the SMS. Qualtrics’ notation of the start time is also useful in order to see the 
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delay between the time the SMS was sent to the person (information the researcher had 

and that the participant reported in the survey) to check that people were answering 

within a reasonable time frame. These measures were used to exclude any answers where 

the participant took too long to respond, assuming the information might be less reliable. 

3.7.4.2 Mighty Text: sending SMS 

 The participants would receive an SMS reading: “Coucou! Il est #h! Il est l’heure 

du sondage! [http://www.qualtrics.com…]” whenever it was time to complete the survey. 

After searching for the best means of sending the online Qualtrics™ survey link to the 

participants at pre-scheduled times (for example at 10am and 3pm on Wednesday or 5pm 

on Thursday), I settled on an application called Mighty Text™ that allows one to send 

SMS from a computer. Sending the messages manually from my phone at specified times 

over the course of a month was unmanageable. The advantage of sending them from the 

computer was that I was able to copy and paste the message, just changing the time in 

each message. I was able to schedule the messages and send them easily to groups of 

people.  

 Since the Mighty Text™ application linked my computer to my phone, in order 

for a message to be sent, my phone had to be on and I had to have wifi or data access at 

any given time that a text was being sent. This was the one complication. Although I 

originally planned to have separate schedules for every participant, I soon realized that if 

I was sending a message to YOUSRA at 3pm and a message to OLFA at 4pm and I had to 

be traveling underground by metro around that time, then I would have to time it so that I 
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was above ground on the hour. A handful of times, a message was delayed because I did 

not have phone reception. Thus I ended up scheduling messages in batches: four people 

began the period in mid-February, three in late-February and two in early-March. I only 

needed to make sure that I had a working smart phone a few times a day.  

 Of course, in order to complete the mini-surveys, the participants, too, needed 

wifi access and/or data since completion of the surveys required access to the web. All 

participants but one already had mobile data plans, and this served as extra incentive for 

the one participant to get data since she was already planning to. Three participants 

reported technical difficulties and needed to take a break for a few days while their 

phones were fixed. So that it did not cost the participants anything to be a part of the 

study, I paid them 50 euros each. This amount was more than enough to cover mobile 

data usage for the length of the test period and could be considered an incentive to 

participate since they could use unused data for personal purposes. They were paid in two 

installments, 20 euros upon completing the trial run and 30 euros upon completing the 

data collection phase.  

3.7.4.3 Trial phase 

 To make sure that there were no technical difficulties related to the SMS or 

survey, that questions were clear, that participants were able to complete the survey, and 

that the pace was manageable for them, participants completed a trial period over the 

course of a week when they were sent the survey ten times. For example one person 

received it at noon and 6pm on Saturday, 4pm on Sunday, 10am and 7pm on Monday, 



 82 

5pm on Tuesday, 8pm on Wednesday, 3pm on Thursday, and 9am and 1pm on Friday. Of 

ten people who originally said they were willing to try the week-long essai, only one 

person did not reply reliably enough to move forward to the real survey phase.  

 I had told them that they should have their phones on them at all times and should 

answer the survey as quickly as possible upon receiving the SMS. I acknowledged that 

there might be times when they could not respond immediately (e.g., when they were at 

work, swimming, driving, etc.). Most people were very reliable and responded promptly 

through the trial period. Once the trial phase was up, I gave people the option of taking a 

break before beginning the survey phase or continuing directly, and the participants opted 

to continue without taking a break. 

3.7.4.4 Test phase and timing 

 The participants were consulted about preferred hours for responding and we 

settled on survey hours between 9am and 11pm. There were 15 sample times to send the 

messages. Messages were scheduled to cycle through each of those 15 times once on the 

weekend and twice during the week for a total of 45 messages. With reports on two 

interactions per survey, this made for information on 90 interactions if participants 

responded to every text message. These would be sent over the course of five weeks (two 

two-and-a-half week periods with a week-long break in between), that is 45 texts in 35 

days. During the break, I checked to make sure that people were answering the surveys. If 

they missed a text message, then I added an additional message at that same hour to the 

subsequent test period. If there had been a way to both check easily that people had 
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responded to the survey and send a reminder to complete it if they had not, then this 

could have been avoided. 

 

Figure 3.2 Responsiveness in completing the mobile survey task 

Lag time from the time the SMS was sent to the time the survey was started in minute. 

 

 Figure 3.3 Speed in completing mobile surveys 

Minutes taken to complete the survey from start to finish.
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 After the data had been collected, I discarded results if the lag time between the 

message being sent and the survey being started was greater than nine hours. This 

threshold takes into consideration the work day during which it might be difficult to 

answer. Out of information collected on 722 interactions, 26 were discarded in this 

manner, leaving 696 interactions for study. As shown in Figure 3.2, the vast majority of 

interactions were recounted within a few hours. Interactions were reported within an hour 

in 73% of cases, 84% within two hours, 90% within three hours. Additionally, if it took a 

participant more than four hours to complete the survey from start to finish, the results 

were discarded. In some cases, an individual started answering the questionnaire but then 

did not have time to complete it in one sitting. Twelve interactions were thrown out in 

this manner, leaving us with the final count of 684. The minimum time to complete the 

survey was two minutes. As shown in Figure 3.3, 63% of responses were completed 

within five minutes, 87% completed within 10 minutes and 96% within 30 minutes.  

3.7.5 Research questions 

The quantitative results of the mobile surveys allow us to answer the following 

research questions: 

Question 1: When? What is the effect on interaction of time of day and whether 

it took place during the week or on the weekend? How do different people’s 

routines compare? 

Hypothesis: We might expect that during the work day, people would speak more French 

and that HL would be used more in the evenings or on the weekend. This is particularly 
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the case for working women or students. 

Question 2: Frequency? Is there an effect of frequency on the languages used? 

Are interactions reported as occurring several times a day different from 

interactions reported as happening several times a week or interactions reported as 

being more rare? 

Hypothesis: For people who are outside of the home most of the day, we might expect 

that the majority of frequent interactions use French. In general, given more limited 

opportunities to use the HL, we might expect interactions in the HL to be reported as 

taking place less frequently.  

Question 3: Modality? What is the effect of modality: oral vs. written 

interactions? What languages are used in oral interactions (whether face to face, 

on the phone or on video chats (e.g., Skype™))? Does this differ from written 

interactions (SMS, e-mails, chats)? 

Hypothesis: We might expect that less HL will be used in written interactions than in 

oral interactions. If the HL is used in contexts of family gatherings, we would expect oral 

interactions to use more of the HL. People who are FRENCH-DOMINANT may not feel as 

comfortable writing in the HL. Language attitudes and common statements lead to an 

association of writing with French and literary Arabic but not with dialects. For example, 

people might say that the dialect is not written but literary Arabic is, even though the 

dialect can be written in sms or twitter. Or people might say that they write in French 

with an Arabic meaning to say that they are writing the HL in Latin script. 

Question 4: Proximity? What is the effect of proximity to the interlocutor on the 
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languages used? Is there a difference between speaking with strangers, people you 

know, people you know well and family?  

Hypothesis: We might expect Arabic or Berber to be limited to family and close friends 

and French to be used with everyone. Conversations with strangers are likely limited to 

French, especially if they are not Arabic speakers. Perhaps the closer one is to their 

interlocutor, the more likely Arabic or Berber is to be used. 

Question 5: Generation? Among family, what is the effect of the interlocutor's 

generation on the languages used? That is, whether the interlocutor is of the same 

generation as the participant, of the previous generation (older), or next 

generation (younger)? In other words, does talking to one’s parents and aunts and 

uncles differ from talking to one’s siblings, cousins or children?  

Hypothesis: We might expect there to be differences between generations, that there will 

be more Arabic/Berber with the older generation, more French with one’s own 

generation, and even more French with the younger generation. Situations where 

individuals speak different languages and do not align are more likely to occur between 

different generations and less likely to occur within one’s own generation. 

Question 6: Sex? What is the effect of the interlocutor’s sex on the languages 

used in conversation? Do the participants themselves use a language more with 

men vs. with women? What languages are those men and women using?  

Hypothesis: Perhaps more Arabic/Berber is used with women while more French is used 

with men. 

Question 7a: Language ability? What is the effect of the other person’s ability 
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(combined ability to speak and understand) in HL? in French?  

Question 7b: Understanding vs. speaking ability? More specifically, what is the 

effect of understanding HL? Speaking HL? Understanding French? Speaking 

French? 

Hypothesis: The interlocutor’s ability in HL is more likely to affect the languages used 

than is their ability in French. French is the dominant language in society and therefore is 

bound to be used by default. The use of HL will be limited to those who have certain 

abilities in the language. For the participant to speak HL, the interlocutor must at least 

have some understanding of the language, though they may not necessarily be able to 

speak it. For the interlocutor to speak HL, they must have some ability to both speak and 

understand. 

Question 8: Participant? What is the effect of the individual? Who is 

significantly different from whom? Who is similar to whom? With what variables 

does the effect of the individual interact?  

Hypothesis: We expect individuals to behave differently. This may be due to a variety of 

social factors: their age of arrival in France, current age, proportion of life spent in 

France, whether they are a student, work, or are at home, whether they are married to an 

Arabic/Berber speaker, whether they have children, whether their children are school age 

or not, whether they are from Morocco or Tunisia or Algeria, whether they are a Berber 

or Arabic speaker, whether they claim Berber, Arabic or French to be their mother 

tongue, or whether they rate their proficiency in French higher or lower than their 

proficiency in Arabic/Berber. We must take into consideration that there are only 9 
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participants and several of these factors are intertwined.  

3.7.6 Variables 

3.7.6.1 Dependent variables 

Four dependent measures are used in the analysis. Two of the dependent variables 

were reported in the Mobile surveys while the other two variables are derived from them.  

The original dependent variables are: 

• YOU: the language used by the participant herself on a scale of 1 through 5: 

1 = You used ONLY FRENCH 

2 = You used MAJORITY FRENCH 

3 = You used HALF FRENCH, HALF ARABIC/BERBER 

4 = You used MAJORITY ARABIC/BERBER 

5 = You used ONLY ARABIC/BERBER 

• THEM: the language used by the interlocutor(s) using the same scale: 

1 = They used ONLY FRENCH 

2 = They used MAJORITY FRENCH 

3 = They used HALF FRENCH, HALF ARABIC/BERBER 

4 = They used MAJORITY ARABIC/BERBER 

5 = They used ONLY ARABIC/BERBER 

From those reports, I derived the following dependent variables in order to account for 

the languages used by everyone in a single measure: 

• GLOBAL: the global language of the conversation calculated by adding the two 



 89 

above measures. While this does not tell us the details of who spoke what 

language, it provides a larger picture of whether the interaction was more in 

French (towards the lower end of the spectrum), more mixed (towards the middle 

of the spectrum), or more in Arabic/Berber (towards the higher end of the 

spectrum). 

2 = (1+1) everyone spoke ONLY FRENCH 

3 = (2+1) someone spoke a little Arabic/Berber and the other only French 

4 = (2+2 or 3+1) 

5 = (2+3 or 4+1) 

6 = (3+3 or 4+2 or 5+1) 

7 = (3+4 or 5+2) 

8 = (4+4 or 5+3) 

9 = (4+5) someone spoke a little French and the other only Arabic/Berber 

10 = (5+5) ONLY ARABIC/BERBER  

The calculated GLOBAL measure is used in the Models. Where necessary, it is 

used in conjunction with the break-down of YOU and THEM. 

• DIFFERENCE: the accommodation/alignment between the participant and 

interlocutor calculated by subtracting the interlocutor’s language from the 

participant’s language. For example, if they both speak ONLY FRENCH (1-1) or 

both speak HALF/HALF (3-3), or both speak ONLY HL (5-5), then the measure is 0: 

they are accommodating to one another, or at least one is accommodating to the 

other. If the participant speaks FRENCH ONLY (1) and the interlocutor speaks 
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HALF/HALF (3), then it’s a difference of -2 (negative two). If the participant speaks 

MAJORITY HL (4) and the interlocutor speaks MAJORITY FRENCH (2), the 

difference is 2 (positive two). Thus, if the people align in language, the measure is 

0; if the difference is negative, then the participant is using more French than the 

other person; and if the difference is positive, they are using more HL than the 

interlocutor). The scale is as follows: 

-4 = (1-5) the participant used ONLY FRENCH, the interlocutor ONLY HL 

-3 = (1-4 or 2-5) 

-2 = (1-3 or 2-4 or 3-5) 

-1 = (1-2 or 2-3 or 3-4 or 4-5) 

0 = (1-1 or 2-2 or 3-3 or 4-4 or 5-5) people aligned completely 

1 = (2-1 or 3-2 or 4-3 or 5-4) 

2 = (3-1 or 4-2 or 5-3) 

3 = (4-1 or 5-2) 

4 = (5-1) the participant used ONLY HL, the interlocutor ONLY FRENCH 

The calculated DIFFERENCE measure is used in the analysis comparing the SMS 

data with the drawing tasks done by the participants in Chapter 5. 

3.7.6.2 Independent variables 

The participants themselves can be considered independent variables: 

• PERSON: The nine women who participated in the mobile survey task are treated 

as levels of the variable of PERSON: 
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OLFA 

YOUSRA 

SONIA 

LUBNA 

FATIHA 

FARIEL 

SOUAD 

BOUCHRA 

ZINEB 

The following independent variables were analyzed in the following manners to better 

understand the circumstances of the interactions: 

• MODALITY: Based on participants’ reports of the type of interaction they had, 

it was determined that the interaction was either oral or written: 

 ORAL (face to face, telephone or video chat) 

 WRITTEN (SMS or online) 

• WHEN: Participants noted the hour at which the sms was sent, any time between 

9am and 11pm. Whether the interaction occurred on a weekday or weekend was 

information collected by Qualtrics™ (it noted the date and I then labeled it as 

weekday or weekend.) 

• FREQUENCY: Participants indicated how often an interaction such as this takes 

place using a 7-point scale: 

7 = Multiple times a day 
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6 = Once a day 

5 = A few times a week 

4 = Once a week 

3 = A few times a month 

2 = More rarely 

1 = Never. This is the first time. 

Independent variables collected from the SMS answers regarding with whom the 

participants interacted were manipulated in various ways: 

• PROXIMITY: The participants reported their proximity to the interlocutor(s), 

and based on the answers, a 4-point scale was created after the fact: 

STRANGERS (i.e., These are unknown people regardless of whether or not 

they were obligated to interact. The vast majority were obligatory 

interactions; there were only a few cases of interactions with strangers 

where they did not have to interact.) 

KNOWN PEOPLE (i.e., people they know)  

WELL-KNOWN PEOPLE (i.e., people they know well) 

FAMILY (both immediate and extended family grouped together) 

  When participants reported interacting with family members, they indicated to 

whom exactly they had talked (e.g., Mother, brother, husband, daughter, etc.). Based on 

those specific answers, I derived the following independent variables: 

• GENERATION: Participants interacted with people who were either of their  

own generation, younger generation or older generation. A 5-point scale that 
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allows for combination of generations was created: 

-2 = OLDER GENERATION: interacted with mother, father, uncle, aunt 

-1 = OLDER AND SAME GENERATIONS 

0 = SAME GENERATION: interacted with husband, siblings, cousins (all 3 

generations too??) 

1 = YOUNGER AND SAME GENERATIONS 

2 = YOUNGER GENERATION: sons, daughters, nieces, nephews 

• SEX: Participants had interactions with women, men or both: 

FEMALE 

MALE 

BOTH female and male 

  Several measures of interlocutors’ linguistic abilities are used in the analysis. 

Participants reported their interlocutor’s language ability, at least according to what they 

themselves perceived it to be, on a 5-point scale: 

• SPEAK HL: Participants reported the person’s ability to speak Arabic/Berber. 

1 = they do NOT speak Arabic/Berber 

2 = they do NOT speak Arabic/Berber VERY WELL 

3 = they speak Arabic/Berber PRETTY WELL 

4= they speak Arabic/Berber WELL 

5 = they speak Arabic/Berber VERY WELL 

• UNDERSTAND HL: Participants reported the person’s ability to understand 

Arabic/Berber. 
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1 = they do NOT understand Arabic/Berber 

2 = they do NOT understand Arabic/Berber VERY WELL 

3 = they understand Arabic/Berber PRETTY WELL 

4= they understand Arabic/Berber WELL 

5 = they understand Arabic/Berber VERY WELL 

• SPEAK FRENCH: Participants reported the person’s ability to speak French. 

1 = they do NOT speak French 

2 = they do NOT speak French VERY WELL 

3 = they speak French PRETTY WELL 

4= they speak French WELL 

5 = they speak French VERY WELL 

• UNDERSTAND FRENCH: Participants reported the person’s ability to 

understand French. 

1 = they do NOT understand French 

2 = they do NOT understand French VERY WELL 

3 = they understand French PRETTY WELL 

4= they understand French WELL 

5 = they understand French VERY WELL 

The average of SPEAKING and UNDERSTANDING abilities is used as the measure of 

ORAL LINGUISTIC ABILITY for French and HL. 

 There is other information from the SMS data that is not analyzed quantitatively 

but that can be taken into consideration in the discussion if relevant (where the 
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interactions took place, what topics were discussed, the types of media they were exposed 

to, etc.)  

3.7.7 Quantitative analysis 

 Qualtrics™ does have the ability to perform some data analysis, which was useful 

as data was being collected. Once all data collection was over, results were exported into 

an Excel spreadsheet for more detailed and consistent analysis. The data was cleaned up 

for analysis in SPSS where ANOVAs were fitted to the data. Some cases were excluded 

due to missing answers or other reasons. For Model 1, interactions involving several 

interlocutors of different levels of PROXIMITY (e.g., WELL-KNOWN and FAMILY) and/or 

reports of several language abilities were excluded. 

 Nineteen conversations were dropped because the participants reported that their 

interlocutor did not yet speak: the child was preverbal. Had we added the YOU and 

THEM (coded as 0) to form the GLOBAL score, these cases would have skewed the 

results. In each of these cases, the participants reported their own language use (YOU) as 

a 1, meaning they only spoke French to the babies. Sixteen of these cases were reported 

by FARIEL; three by LUBNA. These facts will be discussed in the analysis of participants. 

 Several models were fitted for the quantitative analysis since adding all variables 

at once was not possible with the relatively small amount of data. A model was run with 

all of the data for some analyses. A second model looked at only family data since certain 

variables were only possible with this subset. A third model concentrated on effects of 

linguistic ability. 
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After the SMS data were analyzed quantitatively, they were interpreted qualitatively 

in conjunction with the drawings that participants did after having completed the surveys. 

3.8 DRAWING TASK METHODS 

 In round 2 of interviews, individuals completed two drawing tasks. In the first, 

participants were asked to draw a figure representing their languages over the course of 

their lifetime, distinguishing between frequency of use and proficiency in the different 

languages. In the second, they drew a web of their interlocutors, indicating the languages 

they spoke with different individuals and the languages these individuals spoke with 

them. The drawings complement topics previously discussed in interviews and supply a 

visual means of analyzing their perception of their language use. They also supplement 

the mobile survey results. 

3.8.1 Timeline drawing task 

3.8.1.1 Purpose 

 The timeline task provides a long-term perspective of the participants’ language 

histories. The figures they drew of their languages over time (French, Berber and/or 

dialectal Arabic, and literary Arabic) pinpoint moments when they perceive that there 

have been changes in their languages. Participants supplemented the figures with voice 

recordings explaining the moments of change and their reasons for drawing as they did. 

The participants were asked to draw two parallel figures. In one, they drew their actual 

language use or, in other words, the frequency with which they used the languages. In the 
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other, they drew their proficiency in the language or their ease or comfort levels in the 

languages.  

3.8.1.2 Directions 

Participants were told that they were going to draw their languages over the 

course of their lifetime. The x-axis represented time from birth to present and the y-axis 

the frequency of use from a little to a lot. They would use different colors for each 

language (green for French, purple for dialectal Arabic, blue for Berber, red for literary 

Arabic). The participants were shown examples of drawings, as in Illustration 3.1.  

 

Illustration 3.1 Model drawing of language history drawing task 
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In the top figure, they would draw how much they used the different languages. 

Perhaps they used certain languages more at certain times than others. They could 

distinguish between listening to and speaking the languages by using dotted and solid 

lines respectively. In the bottom figure, they would draw their ease in the languages. 

Perhaps they had been less comfortable in a language at certain times and gained ease 

over time or maybe they had become less comfortable. This figure might reflect the first, 

or it might be different. They could distinguish between ability to understand and ability 

to speak by using dotted and solid lines respectively. 

3.8.1.3 Drawing process 

Participants were then given a template to draw on. They were also asked to 

explain the drawings. They could either explain as they were drawing or afterwards; it 

was up to them. Most people opted to explain as they drew. In some cases where several 

people were drawing at once, they had to wait their turn to explain. If anything was 

unclear, I asked them questions in order to be sure I understood their drawing. This is a 

difficult task, especially as language use and proficiency are intertwined. Several times as 

people explained their language use drawing, it became clear that they were in fact 

talking about proficiency. After I double-checked what they actually meant and made 

sure they understood the difference between the two figures, they sometimes made 

adjustments. At other times, the recording was meant to rectify what they intended to 

draw.  Illustration 3.2 shows some examples of original drawings. 



 99 

 

a. OLFA: language history timeline original drawing 

 

b. YOUSRA: language history timeline original drawing 

Illustration 3.2 Examples of original drawings of language history timeline task 
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c. FARIEL: language history timeline original drawing 

 

d. ZINEB: language history timeline original drawing 

Illustration 3.2, cont. Examples of original drawings of language history timeline task 
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3.8.1.4 Adaptation of drawings 

 The drawings were adapted to a uniform template, taking into account the 

explanations that accompanied them. Since the original drawings were quite messy and 

were done to different scales, I later adapted them to be on the same scale. This allows us 

to compare the essentials in the drawings: the general movements of the language over 

the lifespan and moments at which the languages changed course. Any confusion 

between the representations of actual language use in practice and ease in the languages 

was sorted out by analyzing the interview transcripts alongside the drawings. Literary 

Arabic is left out in this analysis since it is not used in typical interactions: its use 

typically coincides with school in the country of origin and Arabic language classes in 

France. The endpoint of the timeline (the present point in time) is supplemented with 

answers from the first round of interviews regarding participants’ self-rated abilities to 

speak and understand their languages.  

 Over the course of data analysis, it became clear that GEN 2 women (and GEN 

1.5 who came very young) have a common profile type showing stable, high use and 

proficiency of French, but variation in HL use and proficiency. GEN 1 women drew 

either a drop in the use of the HL after their arrival in France or a straight line to indicate 

there has been no change in the amount they use it. Essentially, this is the difference 

between attrition and maintenance. Proficiency may reflect use or they may diverge as 

proficiency is maintained but use declines. These different scenarios are used to structure 

Chapter 5. 
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3.8.2 Web drawing task 

3.8.2.1 Purpose 

 The interlocutor web task provides an image of participants’ current language use. 

The figures they drew of their interlocutors serve to establish their social network, the 

backdrop against which can be compared to the mobile survey results. Participants drew 

the languages they themselves speak to the other individuals and the languages they 

speak in return, information collected in the surveys. They were also asked to indicate 

how frequently they speak to those people. 

3.8.2.2 Directions 

Participants were told they were going to make a diagram of themselves and all 

the people with whom they talk. They were then shown the model in Illustration 3.3 with 

a quick glance at other people’s drawings for ideas of different ways to represent 

language use. They would then draw bi-directional arrows between themselves and their 

interlocutors to indicate the languages each of them uses in conversation. It may be 

French, Arabic or Berber or a mix. Perhaps they speak the same language but perhaps 

they don’t. If they use both French and Arabic or French and Berber, they should indicate 

if they use them equally or one more than the other. They could do this with whatever 

system they wanted: plus signs, percentages, different color arrows, etc. Finally, they 

were told to indicate how often they talk to the individuals, highlighting those they talk to 

a lot by circling or starring them. 
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Illustration 3.3 Model drawing for web drawing task 

3.8.2.3 Drawing process 

Participants were then given a blank piece of paper and told to draw themselves in the 

middle and anyone else they wanted. As in the previous drawing task, they were asked to 

explain the drawing either while drawing or afterwards. This task was easier for 

participants to complete. If they did not have much to say about the diagram, I asked 

them questions about what they had drawn. For participants who had completed the 

mobile survey task, this sometimes also led to a discussion of their results. By this point, 

I had not fully analyzed results, but I had looked at the raw data. Illustration 3.4 shows 

some examples of original drawings. 
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a. OLFA’S original web drawing 

Illustration 3.4 Examples of original drawings of web drawing task 
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b. FARIEL’S original web drawing 

Illustration 3.4, cont. Examples of original drawings of web drawing task 

3.8.2.4 Adaptation of drawings 

 I adapted the drawings using a standard template created with Omnigraffle™ 

(https://www.omnigroup.com/omnigraffle) to tidy the images and better compare them. 

Moreover, the adaptations take into account the oral explanations that sometimes provide 

more nuance. In each adapted image, parents, siblings, children, friends, etc. were placed 

in the same location for ease of comparison of drawings, this placement reflecting the 

methods of the mobile surveys. Thus, different generations of family members were 
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distinguished in the adapted drawings with grandparents at the top, parents, aunts and 

uncles and in-laws at the next level, siblings, cousins, husbands at the same level as the 

participant, and children below. This is reminiscent of the levels of the GENERATION 

variable found in the mobile survey analysis (e.g., OLDER GENERATION, SAME 

GENERATION and YOUNGER GENERATION). In the drawings, family members surround the 

participant. On the right-hand side, we have non-family members. In the adapted 

drawings, I have kept their original terms (eg. Arab friends, Arabic-speaking friends, 

friends speaking only French; friends, colleagues, acquaintances, neighbors) since how 

they categorize people is interesting in and of itself. I have ordered them, though, as best 

I could from best known (e.g., friends) to least known (strangers). This reflects the 

mobile survey terms of WELL-KNOWN PEOPLE, KNOWN PEOPLE and STRANGERS. These 

non-family members, in conjunction with the category of FAMILY, are what is referred to 

as the variable of PROXIMITY in the survey analysis. 

 The language used by each person is represented through shading of the arrows 

where a white arrow indicates that they use ONLY FRENCH, a black arrow indicates they 

use ONLY HL and shades of gray show different amounts of mixing of French and the HL 

(e.g., MAJORITY FRENCH, HALF FRENCH/HALF HL, MAJORITY HL). This shading system is 

the same as that used in the pie chart analyses of the mobile survey raw data. Separate 

layers were created, one to show arrows from participant to interlocutors and the other to 

show arrows in the opposite direction, from interlocutors to participant. That is, one layer 

shows the language(s) they themselves are using and the other shows the language(s) the 

interlocutors are using. In the SMS data, this would correspond to YOU and THEM 
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respectively. If the two arrows are the same color (both they and their interlocutors are 

said to use the same languages), the arrows are overlaid; if not, they appear side by side. 

The width of the lines around the interlocutors’ names indicates the frequency with which 

they say they talk to their interlocutors: a wider line indicates these are people with whom 

they speak frequently; a thinner line indicates they interact less frequently. This is 

reminiscent of the variable of FREQUENCY reported in the mobile surveys. If the 

surveys were effective in capturing a complete view of the participants’ interactions, we 

would expect to have collected more interactions with the people they have pointed out as 

being frequent interlocutors and fewer with people they say they speak to rarely.  

3.8.2.5 Analysis involving mobile surveys 

 In order to best compare these drawings of claimed language use with the mobile 

data of actual language use, the analysis in Chapter 5 juxtaposes the adapted drawing 

with a similar image that contains the detailed mobile survey results. For each of the 

seven participants who completed both the drawing task and the mobile survey, the 

analysis compares two images. The first image is the “adapted drawing”, described 

above, which is true to the original in its content but is reorganized to reflect the mobile 

survey data. Quotes from the interview conducted as the participants were drawing are 

used to complete the analysis of how they think they use their languages. The second 

image is the “mobile survey result image”, which shows the details of language use of 

every interaction reported with each interlocutor. This image uses the drawing the 

participant had done as a base in order to easily compare claims about language use with 
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actual language use.  

 In the mobile survey result image, only the names of interlocutors with whom 

actual interactions are reported are kept, though their arrows are kept as the background 

in order to easily view the range of language use people claim to use. For example, if 

they drew that they speak to their father in Arabic but no data is collected for him, then 

the black arrow remains but his name does not. Other names were adapted to reflect the 

information gathered in the mobile surveys. The participant might have written AUNT 1, 

AUNT 2 and AUNT 3, but in the mobile survey data they are lumped together as 

AUNTS since it is not clear to whom exactly they are talking. For non-family members, 

interlocutors are only identified in terms of level of proximity to the participant in a 

manner consistent with the mobile survey data. 

 The shading of the boxes in which the names are written indicates the mode of the 

languages used by the participants themselves (YOU) with that type of interlocutor as 

reported in the surveys. At a glance, we can then see how well statements line up with 

actual data. If the color of the arrow, representing tendencies of language use with 

interlocutors, matches the color of the box, representing the mode of actual language use 

in interaction according to mobile survey data, then the mobile surveys and drawings 

converge and are consistent representations of language use. This comparison is overly 

general, and so it is nuanced by incorporating quotes of what was said while the 

participant was drawing. 

 Beside the names, there are boxes with information on the language use in each 

reported interaction, which might look as follows:  
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 (a)  (1) x2  

 (b)  (2 Diff -2) x1 

These should be read in the following manner. In (a), the participant and the interlocutor 

spoke (1), that is, ONLY FRENCH, and this type of language use was reported in two 

interactions (x2). In this situation, both YOU and THEM were the same: there was no 

DIFFERENCE between interlocutors. However, there is in (b): in this case, the 

participant, YOU, spoke (2), that is MAJORITY FRENCH and the interlocutor, THEM, 

spoke (4) MAJORITY HL; (2) minus (4) equals “DIFF -2”. “x1” indicates that one such 

interaction was reported. Thus, interactions where the participant and interlocutor 

diverge, one speaking one language more or less than the other person does, are indicated 

using the DIFFERENCE measure that has been explained in §3.7.6.1. The width of the 

borders of these boxes visualizes the number of interactions with the given interlocutor. 

The more interactions reported for an interlocutor type, the wider the line, indicating 

more frequent interactions. The width of this line can be compared with the width of the 

box with the name, allowing for a comparison of whom they say they talk with more with 

whom they actually talk with more.  

 A close look at particular interactions helps us to create portraits of each person. 

In many participants’ cases, the interlocutor’s linguistic abilities in French or the HL 

clearly affect language use. In some cases, modality plays an important role in explaining 

certain results: a WRITTEN interaction differs from ORAL interactions. In some, the 

frequency of the type of interaction is relevant: an interaction that stands out from the rest 

may be reported as being a rare occurrence. These effects are taken into account on a 
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large scale in Chapter 4 but can be teased apart by looking at the individual participants’ 

interactions in Chapter 5. 

 The discussion of results in Chapter 5 presents the results of women who 

completed the mobile survey task and/or the web drawing task. Portraits of the seven 

women who completed both tasks compare Images 1 and 2. For the two women who 

completed only the mobile survey task, the data was used to create a mobile survey report 

image (image 2) and supplemented with quotes from less structured conversation during 

the interview. Other women completed the drawing task (image 1) but did not participate 

in the mobile surveys (and thus produced no image 2). These women are treated together. 
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4. Quantitative Mobile Survey Results 

 This chapter analyzes the data from the mobile surveys alone, allowing us to 

focus on the nine participants (the independent variable of PERSON) and better 

understand how each of them uses language in interaction. This is not merely a way to do 

away with random variation: I consider individual variation to be a key factor. It is by 

comparing these women that we can better understand the social factors at work. The 

effect of PERSON, which often interacts with other variables, drives the discussion of 

results throughout the chapter. 

 We are also interested, though, in the population as a whole (represented by all 

nine women and their interlocutors) and how language use changes depending on 

circumstantial factors. Variables regarding the interactions themselves are addressed: the 

FREQUENCY of occurrence of a type of interaction; the TIME and DAY when it occurs 

(i.e., hour of the day and weekday vs. weekend); and MODALITY (ORAL VS. WRITTEN).  

Variables regarding the interlocutors themselves are also addressed: PROXIMITY of the 

interlocutor to the participant (STRANGER, KNOWN PERSON, WELL-KNOWN PERSON, 

FAMILY); relative GENERATION of the interlocutor to the participant (OLDER, 

OLDER+SAME, SAME, SAME+YOUNGER, YOUNGER); SEX of the interlocutor (MALE, 

FEMALE, BOTH SEXES); measures of ORAL LINGUISTIC ABILITY in FRENCH and the 

HL of the interlocutor (SPEAKING and UNDERSTANDING NOT AT ALL, NOT WELL, 

PRETTY WELL, WELL, VERY WELL). I address these effects and their interactions in turn. 

 Once I describe my approach to analyzing and presenting the data (§4.1), I 
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introduce the nine participants (the variable of PERSON) with brief biographical 

descriptions and their language use reported at the time they received the SMS to 

complete the survey (§4.2). The temporal factors of the interactions (FREQUENCY, 

TIME and DAY) (§4.3) reveal the breadth of interactions captured in the surveys and the 

details that are visible. We then zoom out to look at the participants and their 

interlocutors in their communities of practice using three models built to analyze the 

effects of different independent variables on language use. All three models consider the 

factor of PERSON. Model 1 (§4.4) analyzes effects of MODALITY, PROXIMITY and 

PERSON on the participants’ language use, providing an overall view of the range of 

interactions the different women have. Model 2 (§4.5) then focuses on family 

interactions, and thus interactions with people who have at least some exposure to the 

HL. This model investigates the effects of MODALITY, the interlocutor’s 

GENERATION relative to the participant, the interlocutor’s SEX as well as the 

NUMBER OF INTERLOCUTORS. Finally, Model 3 (§4.6) zooms back out to explore 

effects of the interlocutor’s LINGUISTIC ABILITY in French and the HL.  

 These variables are evoked during the interviews either explicitly or implicitly by 

the participants themselves and are commonly of interest to researchers. While many of 

the results are what we would expect and not surprising, one of the goals of this 

quantitative analysis is to show the efficacy of the method of mobile surveys in capturing 

all interactions, from the most mundane to the rarer cases. Analysis of these nine 

participants, who show very different profiles, allows us to understand the variety of 

situations in which women find themselves, to see the overall trends that unite them, and 
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to treat them as case studies.  

4.1 HOW TO INTERPRET FIGURES  

 In addition to presenting the effects of the variables as predicted by the models, 

we sometimes visualize the raw data in the form of pie charts. As discussed above, 

language use was reported on a 5-point scale regarding both the participant’s own 

language use (YOU) and the interlocutor’s (THEM). The GLOBAL measure was derived 

by adding these scores. The shading system used in the pie charts reflects these values 

through a gray-scale: interactions that took place in ONLY FRENCH are indicated in white 

and interactions that took place in ONLY HL in black. Those monolingual interactions are 

the extremes with shades of gray representing various degrees of mixing. 

 

1 FRENCH ONLY 

2 MAJORITY FRENCH 

3 HALF/HALF 

4 MAJORITY HL 

5 HL ONLY 

Figure 4.1 Raw data pie charts gray scale legend 

This gray-scale shading, depicted in Figure 4.1, will be used throughout the analysis for 

pie charts and bar graphs. Note that the pie chart analyses represent the raw data and 

therefore actual means as opposed to estimated means that will be discussed in the 
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models. For this reason, there may be some divergences between the descriptive data, 

represented in the visualization, and the inferential statistics of the models.  

 Figure 4.2 depicts the relationship between the dependent variables YOU and 

THEM. Each pie chart corresponds to what the participants themselves (YOU) are using 

in the conversation while the shading within the pie chart shows the languages their 

interlocutors (THEM) are using. We see that in general participants and their 

interlocutors are using the languages to the same degree. When the participants use ONLY 

FRENCH, their interlocutors use ONLY FRENCH, MAJORITY FRENCH, HALF/HALF or HL 

ONLY, their interlocutors tend to use the languages to the same degree. However, when 

the participants use MAJORITY HL, there is much more variation in what languages the 

interlocutors use.  

 In cases where participant and interlocutor are not using the languages to the same 

degree – they diverge – we can make the following observations regarding Figure 4.2. 

Naturally, if the participant is using FRENCH ONLY and the interlocutor diverges, it is 

because they are using the HL to some degree; the opposite goes for interactions where 

the participant uses HL ONLY. The direction and degree of divergence vary greatly when 

the participant herself is mixing. If the participant uses either MAJORITY FRENCH or 

MAJORITY HL, the interlocutor might use either language to any degree (from ONLY 

FRENCH to ONLY HL). If the participant uses HALF/HALF and the interlocutor diverges, it is 

almost always because the interlocutor uses more HL (MAJORITY HL or ONLY HL).  These 

pie charts allow us to visualize the variation in how much the participants and their 

interlocutors use their languages. Whereas the regression models give only a mean, the 
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pie charts allow us to see the ranges in variation of language use. 

When YOU use          THEY use 

 

1 FRENCH ONLY 

 

 
2 MAJORITY FRENCH 

 

 
3 HALF/HALF 

 

 

4 MAJORITY HL 

 

 
5 HL ONLY 

 

Figure 4.2 Interlocutors (THEY) use __  when participants (YOU) use __  

4.2 PERSON AND LANGUAGE USE 

 Nine women, ranging in age from 23 years to 48 years, participated in the mobile 

survey task. As shown in the biographical details summarized in Table 4.1, they present a 

range of profiles, which allows us to explore the use of mobile surveys in a variety of 

contexts and circumstances. Four of the women (FARIEL, SOUAD, BOUCHRA and ZINEB) 
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are GEN 1, having arrived in France after 2000. One (FATIHA) is GEN 1.5 and four 

(OLFA, SONIA, YOUSRA and LUBNA) are GEN 2, their families having arrived in France in 

the 1970s to 1990s. Three of the women are of Tunisian origin, two of Moroccan origin, 

and four of Algerian origin. Three of the latter are Kabyle; the rest are Arab. Three 

(SONIA, OLFA and YOUSRA) are unmarried and childless. One (BOUCHRA) is separated 

from her husband and has a son. Two (ZINEB and SOUAD) are married to speakers of the 

HL. Three have mixed marriages: FARIEL and LUBNA are married to Arab men born in 

France (GEN 2+) who do not speak the HL and Kabyle-speaker FATIHA is married to a 

GEN 1 Kabyle Arabophone, though they understand each other’s HL. 

 Age AoA Fam
ily 

Origin HL Married to 
speaker? 

Ages of 
Children 

Status 

OLFA 23 0 J Tunisian Arabic N/A N/A Student 

SONIA 23 0 R Moroccan Arabic N/A N/A Student 

YOUSRA 31 0 J Tunisian Arabic N/A N/A Work 

LUBNA 38 0 F Tunisian Arabic No 1, 3, 5, 6 Home  

FATIHA 43 5 D Algerian Kabyle Arabic  7, 9, 13 Home 

FARIEL 32 20 U Algerian Kabyle No 0.5, 2 Home 

SOUAD 25 21 W Moroccan Arabic Arabic 0.5 Home 

BOUCHRA 30 23 Z Algerian Arabic N/A 4.5 Home 

ZINEB 48 36 V Algerian Kabyle Kabyle 10, 16, 21, 
24, 27 

Work 

Table 4.1 Mobile survey participants and biographical details 

 Table 4.2 illustrates the interaction of the participants’ generation of immigration 

and the linguistic situation of their husband, both of which are expected to affect the 

women’s language use. I predict that GEN 1 will use the HL more than GEN 2 and that 

women married to HL-speakers will use the HL more than women who are married to 
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non-HL-speakers. We thus expect the women in the top left corner of Table 4.2 to speak 

more HL than those in the bottom right corner with variation in between. 

Generation of 
immigration 

Married to an  
HL-speaker 

Not married Married to a  
non-HL-speaker 

GEN 1 ZINEB 
SOUAD 

BOUCHRA* FARIEL 

GEN 1.5   FATIHA** 
GEN 2  SONIA 

OLFA 
YOUSRA 

LUBNA 

Table 4.2 Participants according to GEN and marital status 

(Those who are italicized are Kabyle speakers; others are Arabic speakers.  

*Bouchra is not in contact with her ex (her son’s father).  

**Kabyle-speaker Fatiha’s husband is an Arabic-speaker.) 

 

Figure 4.3 Language use at the moment the participant received the survey SMS 
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 The results of the mobile survey question regarding the language the participants 

themselves were using at the time they received the SMS (FRENCH, BOTH FRENCH AND 

HL, HL, NONE, OTHER) reveal that the majority of women were caught using primarily 

French at that moment. In this question, language use does not necessarily refer to 

interaction. It may refer to reading or writing or listening. In some cases, people may not 

be using any language at that moment. Figure 4.3, which organizes the participants by 

age from youngest to oldest, shows that, with the exception of SONIA, women age 31 and 

younger use only French, and that as age increases, use of the HL increases, with the 

women in their 40s using substantially more HL. However, SONIA, the youngest, is 

caught using the HL on occasion. She lives at home with her GEN 1 parents, which may 

lead to her higher use of the HL, though this is also the case of OLFA, who still does not 

use the HL, suggesting that there are differences in language use between the families.  

 GEN 2 sisters YOUSRA and OLFA report that they are always using French and 

never the HL when the SMS arrives. SONIA and LUBNA, who are also GEN 2, report a 

majority of French language use at that moment, though Sonia reports using the HL alone 

six times and LUBNA reports using both French and the HL three times. Thus, we expect 

GEN 2 to be at the French end of the language use spectrum with OLFA and YOUSRA 

using less HL than SONIA with LUBNA in between. GEN 1.5 FATIHA stands out as 

reporting the use of both languages a majority of the time, French a substantial amount, 

and the HL once. She is the only person to report a lot of mixing at the moment she 

received the SMS. 

 Among GEN 1, SOUAD and BOUCHRA always report using French at that moment 
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in time, as does FARIEL with the exception of two instances of using both French and HL. 

ZINEB stands out as using only the HL a majority of the time, followed by French (to the 

degree that Fatiha did), then both languages (five times). We thus see variation between 

GEN 1 participants, from using only or primarily French to using primarily HL. 

 These self-reports of language use give us an idea of what to expect from the data 

regarding the participants’ two most recent interactions. We can expect a prevalence of 

French among GEN 2 as well as GEN 1 with few people reporting using the HL only. We 

can expect age to be a factor and perhaps whether one lives with one’s parents. We can 

expect women married to non-HL-speakers to use primarily French, though both 

languages may be used (by some more than others).  

We will see that in the cases of a few people, these statements are consistent with 

the detailed analyses of recent interactions. However, this self-report question does not 

capture enough variation to be representative of overall use. Considering the SMS may 

not have interrupted an interaction, asking about those that recently occurred provides 

additional, valuable data. We have twice the amount of data on recent interactions as we 

do on present language use since they reported on two interactions in each survey. The 

data to come will show much more variation and very different results for some people, 

especially the GEN 1 women who say they were only using French at that moment but 

who do in fact use the HL to a high degree when reporting on recent interactions. 

4.3 LANGUAGE USE AND TIMING  

 A check was run to insure that the surveys accurately captured the frequency of 
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interactions and sampled the full range of times from 9am to 11pm on both weekdays and 

weekends for all of the participants. 

4.3.1 FREQUENCY 

 If the surveys collected accurate data that reflect the scope of interactions the 

participants have and if we consider that people are generally aware of how often they 

talk to people, then we would expect to collect more interactions that are considered 

frequent (happening DAILY) than interactions that are considered less frequent (A FEW 

TIMES A WEEK OR MONTH). We expect very few EXCEPTIONAL interactions, ones that are 

reported to never have happened before the reported occurrence. While I consider it 

important to collect data on habitual interactions, I do not want to neglect other 

interactions that are rarer; they have value. Enough data was collected to catch some rare 

occurrences, which will be discussed in Chapter 5. 

 Indeed, for many people there are more occurrences of more frequent interactions 

than of less frequent interactions. As indicated by the height of the frequency bars in 

Figure 4.3, SONIA, FARIEL and ZINEB have more interactions of the type that occur 

SEVERAL TIMES A DAY. OLFA and BOUCHRA tend to identify interactions as occurring 

SEVERAL TIMES A DAY or SEVERAL TIMES A WEEK with fewer interactions of other 

frequencies. FATIHA and SOUAD tend to identify interactions in the ONCE A DAY to MORE 

RARE range, especially SEVERAL TIMES A WEEK or MONTH. YOUSRA and LUBNA show a 

wide range of frequency types, though LUBNA’s responses do show the expected 

gradient.  FATIHA stands out from the others by only once rating an interaction as 
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happening on a daily basis. I do not interpret this as a lack of reporting habitual 

interactions considering her response rate and the range of expected interlocutors and 

instead attribute it to a narrow interpretation of “type” of interaction. 

 As for the languages used in DAILY interactions (whether SEVERAL TIMES A DAY or 

ONCE A DAY), the gray-scale shading in Figure 4.4 reveals variation among people. All of 

GEN 1 FARIEL’S DAILY interactions are in FRENCH ONLY and interactions involving HL 

are rarer. GEN 2 LUBNA’S and YOUSRA’S are almost all FRENCH ONLY with an exception 

or two. SONIA, OLFA and ZINEB have a higher number of DAILY interactions in the HL: 

whereas a majority of GEN 2 SONIA’S and OLFA’S interactions are in FRENCH ONLY, a 

majority of GEN 1 ZINEB’S are at the HALF/HALF to ONLY HL end of the spectrum. GEN 1 

SOUAD’S DAILY interactions are at the HL end of the spectrum with only a couple 

exceptions. GEN 1 BOUCHRA’S are all in the HALF/HALF to HL ONLY range. GEN 1.5 

FATIHA has only a single DAILY interaction in MAJORITY FRENCH. This range of language 

use yields the following order from DAILY FRENCH interactions to DAILY HL interactions: 

 FARIEL < LUBNA, YOUSRA < SONIA, OLFA < (FATIHA) < ZINEB < SOUAD < BOUCHRA 

A preliminary explanation for the FREQUENCY of language use takes into consideration 

the participants’ generation of immigration, marital situation, whether they live with their 

parents or not and whether they presently work or are stay-at-home mothers. FARIEL and 

LUBNA, who use the HL the least in daily interactions, are married to GEN 2+ non-HL-

speakers and are at home with young children. LUBNA, YOUSRA, SONIA and OLFA are all 

GEN 2. YOUSRA does not live at home; her DAILY interaction involving HL is with her 

mother. SONIA and OLFA live at home with their parents where they interact on a regular 
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basis. Among GEN 1 participants, daily FRENCH ONLY interactions can be attributed to a 

work environment: ZINEB was the only one working at the time.  

 
     NEVER    MORE   FEW X     ONCE     FEW X     ONCE   FEW X 
  1ST TIME    RARE  /MONTH /WEEK    /WEEK     /DAY      /DAY 

Figure 4.4 FREQUENCY of language use per PERSON (GLOBAL)  

wherein the X-axis refers to the FREQUENCY of such an interaction, Y-axis refers to raw 

counts of interactions, and shading refers to the language of the interactions 

(white=FRENCH ONLY; grays=MIX; black= HL ONLY) 



 123 

4.3.2 TIME 

 

 

Figure 4.5 Language use at each hour of the day (TIME) per PERSON 
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We can expect that language use may vary by TIME of day. Figure 4.5 shows 

that, while this does not appear to be the case of women who use the HL less, it is for 

those who have a higher number of daily interactions in the HL. ZINEB, BOUCHRA and 

SOUAD’S  FRENCH ONLY interactions are more or less limited to the daytime when they 

have to interact with non-HL-speakers. For ZINEB, FRENCH ONLY interactions take place 

at work until 3pm and then again outside the home just before 6pm. For BOUCHRA, 

FRENCH ONLY interactions end at 5pm, for SOUAD at 7pm. These women use the HL 

throughout the day and especially in the evening when they have more interactions with 

family and people they know.  

4.3.3 DAY 

 WEEKDAYS         WEEKENDS 

 

Figure 4.6 Language use on a weekday vs. weekend (DAY) per PERSON 
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The comparison of WEEKDAY and WEEKEND interactions, as shown in Figure 4.6, 

reveals that FATIHA, BOUCHRA and ZINEB have FRENCH ONLY interactions during the 

WEEK but not on the WEEKEND, with the HL being more present on the WEEKEND. This 

difference is due to obligatory interactions with non-HL-speakers during the WEEK and 

interactions with HL-speakers (family and people one knows) on the WEEKEND. By 

contrast, SONIA, OLFA, YOUSRA, LUBNA, FARIEL and SOUAD do not show a pronounced 

difference in language use between the WEEK and WEEKEND.  

4.3.4 Summary 

 These analyses of temporal effects on the language use of different participants 

indicate that language use follows daily routines. For GEN 1 participants who use the HL 

a lot, use of FRENCH ONLY is constrained to specific interactions at specific times of day. 

For participants who use the HL less, the temporal effects do not appear to be as strong, 

French being the primary language used in interaction. These observations illustrate the 

different types of linguistic behavior among the participants and the importance of 

considering PERSON to be a factor in the models to come. The participants’ language 

use may be affected by a variety of variables – including, but not limited to, their 

generation of immigration, whether they live with parents or not, whether they are 

married to an HL-speaker or not, and whether or not they work – though with the small 

number of participants, it is difficult to unravel these effects. In addition to differences 

between participants, the models explore how factors describing the circumstances of 

participants’ interactions and characteristics of their interlocutors affect language use. 
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4.4 MODEL 1: ALL DATA 
 

 GLOBAL YOU THEM 

MODALITY F(1, 602)=.853 F(1, 602)=.168 F(1, 602)=1.50 

PERSON F(8, 602)=24.15*** F(8, 602)=31.51*** F(8, 602)=16.09*** 

PROXIMITY F(3, 602)=38.39*** F(3, 602)=41.54*** F(3, 602)=28.89*** 

PERSON* 
PROXIMITY F(23,602)=7.36*** F(23,602)=12.53*** F(23,602)=4.35*** 

R Squared 
(adjusted) .594 (.57) .688 (.67) .468 (.437) 

*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Table 4.3 Model 1 summary of effects and interactions (GLOBAL, YOU and THEM) 

As shown in Table 4.3, a univariate general linear model was built to look at the 

effects of PERSON, MODALITY and PROXIMITY and was run three separate times for 

the dependent measures: GLOBAL, YOU and THEM. Considering that MODALITY 

(whether interactions are WRITTEN or ORAL) is a basic circumstance of the situations, it 

was included, though it proved to be insignificant. Effects of PERSON (the difference 

between the nine participants) and PROXIMITY of the interlocutors relative to the 

participant (whether they are STRANGERS, people they KNOW, people they KNOW WELL or 

FAMILY) were found to both be highly significant, as was the 2-way interaction of the 

variables. Looking at the R Squared value, the model better predicts the way the 

participants themselves speak (YOU) than the way their interlocutors as a whole speak 

(THEM). Further post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test were conducted. 
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4.4.1 Effect of MODALITY 

 
 

Figure 4.7 Model 1 Effect of MODALITY Ems (YOU+THEM =GLOBAL)  

     Written (n=79)                 Oral (n=562)  

 

 

 

 

    

Figure 4.8 Range of language use by MODALITY (GLOBAL) 

MODALITY is insignificant in this model, nor would it have interacted with any 

other variables had the interactions been included in a model. Figures 4.7 and 4.8 reveal 

that while WRITTEN interactions are closer to the French only end of the spectrum (almost 
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¾ are in ONLY FRENCH), ORAL interactions are in MAJORITY FRENCH (just over half are in 

ONLY FRENCH).  This difference is not enough to be significant, but it suggests that ORAL 

interactions may lend themselves to more use of the HL. This is discussed further in the 

analysis of family interactions of Model 2 where MODALITY interacts with PERSON. 

4.4.2 Effect of PERSON 

 

Figure 4.9 Model 1 Ems per PERSON (YOU + THEM = GLOBAL) 

(Significance of pairwise comparisons of the GLOBAL measure is represented by 

*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001) 

There is a significant effect of PERSON on GLOBAL, YOU and THEM for the 

nine participants. Figure 4.9 illustrates how the sum of the estimated means of YOU and 

THEM form the GLOBAL measure (the full height of the combined columns). The 

GLOBAL estimated means of FARIEL, LUBNA, OLFA, YOUSRA, SONIA, FATIHA and 
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SOUAD’S  interactions progressively increase from ONLY FRENCH to just above MAJORITY 

FRENCH. ZINEB’s are just below HALF/HALF while BOUCHRA’S are just above.   

 

Figure 4.10 Model 1 Ems per PERSON (YOU and THEM) 

Figure 4.10 shows the relationship between the original measures of YOU (on the 

y-axis) and THEM (on the x-axis), or in other words, the relationship between the 

participants’ language use and that of their interlocutors. If anyone falls on the x=y 

reference line, it means they use their languages to the same degree as their interlocutors. 

If they fall to the right of it, they use less HL  and more French than their interlocutors. If 

they fall to the left, they use more HL and less French than their interlocutors.  

GEN 2 LUBNA and GEN 1 FARIEL, the women married to non-HL-speakers, 

cluster at French only, using the same amount of French and HL as their interlocutors 
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overall. GEN 2 YOUSRA, OLFA and SONIA, who are unmarried and childless, fall in the 

range of FRENCH ONLY to MAJORITY FRENCH, though their interlocutors use more HL than 

they do. Kabyle-speaker GEN 1.5 FATIHA, who is married to an Arabic speaker, uses 

MAJORITY FRENCH to the same degree as her interlocutors. SOUAD uses the HL a little 

more and her interlocutors even slightly more. BOUCHRA and ZINEB both use the HL to a 

higher degree, between HALF/HALF and MAJORITY HL, however the difference between 

them lies in their interlocutors. While ZINEB’S use the HL much less than she does, using 

at at just above MAJORITY FRENCH, BOUCHRA’S interlocutors use it to the same high 

degree that she does. Thus, as expected, the GEN 1 women who are not married to non-

HL-speakers use the HL more than GEN 2 or women who are married to non-speakers. 

The question, then, is: with whom are they interacting and what languages do they use? 

4.4.3 Effect of PROXIMITY 

There is a significant effect of PROXIMITY to the interlocutor on GLOBAL, 

YOU and THEM where a direct relationship indicates an increase in the use of the HL 

with an increase in level of PROXIMITY. Figure 4.11 shows that interactions with 

STRANGERS are at the ONLY FRENCH end of the spectrum, interactions with KNOWN and 

WELL-KNOWN people are between ONLY FRENCH and MAJORITY FRENCH, while those with 

FAMILY are between MAJORITY FRENCH and HALF FRENCH/HALF HL. All four types levels 

fall on the x=y reference line, indicating that overall there is alignment between the 

participants themselves (YOU) and their interlocutors (THEM). There is thus a difference 

for everyone interacting between speaking with strangers where the HL is almost absent 
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from interactions, speaking with people one knows (apparently no matter the degree) and 

speaking with family, where the HL is most present. 

 

Figure 4.11 Effect of PROXIMITY Ems (YOU and THEM) 

4.4.4 Interaction of PROXIMITY*PERSON  

To understand the frequency with which participants interact with STRANGERS as 

opposed to people they KNOW or FAMILY, we first consider the number of interactions 

reported. Table 4.4 shows that the GEN 1 women who arrived most recently (SOUAD and 

BOUCHRA) have the highest percentage of interactions with STRANGERS compared with 

the other participants. For some women, interactions with each type of interlocutor are 

evenly distributed, while for others, they are not. Participants tend to have a higher 

number of interactions with FAMILY members than with any other group, varying from as 

little as 31% and 32% for GEN 2 SONIA and YOUSRA to as much as 81% and 90% for 

LUBNA and FARIEL, who are at home all day with young children.  
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PERSON STRANGERS KNOWN WELL-KNOWN FAMILY Total 

SONIA 13 15% 24 28% 22 26% 26 31% 85 

YOUSRA 9 12% 19 25% 24 32% 24 32% 76 

SOUAD 30 37% 20 25% 2 2% 29 36% 81 

BOUCHRA 12 22% 10 18% 6 11% 27 49% 55 

OLFA 7 13% 11 21% 3 6% 31 60% 52 

FATIHA 2 3% 14 21% 7 11% 43 65% 66 

ZINEB 6 7% 24 28%   0% 56 65% 86 

LUBNA 7 9% 5 7% 2 3% 61 81% 75 

FARIEL 1 2% 1 2% 4 6% 56 90% 62 

  87 14% 128 20% 70 11% 353 55% 638 

Table 4.4 PROXIMITY counts per PERSON 

4.4.4.1 PROXIMITY by PERSON 

 

Figure 4.12 PROXIMITY per PERSON by levels of PROXIMITY (GLOBAL) 
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Model 1 shows a highly significant interaction between PERSON and 

PROXIMITY for GLOBAL, YOU and THEM. 

Everyone’s interactions with STRANGERS are by and large in ONLY FRENCH. Figure 

4.12 shows that FARIEL, LUBNA, OLFA, YOUSRA and FATIHA use ONLY FRENCH with 

STRANGERS while SOUAD, SONIA, BOUCHRA and ZINEB use a little HL. The difference 

between those who use no HL and those who do use the HL with STRANGERS by and 

large corresponds with the difference between generations. While those raised in France 

(GENs 1.5 and 2) do not interact with STRANGERS using the HL whereas those who came 

to France as adults (GEN 1) may use the HL on occasion. The two exceptions to this 

trend are GEN 1 FARIEL and GEN 2 SONIA, whose comments quoted in Chapter 5 

provide explanation. 

Interactions with KNOWN and WELL-KNOWN people tend to involve the same 

absence of the HL or a little higher use. As with STRANGERS, FARIEL, LUBNA and OLFA 

also use ONLY FRENCH with people they KNOW. YOUSRA, FATIHA, SONIA, ZINEB and 

SOUAD do use some HL with KNOWN people in the range of ONLY FRENCH to MAJORITY 

FRENCH. SOUAD distinguishes herself from the others, though, by her higher use of the 

HL with people she KNOWS WELL (between MAJORITY FRENCH and HALF/HALF). 

Strikingly, BOUCHRA uses a high amount of the HL with people she KNOWS (approaching 

MAJORITY HL) and KNOWS WELL (approaching ONLY HL). This likely reflects her 

circumstances living in a foyer with Arabic speaking non-family members. 

Interactions with FAMILY involve the most variation and a higher use of the HL 

for most women. The FAMILY interactions of FARIEL and LUBNA, the women who are 
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married to non-HL-speakers, approach ONLY FRENCH, as could be expected. GEN 2 

OLFA’s FAMILY interactions are between ONLY FRENCH and MAJORITY FRENCH, while her 

older sister YOUSRA’S interactions are in MAJORITY FRENCH, as are GEN 1.5 FATIHA’S. 

GEN 2 SONIA’S involve a little more HL, approaching HALF/HALF.  GEN 1 SOUAD, ZINEB 

and BOUCHRA’S family interactions approach MAJORITY HL. This is generally what one 

would expect from the effects of generation and marriage. It also reveals the variation 

between families within a generation (e.g., the difference between SONIA’S family and 

YOUSRA and OLFA’S). 

4.4.4.2 PERSON by PROXIMITY 

In examining how each PERSON is affected by PROXIMITY, we can identify 

three types of profiles:  

(1) those participants for whom PROXIMITY is insignificant or minimally 

significant 

(2) those for whom PROXIMITY is significant and language use differs between 

NON-FAMILY MEMBERS and FAMILY 

(3) those for whom PROXIMITY is significant and language use differs 

according to the level of proximity of even non-family members 

This division came about through careful analysis of the data and pairwise comparisons 

as summarized in Table 4.5. Figure 4.13 illustrates the effect of PROXIMITY on each 

PERSON. It is noticeable that interactions with non-family members fall on the x=y 

reference line for all participants, whereas family interactions may or may not diverge. 
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Person 

Univariate test of 
PROXIMITY 

STRANGER 

VS. 
KNOWN 

KNOWN 

VS. 
WELL-
KNOWN 

WELL-
KNOWN VS. 
FAMILY 

STRANGER 

VS. 
FAMILY 

Group 1 

FARIEL F (3, 602) = 0.17     

LUBNA F (3, 602) = 0.36     

OLFA F (3, 602) = 1.71     

FATIHA F (3, 602) = 2.66*     

Group 2 

YOUSRA F (3, 602) = 6.30***   *** ** 

SONIA F (3, 602) = 21.94***   *** *** 

ZINEB F (2, 602) = 80.46***    *** 

Group 3 

SOUAD F (3, 602) =35.73*** **   *** 

BOUCHRA F (3, 602) = 31.34*** *** *  *** 

*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Table 4.5 Summary of significance of pairwise comparisons of PROXIMITY per 

PERSON (GLOBAL) 
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Figure 4.13 Effect of PROXIMITY on PERSON. X-axis: THEM, Y-axis: YOU 
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Group 1. For FARIEL, LUBNA and OLFA, PROXIMITY is not significant. While it 

is minimally significant for FATIHA, the increase in HL is so gradual that no pairwise 

comparisons are significant. Some patterns are still evident. We can think of 

PROXIMITY as a sort of threshold for using the HL, though this threshold differs 

between people. The four women use no HL with STRANGERS. FATIHA begins to use the 

HL with people she KNOWS, FARIEL and OLFA begin to with people they KNOWS WELL 

and LUBNA only with FAMILY members. With LUBNA, OLFA and FATIHA, there is an 

increased use of HL with FAMILY, though this is not significant. With FARIEL, 

interactions with WELL-KNOWN people stand out as using slightly more HL. 

Group 2. Whether interlocutors are FAMILY members or not plays a significant 

role for YOUSRA, SONIA and ZINEB. For SONIA and ZINEB, language use with FAMILY 

members differs at the p<.001 level from interactions with all types of non-family 

interlocutors, which do not differ from each other. For YOUSRA, FAMILY interactions 

differ from those with STRANGERS and from WELL-KNOWN people at the p<.01 and 

p<.001 levels respectively, though interactions with KNOWN interlocutors surprisingly 

involve some HL and are significant at the p<.05 level. Thus these women’s interactions 

with non-family members (STRANGERS, KNOWN and WELL-KNOWN people) cluster at the 

FRENCH ONLY end of the spectrum while the HL is used more with FAMILY members, 

though to varying degrees. 

Group 3. For SOUAD and BOUCHRA, PROXIMITY is highly significant but the 

difference does not lie solely in FAMILY interactions. Language use instead differs 

according to the level of PROXIMITY of non-family members. For BOUCHRA, each level 
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of PROXIMITY differs significantly from the next: interactions with STRANGERS in 

FRENCH ONLY differ from those with KNOWN people in MAJORITY HL, which differ from 

those with WELL-KNOWN people in HL ONLY. Her FAMILY interactions, however, are 

similar to interactions with KNOWN people. SOUAD’S use of HL increases with each level 

of PROXIMITY from FRENCH ONLY with STRANGERS to MAJORITY FRENCH with KNOWN 

people to between MAJORITY FRENCH and HALF/HALF with WELL-KNOWN PEOPLE to moer 

than HALF/HALF with FAMILY.  

For the three types of profiles, there is a general trend where more HL is involved 

the closer one is to her interlocutor.  This general trend holds true for all participants, 

though the different levels of PROXIMITY carry different weight for each PERSON. 

More HL is used with people they KNOW or KNOW WELL than with STRANGERS; this is 

true of everyone except SONIA and ZINEB, though the difference is not significant. While 

the “threshold” for using HL may be KNOWING someone for some participants, for others, 

it is KNOWING them WELL that can be associated with using more HL. Interactions with 

FAMILY tend to involve even more HL, though in a few cases the use of HL with WELL-

KNOWN interlocutors exceeds the use of the HL with FAMILY. For them, there is an 

increased use of HL with an increase in PROXIMITY with non-family members, though 

this does not apply to family. 

4.4.5&Summary&

The similarities and differences between women’s language use appear to 

correspond with their current circumstances: generation of immigration, whether they are 
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married to a speaker of the HL or not, and whether they are at home or work. GEN 1 

FARIEL and GEN 2 LUBNA, who are married to men who do not speak the HL, use the 

HL the least. GEN 2 YOUSRA, OLFA and SONIA use the HL more, though still primarily 

use French. Kabyle GEN 1.5 FATIHA, who is married to an Arabic-speaker, uses the HL a 

little more. GEN 1 SOUAD and ZINEB, who are also married to GEN 1 men, use their HL 

to higher degrees. BOUCHRA, who lives in a foyer, uses her HL the most, surrounded by 

other immigrants, and thus it is not surprising that she uses the HL to a high degree even 

with people she knows. This is in contrast to ZINEB, who uses almost ONLY FRENCH with 

people she knows, which can be explained by her work interactions where she does not 

use the HL. Zineb’s higher use of the HL with family is the more common profile. While 

for some people, the difference between interactions with family and non-family is most 

striking, for others, there is a more gradual increase in HL use with increasing level of 

proximity. 

4.5 MODEL 2: FAMILY DATA 

Model 2 analyzes a subset of the data collected: interactions with FAMILY only. As 

in Model 1, we also factor in effects of PERSON and MODALITY. GENERATION and 

SEX can only be analyzed in these particular interactions due to the way the information 

was collected in the surveys. Participants had reported with whom exactly they 

interacted, and from those answers (which might have included a single interlocutor or 

several), the variables of GENERATION and SEX were derived, as seen in Table 4.6. 

The advantage of honing in on FAMILY is that it allows us to look at interactions with only 
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people who have been exposed to the HL, albeit to varying degrees. 

VARIABLE   SEX 

 
Several 

interlocutors 
 BOTH 

  
Single or several 

interlocutors 
FEMALE MALE 

GENERATION 

OLDER + 

SAME 

OLDER 

Grandmother 

Mother 

Aunt 

Grandfather 

Father 

Uncle 

SAME 

 

Sister 

Cousin 

Husband 

Brother 

Cousin SAME + 

YOUNGER YOUNGER 
Daughter 

Niece 

Son 

Nephew 

Table 4.6 The variables of GENERATION and SEX derived from mobile survey answers 

of type of FAMILY interlocutor 

Table 4.7 summarizes the variables and their effects taken into account in Model 

2. In this model, we see that PERSON is again significant. MODALITY is again 

insignificant, although it does interact with PERSON: with family, the participants treat 

WRITTEN and ORAL interactions in different ways. GENERATION and the interaction 

between GENERATION and PERSON are highly significant. The effect of interlocutor’s 

SEX is significant in the GLOBAL measure due to the interlocutors’ speech (THEM). 

The 2-way interactions of SEX with GENERATION, MODALITY and PERSON are 
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minimally significant, as is the 3-way interaction of SEX*GENERATION*PERSON. 

Further post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test were conducted. 

(n=353) GLOBAL YOU THEM 

BY PERSON 

person F(8, 275)=20.89*** F(8, 275)=30.25*** F(8, 275)=9.27*** 

BY MODALITY 

modality F(1, 275)=1.66 F(1, 275)=.91 F(1, 275)=1.95 

person*modality F(5, 275)=3.85** F(5, 275)=3.61** F(5, 275)=3.00* 

BY INTERLOCUTOR’S RELATIVE GENERATION 

generation F(4, 275)=18.97*** F(4, 275)=8.62*** F(4, 275)=26.03*** 

person*generation F(21, 275)=5.08*** F(21, 275)=3.03*** F(21, 275)=8.42*** 

BY INTERLOCUTOR’S SEX 

interlocutor’s sex F(2, 275)=4.84** F(2, 275)=1.14 F(2, 275)=9.64*** 

generation*sex F(6, 275)=1.848 F(6, 275)=2.48* F(6, 275)=1.17 

modality*sex F(2, 275)=4.72* F(2, 275)=3.42* F(2, 275)=4.79** 

person*sex F(15, 275)=1.91* F(15, 275)=1.64 F(15, 275)=2.01* 

person*sex*generation F(7, 275)=3.113** F(7, 275)=2.51* F(7, 275)=3.04** 

R Squared (adjusted) .849 (.807) .856  (.816) .834 (.788) 

*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Table 4.7 Model 2 summary of effects and interactions (GLOBAL, YOU and THEM)
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4.5.1 Effect of PERSON 

 

Figure 4.14 Model 2 Effect of PERSON (YOU+THEM=GLOBAL)  

(Significance of pairwise comparisons of the GLOBAL measure is represented by 

*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001) 

 There is a highly significant effect of PERSON in Model 2 for GLOBAL (F(8, 

275)=20.89***), YOU (F(8, 275)=30.25***) and THEM (F(8, 275)=9.27***). 

According to GLOBAL estimated means shown in Figure 4.14, FARIEL’S language use is 

between FRENCH ONLY and MAJORITY FRENCH. LUBNA, OLFA, FATIHA and YOUSRA are 

around MAJORITY FRENCH. SONIA and SOUAD are just above HALF/HALF. BOUCHRA and 

ZINEB approach MAJORITY HL. 

  * 

  ** 
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Figure 4.15 Model 2 Ems per PERSON (YOU and THEM) 

How participants’ language use relates to that of their family as a whole is 

illustrated in Figure 4.15 by comparing YOU and THEM. FARIEL’S interactions involve 

the least HL: she approaches ONLY FRENCH, though her interlocutors approach MAJORITY 

FRENCH. LUBNA, FATIHA, YOUSRA and OLFA cluster around MAJORITY FRENCH: while 

GEN 1.5 FATIHA and her family align in terms of language use, LUBNA, YOUSRA and 

OLFA use less HL than do their interlocutors. ZINEB, SONIA, SOUAD and BOUCHRA cluster 

due to their interlocutors’ use of the HL in the HALF/HALF to MAJORITY HL range. 

However, they themselves differ in how much they use the HL: GEN 2 SONIA uses it less 

than HALF in her interactions, GEN 1 SOUAD and BOUCHRA use it between HALF and in 

MAJORITY, while GEN 1 ZINEB uses it in MAJORITY or ONLY.  
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The GEN 2 women who are the youngest generation in their families, OLFA, 

YOUSRA and SONIA, use the HL less than their FAMILY member interlocutors do. They 

diverge most from the reference line. LUBNA and FARIEL, who are married to non-

speakers of the HL, do too, to a smaller degree. GEN 1.5 FATIHA and GEN 1 SOUAD and 

BOUCHRA and their interlocutors use the languages to the same degree as their FAMILY 

members. GEN 1 ZINEB, who immigrated at a later age and has older children, uses the 

HL more than her FAMILY members, diverging on the opposite side of the reference line.  

4.5.2 Interaction of MODALITY*PERSON 

 

Figure 4.16 Model 2 MODALITY*PERSON Ems (GLOBAL)  

In Model 2, while MODALITY is non-significant for GLOBAL, YOU and 

THEM, the interaction between MODALITY and PERSON is significant for GLOBAL 

(F(5, 275)=3.85**), YOU (F(5, 275)=3.61**) and THEM (F(5, 275)=3.00*). Univariate 
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tests of the GLOBAL measure shows that there is a simple effect of PERSON on 

WRITTEN data (F (6, 275)=7.49***) and on ORAL data (F (8, 275)=28.58***).  Figure 

4.16 shows a large range in the participants’ language use for both modalities. For some 

people, ORAL and WRITTEN interactions differ, though for others they are quite similar. 

A closer look at YOU and THEM in Figure 4.17 reveals that, much like Model 1, 

WRITTEN interactions are on the x=y reference line: the participants and their interlocutors 

are writing the languages to the same degree. Most people are in the FRENCH ONLY to 

MAJORITY FRENCH range. However, GEN 1 BOUCHRA stands out as using HL more at 

HALF/HALF. Moreover, SONIA’s family is even more striking, using HL in writing as 

much as MAJORITY HL. In fact, she is the only person to report any WRITTEN interactions 

in HL ONLY. 

ORAL interactions show much more variation. GEN 2 SONIA, YOUSRA and OLFA 

stand out the most as using less HL than their family members. This is not surprising if 

they are mostly interacting with GEN 1. GEN 2 LUBNA and GEN 1 FARIEL show this 

difference between YOU and THEM to a smaller degree. Their marriages to non-HL-

speakers help explain their lower use of the HL with family and the relatively low use of 

HL by the family with whom they speak. GEN 1.5 FATIHA, a Kabyle-speaker married to 

an Arabic-speaker, is on the x=y reference line at MAJORITY FRENCH. By contrast, GEN 1 

BOUCHRA and SOUAD use the languages to the same degree as family members in ORAL 

interactions in MAJORITY HL. Both women immigrated recently to France and their 

extended families are by and large in the country of origin. As seen in GEN 1 ZINEB’S 
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family interactions in Model 1, she uses more HL than her family, most of which is now 

in France. 

 

 

Figure 4.17 Model 2 PERSON*MODALITY (YOU and THEM) 

1!

2!

3!

4!

5!

1! 2! 3! 4! 5!

YO
U
&

THEM&

Written&

Olfa!

Sonia!

Yousra!

Lubna!

Fatiha!

Fariel!

Souad!

Bouchra!

Zineb!

1!

2!

3!

4!

5!

1! 2! 3! 4! 5!

YO
U
&

THEM&

Oral&

Olfa!

Sonia!

Yousra!

Lubna!

Fatiha!

Fariel!

Souad!

Bouchra!

Zineb!



 147 

4.5.3 Effect of GENERATION 

 The effect of GENERATION on the way the participants (YOU) and their 

interlocutors speak (THEM) is illustrated with raw data in the pie charts of Figure 4.18. 

We see that the participants’ OLDER interlocutors (THEM OLDER) use much more HL 

than the participants themselves use, whether when speaking with the OLDER generation 

(YOU OLDER), SAME generation (YOU SAME) or YOUNGER generation (YOU YOUNGER). 

The participants (YOU SAME) mirror their interlocutors of their SAME generation (THEM 

SAME). The YOUNGER generation (THEM YOUNGER) uses much less HL than the 

participants do. It is not quite so simple when we consider interactions involving 

interlocutors of multiple generations.  

OLDER generation  SAME generation         YOUNGER generation 
 

          
THEM OLDER       YOU OLDER 

   
THEM SAME  YOU SAME 

                                  
 YOU YOUNGER        THEM YOUNGER 

 

Figure 4.18 Effect of GENERATION raw data pie charts (YOU and THEM) 
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GENERATION is highly significant for GLOBAL (F(4, 275)=18.97***), YOU 

(F(4, 275)=8.62***) and THEM (F(4, 275)=26.03***). Pairwise comparisons of the 

GLOBAL measure reveal that OLDER and OLDER+SAME interactions do not differ 

significantly from each other and that they do differ significantly from SAME, 

SAME+YOUNGER and YOUNGER interactions, which do not differ significantly from each 

other. Thus, interactions with OLDER interlocutors, whether or not there are members of 

one’s SAME generation present, involve significantly more HL than other interactions.  

 

Figure 4.19 Effect of GENERATION Ems (YOU and THEM) 

Accordingly, a comparison of YOU and THEM in Figure 4.19 reveals how 
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generation and/or SAME generation cluster around MAJORITY FRENCH. The x=y reference 

line draws attention to how differently the generations speak in interaction, as previously 

noted with the pie charts. In interactions with OLDER interlocutors, the older family 

members (THEM; e.g., parents, aunts and uncles) use more HL than do the participants 

(YOU). Thus while an OLDER generation approaches MAJORITY HL, the participants are 

around HALF/HALF. Interactions with one’s SAME generation and/or a YOUNGER 

generation involve more French. Interactions with one’s own generation (SAME) fall on 

the reference line indicating that the participants and their husbands, siblings and/or 

cousins are using the languages to the same degree. Interactions involving the YOUNGER 

generation (YOUNGER and SAME+YOUNGER) cluster on the opposite side of the line from 

interactions with the OLDER generations, revealing that the participants are using the HL 

more than their children are. This dynamic where parents speak in the HL and their 

children respond in French was often evoked in the interviews, an observation confirmed 

here by the data.  

4.5.4 Interaction of GENERATION*PERSON 

 Table 4.8 shows the frequency (through token counts) with which participants 

interact with different family members according to their relative generation.  Since 

SONIA, OLFA and SONIA do not have children, it is not surprising that they have no 

interactions with YOUNGER family members. Roughly a quarter of SONIA’S interactions 

involve only her SAME generation (her brother); the rest involve her parents or more 

rarely an uncle – that is, OLDER interlocutors. The sisters OLFA and YOUSRA report the 
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same amount of interactions with each generation, half with their SAME generation, half 

involving the OLDER generation.  

 The other participants are mothers. SOUAD only reports a single interaction 

between her and her 6-month old daughter that took place in HALF/HALF. Remember that 

we excluded any reports where the interlocutor was not speaking, yet SOUAD never 

reported any one-sided interactions either. The majority of her conversations are with her 

own (SAME) generation, as are those of FARIEL. BOUCHRA and FARIEL have more 

interactions with the YOUNGER generation. If we combine YOUNGER and SAME+YOUNGER, 

we see that more than half of FATIHA, LUBNA AND ZINEB’S family interactions involve 

their children. BOUCHRA stands out as having very few interactions with her SAME 

generation alone: this may be explained by the fact that she is separated from her husband 

and that her siblings are not in France. A majority of her conversations are with the 

OLDER generation, thus resembling the unmarried participants. SOUAD also has a fair 

number of interactions with OLDER generations.  

 
OLDER 

OLDER+ 
SAME SAME 

SAME+ 
YOUNGER YOUNGER Total 

SONIA 17 65% 3 12% 6 23% N/A N/A 26 
OLFA 14 44% 3 9% 15 47% N/A N/A 32 

YOUSRA 10 42% 2 8% 12 50% N/A N/A 24 
SOUAD 6 21% 4 14% 18 62%  0% 1 3% 29 

BOUCHRA 11 41% 5 19% 2 7% 2 7% 7 26% 27 
FARIEL 2 4% 1 2% 30 54% 4 7% 19 34% 56 
FATIHA 4 10%  0% 15 36% 7 17% 16 38% 42 
LUBNA 1 2% 2 3% 20 33% 13 21% 25 41% 61 
ZINEB 1 2% 

 
0% 18 32% 3 5% 34 61% 56 

 
66 

 
20 

 
136 

 
29 

 
102 

  
Table 4.8 GENERATION counts per PERSON  
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The interaction between PERSON and GENERATION is highly significant for 

GLOBAL (F(21, 275)=5.08***), YOU (F(21, 275)=3.03***) and THEM (F(21, 

275)=8.42***). Univariate tests show that there is an effect of PERSON for each 

GENERATION: OLDER (F (8, 275)=14.36***), OLDER+SAME (F (6, 275)=4.4***), SAME 

(F (8, 275)=26.88***), SAME+YOUNGER (F (4, 275)=5.7***) and YOUNGER (F (5, 

275)=33.89***). Figure 4.20 illustrates the estimated means for the GLOBAL measure. 

While interactions with OLDER and SAME generations cover the entire spectrum of 

language use from ONLY FRENCH to ONLY HL, interactions with YOUNGER generations fall 

in a smaller range from ONLY FRENCH to HALF/HALF.   

 

Figure 4.20 PERSON* GENERATION EMs (GLOBAL) 
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Figure 4.21 PERSON*GENERATION (YOU and THEM)
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By breaking down the data by YOU and THEM in Figure 4.21, further 

differences between participants regarding whether or not they and their family members 

align are visible.  We can see that, overall, the nine participants and their interlocutors 

from the SAME generation align. SONIA speaks slightly more HL than interlocutors of her 

SAME generation while LUBNA and FARIEL speak slightly less. 

In interactions with OLDER and OLDER+SAME generations, GEN 2 OLFA, YOUSRA, 

SONIA and LUBNA speak less than their interlocutors. GEN 1.5 FATIHA does this to a 

smaller degree. GEN 1 FARIEL illustrates this dynamic in her one intergenerational 

OLDER+SAME exchange though she and her older interlocutors align in the OLDER 

exchanges, using primarily French. GEN 1.5 FATIHA and GEN 1 SOUAD use slightly less 

HL than do OLDER interlocutors while GEN 1 ZINEB and BOUCHRA, who use the most HL 

overall, are in alignment with them. 

In conversations with YOUNGER and SAME+YOUNGER generations, LUBNA, 

FARIEL, SOUAD, BOUCHRA and FATIHA align with their children. The women who are 

married to non-HL-speakers (LUBNA, FARIEL and FATIHA) and their children approach 

ONLY FRENCH. The more recent immigrants (Souad and BOUCHRA) and their children are 

around HALF/HALF. Finally, ZINEB’S interactions with her children stand out from 

everyone else’s. Whereas she uses HL to a high degree (MAJORITY HL), her children, the 

oldest roughly the same ages as YOUSRA and OLFA, use it much less (MAJORITY FRENCH). 

Thus her divergent use from family is more precisely a reflection of the difference 

between her and her children. We are seeing the divergent use seen with the GEN 2 



 154 

women in interaction with the OLDER generation from the perspective of the GEN 1 

mother.  

 F 

Older 
vs. 

older 
same 

Older 
same 
vs. 

same 

Older 
vs. 

same 

Older 
vs. 

young
er 

Same 
vs. 

young
er 

Same 
vs. 

same 
young

er 

Same 
younger 

vs. 
younger 

OLFA 
F(2, 275)=11.56 

*** 
** 

** 
***     

SONIA 
F(2, 275)=35.73 

*** 
** 

** 
***  

 
 

 

YOUSRA 
F(2, 275)=3.38 

* 
* 

* 
  

 
 

 

FARIEL 
F(4, 275)=3.14 

* 
* 

** 
     

SOUAD 
F(3, 275)=5.07 

** 
 

* 
***  

 
X 

x 

BOUCHRA 
F(4, 275)=7.38 

*** 
 

** 
* *** 

 
 

 

FATIHA 
F(3, 275)=20.81 

*** 
x 

x 
*** *** 

 
 

 

LUBNA 
F(4, 275)=16.54 

*** 
 

*** 
** *** 

*** 
** 

 

ZINEB 
F(3, 275)=19.19 

*** 
 

 
 ** 

*** 
*** 

 
*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Table 4.9 Summary of significance of pairwise comparisons of GENERATION per 

PERSON (GLOBAL)         

Univariate tests of the GLOBAL measure showed that RELATIVE 

GENERATION is significant for all participants, as seen in Table 4.9. With the exception 

of FARIEL, ZINEB and YOUSRA, we see a significant decrease in the use of the HL from 

interactions with OLDER interlocutors to SAME generation interlocutors. Yet there are a 

few cases where interactions with both OLDER+SAME  generations use more HL than 
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interactions with OLDER generations. GEN 2 women diverge from an OLDER generation 

by using less HL, although we see the other side of this interaction with GEN 1 Zineb 

who uses more HL than her GEN 1.5 and GEN 2 children. In most cases, with 

interlocutors of their SAME and/or YOUNGER generation, the participants use the languages 

to the same degree, though there may be a small decrease in HL use with the YOUNGER 

generation (e.g. LUBNA). 

4.5.5 Effect of SEX  
   

 

Figure 4.22 Effect of SEX EMs (YOU and THEM) 

 The model shows that there is an effect of SEX for the GLOBAL measure (F(2, 

275)=4.84**) and THEM (F(2, 275)=9.64***) though not for YOU (F(2, 275)=1.14). 

Thus, as might be expected, the interlocutors’ SEX affects how the interlocutors (THEM) 

speak to a significant degree but how the participants (YOU) speak less so. Figure 4.22 

illustrates the relationship between YOU and THEM. Interactions with BOTH sexes 
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involve the least HL at MAJORITY FRENCH. Interactions with MALES involve a little more, 

between MAJORITY FRENCH and HALF/HALF. Of course we must take into consideration 

that the participants themselves are women, so interactions with MALES by nature involve 

both sexes. Interactions with only FEMALES involve the most HL at HALF/HALF.  

 Pairwise comparisons of the GLOBAL measure reveal that interactions with  

FEMALES, MALES and BOTH SEXES all differ significantly from each other. This is true of 

THEM as well. Thus FEMALE and MALE interlocutors speak differently (FEMALES 

speaking more HL than MALES) and it would seem they change the way they speak (using 

less HL and more French) when in the presence of the opposite sex. Pairwise 

comparisons of YOU, which are insignificant, show that whether talking to only MALES 

or BOTH sexes, the amount of HL the participants themselves use does not differ. 

However, interactions with only FEMALES differ significantly from conversations with 

BOTH sexes and with MALES.  This would suggest that the participants use more HL when 

in the presence of FEMALES only and less when males are present, whether or not other 

females are there (BOTH and MALE).  

4.5.6 Interaction of SEX*MODALITY 

 The interaction between SEX and MODALITY is significant for GLOBAL (F(2, 

275)=4.72*), YOU (F(2, 275)=3.42*) and THEM (F(2, 275)=4.79**).  Results are 

summarized in Table 4.10 and Figure 4.23. Univariate tests show that while there is not 

an effect of MODALITY in interactions with MALES or with BOTH sexes, there is an 

effect on interactions with FEMALES where ORAL interactions are at HALF/HALF and 
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WRITTEN interactions are at MAJORITY FRENCH. Univariate tests also show that there is no 

effect of SEX on WRITTEN interactions while there is a highly significant effect on ORAL 

interactions. ORAL interactions with FEMALES (at HALF/HALF) differ at the p<.001 level 

from interactions with BOTH sexes (between HALF/HALF and MAJORITY FRENCH) which 

differ from interactions with MALES (nearing MAJORITY FRENCH) at the p<.05 level. 

GLOBAL  FEMALES BOTH MALES 

  F(1, 275)=35.4* F(1, 275)=.006 F(1, 275)=.274 

WRITTEN F(2, 275)=.926 3.91 (n=16) 5 (n=2) 3.68 (n=11) 

ORAL F(2, 275)=28.58 
*** 

6.28 (n=107) 5.07 (n=79) 4.49 (n=138) 

*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Table 4.10 SEX*MODALITY EMs, F-values and counts (GLOBAL) 

 

Figure 4.23 SEX*MODALITY EMs (GLOBAL) 
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Thus, SEX is relevant in ORAL interactions where there is much more variation 

while it is not in WRITTEN interactions, which are primarily in French. The effect of SEX 

alone had shown that interactions with only FEMALES involve more HL than other 

interactions. This interaction reveals that it is only the case in ORAL interactions. The 

effect of SEX had also shown that interactions with BOTH sexes involved less HL than 

interactions with MALES, though here we see that interactions (both WRITTEN and ORAL) 

with BOTH sexes involve more HL than those with MALES. An analysis of the interaction 

between SEX*PERSON will help resolve this contradiction. 

4.5.7 Interaction of SEX*PERSON  

As seen in the effect of SEX, the interaction SEX*PERSON is significant for 

GLOBAL (F(15, 275)=1.91*) and THEM (F(15, 275)=2.01*) but not YOU (F(15, 

275)=1.64). Univariate tests of the GLOBAL measure show that PERSON is significant 

among interactions with FEMALES (F (8, 275)=13.78***), interactions with BOTH sexes (F 

(8, 275)=8.00***) and interactions with MALES (F (8, 271)=22.39***). Figure 4.24 

illustrates GLOBAL estimated means. While interactions with FEMALES and BOTH sexes 

range from just below MAJORITY FRENCH to just below HL only, using essentially the 

whole language spectrum, interactions with MALES have a lower range, from ONLY 

FRENCH to between HALF/HALF and MAJORITY HL. 
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Figure 4.24 PERSON*SEX EMs (GLOBAL)
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 Effect of SEX FEMALE VS. 

BOTH 

BOTH VS. 

MALE 

MALE VS. 

FEMALE 

SONIA F (2, 275)=.746    

OLFA F (2, 275)=1.02    

FATIHA F(2, 275)=4.66* **   

SOUAD F (2,275)=5.51** ** **  

FARIEL F (2, 275)=4.62*  * * 

LUBNA F(2, 275)=11.98***  *** *** 

YOUSRA F (2, 275)=5.1**  * ** 

BOUCHRA F (2, 275)=3.41*   * 

ZINEB F (2, 275)=9.83*** ***  ** 

*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Table 4.11 Summary of significance of pairwise comparisons of SEX per PERSON 

(GLOBAL)  

 In all participants’ cases, interactions with only FEMALES use more HL than 

interactions with only MALES. Table 4.11 summarizes the significance of pairwise 

comparisons of SEX per PERSON.  

 For SONIA and OLFA, the two women who live with their parents, SEX of the 

interlocutor is insignificant: SONIA and her interlocutors speak at roughly HALF/HALF; 

OLFA and hers speak at roughly MAJORITY FRENCH. We might still note that their 

interactions with FEMALES do involve more HL than interactions with others. 

 For FATIHA and SOUAD, SEX is significant although the difference between 

MALES vs. FEMALES is not significant; interactions with BOTH play a significant role. In 

SOUAD’S interactions, the differences of FEMALES vs. BOTH and BOTH vs. MALES are 
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significant: her interactions involving BOTH sexes (MAJORITY HL to ONLY HL) involve 

much more HL than interactions with either MALES or FEMALES (HALF/HALF).  FATIHA’S 

interactions with FEMALES involve significantly more HL (MAJORITY FRENCH to 

HALF/HALF) than interactions with BOTH (BETWEEN ONLY and MAJORITY FRENCH), with 

interactions with MALES (MAJORITY FRENCH) falling in between.  

 For FARIEL, LUBNA, YOUSRA, BOUCHRA and ZINEB, SEX is significant and there 

is a significant difference between interactions with MALES and interactions with 

FEMALES. Among these participants, a few patterns emerge.  

 FARIEL, LUBNA and YOUSRA have roughly the same profile: interactions with 

MALES involve much less HL than interactions with FEMALES or BOTH sexes, which do 

not differ. The women who are both married to non-HL speaking men, FARIEL and 

LUBNA, have interactions with MALES in ONLY FRENCH but interactions with FEMALES and 

BOTH SEXES in MAJORITY FRENCH, LUBNA’S using the HL more than FARIEL’S. The 

difference between YOUSRA’S interactions with MALES and interactions with FEMALES 

and BOTH SEXES is about the same. While LUBNA and FARIEL and MALE interlocutors use 

no HL, YOUSRA and hers use a little HL. YOUSRA’S interactions involving FEMALES 

(whether only FEMALES or BOTH sexes) also use a little more HL than those of FARIEL 

and LUBNA. The three-way interaction of PERSON*GENERATION*SEX will reveal 

that generation and sex are intertwined: while for YOUSRA interactions with MALES are of 

the OLDER generation (e.g., father, uncle), for FARIEL and LUBNA, the MALES are of the 

SAME and YOUNGER generations (e.g., husband, son). 



 162 

 BOUCHRA and ZINEB’s interactions with women involve more HL than other 

interactions. For BOUCHRA, other than the significant difference between MALES and 

FEMALES, there are none involving BOTH sexes. Her interactions with FEMALES are at 

MAJORITY HL while her interactions with BOTH sexes involve a little less and her 

interactions with MALES a little less at HALF/HALF. In contrast, ZINEB’S interactions with 

FEMALES use significantly more HL (MAJORITY HL to ONLY HL) than her interactions 

with MALES (between HALF/HALF and MAJORITY HL) or with BOTH sexes (just below 

HALF/HALF).  

 The trend we see with ZINEB of FEMALES > MALES > BOTH was also visible in 

FATIHA’S data though the difference between FEMALES and MALES had not been 

significant for FATIHA. This indicates that HL is especially used when only FEMALES are 

interacting and that when MALES are involved, the amount of the HL decreases. For both 

ZINEB and FATIHA, interactions involving BOTH sexes use the least HL though the use of 

HL is not significantly different from interactions with MALES. This trend is noticeable 

with SONIA, too, though the differences are so small that SEX is insignificant. 

 OLFA and BOUCHRA’S interactions with FEMALES involve more HL than do their 

interactions with BOTH sexes which involve more HL than those with MALES: FEMALES > 

BOTH > MALES. However, in OLFA’S case, the differences are so small that SEX is 

insignificant. For BOUCHRA, though, each step from FEMALES to BOTH to MALES is 

significant. In these cases, too, interactions involving FEMALES have a higher use of the 

HL whereas any involving males (whether BOTH or MALES) have a lower use. 
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 In contrast, SOUAD, FARIEL, LUBNA and YOUSRA’S interactions with BOTH sexes 

do not have a lower use of the HL than interactions with FEMALES. In the cases of 

FARIEL, LUBNA and YOUSRA, interactions with BOTH sexes are not significantly different 

from interactions with only FEMALES; it is the interactions with only MALES that differ 

significantly. Thus we have: FEMALE, BOTH > MALE. In SOUAD’S case, interactions with 

BOTH are significantly higher than interactions with FEMALES and MALES; that is, BOTH > 

FEMALES, MALES. 

4.5.8 Interaction of SEX*GENERATION 

The model indicates that the interaction between SEX and GENERATION is only 

significant for YOU (F(6, 275)=2.48*) but not for GLOBAL (F(6, 275)=1.85) or THEM 

(F(6, 275)=1.17). Interactions involving only MALES of the SAME+OLDER generation 

without the presence of FEMALES are notably absent, as are interactions with FEMALES 

only of the SAME+YOUNGER generation. Table 4.12 and Figure 4.25 show the estimated 

means of language use of the participants themselves (YOU) in interaction with the 

different SEXES of each GENERATION. Univariate tests show that SEX is only 

significant for the OLDER+SAME generation interactions: the participants use HALF/HALF 

to MAJORITY HL in interactions with FEMALES whereas they use HALF/HALF to MAJORITY 

FRENCH in interactions with BOTH sexes. The HL is thus used significantly more in 

intergenerational groups of females without males (FEMALE – e.g., sisters and mothers, 

cousin and aunt) than groups with males (BOTH – e.g., sister and father, brother and 

mother). This difference between interactions with FEMALES and BOTH sexes is also 
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significant in interactions with one’s SAME generation according to pairwise comparisons, 

though a univariate test of SEX for SAME generation interactions is insignificant. While 

interactions with either FEMALES or MALES of one’s SAME generation are in MAJORITY 

FRENCH, interactions involving BOTH (and thus possibly larger groups) use even less HL 

(between FRENCH ONLY and MAJORITY FRENCH). SEX is not significant in the other levels 

of GENERATION (OLDER, SAME+YOUNGER and YOUNGER), nor are any of the pairwise 

comparisons.  

 OLDER OLDER 
+SAME 

SAME SAME+ 
YOUNGER 

YOUNGER 

 F (2, 275)=.854 F (1, 275)=10.37 
** 

F (2, 275)=2.66 F (1, 275)=.323 F (2, 275)=1.16 

 Mean Count Mean Count Mean Count Mean Count Mean Count 

Female 2.84 38 3.59 11 2.27 49   2.52 25 

Both 2.78 11 2.5 9 1.6 6 2.2 23 2.48 32 

Male 2.52 17   2.09 81 2 6 2.25 45 

*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Table 4.12 SEX*GENERATION EMs, F-values and counts (YOU) 

 
 

Figure 4.25 SEX* GENERATION EMs (YOU) 

1!

2!

3!

4!

5!

YO
U
&

Women!

Both!

Men!

!!!!older! !older!!!!!!!!!!same!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!same!!!!!!!!!!!!younger!
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!+same!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!+younger!



 165 

 

Figure 4.26 PERSON*GENERATION*SEX  (GLOBAL)
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4.5.9 Interaction of SEX*PERSON*GENERATION 

 Figure 4.26 illustrates how the interlocutor’s SEX and GENERATION interact 

differently per PERSON, allowing us to untangle the differences between the way one 

speaks, say, with one’s mother as opposed to one’s sister. For some people, language use 

differs between sexes within a generation. For others, sex does not differ within a 

generation, generation instead being the driving force behind variation in family language 

use. The interaction of PERSON*SEX*GENERATION is significant. The model 

indicates that the 3-way interaction between SEX, PERSON and GENERATION is 

significant for GLOBAL (F(7, 275)=3.113**), YOU (F(7, 275)=2.51*) and THEM (F(7, 

275)=3.04**). For GEN 1 BOUCHRA and ZINEB, GENERATION appears to be the 

important factor; within each generation, there is not much variation between the SEXES. 

Their interactions with OLDER family approach ONLY HL whereas their interactions with 

YOUNGER family are at HALF/HALF. While BOUCHRA’S SAME generation interactions 

pattern like the YOUNGER generation, ZINEB’S SAME generation interactions pattern like 

the OLDER. 

 SEX plays a minimal role for a single generation in the cases of GEN 1.5 FATIHA 

and GEN 2 SONIA. While interactions with OLDER family members are in the HALF/HALF 

to MAJORITY HL range, those with the SAME AND/or YOUNGER generations are in the ONLY 

FRENCH to MAJORITY FRENCH range. With SONIA, SEX affects the OLDER generation: she 

uses more HL with MALES than with FEMALES. With FATIHA, SEX affects the SAME 

generation interactions: with BOTH sexes, ONLY FRENCH is used while with either MALES 

or FEMALES, MAJORITY FRENCH is used. 
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 Like GEN 2 SONIA, SEX is important in the interactions of GEN 2 sisters YOUSRA 

and OLFA with older interlocutors, though to a greater degree. YOUSRA and OLFA report 

very similar interactions with OLDER and OLDER+SAME, though YOUSRA has no 

interactions with her mother alone (there are no OLDER FEMALE interactions). Interactions 

with their father and/or uncle (OLDER MALE) involve much less HL than interactions with 

OLDER women (FEMALE or BOTH). Their interactions with FEMALES of the OLDER+SAME 

generations (sisters and/or cousins combined with mother and/or aunts) involve much 

more HL than do interactions with BOTH males and females (when their father, uncle or 

male cousin is present). YOUSRA reports having interactions only with FEMALES of her 

SAME generation (sisters, female cousins); these may involve a small amount of HL 

(MAJORITY FRENCH). With her SAME generation, OLFA reports interactions with FEMALES 

and BOTH sexes, though they approach FRENCH ONLY. 

 Both SEX and GENERATION play a role for SOUAD, FARIEL AND LUBNA where 

interactions with BOTH sexes involve more HL; for GEN 1 SOUAD, this is the case in 

interaction with OLDER family members, while with GEN 1 FARIEL and GEN 2  LUBNA, 

the women married to non-HL-speakers, it is the case in interaction with their own 

generation (SAME and SAME+YOUNGER generations for FARIEL, SAME for LUBNA). 

Otherwise the three women show different profiles. SOUAD uses the HL more than 

HALF/HALF with OLDER family while interactions with her SAME generation involve less; 

while interactions with MALES of her SAME generation are at MAJORITY FRENCH, those 

with FEMALES are above HALF/HALF. LUBNA uses MAJORITY HL with OLDER family as 

opposed to ONLY FRENCH with YOUNGER family; while interactions with MALES of her 
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SAME generation are in ONLY FRENCH and interactions with FEMALES approach MAJORITY 

FRENCH, interactions with BOTH sexes approach MAJORITY HL. FARIEL differs in that her 

interactions with OLDER family are at the French end of the spectrum; it would seem she 

uses French with her mother (OLDER FEMALE); given her mother’s history, this is not so 

surprising. Her interactions with OLDER+SAME, though, do involve more HL as they 

approach HALF/HALF. Interactions with her SAME generation reveal that her interactions 

with MALES are in FRENCH ONLY whereas her interactions with BOTH sexes are in 

MAJORITY FRENCH. 

 The higher amount of HL that we see in interactions with the combined 

OLDER+SAME generations or the combined BOTH sexes suggests that more HL is used in 

interactions where more people are involved. (Though, of course, there may be several 

interlocutors even in interaction with a single sex or generation.) For YOUSRA, OLFA and 

FARIEL, the higher use of HL with OLDER+SAME interlocutors can be further specified as 

happening with FEMALE interlocutors. Thus, it is during interactions with their sisters, 

cousins, mother and aunts where the most HL is used.  

 Interactions with BOTH sexes can involve a higher use of the HL, though the 

GENERATION affected differs between participants. For YOUSRA, it is with OLDER 

interlocutors that more HL is used with BOTH sexes, and for SOUAD, it is with OLDER and 

OLDER+SAME generations. In these interactions with older interlocutors, we can imagine 

that more HL is used when talking to both parents as opposed to each alone. In the case 

of LUBNA and FARIEL, the higher use of HL with BOTH sexes of the SAME generation 

indicates that while they do not use HL with their husbands alone (their husbands do not 
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speak the HL), they use HL with sisters or cousins. 

 In this way, the HL would be a language that unites the group and that is used 

especially in a group setting. I therefore explore the effect of number of interlocutors. 

4.5.10 Number of INTERLOCUTORS 

1                        2                         3                       4+ 

 

Figure 4.27 PERSON*NUMBER OF INTERLOCUTORS raw data pie charts 

(GLOBAL) 
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 A separate model was built using the variables of PERSON and number of 

INTERLOCUTORS to test whether language use among family members is affected by 

the number of people interacting: whether more HL is used one-on-one or in a group. 

While there is no effect of number of INTERLOCUTORS (F (3, 322)=.882 p>.05), 

PERSON is highly significant (F (8, 322)=20.64, p<.001) and so is the interaction 

PERSON*INTERLOCUTORS (F (19, 322)=1.94, p <.01). 

 Thus, while there is no overall trend, the participants behave in different ways 

where the number of INTERLOCUTORS is tied to language use. The raw data of this 

interaction in Figure 4.27 reveal the variation between participants. While some people 

use more HL when interacting with fewer family members (one or two), others use more 

HL when interacting with more family members (three or more).    

 

Figure 4.28 PERSON*NUMBER OF INTERLOCUTORS EMs (GLOBAL) 
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With the estimated means of the model in Figure 4.28, we can distinguish 

between these two types of people: those for whom higher HL use is tied to interactions 

with fewer interlocutors (SONIA, ZINEB, BOUCHRA and FATIHA) and those for whom it is 

tied to more interlocutors (SOUAD, OLFA, YOUSRA, LUBNA and FARIEL). SONIA, ZINEB 

and BOUCHRA use more HL when interacting with one or two people than they do when 

with three or more; FATIHA uses the HL more when interacting one-on-one with someone 

than with multiple interlocutors. It is these women who use the HL in interaction with 

fewer people at a time as opposed to larger groups who tend to use the most HL overall in 

life, as seen in other models. By contrast, SOUAD uses more HL when talking with two or 

three people than she does with one and FARIEL uses more when interacting with two 

people; LUBNA uses more when talking with three people and OLFA and YOUSRA use 

more when talking with four interlocutors. These women, with the exception of SOUAD, 

are GEN 2 and tend to use the HL less overall in life. For them, HL use is especially used 

in family group settings. 

4.5.11 Summary 

The differences between participants’ family interactions reveal the importance of 

generation, marriage and children. The women who are married to non-HL-speakers use 

very little HL with their families no matter their own generation of immigration. Those 

women have young children and few of their interactions are with older generations 

where there is more potential for HL use. The other GEN 1 women show the highest use 

of the HL, though to varying degrees. While those with young children do not appear to 
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differ greatly in their language use from their children, the woman with older children 

shows divergence where she is at the HL end of the language use spectrum while her 

children are at the French end. This divergence is seen from the opposite perspective by 

GEN 2 women’s interactions with their parents. While there is larger divergence between 

generations in some families, there is less in others. 

As expected, interactions with older interlocutors are significantly different from 

interactions with one’s same generation, which are also different from interactions with 

the younger generation. While people tend to align with people of their own generation, 

there is more divergence between people of different generations. The interlocutor’s 

generation relative to the participant affects language use in significant yet different 

ways. For most women, more HL is used in interactions with older people than with 

people their age or younger. Some participants, however, show less variation with no 

difference between interactions with older as opposed to younger interlocutors. For some, 

it is group interactions involving both their own generation and an older generation where 

the most HL is used. 

With the exception of a few women who use a high degree of HL even in writing, 

most women’s written interactions are at the French end of the spectrum. There is more 

variation and higher HL use in oral interactions, particularly in interactions with other 

females. Although in the case of a few of the GEN 2 participants’ family interactions, the 

sex of the interlocutor does not significantly affect the interlocutor’s language use, sex is 

significant in most women’s family interactions. This difference between the sexes is 
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most pronounced in interactions with one’s same generation and/or older generation, 

though again it differs between people. 

Sex and generation matter to different degrees for the different women, as 

evidenced by the 3-way interaction. Generation affects everyone while sex does not. Only 

generation is relevant for GEN 1 women who use a high degree of HL, sex a function of 

tending to speak to older women rather than men. Sex in addition to generation appears to 

affect the other women to varying degrees. Although interactions with only females 

involve more HL for some women, for others, it is interactions with both sexes that 

involve its higher use.  

The number of interlocutors also affects language use. The women for whom sex 

is insignificant or minimally significant use more HL when in interaction with fewer 

interlocutors than in larger groups. By contrast, the interactions of women for whom sex 

does play a larger role involve higher HL use in larger groups. This distinction 

corresponds to general language use in families. The women who use more HL with 

fewer interlocutors use it more overall whereas the women whose HL use is more or less 

limited to larger group interactions use the HL much less. For a few of the women, HL 

use is even more constrained to groups of women. 

4.6 MODEL 3: LINGUISTIC ABILITY 
 
 We can expect that the higher a person’s ability in a language, the more 

opportunity there is to use it. Of course having the ability to use a language does not 

mean that it will be used, though in Model 3, we see that for both French and the HL in 
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general, ability and use reflect each other. Here, rather than address the participants’ own 

abilities, I investigate the effects of how they perceive their interlocutors’ French and HL 

abilities. Participants had rated their interlocutors’ abilities to SPEAK and 

UNDERSTAND both FRENCH and the HL on a 5-point-scale from (1) NOT AT ALL to 

(2) NOT WELL to (3) PRETTY WELL to (4) WELL to (5) VERY WELL.  Only the GLOBAL 

measure has been used for the analysis, summarized in Table 4.13. 

Person  

PERSON   F(8, 462)=14.53*** 

Interlocutor’s HL speaking ability 

SPEAK HL F(4, 462)=8.88*** 

SPEAK HL*PERSON F(8, 462)=1.415 

Interlocutor’s HL understanding ability 

UNDERSTAND HL F(4, 462)=2.402* 

UNDERSTAND HL*PERSON F(7, 462)=.602 

Interlocutor’s French speaking ability 

SPEAK FRENCH   F(3, 462)=2.12 

SPEAK FRENCH*PERSON  F(7, 462)=5.23*** 

Interlocutor’s French understanding ability 

UNDERSTAND FRENCH  F(3, 462)=3.46* 

UNDERSTAND FRENCH*PERSON  F(3, 462)=1.89 

R Squared (Adjusted) .874  (.842) 

 
*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Table 4.13 Model 3 summary of effects and interactions (GLOBAL) 
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As before, the independent variable of PERSON has a highly significant effect. 

Abilities to UNDERSTAND HL, SPEAK HL, UNDERSTAND FRENCH and SPEAK 

FRENCH are all important factors of language use. There are effects for both 

SPEAKING and UNDERSTANDING the HL and for UNDERSTANDING FRENCH. 

However, there is no effect of SPEAKING FRENCH; instead, there is an interaction 

between SPEAKING FRENCH and PERSON. The model created is highly predictable 

with an R Squared of .874 (adjusted R Squared .842). 

4.6.1 Effect of interlocutor’s HL ability 

 

Figure 4.29 Effects  of abilities to SPEAK and UNDERSTAND HL EMs (GLOBAL)  

n/s=non-significant, *=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001  

As interlocutors’ HL abilities (for both SPEAKING and UNDERSTANDING) 

increase, GLOBAL estimated means also increase, as seen in Figure 4.29. They are 

directly correlated: higher ability in HL leads to higher use of HL. In Model 3, 
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SPEAKING HL is highly significant (F(4, 462)=8.88, p<.001) whereas 

UNDERSTANDING HL is less so (F(4, 462)=2.402, p=.049).  

Pairwise comparisons show that the least HL (nearing FRENCH ONLY) is used 

when the interlocutor is rated as NOT SPEAKING AT ALL or NOT UNDERSTANDING 

HL AT ALL or WELL. If they do NOT SPEAK it WELL or SPEAK or UNDERSTAND it 

PRETTY WELL, HL is used more (at MAJORITY FRENCH). If they SPEAK or 

UNDERSTAND WELL, HL is used more (nearing HALF/HALF). If they are rated as 

SPEAKING or UNDERSTANDING VERY WELL, then HL is used even more (above 

HALF/HALF).  

With the exception of the rating of NOT WELL, UNDERSTANDING and 

SPEAKING mirror each other. In a situation where someone does NOT SPEAK WELL, 

MAJORITY FRENCH is used. However, in a situation where someone does NOT 

UNDERSTAND WELL, the HL is used less (between ONLY FRENCH and MAJORITY 

FRENCH). This is logical since understanding, rather than speaking, would be necessary 

for the HL to be used. Moreover, Figure 4.30 illustrates that when the interlocutors are 

described as NOT SPEAKING WELL, they are typically described as UNDERSTANDING 

PRETTY WELL, or at least in the range of NOT WELL to VERY WELL. It is also often the case 

that when someone is described as SPEAKING PRETTY WELL, they are described as 

UNDERSTANDING PRETTY WELL or WELL. With all other types of interlocutors, 

SPEAKING and UNDERSTANDING are generally rated the same.  
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4.6.2 Effect of interlocutor’s French ability  

 

Figure 4.31 Effects of abilities to SPEAK and UNDERSTAND FRENCH EMs 

(GLOBAL)  

Figure 4.31 shows that as interlocutors’ French abilities increase (for both 

SPEAKING and UNDERSTANDING), GLOBAL language use estimated means 
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UNDERSTANDING and SPEAKING mirror each other with the exception of 

interactions with people who do NOT SPEAK or UNDERSTAND WELL. In a situation 
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is described as NOT SPEAKING or UNDERSTANDING French AT ALL or NOT 

SPEAKING VERY WELL, French is nevertheless used to a high degree (at HALF/HALF).  

In the model, although ability to UNDERSTAND FRENCH is significant (F(3, 

462)=3.46, p=.016), ability to SPEAK FRENCH is not (F(3, 462)=2.12, p=.097). 

Pairwise comparisons for SPEAKING show that whether one does NOT speak AT ALL, 

does NOT speak it WELL or only speaks it PRETTY WELL, there is no difference in language 

use: interactions are in HALF/HALF. However, if interlocutors speak French WELL, more 

French is used (between MAJORITY FRENCH and HALF/HALF) and if they speak VERY 

WELL, even more is used (MAJORITY FRENCH). Pairwise comparisons for 

UNDERSTANDING show that when an interlocutor has some understanding of French, 

we see the normal trend: when the interlocutor understands French VERY WELL, the 

interaction is in MAJORITY FRENCH; when they understand WELL, it is between MAJORITY 

FRENCH and HALF/HALF; when they understand PRETTY WELL, it is in HALF/HALF; when 

they do NOT understand WELL, it is in MAJORITY HL. However, when they do NOT 

understand French at all, French can still be used (as much as between MAJORITY FRENCH 

and HALF/HALF).  

The non-significant interaction between abilities to UNDERSTAND and SPEAK 

French in Figure 4.32 resembles that of HL abilities in Figure 4.29 in terms of token 

counts and describing someone as UNDERSTANDING PRETTY WELL but SPEAKING 

NOT WELL. It is striking that the vast majority of interactions (indicated by token count) 

are with people who speak and understand French either WELL or VERY WELL. There are 

far fewer interactions with people who do not have strong abilities in French. It is also 
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worth noting the difference between interactions with someone who does NOT SPEAK 

French AT ALL or WELL where either HL ONLY or FRENCH ONLY is used and interactions 

with people who SPEAK French at least PRETTY WELL where there is much more mixing 

of languages. The interlocutor’s higher ability in French is associated with an increase in 

mixing with the HL. However, when someone SPEAKS French VERY WELL, then the 

majority of interactions are in FRENCH ONLY.  

UNDERSTAND French 
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4.6.3 HL and French abilities 

In summary, as one’s ability to speak or understand a language increases, its use 

also increases. The effects of the four linguistic abilities can be described as follows, 

where the direction of the arrows corresponds to the GLOBAL measure where a lower 

number refers to more French use and a higher number refers to more HL: 

(A) SPEAK HL:   NO < NOT WELL, PRETTY WELL < WELL < VERY WELL 

(B) UNDERSTAND HL: NO, NOT WELL < PRETTY WELL < WELL < VERY WELL 

(C) SPEAK FRENCH: NO, NOT WELL, PRETTY WELL > WELL  > VERY WELL 

(D) UNDERSTAND FRENCH: NO < NOT WELL > PRETTY WELL > WELL > VERY WELL 

 It is also necessary to look at French in connection with the HL. The interaction 

between SPEAKING HL and SPEAKING FRENCH is insignificant, but looking at the 

data this way is revealing since both linguistic abilities matter.  

 In the bottom left corner of Figure 4.33 are interactions where the interlocutor 

does NOT SPEAK either HL or French. Such instances would be cases where there are 

young children who do not yet speak. Most of these interactions are in ONLY FRENCH 

though some use HL as much as HALF/HALF.  In the bottom right corner are interactions 

where the interlocutors speak HL WELL or VERY WELL but speak French NOT AT ALL or 

NOT WELL. Almost all of these conversations are in HL ONLY. In the top left corner are 

interactions where the interlocutor does NOT speak the HL but speaks French VERY WELL. 

In the top right corner are interactions where the interlocutor speaks both languages VERY 

WELL. We see the most variation in language use when interlocutors speak the HL at least 

NOT VERY WELL and French at least PRETTY WELL. In these situations, we see that for 
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FRENCH ONLY to be used, the interlocutor must speak French VERY WELL. With a few 

exceptions, if the interlocutor speaks French WELL or below, some amount of HL will be 

used. For HL ONLY to be used, the interlocutor must speak HL VERY WELL. 
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4.6.4 PERSON and linguistic ability 

As in the previous models, Model 3 also has a significant effect of PERSON. 

FARIEL and OLFA approach FRENCH ONLY. LUBNA and YOUSRA use between ONLY 

FRENCH and MAJORITY FRENCH. FATIHA uses MAJORITY FRENCH. SONIA and SOUAD use 

between MAJORITY FRENCH and HALF/HALF. ZINEB and BOUCHRA use between 

HALF/HALF and MAJORITY HL. These results do not differ greatly from Models 1 or 2, so I 

do not dwell on these results, instead looking at how each of the measures of 

interlocutor’s linguistic ability interact with PERSON.  

Only the interaction between SPEAKING FRENCH and PERSON is significant, 

indicating that the interlocutor’s ability to SPEAK FRENCH affects the participants’ 

language use in different ways. That UNDERSTANDING HL, SPEAKING HL and 

UNDERSTANDING FRENCH have significant effects on language use but do not 

interact with PERSON indicates that they affect people in the same way. This is evident 

when we visualize each interaction in Figure 4.34.  
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a. Abilities to SPEAK HL*PERSON EMs (GLOBAL): non-significant 

 
b. Abilities to UNDERSTAND HL*PERSON EMs (GLOBAL): non-significant 

Figure 4.34 2-way interactions of PERSON with LINGUISTIC ABILITY 
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c. Abilities to UNDERSTAND FRENCH*PERSON EMs (GLOBAL):non-significant 

 

d. Abilities to SPEAK FRENCH*PERSON EMs (GLOBAL) 

Figure 4.34, cont. 2-way interactions of PERSON with LINGUISTIC ABILITY 
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The raw data shown in the pie charts of Figure 4.35 reveal that GEN 2 sisters 

OLFA and YOUSRA are similar, not having interactions with people who have limited 

abilities to speak French, though they differ in this way from everyone else. FARIEL and 

LUBNA have interactions in ONLY FRENCH with people who do NOT speak French AT ALL 

or WELL. These women are married to non-HL-speakers and have very young children, so 

this is not surprising. GEN 2 SONIA, GEN 1.5 FATIHA, and GEN 1 SOUAD, BOUCHRA and 

ZINEB have interactions in the MAJORITY HL to ONLY HL range with people who speak 

French NOT AT ALL or NOT WELL, indicating that they do interact with non-French 

speakers.  

Interlocutor’s ability to SPEAK FRENCH 

 

Figure 4.35 Abilities to SPEAK FRENCH*PERSON raw data pie charts (GLOBAL) 
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 Univariate tests show that there is an effect of PERSON for each level of French 

speaking ability: whether they are rated as speaking French NOT AT ALL (F(6, 

462)=15.304***), NOT VERY WELL (F(4, 462)=44.30***), PRETTY WELL (F(6, 

462)=17.34***), WELL (F(6, 462)=17.84***), or VERY WELL (F(8, 462)=43.84***).  

 Pairwise comparisons show that with interlocutors who do NOT SPEAK 

FRENCH, there are three profiles: FARIEL, LUBNA and FATIHA use FRENCH ONLY, 

SOUAD uses HALF/HALF, and ZINEB, BOUCHRA and SONIA use HL ONLY.  With 

interlocutors who do NOT SPEAK FRENCH WELL, FARIEL and LUBNA again use FRENCH 

ONLY, SONIA uses HALF/HALF, and FATIHA and BOUCHRA use MAJORITY HL to HL ONLY. 

With interlocutors who SPEAK FRENCH PRETTY WELL, LUBNA, who uses FRENCH 

ONLY, differs from everyone. FATIHA and YOUSRA use between MAJORITY FRENCH and 

HALF/HALF, SOUAD uses between HALF/HALF and MAJORITY HL, ZINEB and BOUCHRA use 

MAJORITY HL, and SONIA HL ONLY.  With interlocutors who SPEAK FRENCH WELL, 

the range of language use is smaller with FATIHA and OLFA at the low end, just below 

MAJORITY FRENCH, and with BOUCHRA and SONIA at the high end, just above HALF/HALF.  

With interlocutors who SPEAK FRENCH VERY WELL, the range is a little larger with the 

GEN 2 women and/or women who are married to non-HL-speakers (FARIEL, OLFA, 

YOUSRA, SONIA, FATIHA and LUBNA) approaching FRENCH ONLY. The other GEN 1 

women show some variation where SOUAD uses MAJORITY FRENCH, BOUCHRA uses 

between MAJORITY FRENCH and HALF/HALF, and ZINEB uses between HALF/HALF and 

MAJORITY HL. 
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 NOT AT 
ALL VS. 

NOT 
WELL 

NOT 
WELL VS. 
PRETTY 

WELL 

NOT AT 
ALL VS. 
PRETTY 

WELL 

NOT AT 
ALL VS. 

VERY 
WELL 

PRETTY 
WELL VS. 

VERY 
WELL 

PRETTY 
WELL 

VS. 
WELL 

WELL 
VS. 

VERY 
WELL 

OLFA       ** 

YOUSRA     ***   

FARIEL        

LUBNA      *** *** 

FATIHA *** *** **  *** ***  

SONIA ** **  *** *** ** *** 

SOUAD    * *** *** * 

BOUCHRA    *** ** *  

ZINEB    **  * ** 

Table 4.14 Summary of significance of pairwise comparisons of ability to SPEAK 

FRENCH per PERSON (GLOBAL) 

Univariate tests show that there is an effect of SPEAKING FRENCH for 

everyone except for FARIEL. Pairwise comparisons of FRENCH SPEAKING ABILITY 

for different PERSONS reveal that the difference in language use between an 

interlocutor’s ability to speak French PRETTY WELL and WELL and/or between WELL and 

VERY WELL is significant for everyone. It is when interlocutors have medium to high 

abilities in French that there is consistency between the participants where the use of the 

HL decreases and French increases with an increase in French speaking ability. However, 

when interlocutors do NOT speak French AT ALL, there are striking differences regarding 

language use, as noted in the pie charts. I distinguish between those who have no such 

interactions, those who use French despite the interlocutor’s not speaking it, and those 
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who use the HL. These three profiles are illustrated by the different shadings (black vs. 

grey vs. stars) used in the middle column of Table 4.14, which compares the significance 

of pairwise comparisons of participants’ language use with interlocutors at opposite ends 

of the spectrum of French speaking ability (NOT AT ALL VS. VERY WELL).  

For GEN 2 sisters OLFA and YOUSRA, who only have interactions with people 

who SPEAK FRENCH either PRETTY WELL or WELL and VERY WELL, those interactions 

are significantly different. They use less French (thus more HL) with interlocutors who 

speak French PRETTY WELL or WELL than they do with people who speak French VERY 

WELL.  It would seem that if their interlocutors can speak French well, French is the 

preferred language of interaction. 

FARIEL, FATIHA and LUBNA, the three mothers married to men who do not speak 

their HL, do not show differences between the extremes of speaking French NOT AT ALL 

as opposed to VERY WELL. Interactions with people who do NOT speak French AT ALL are 

in FRENCH ONLY anyway. While this appears contradictory, in these cases, the 

interlocutors do not speak the HL either since they are very young children; French 

dominates in these situations. Interactions with people who SPEAK FRENCH VERY 

WELL approach FRENCH ONLY. However, with the exception of FARIEL, there is more 

variation in between when interlocutors are described as SPEAKING FRENCH NOT 

WELL, PRETTY WELL or WELL. In general, these interlocutors are multilingual and SPEAK 

the HL well. FARIEL has no significant differences; all of her interactions are in or 

approach FRENCH ONLY with no room for variation. LUBNA shows an increased use of the 

HL with people who SPEAK FRENCH WELL (between MAJORITY FRENCH and 
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HALF/HALF). FATIHA shows the expected increase in use of French with increase in ability 

to speak French if we ignore the interaction with non-French speaking interlocutors (i.e., 

NOT AT ALL); she then patterns more like the other participants. 

The difference between the extremes NOT AT ALL vs. VERY WELL is significant for 

SONIA, SOUAD, BOUCHRA and ZINEB. These four women use less French with 

interlocutors who do NOT SPEAK FRENCH AT ALL – in fact, SONIA, ZINEB and 

BOUCHRA use only HL in this context – than they do with interlocutors who SPEAK 

FRENCH VERY WELL. With a few exceptions (SOUAD with interlocutors who speak 

French NOT AT ALL; SONIA with interlocutors who speak French NOT WELL; ZINEB with 

interlocutors who speak WELL), this downward trend holds true across the spectrum of the 

interlocutor’s ability to speak French.  

4.6.5 Summary 

The principle of the better one speaks and/or understands a language, the more 

they use it holds true for both French and the HL. 

Interlocutors’ abilities of understanding and speaking the HL are significant. 

When the interlocutor does not understand the HL, it is not used: the interactions are 

almost always in FRENCH ONLY. The more the interlocutor understands or speaks, the 

more the HL can be used and is used. Speaking and understanding HL abilities mirror 

each other except for when rated as NOT WELL; this can be explained by the simple 

observation that people are usually rated as speaking and understanding the language the 

same except at the lower levels when people are described as understanding better than 
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they speak (e.g., when they do NOT speak WELL, they understand PRETTY WELL). The 

interactions with PERSON are not significant; the different participants behave the same 

way. The post hocs show that PERSON is significant once they rate their interlocutor as 

understanding PRETTY WELL and speaking NOT WELL. If they speak or understand the HL 

any less, there is not enough variation for PERSON to differ: French only is used. FARIEL 

is the only person for whom the interlocutor’s ability to speak and understand the HL is 

not significant: she shows too little variation.  

As for French ability, the results are a little less straightforward. The 

interlocutor’s ability to UNDERSTAND French is significant, though their ability to 

SPEAK French is not. It is the interaction between ability to SPEAK and PERSON that is 

significant. Thus, the interlocutor’s ability to understand French is predictive of how 

much the languages are used (if they do NOT understand WELL, the interaction is at 

MAJORITY HL; if they understand PRETTY WELL, it is at HALF/HALF; if they understand 

WELL, it approaches MAJORITY FRENCH; if they understand VERY WELL, it is at MAJORITY 

FRENCH). Speaking mirrors this when the interlocutor is rated as speaking French PRETTY 

WELL, WELL and VERY WELL. However, if they speak it less well (NOT AT ALL or NOT 

WELL) or even understand it NOT AT ALL, then the interaction is at HALF/HALF. Thus, 

French is used even when the interlocutor has little ability, which was not the case of the 

HL. This could be the result of the power of French as the majority language. But we 

must consider whether these interlocutors who have a low ability to speak French are 

dominant HL speakers or are young children who also have a low ability in the HL in 

addition to French.  While the former scenario is the case of GEN 1 ZINEB, BOUCHRA, 
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SOUAD and GEN 2 SONIA, the latter is the case of GEN 2 LUBNA and GEN 1 FARIEL. 

This explains the interaction between ability to SPEAK French and PERSON. 

4.7 DISCUSSION 

The results reveal that language use is affected by several factors regarding all 

parties involved in an interaction. The variables of SEX and LINGUISTIC ABILITIES 

pertain to characteristics of the interlocutors. The variables of PROXIMITY and 

GENERATION pertain to the relationship between the participant and the interlocutors 

(whether the participants know them well or not; whether they are older or younger or the 

same generation). PERSON is used to differentiate between the participants and reveal 

the different ways in which they use language. How the variables pertaining to the 

interlocutors (PROXIMITY, GENERATION, SEX, ABILITY) affect the participants 

themselves also reveal differences in behavior (the interactions between those variables 

and PERSON). It is through consideration of the participants’ circumstances (their 

generation of immigration, whether their husband speaks the HL, the ages of their 

children, whether they live with their parents or not, whether they work or not, etc.) that 

similarities and differences are explained. 

A portrait of language use in the participants’ communities of practice emerges 

from this analysis of the compilation of many interactions collected using mobile surveys 

which allow us to “access” a variety of contexts that would otherwise be “unobservable.” 

Overall, the results are as expected given past research on the community. This fact leads 

me to conclude that the mobile surveys are successful in capturing the variety of 
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interactions they were intended to capture and accurate in their reporting degrees of 

language use. The data generally paint a picture of the dominance of the French language 

in these women’s lives and varying degrees of use of the HL depending on the families. 

Overall, the results show that the way one perceives one’s interlocutors’ 

LINGUISTIC ABILITY affects language use. In general, as ability in a language 

increases (be it French or HL), use increases as well. However, when the interlocutor has 

a lower ability in French, we see that French is still used to a high degree by some, 

perhaps revealing the pressure to assimilate and the openness of the population to 

integration. Language use reflects PROXIMITY where the more one knows one’s 

interlocutor, the more one uses one’s HL. While interactions with STRANGERS and people 

one KNOWS tend to be at the French end of the spectrum, interactions with WELL-KNOWN 

people and FAMILY are further towards the HL end (though to varying degrees between 

people). Within families, we find that there are differences between GENERATIONS 

where interactions with OLDER people (e.g. parents, aunts and uncles) tend to involve 

more HL than interactions with other generations. There is often a divergence in language 

use between one generation and the next. An effect of SEX associates higher HL use with 

interactions with other FEMALES (more specifically, OLDER FEMALES) than with MALES or 

BOTH SEXES, though there is much variation.  

More careful analysis of the nine participants themselves shows variation in the 

language use of the different women. While some interact regularly with HL speakers, 

others do not. By contrast, while a few women show more constrained use of French to 

interactions with strangers, others have much more generalized use of French beyond the 
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home. While some use the HL to a high degree, others rarely use it. While some tend to 

mix small amounts of the HL with French throughout most of their interactions, others 

show a wider range as to how much they mix. The mobile surveys do not allow us to 

distinguish between types of mixing, however comments during the interviews – some of 

which are treated in Chapter 5 – offer a better understanding of how the languages are 

used when in contact. The effects of the variables on the language use of thedifferent 

participants are assembled in Table 4.15. 

That these women can report individual interactions that, when assembled, yield 

such compelling results indicates that this method of self-reporting language use is 

effective. That these women show variation even within their answers indicates that they 

are not just reporting automatically that they use such and such a language with a 

particular interlocutor. This will become more evident in Chapter 5 when we look at 

mobile survey results of these women with particular interlocutors and create individual 

portraits of language use in their social networks. The results suggest that the women are 

able to accurately report their language use. Moreover, when looking at the mobile 

survey results in conjunction with the web drawing task, it appears that the women are 

aware of their language use. 
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Table 4.15 Summary of significant variables per PERSON 
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Figure 5.1 Women’s lifespan spent in the country of origin and France   

(* =those who did not complete the drawing task)
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5. Family portraits through drawing tasks 

Having analyzed trends of language use in the communities of practice of the nine 

participants in the mobile surveys and explored the variation that they and their 

interlocutors show, we now focus on family portraits themselves. Data collection started 

at the micro-level, yielding information on specific interactions, with the quantitative 

analysis permitting a more macro-level perspective. We now zoom back to the micro-

level through the use of a qualitative analysis of drawing tasks. This method grounds the 

previous work, illuminating the interactions of the women and their social networks. 

Analysis of these women’s assertions on the subject of language use puts their 

perspectives at the forefront.  

Although the mobile survey task was limited to nine women who were either 

recent GEN 1 or GEN 1.5 and GEN 2, they did succeed in capturing interactions with a 

wider array of interlocutors. The drawing tasks have the advantage of expanding the 

scope of participants in the study further to include more information on GEN 1 women 

who immigrated to France earlier. This is partly due to the nature of the tasks since the 

drawing task is not technology reliant nor is it as much of a time commitment. Since it is 

clear that the mobile survey results and drawings reveal consistent information, I take this 

to mean that people are aware of their language use. They can talk about their tendencies 

to use their different languages and acknowledge variation in some cases, and these 

statements can be interpreted as a reflection of behavior.  

Therefore, we can treat together analyses of women who completed both mobile 

survey and drawing tasks as well as those who completed one or the other. For the 
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women who completed both, we can see how actual language use in individual 

interactions compares with statements about language use with different types of 

interlocutors. For those who completed only the mobile surveys but not the drawing task, 

we can analyze survey results and supplement them with statements from interviews 

about language use with others. For those who completed only the drawing task, we can 

expect that assertions are representative of language use but that there may be more 

variation in reality (which a mobile survey task might well have captured).  

In this chapter, we look at 14 women from 12 families whose migration histories 

are represented in Figure 5.1. This figure illustrates many pieces of information at once: 

• age of arrival, i.e. the number of years spent in the Maghreb (the length of the red bar) 

• number of years spent in France  (the length of the blue bar) 

• age (the combined red and blue bars) 

• year of arrival in France (people are sorted by the date of arrival of their family):  

o for GEN 1 and GEN 1.5, this is the date at which they came 

o for GEN 2, it is the date at which their mother came (the father typically 

having preceded her) 

• generation of immigration  

o GEN 1 refers to anyone with longer red bars 

o GEN 1.5 refers to anyone with shorter red bars 

o GEN 2 refers to anyone with no red bars 

The distinction between pre-immigration and post-immigration periods is a common yet 

simple way of quantifying lifespan by putting the event of migration at the forefront. Of 
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course, in some cases it is not so simple; FATIHA, for example, first came to France at age 

6 but convinced her parents to send her back to Algeria to her grandmother for a few 

years before she returned to France at age 9. However, when the GEN 1 women draw 

timelines of their own lives, the event of immigration is consistently recognizable either 

by changes in slope or by a label. It may be their French that is more affected by 

immigration or it may be their HL; the change in language may precede immigration or 

follow it. Therefore, it is considered a valuable piece of information and is marked on all 

women’s timelines. 

 The two drawing tasks were completed in the second round of interviews. First, 

the women were asked to draw timelines of their oral language use and proficiency for all 

of their languages. This generally led seamlessly into a web drawing task where they 

drew an image representing their interlocutors and the languages they use with each 

other. These methods are described thoroughly in §3.8, as are instructions for how to 

interpret the images, which summarize a variety of data at once. In this chapter, I first 

focus on one mother-daughter dyad, illustrating the drawing and explanation process of 

both tasks (§5.1). I then use the timeline drawing task as scaffolding for treating in detail 

current language use as represented in the web drawing task. In other words, careful 

analysis of the timelines and their accompanying narration revealed that GEN 1 women 

(§5.2) draw either portraits of maintenance or attrition of the HL. In all cases, French 

language use and proficiency increase upon migration, though the starting point and 

ending point for this slope vary. Furthermore, by differentiating between language use 

and proficiency, two measures that are often intertwined, we see three profile types: those 
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who show maintenance of both HL use and ability (§5.2.1), those who show maintenance 

in ability but decline in use (§5.2.2), and those who show decline in both use and ability 

(§5.2.3). I also include mothers who grew up in France but only completed the mobile 

survey task and who are married to non-HL speakers (§5.2.4). Finally, I address the 

intergenerational interactions of GEN 2 and GEN 1.5 daughters, who draw a standard 

curve for French but unstable and variable lines for HL (§5.3). In each case, the timelines 

are presented as a means to situate present language use (the end of the timeline).  

 These portraits of the individual families’ linguistic behaviors are as faithful as 

possible to both the drawings and their accompanying explanation, which was recorded 

and transcribed. How these women talk about their language use and that of others 

reveals what they deem important. Some of the factors affecting language use reflect the 

variables that emerged from the analysis of the mobile surveys. Other explanations – 

geography, identity, culture, emotion, style, the presence of over-hearers, among others – 

bring more depth and nuance to the language use of these women.  

5.1 MOTHER AND DAUGHTER DYAD (FAMILY R) 

NAJAT, SONIA’s mother, provides an informative longitudinal account of her 

French and HL use and ability. NAJAT came to France in 1992 from Morocco to join her 

husband. Her drawings in Illustration 5.1 show that she has maintained both HL use and 

ability and that her French use and proficiency have increased. While she rates herself 

now as speaking and understanding HL VERY WELL, she rates herself as speaking French 

PRETTY WELL and understanding French VERY WELL.  



 201 

     

Red=HL, Blue=French 

Illustration 5.1 NAJAT’S (left) and SONIA’S (right) adapted timeline of language use and 

proficiency 
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a. SONIA’s adapted drawing (image 1) 

 
b. SONIA’s mobile survey results (image 2) 

Illustration 5.2 SONIA’s adapted drawing and mobile survey results 
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Illustration 5.3 NAJAT’S adapted drawing (image 1) 

NAJAT draws a flat line for Arabic that seems to need no explanation. Her French 

line increases later. She describes her experience with French starting with a half-day of 

French in CE1 and more when she reached high school. She came to France at age 18 and 

immediately had her first child, SONIA; she describes her interactions at that time as 

merely communicating with people. Her level of French proficiency increased when she 

enrolled at the university in a two-year French course to receive a Diplôme universitaire 

de français langue étrangère (DUFLE). She describes proficiency and use of the language 

as going together in a way (“en quelque sorte”). Over time, her use of French increased to 

reach the level of her use of Arabic: 

NAJAT: En fait, je le pratiquais euh de cette euh… de cette cadence jusque 

là, mais après, là- là ils se rejoint-- si vous voulez, à un moment donné, ils 

se rejoignent, ils se rejoignent euh… 

SONIA: Autant le français que l'arabe, quoi.  

NAJAT: Au- autant, ouais je veux dire, non?    
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NAJAT: In fact, I used it uh at this uh… at this rate until then, but after, 

there- there they meet – if you want, at one moment they meet, they meet 

uh… 

SONIA: As much French as Arabic.  

NAJAT: As- as much, yes, I mean, no?  

The lines’ meeting each other thus indicates that the languages are used equally; they are 

considered relative to one another rather than suggesting that an increase means she talks 

more.  She goes on to describe the use of her languages as depending on the occasion and 

interlocutor. She distinguishes use from proficiency in French. She describes her 

proficiency in French as still lower than Arabic, though her ease changes depending on 

the situation. 

During the previous interview, NAJAT had described the process of socialization. 

She describes how she had learned French in school; she could read certain texts and 

understand words and sentences but she was not in the habit of hearing or speaking it. 

Upon arriving in France, she felt blocked and was ashamed of making a mistake. When 

SONIA was finally able to attend pre-school, what helped NAJAT was talking with other 

mothers and taking French classes (which she included on her timeline). NAJAT talks 

about the importance of friends, as well, highlighting the atmosphere of living in an HLM 

where she interacted regularly with neighbors, leading her to use French more and more 

comfortably. She seems to be nostalgic for that human contact, which she does not have 

anymore, now that they live in a house in a new neighborhood. SONIA also draws 

attention to her mother’s propensity to read and take books out of the library. NAJAT 
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describes how reading both helps her feel less isolated and helps her with the language. 

Interaction is not the only means of improvement, literacy offering an additional one and 

an important route to integration. 

 NAJAT also recounts how her husband encouraged her to be autonomous in the 

early years, telling her she needed to know how to handle things if he was not around. 

Going alone to the doctor was something she did not want to do but she realized she 

should be able to do: 

NAJAT: Il me disait, mais je- il faut que tu te dé -- tu… il faut que tu euh tu 

sois courageuse euh… Je suis pas tout le- je serai pas tout le temps là euh. 

Une fois que tu- imagine, dis-toi dans ta tête, si un jour euh je te- j'suis 

amené à travailler loin, ou quoi que ce soit. Il me mettait dans des 

situations euh comme ça. Il me dit euh, il faut que tu te débrouilles, que tu 

saches te débrouiller toute seule. Donc (inc.) et j’ai dit, ouais c’est- c’est 

vrai. Là, il faut pas que je compte tout le temps sur lui et tout ça. Il faut 

que je me-  euh… Je dois me prendre en main. Et y’avait- y’avait un peu-

Petit à petit là il a- Au depart chez le médecin généraliste, il était tout le 

temps avec moi et … (laughter)    

Husband: Oui, elle voulait pas y aller toute seule, oui (laughter)    

NAJAT: Il avait Sonia comme fille. Il- il avait moi aussi là (laughter)    

ATD: (laughter) ouais 

NAJAT: Non mais c’était euh c’est euh… Après non, y’a pas eu- je- Il a 

fallu que je réagisse quoi et j’ai senti- il faut que je- que je me- je dois me 
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débrouiller. Il faut euh, en plus, je vois là d’autres femmes. Je dis euh, les 

autres femmes, elles y arrivent, elles s’en sortent euh, elles travaillent euh, 

y’en avait qui travaillaient, y’en avait qui… Pourquoi pas moi? Et puis 

euh, même pour les gamins- pour eux- se dit- euh il faut que je sois- je 

sois capable de- de euh de les- de les assister de- de le- de les amener chez 

le médecin de- de pouvoir faire plein plein plein de choses avec eux. Là 

c’est- c’est pas- c’est pas- ça doit pas rester comme ça. 

NAJAT: He told me, but I-  it is necessary that you—you… it is necessary 

uh that you be courageous uh… I am not all- I will not be there all the 

time, euh, once you- Imagine, tell yourself in your head, if one day I- I’m 

brought to work far away or anything else, he put me in situations like 

that. He tells me uh, it is necessary that you manage, that you know how to 

manage alone so (inc.) and I said yes it’s it’s true. I must not count all the 

time on him and all. I must euh… I must take myself in hand. And there 

was- there was a little- Little by little he- At the beginning, at the general 

practictioner, he was with me all the time and… (laughter) 

Husband: Yes, she did not want to go alone, yes (laughter)    

NAJAT: He had Sonia as a daughter. He- he had me too (laughter)    

ATD: (laughter) yeah 

NAJAT: No but it was uh it was … After no, there was not uh- I- It was 

necessary that I react and I felt- it is necessary that I- that I- I must 

manage. It is necessary uh, as well, I see other women here. I say euh, the 
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other women, they can do it, they manage uh, they work uh, there were 

some who worked, there were some who… Why not me? And then euh, 

even for the kids- for them- say- uh I must be- I must be capable of- of uh- 

helping them- of of- of bring them to the doctor, of- of being able to do 

many many many things with them. There it is- it’s not- it’s not- it must not 

stay like this.  

Over the course of this explanation, there is a shift from her husband being the motivating 

force to NAJAT herself showing initiative, telling herself that if other women were able to 

get by, then she could, too. She came to realize that things needed to change in order for 

her children to be able to depend on her. 

 NAJAT and her husband say that they always made the choice to speak with their 

children in the HL. As they saw it, the transmission of the heritage language and culture 

is up to them since the children will acquire French outside the home, from society and 

school. Another factor in their decision was linguistic ability. Since they were most 

comfortable and had the highest ability in their HL, they preferred to use that language. 

They were afraid that they would transmit any mistakes of pronunciation, vocabulary, 

spelling, syntax or other subtleties to their children if they were to speak French to them 

and that their children would then be in difficulty. As NAJAT puts it, they were not adept 

at transmitting French. They refer to examples of the problems children in other families 

faced because their parents made mistakes speaking French to them.  

 While NAJAT’S web drawing is pretty simple and does not involve much 

explanation, her daughter SONIA provides more detailed narration. Moreover, her mobile 
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survey results can be compared with her drawing to corroborate what she says. See 

Illustration 5.2. 

SONIA says that with her parents she speaks as much Arabic as French, though her 

parents use more Arabic, and her mother, NAJAT, confirms this. She does not claim a 

difference between her parents: they both use Arabic to a high degree. SONIA’S mobile 

survey results show the full range from ONLY FRENCH to ONLY HL. One-on-one with her 

parents, she tends to use MAJORITY FRENCH though she has several interactions in ONLY 

HL; she sometimes uses ONLY FRENCH with her mother who then speaks MAJORITY 

FRENCH. In interactions with both parents, she varies from ONLY FRENCH to MAJORITY 

HL. Her parents never speak ONLY FRENCH. In general, there is a small negative 

DIFFERENCE of -1 between her language use and her parents’, indicating that they are 

using a little more Arabic than she; there can be as much as a DIFFERENCE of -3 where 

SONIA uses MAJORITY FRENCH and her parents ONLY HL. The mobile survey results are 

by and large consistent with what she says.  

The rest of their family is abroad, in Morocco, Italy and the U.S. Her brother says 

that they often speak on the telephone in Moroccan (the Moroccan dialect), the language 

they have in common. In the drawing task, SONIA also says she and they only use Arabic. 

The mobile surveys do show that her interactions with her uncle occur in ONLY HL.  

In contrast, SONIA says she and her brother use ONLY FRENCH together. Her 

brother adds some nuance, saying they sometimes use Arabic depending on the context 

and the mood. Their mother chimes in saying they use more French between them. The 

mobile surveys do not capture any interactions where SONIA’s brother uses any Arabic; 
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he always uses ONLY FRENCH. However, in two of the six interactions, SONIA reports that 

she herself uses MAJORITY FRENCH, and thus some Arabic, suggesting she may use 

Arabic more than does her brother.  

 Sonia distinguishes between friends who speak Arabic and those who do not. With 

the latter, as well as strangers (thus anyone who does not speak Arabic), she says she uses 

only French and they respond in French. In interaction with those who do speak Arabic, 

she says they use more French than Arabic. She says she even uses more Arabic than 

they do: “Enfin moi, quand je me configure sur le mode arabe, des fois j'ai du mal à 

revenir en français (laugh), alors que eux, ça va être une phrase ou juste euh...” [“Well 

me, when I set myself up in Arabic mode, sometimes I have trouble returning to French 

(laugh), while for them, it is only going to be a sentence or just uh…”]. 

 The mobile survey results show that among people she knows (well or not), the vast 

majority of her interactions are in FRENCH ONLY with a few interactions in MAJORITY 

FRENCH. They also confirm SONIA’s tendency to use a little more Arabic than her 

interlocutors use, not only in the couple interactions with her brother but also, as she says, 

with some other people she KNOWS or KNOWS WELL. With the exception of one 

interaction, all of SONIA’s interactions with STRANGERS are in French, as she says. The 

one interaction with a STRANGER that took place in ONLY HL was at work (a hospital) 

with someone who did not speak French. SONIA, who was in nursing school, had said her 

Arabic was useful in cases where the patients were Arabic speakers. In the survey she 

describes this situation as occurring once a day. That the mobile survey was sent often 

enough to capture such a rare occurrence attests to the completeness of the methods. 
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5.2 MOTHERS 

 It is a given that these families face a shift towards French. This is reflected in 

GEN 1 women’s own acquisition of French before and after migration to France as well 

as their maintenance of or attrition in the HL. It also emerges from their accounts of their 

children’s inevitable acquisition of French but variable acquisition of the heritage 

language and culture that they usually feel responsible to transmit. Many profiles emerge 

from the analysis of the timeline drawing task, which captures the nuances of a 

longitudinal perspective regarding both language use and proficiency. The web drawing 

task then allows us to better understand language as it is used at the present time. 

5.2.1 Maintenance of use and ability in HL 

Several of the GEN 1 women draw maintenance of both use and ability in HL  

even after arriving in France. Accordingly, in the separate self-report of linguistic ability 

they rate themselves as speaking and understanding their HL VERY WELL. Their French 

use increases over the years at varying rates and may reach the HL levels (as already seen 

in the case of NAJAT as well as in the case of BOUCHRA) or may remain below (as is the 

case with ZINEB). They draw proficiency in French as below their proficiency in the HL, 

although in the self-report, while BOUCHRA had rated herself as speaking WELL and 

understanding PRETTY WELL, ZINEB had rated herself as speaking and understanding 

VERY WELL.  Thus, for ZINEB, self-reporting linguistic abilities in each language 

separately on a 5-point scale fails to capture the difference in ease between the languages 

that the drawing task captures.  
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Red=HL, Blue=French 

 

Illustration 5.4 BOUCHRA’s adapted timeline of language use and proficiency
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That BOUCHRA and ZINEB describe maintained use of the HL is consistent with 

the mobile surveys. They were the ones to use the HL the most. Both women show a 

stark contrast in language use between home and outside. For ZINEB, the important 

distinction to be made is between HL use with family and the use of French at work and 

with others. For BOUCHRA, the distinction is between HL with people she at least knows 

and French with strangers. Their drawings of their social networks illustrate these 

different spheres of language use. 

Their interactions with their children show two different profiles. ZINEB’S were 

highlighted in Chapter 4 since she was the only person to use a high amount of HL while 

her children used primarily French. This is also highlighted in her drawing and interview. 

BOUCHRA’S drawing also shows this divergence between generations, though to a lesser 

degree. Her mobile survey results are not consistent with this, though, and her interviews 

reveal a period of adaptation: her son’s language use is in flux since he just arrived in 

France. 

5.2.1.1 ZINEB (Family V) 

ZINEB says that she uses almost exclusively Kabyle with her “entourage” (i.e., her 

grandparents, parents, in-laws, aunts and uncles, sisters and cousins). This is true of the 

few interactions with her mother, sister and cousin reported by mobile survey. She says 

that she and her husband use primarily Kabyle and some French; of 16 interactions, they 

have 14 in HL ONLY and two where she speaks MAJORITY HL while he either does the 

same or uses MAJORITY FRENCH. 



 213 

 
a. ZINEB’s adapted drawing (image 1) 

 
b. ZINEB's mobile survey results (image 2) 

Illustration 5.5 ZINEB’s adapted drawing and mobile survey results 
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 ZINEB says that there is a difference between her language use and her children’s; 

she speaks Kabyle to them but they respond only in French. The mobile surveys capture 

this difference in language use between generations. While she tends to use HL ONLY or 

MAJORITY HL (the one exception being an interaction with her son in which she uses 

MAJORITY FRENCH), her children are at the French end of the spectrum. ZINEB’s daughters 

were born in Algeria, her son (the youngest) in France. The mobile survey results show 

that of 14 interactions with her son alone, he used ONLY FRENCH 10 times, otherwise 

using MAJORITY FRENCH. By contrast, of the 17 interactions with her daughters, the 

daughters used the HL to some degree in all but one, usually using MAJORITY FRENCH (10 

times), but using the HL as much as HALF/HALF (four times) or even MAJORITY HL (two 

times). Thus her GEN 2 son tends to use ONLY FRENCH while her GEN 1.5 daughters 

generally use some HL with her, though not nearly as much as she herself does.  

 By contrast, outside of the family, ZINEB draws attention to a few people in 

particular with whom she does not only speak French: she speaks Kabyle with a Kabyle 

neighbor and Arabic with her daughter’s mother-in-law, though she would rather speak 

French than Arabic. Otherwise, she draws use of French with acquaintances and 

colleagues. The mobile surveys show that ZINEB had many interactions with people she 

KNOWS: 23 of the 24 are in FRENCH ONLY and they happen on a daily basis at work. She 

reports just one HL ONLY interaction with someone she KNOWS, describing it as 

happening a few times a week. This interaction took place in the street and they discussed 

their children, a topic that never comes up in work conversations. She reports no 

interactions with anyone she considers to KNOW WELL. ZINEB did not include STRANGERS 
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in her drawing; it is probably assumed they would use French and so it is not worth 

mentioning. Indeed, of six interactions with STRANGERS, five were in FRENCH ONLY and 

the other, which she flagged as being exceptional, was in MAJORITY HL. 

During her interview, ZINEB describes how upon arriving in France she, who did 

not work and thus did not go out, did not meet people with whom to speak French. Her 

only interlocutors were her husband and child. However, because of her school-age 

children, this appears to have changed. When her youngest daughter entered l’école 

maternelle, she was told that she should speak a little French to her daughter so that she 

would better adapt. Little by little, they started speaking French to her and they then 

realized that French had taken the place of Kabyle. ZINEB highlights that at the time she 

was not as at ease in French; she had only studied it as a second language at school. Thus, 

even though she did not speak French well, she was obligated to speak French for her 

daughter to learn it. As she reflects, ZINEB says that perhaps this was of service to her – 

that is, her French use and/or proficiency increased because of pressure to use it with her 

children. However, afraid that her children will completely forget Kabyle, she now insists 

on speaking it with them. Even if they do not speak it, they will understand. The mobile 

surveys show the current situation clearly: a divergence between generations as well as 

the significance of the work place for speaking French. 
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5.2.1.2 BOUCHRA (Family Z) 

 
a. BOUCHRA’s adapted drawing (image 1) 
 

 
b. BOUCHRA’s mobile survey results (image 2) 

Illustration 5.6 BOUCHRA’s adapted drawing and mobile survey results 
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BOUCHRA mentions little family in her drawing. She says she and her parents 

(more specifically, her mother) use primarily HL with some French words in interactions  

with each other. Their four interactions captured by mobile survey are in HL ONLY. 

While she does not mention extended family, she does report some interactions with them 

via mobile survey. Four of her five interactions with aunts are in HL ONLY; the one 

interaction she notes as being in FRENCH ONLY is noted as rare. Interactions with aunts 

involving uncles or female cousins as well are in HL ONLY or HALF/HALF. Interactions 

with cousins and/or her son are in HALF/HALF. BOUCHRA reports one video chat 

interaction with her chéri in Algeria in HALF/HALF, as described. Thus family interactions 

tend to be between HALF/HALF and ONLY HL. 

The period of interviews and mobile surveys was a time of flux for BOUCHRA and 

her son. He had spent the previous years in Algeria with his grandparents and had only 

joined her in France four months prior to the first interview.  BOUCHRA described the 

changes she was seeing in her son’s language use: he had never heard French before 

coming to France, but he had started at the école maternelle upon arriving, and three 

months later when they visited Algeria during winter vacation, her family was shocked 

that he was speaking in French. The mobile surveys in the following months showed that 

they tended to both use HALF/HALF, though in one conversation he used more Arabic than 

she (MAJORITY HL vs. HALF/HALF respectively). In the surveys, BOUCHRA rates her son as 

speaking both French and Arabic between NOT VERY WELL and WELL, suggesting a period 

of adjustment. However, in the drawing task four months later, BOUCHRA says that she 
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uses more Arabic than French with her son but that he uses French and almost no Arabic, 

an expected divergence. It is possible that we are seeing accounts of rapid change. 

 BOUCHRA says that with colleagues and anyone in administration (which she deals 

with often), she and they use ONLY FRENCH. By contrast, she uses HALF/HALF with her 

neighbors at the foyer, some of whom do not speak Arabic (e.g., Russians, GEN 2 Arabs, 

etc.), some of whom do. Her drawing, though, does not differentiate between the two. 

With her friends, she describes interactions as “tout un mélange.” Her explanation of 

language use raises the importance of a balance between learning French because they 

are in France and not forgetting Arabic. Thus there are opposing elements at work: the 

“habit” of using one’s mother tongue – which is facilitated in her case by being in contact 

with other speakers – and the adaptation to a new country through use of its language.  

   Mobile surveys reveal that of 13 interactions with STRANGERS, 11 were in FRENCH 

ONLY and two were in HALF/HALF. The latter were longer interactions that took place in 

stores with people to whom she had to talk, and BOUCHRA described them as rare. Thus 

her statement about STRANGERS is accurate even if there are some exceptions. 

Interactions with people she KNOWS WELL or merely KNOWS are all in the HALF/HALF to 

MAJORITY HL range with no exceptions. A look at how she rates interlocutors’ language 

ability is revealing: She KNOWS no one who does not have the ability to speak Arabic 

(she knows no monolingual French speakers), whereas all STRANGERS she interacts with 

do not speak Arabic. Her social network seems to be limited to other multilinguals, and 

more specifically to other Arabs who speak the language. This likely reflects the 

circumstances of the foyer. Whereas other women often distinguish between French 
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friends and Arab friends, there is no such distinction to be made for BOUCHRA. Thus 

Arabic is only used with people she knows and it is the primary language used in those 

interactions while ONLY FRENCH is used with people she does not know. 

5.2.2 Decline in use but maintenance of ability in HL  
 

 
Red=HL, Blue=French 

 
 

Illustration 5.7 ASMA’s adapted timeline of language use and proficiency 
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Some GEN 1 women draw a decline in use but maintenance of ability in HL. The 

decline in the use of HL varies, SOUAD and ASMA showing relatively small ones, 

ZOULIKHA a larger one. Nevertheless, they all say they speak and understand HL VERY 

WELL.  In each drawing, use of French exceeds use of HL. However, drawings of French 

ability vary. ASMA draws them as equal, French having come to meet HL ability but not 

surpass it. ZOULIKHA and ASMA draw their French ability now as higher than the HL. 

ASMA and ZOULIKHA rate themselves as speaking and understanding French VERY WELL, 

which is consistent with their drawings. However, SOUAD’s statement that she 

understands French VERY WELL but speaks French WELL is inconsistent with the drawing 

that she is stronger in French. The mobile survey results reveal that SOUAD is in the 

medium to high range in her use of the HL.  

These women’s descriptions of interactions with their children of different ages 

reveal different practices. SOUAD, who has a 6-month-old baby, only reports a single 

interaction in HALF/HALF. She does not seem to think of her child as an interlocutor yet. 

(This is in contrast to other mothers who report having talked with their pre-verbal child 

who did not respond.) ASMA differentiates between her two boys, one still at home with 

her and one in school. While she uses Arabic with the former, French has seeped into 

their interactions, leading to her higher use of French yet still diverging. By contrast, 

ZOULIKHA’s children are older, and while she may use a little HL with them, they only 

use French. 
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5.2.2.1 SOUAD (Family W) 

 
a. SOUAD’s adapted drawing (image 1) 

 
b. SOUAD’s mobile survey results (image 2) 

Illustration 5.8 SOUAD’s adapted drawing and mobile survey results 
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SOUAD indicates in her drawing that she uses ONLY HL with her parents though 

she does say that she speaks French on occasion (“c’est exceptionnel”). Mobile survey 

results show that SOUAD uses MAJORITY HL in five of six interactions with them and uses 

ONLY HL in just one. Interactions with her parents are the only instances where she 

reports herself and/or her interlocutor using ONLY HL. She and her parents align in all 

interactions but one where her parents use ONLY HL while she uses MAJORITY HL. She 

had acknowledged this type of divergence in the context of speaking with her in-laws. 

They are all in Morocco. 

 Geography is important in interactions with extended family, specifically her aunts 

and female cousins. SOUAD distinguishes between her aunts in Morocco with whom she 

uses HL only and those in France, with whom she uses half French/half HL. She reports 

using both French and Arabic with her sisters, with whom she speaks often, as well as her 

cousins. SOUAD brings up modality, distinguishing between using only French for written 

interactions (e.g., SMS, internet chat) and using French and Arabic in oral interactions, 

depending on the topic of conversation. 

 The mobile survey data show that none of these interactions are face to face, most 

on the telephone. Her two interactions with her aunt(s) alone are in HALF/HALF, as 

described for aunts living in France. This changes when additional interlocutors are 

involved. In interaction with both her aunt and cousin, SOUAD summarizes their use as 

MAJORITY FRENCH. It is worth noting that this is the one case of MAJORITY FRENCH with 

family, and she describes the interlocutors’ ability in Arabic as assez bien as opposed to 

the usual bien or très bien, suggesting that these are an aunt and cousin in France. By 
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contrast, in an interaction with an aunt and sister (who I know to live in Morocco), they 

use MAJORITY HL. In interactions with her sisters alone, she and they use HALF/HALF or 

MAJORITY HL. SOUAD’S oral interactions are thus as she describes during the drawing 

task. 

 However, written interactions, which she describes as taking place purely in 

French, are not. She has two interactions with her sister(s) via chat and one with her 

cousin via SMS, which she reports as being HALF/HALF. Nevertheless, the effect of 

modality is evidenced in an SMS interaction with her husband where they use FRENCH 

ONLY. Otherwise, their oral interactions are all in MAJORITY HL or HALF/HALF, which is 

consistent with her statement that she and her husband use both French and Arabic.  

 SOUAD did not add her 6-month-old to her drawing: she appears not to consider 

her young daughter, who is not yet speaking, as an interlocutor, though I witnessed 

SOUAD talking to her child. Only once does she report in the mobile survey that she and 

her daughter talked in HALF/HALF. 

 SOUAD says that she uses French and Arabic with friends (note the female form of 

amies) and her daughter’s nanny. She makes no distinction between French-speaking 

friends and Arabic-speaking friends, as many other participants did. When questioned 

about this, she says most of her friends at least understand Arabic even if they do not 

answer in Arabic, in which case she mixes the languages. With colleagues (whom she did 

not have at that moment since she was not working) and with strangers, she describes 

speaking ONLY FRENCH.  

 This distinction between STRANGERS and people she KNOWS is evident in the 
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mobile survey data. Almost all (24 of the 28) interactions with STRANGERS are in FRENCH 

ONLY. Half of interactions with KNOWN people (11 of 23) are in FRENCH ONLY whereas 

the rest involve some degree of Arabic ranging from MAJORITY FRENCH to MAJORITY HL. 

SOUAD reports only two interactions as being with people she KNOWS WELL: in both, the 

interlocutor uses HALF/HALF while she herself uses either HALF/HALF or ONLY FRENCH. In 

the latter case, the topic of conversation was a television series, a subject that is described 

by other participants as entailing French. Thus, all of her WELL-KNOWN interlocutors use 

the HL, while she may or may not use it. Overall, we can see the effect of proximity: the 

closer the interlocutor is, the more HL is used.  

5.2.2.2 ASMA (Family T) 

 

Illustration 5.9 ASMA’s adapted web drawing  
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ASMA’S drawing shows that she uses Arabic with extended family, mixes with her 

husband and Arab friends and colleagues, differs in how she speaks with her children, 

and uses French with French friends and colleagues. This reveals that language use is 

overall affected by country (her extended family being in Morocco) and linguistic ability 

(whether the interlocutor speaks French or Arabic or not).  

Although ASMA’s drawing suggests a simple portrait of Arabic use with family in 

Morocco, as she talks greater complexity emerges. In that Francophone country, French 

is mixed in with Arabic and she considers it to be part of the dialect, leading her to not 

distinguish it from Arabic in the drawing. As she describes language use with different 

people, an effect of sex emerges where Arabic as opposed to French is favored with 

women but French may be used more with men. For example, with her grandmother, she 

makes an effort to not use any French since her grandmother only understands a few 

words, and with her aunts she tries to speak Arabic even though they understand French. 

With her uncles who speak French, French sentences are mixed in at times.  

She describes interactions with her husband, who is from her hometown, as being 

like her family interactions, though since they are in France, more French is used than in 

Morocco. She begins by saying they use Arabic but goes on to illustrate a small use of 

French. She starts to say that, because they can, they usually mix (“d’habitude”), then 

stops herself, saying that they mix sometimes (“des fois”). Her attitudes towards mixing 

are made explicit as she says that she does not like to mix. She says that with her Arab 

friends and colleagues (from when she was working), it is natural to speak in Arabic, 

perhaps with some French mixed in. By contrast, when French friends and colleagues are 
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part of the group, French is used. Overall, then, there is a division where the HL is used 

with HL-speakers in Morocco, a mix is used with HL-speakers in France, and French is 

used with non-HL-speakers.  

As for interactions with her children, her explanation highlights the significance 

of their entrance into the French school system. ASMA distinguishes between her 

language use with her 2-year-old, who is home with her, and her 6-year-old, who is 

school age. With the younger child, she says she uses Moroccan, which has some French. 

It is rare that she speaks to him in French. With the older child, she tries to speak as much 

Arabic as possible, though she often finds herself speaking primarily in French because 

he answers in French. The child, exposed to French through a variety of means, one of 

which is school, thus brings more French into the home, socializing their parents into it. 

5.2.2.3 ZOULIKHA (Family Q) 

 
ZOULIKHA’s family interactions vary according to generation and country of 

residence. She draws her interactions with her mother as 100% Arabic and her 

interactions with her father as 80% French and 20% Arabic. This pattern of speaking 

more HL to the mother is shown in other families. She and the rest of her family, all in 

Morocco, use more Arabic than French. With her husband, she says they use “moitié 

moitié” (HALF/HALF). With her children, ZOULIKHA says that she uses 80% French and 

20% Arabic, though they respond only in French.  

With French friends and neighbors, she says she uses only French. With friends of 

Arab origin, she describes how they mix, though there is more French than Arabic. When 
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I asked about friends whom I had met, she was more specific. She describes GEN 2 

LUBNA as not speaking Arabic a lot and their interactions one-on-one as being more in 

French than usual: “le mixe se fait moins” (the mix happens less). By contrast, she 

describes GEN 1.5 SHEREZADE, the friend through whom I had met ZOULIKHA among 

others, as being dedicated and courageous, wanting to practice speaking Arabic even 

though she came to France at a young age. They talk about work in French but other 

personal things in Arabic. She attributes SHEREZADE’s efforts to wanting to transmit the 

language to her son. These portraits are consistent with my understanding of their 

linguistic habits. 

 

Illustration 5.10 ZOULIKHA’s adapted web drawing 
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5.2.3  Decline in use and ability in HL 
 

 
Red=HL, Blue=French, Solid=Speaking, Dotted=Listening 

Illustration 5.11 FARIEL’s adapted timeline of language use and proficiency 

 Other women draw a decline in both use and proficiency in HL, French use and 

ability coming to surpass them by far. FARIEL drew a smaller downward slope for Arabic 

use than for Kabyle since she has more occasion to use Arabic in France. The decline for 

proficiency, though, is the same. Proficiency in Kabyle, her first language, thus does not 

drop as low as use. Fariel rated herself across the board in French, Arabic and Kabyle as 
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speaking and understanding each WELL. HAFIDA, who arrived in France at age 13, drew a 

stable ability to understand the HL but decreasing ability to speak. However, when she 

rated herself in each language separately, she said she spoke and understood both French 

and Arabic VERY WELL.  Thus, for these women, the 5-point language rating task does not 

capture the differences between languages that the drawing task does. 

Fariel’s mobile survey results show her very limited use of the HL (whether Arabic or 

Kabyle). This is explained by her lack of contact with HL-speakers and her marriage to a 

non-HL speaker. Her web drawings as well as HAFIDA’S show that they say they do not 

use any HL with their children, both generations using French with each other. 

5.2.3.1 FARIEL (Family U) 

 During the drawing task, FARIEL notes divergent language use with her parents: she 

uses more French with her mother than she does with her father. Regarding interactions 

with her father, she starts by saying that she uses only Kabyle, but as I repeat what she 

says, she corrects herself saying she tries to speak only Kabyle. Her drawing and 

statement indicate that she uses even more Kabyle than her father does, contrary to what 

we typically find between generations. She explains that she accommodates to her father, 

who arrived in France 12 years earlier not speaking French. Having grown more at ease 

in French, he now accommodates, as FARIEL’S husband does not understand Kabyle. She 

says that she rarely talks to her father and it would seem from her comments that it is not 

usually one-on-one; her husband is generally present. Accordingly, there are no mobile 

survey reports of interactions with her father. 
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a. FARIEL’s adapted drawing (image 1) 

 
b. FARIEL’s mobile survey results (image 2) 

Illustration 5.12 FARIEL’s adapted drawing and mobile survey results 
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By contrast, FARIEL describes using French and only a little Kabyle with her 

mother, who was born and grew up in France and spent her adulthood in Algeria. She 

says she and her mother talk regularly; two interactions were captured by mobile surveys. 

In these, she speaks MAJORITY FRENCH while her mother speaks MAJORITY FRENCH or 

MAJORITY KABYLE, creating in the latter interactions a classic asymmetry in language use 

where her mother uses more of the HL than she does. FARIEL is the third generation of 

women to live in France: her maternal grandmother’s linguistic ability in French (“elle 

baragouine”) constrains language use to Kabyle. There are no recorded interactions with 

her grandmother to verify this. 

In interactions with her cousins who live in Algeria and her siblings, in addition to 

French and Kabyle, Arabic comes into play because she was in contact with Arabic in her 

neighborhood and at school. Her explanation of the dynamics between Arabic and 

Kabyle highlights the tension between the two; yet she talks of both languages as being 

her mother tongue.  FARIEL says that they use French most, followed by Arabic, then 

Kabyle. With her cousins in France, however, FARIEL talks about using ONLY FRENCH. 

The interactions reported via mobile survey with siblings and cousins are in the ONLY 

FRENCH and MAJORITY FRENCH range. We cannot distinguish between the use of Kabyle 

or Arabic, lumping them together as HL. 

 FARIEL reports that she interacts most with her husband and children and that they 

only use French. This is true according to the mobile survey results. The vast majority of 

FARIEL’S interactions are with them and they are in FRENCH ONLY without exception, 

including the one-sided interactions that were excluded from the models where FARIEL 
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spoke in French to her young child, who did not speak in return. 

 FARIEL explains how her husband and his siblings never learned to speak or 

understand Kabyle because their GEN 2 mother (FARIEL’S mother-in-law) spoke to them 

in French. Their mother had spoken Kabyle with their late father, who only spoke 

Kabyle, though overhearing their parents speak was not enough for them to learn the 

language. FARIEL’s description of her own language use with her mother-in-law is 

interesting, raising topics of linguistic insecurity and selectivity of interlocutors. Her 

mother-in-law, who has an accent when speaking Kabyle, will not speak Kabyle with her, 

instead responding in French since she knows she can. She will only speak Kabyle to 

someone who does not speak French and with whom she must. As we have seen, this 

asymmetry between generations is typically the reverse, but her husband’s family is of a 

previous generation of immigrants. It is not surprising when we consider that FARIEL is 

the GEN 1 in her family and her mother-in-law the GEN 2, choosing to speak French if 

she does not have to speak Kabyle. Unfortunately we cannot pick out any such 

interactions recorded via mobile survey.  

 FARIEL made the distinction between friends who speak only French and other 

friends (who by default speak the HL), saying that the friends she has in general are 

Arabic speakers. FRENCH ONLY is used with the former but some HL is used with the 

latter. She thus describes how they mix, speaking French and then in Arabic, for example, 

when something does not translate well into French or when they do not want overhearers 

to understand. This complements a statement of hers where she had said the opposite: 

that there are feelings and nuances that can only be expressed in French and that do not 
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exist in Kabyle or Arabic. Each language has its role, with some topics lending 

themselves to French, others to the HL. FARIEL has few interactions reported by mobile 

survey with non-family members. Of the five interactions with WELL-KNOWN people, four 

are in ONLY FRENCH. In the one exception, she uses MAJORITY FRENCH while her 

interlocutor uses HALF/HALF.  

She then refers to interactions with STRANGERS, as in people with whom one is led 

to speak in everyday life or in administrative and professional situations. The mobile 

survey data show that she has a single interaction with a STRANGER and a single 

interaction with a KNOWN person, in which ONLY FRENCH is indeed used. FARIEL had 

stood out among GEN 1 in not using the HL with strangers. In fact, in her interview, she 

says that she does not like to speak Kabyle or Arabic with STRANGERS; she prefers to use 

French. The use of Arabic or Kabyle is reserved for people she knows. She views it as an 

intrusion on the part of a stranger who presumes to speak to her in a language other than 

French because they recognize her origin. However, it is more acceptable to her to use 

the HL if French cannot be used because of their lack of proficiency. Her husband 

remarks that he does not understand this singular tendency of hers to avoid speaking the 

HL when addressed in it by STRANGERS. In general, he says, when someone knows you 

are Arab, they assume the HL is your preference, but she will respond in French. Fariel 

grows defensive and then shrugs it off by explaining that she is not very chaleureuse. In 

general, Arabic culture would be viewed as welcoming and warm in contrast to French 

which is commonly viewed as cold. FARIEL thus goes against the norm. While “normal” 

interaction with other Arabs is to congregate around a common origin and use the HL, 
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she does not necessarily align with the language used by her interlocutors simply because 

of shared cultural origins. She views her identity as something personal and her language 

as a marker of it. The HL can be used when she knows someone better. 

 That the few interactions involving any HL are with FAMILY (and furthermore, 

family interactions excluding her husband and children) and WELL-KNOWN people 

indicates the limited instances in which it is used. Indeed, in summarizing the drawing, 

she does remark that the dominant language is French. It is important to consider that the 

mobile surveys and drawing task are representative of current interactions and that they 

change. FARIEL highlights this temporality when she draws attention to her lack of 

contact with Kabyle-speaking family members at that moment in time. She expresses that 

perhaps her language use would be different under circumstances where she had more 

contact with others, notably if others were not working or she were. The mobile surveys 

do reflect her limited network: the vast majority of her interactions are limited to her non-

Kabyle-speaking husband and children. 

 This desire to speak the HL and the resignation that she has little occasion to do 

so came out during the interview. In a somewhat heated conversation between FARIEL 

and her husband, he reproaches her for not speaking Kabyle or Arabic to their children 

because that is the only way they will learn. She responds she does not do it on purpose. 

While she has the linguistic ability that he lacks to pass on the language to their children, 

she is simply not able to do it. Speaking to the children would be easier if they spoke to 

each other in Arabic or Kabyle. Thus they place the blame on each other. This illustrates 

the difficulty when one parent speaks the HL and the other does not.  
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5.2.3.2 HAFIDA (Family E) 

 

Illustration 5.13 HAFIDA’s adapted web drawing 

HAFIDA mixes the HL and French to varying degrees with family. She describes 

her mother as using more Arabic than she herself does. We thus see the familiar 

divergence between generations. With her sister who lives in the U.S. and her brothers, 

they use French and Arabic, though perhaps more French. Interactions with cousins also 

involve mixing. HAFIDA describes how with those who arrived in France after her, at an 

older age, they were already in the habit of speaking Arabic. She refers specifically to a 

male cousin who lives in France and with whom she is closest and speaks most often. He 

shares her high ability in speaking French but uses Arabic more in his daily life, and 
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when the two of them speak (whether in person or on the phone), they use a lot of Arabic, 

though he more. 

 She and her husband use mostly French with some Arabic. The same goes for 

friends, colleagues and acquaintances of whom she gives examples. SHEREZADE, the 

friend who put us in touch with each other, is again described as speaking and 

understanding Arabic well. They will speak in French and then switch into Arabic (“ça 

bascule”) for certain expressions (e.g., “des trucs drôles”) or when they do not want 

non-Arabic-speakers to understand. 

 The distinction between her language use with Arabic speakers and non-speakers 

is clarified when she says that when someone speaks Arabic she will always find a way to 

use it (“y'aura toujours une occasion où je j'utiliserai”) but when someone does not, you 

do not try since there is no use (“y’a pas d’utilité”). HAFIDA uses only French not only 

with neighbors (who are not Arab) but with her children as well. 

5.2.4 GEN 1.5 and GEN 2 mothers  

 GEN 1.5 FATIHA and GEN 2 LUBNA completed the mobile surveys but not the 

drawing tasks. For this reason, only one image that presents their mobile survey data is 

accompanied by references to language use from their interviews. FATIHA and LUBNA are 

both the middle generation of three generations in France. FATIHA, a Kabyle speaker, is 

married to an Arabic speaker. LUBNA, who describes herself as understanding Arabic 

VERY WELL but NOT speaking VERY WELL, is married to a non-HL speaker. While FATIHA 

tends to always incorporate a little HL into her speech (consistently using MAJORITY 
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FRENCH), LUBNA tends to use ONLY FRENCH, only using a high degree of HL with her 

own parents. 

5.2.4.1 FATIHA (Family D) 

 

Illustration 5.14 FATIHA’s mobile survey results image 

FATIHA reported four interactions with her mother: two were in MAJORITY HL and 

one was in HL ONLY; in the other, FATIHA used MAJORITY HL while her mother used 

ONLY HL. FATIHA described her mother as always speaking Kabyle to her and her 

siblings, even now, though she sometimes adds French words or phrases with FATIHA’s 

children. Her father, now deceased, had learned French with les pères blancs and spoken 
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both French and Kabyle with them, though when FATIHA was growing up, the door of the 

house was very symbolic as liminal space: French was to be used outside the home and 

Kabyle at home except for when there were guests, when French was used. 

FATIHA reported five interactions with her siblings. She and her brothers used 

ONLY FRENCH. She described her use of French with her brothers as influenced by Kabyle 

culture to create a new culture of new people. In contrast, the mobile surveys show that 

she and her sister tend to use the HL to some degree: typically MAJORITY FRENCH though 

as much as HALF/HALF. The ten interactions with her husband are also in MAJORITY 

FRENCH, but one interaction with her sister and husband is in FRENCH ONLY.  

In the interview, FATIHA describes her children as understanding the HL un tout 

petit peu but not speaking. When I asked if she uses primarily French with them, she says 

that their interactions are often in French. FATIHA’s explanation brings up the fact that 

while she speaks Kabyle, her GEN 1 Kabyle husband speaks Arabic. While she and her 

husband understand each other when speaking their respective HLs, they have trouble 

speaking in each other’s language and so resort to French, the language they have in 

common. The six interactions with her husband and children tend to be in MAJORITY 

FRENCH with one exception in FRENCH ONLY. Of the 20 interactions with her children, 

FATIHA uses MAJORITY FRENCH in all but three cases where she uses ONLY FRENCH. Her 

children tend to use the languages to the same degree as she does, except for five cases; 

in four, they use ONLY FRENCH while FATIHA uses MAJORITY FRENCH; in the fifth, it is the 

reverse. 
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With non-family members, FATIHA reports using a range of languages. Of eight 

interactions with people she KNOWS WELL, five are in FRENCH ONLY and three in 

HALF/HALF. Of 15 interactions with people she KNOWS, 10 are in FRENCH ONLY while the 

others ranged from FRENCH ONLY to HL ONLY. The two interactions with STRANGERS are 

in FRENCH ONLY. 

During the follow-up interview, I asked FATIHA how the mobile survey task had 

affected her. She said that it led her to reflect on how she should make an effort to speak 

the HL for her children sooner rather than later even though she prefers to speak French. 

She seemed to have become particularly aware of her responsibility to familiarize her 

children to Kabyle, and so her strategy was to slip in words in the HL. When pressed 

further about whether or not the study had changed her language use at all, FATIHA said 

that it had a little and that she dared to mix languages more. In fact, my first meeting with 

her and the beginning of the mobile survey task had coincided with an apparently 

influential incident. At the Algerian consulate, she had seen a well-dressed mother (and 

therefore respectable woman to be emulated) mixing French and Arabic, and she took 

that as an example of how to speak with her children. In the interviews, judgments were 

often expressed regarding other parents’ strategies to speak the HL or French to their 

children as well as other children’s desirable or undesirable language use (i.e., speaking 

the HL or not). FATIHA, it seems, was thus very aware of her language use and was 

making an effort to use the HL more with her children. The mobile survey results do 

show her tendencies to use MAJORITY FRENCH (and thus just a little HL) much more often 
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than anyone else and, therefore, to use more HL than the other mothers who are married 

to non-HL-speakers who tend to use ONLY FRENCH, as seen now with LUBNA. 

5.2.4.2 LUBNA (Family F) 

 

Illustration 5.15 LUBNA’s mobile survey results image 

LUBNA and her parents always diverge to a relatively small degree: while she uses 

HALF/HALF or MAJORITY HL, they use MAJORITY HL or ONLY HL. They are the only 

people with whom she uses HL at HALF/HALF or more. Indeed, in the interview, LUBNA 

says that her mother is the only person with whom she forces herself to speak Arabic. 

From the mobile surveys, though, it appears that this statement could be extended to 

interactions with her father as well. 
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With her siblings, mobile surveys show that she uses FRENCH ONLY or MAJORITY 

FRENCH; she and they usually use the same amount of each language except in one of the 

five conversations where a sister uses MAJORITY HL. During the interview, she described 

how they had spoken French to each other growing up. She suggests that she had 

acquired French from her older brother even before she went to school. They continue to 

use French. 

Of 14 interactions with her husband, whose father was Algerian and mother 

French, all are in FRENCH ONLY except for one where she uses MAJORITY FRENCH and he 

uses ONLY FRENCH. He never uses the HL. He does not speak Algerian Arabic and only 

speaks French, which means that transmitting the HL to their children depends on her 

alone. She describes her children as only using French, though she has taught them some 

words and expressions like BISMILLA or ELHAMDULILA. In line with these 

statements, the 13 interactions involving her husband and children are in ONLY FRENCH. 

Of the 28 interactions with her children, she uses ONLY FRENCH in all but two, which are 

in MAJORITY FRENCH, and they use ONLY FRENCH in all but one. In the last case, her child 

is actually reported as using MAJORITY FRENCH and thus slightly more HL than LUBNA 

herself. The timing and topic of conversation (bedtime) suggests that this is one occasion 

where she was saying her prayer before going to sleep. 

Interactions with non-family members are all in FRENCH ONLY, three of which are 

with WELL-KNOWN people, five with KNOWN PEOPLE and seven with STRANGERS. This 

absence of the HL and lack of effect of proximity are not surprising considering how 

little she uses it even with family. She talked of how she wanted to get to know the 
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mother of a classmate of her son who speaks Tunisian Arabic very well. They had said 

they would get together once a week to force her to speak a little in Arabic, but 

arrangements were too difficult.  

5.3 DAUGHTERS 

The women who grew up in France (whether born in France (GEN 2) or arriving 

in France at a very young age (GEN 1.5)) have a stable use and ability in French but not 

the HL. They all highlight their entrance into school and describe their current ability in 

French as very good. For some, the HL can be used as much as French while for others it 

can be used much less, limited to interactions with family and non-French speakers. 

Ability in the HL also varies, sometimes approaching French, sometimes substantially 

lower; speaking ability may be lower than understanding ability. AMEL and YOUSRA say 

they can speak and understand VERY WELL, while OLFA says she can understand VERY 

WELL and speak WELL. The ability tends to change depending on contact with the country 

of origin. For example, the waves in OLFA’S timeline (Illustration 5.17) illustrate annual 

visits to Tunisia. Other circumstances in France, such as being more in contact with 

family thanks to new modes of communication, studying literary Arabic either in courses 

or on one’s own, or reconstructing one’s identity during adolescence, can affect it as well. 
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                                                      Red=HL, Blue=French 
 

Illustration 5.16 GEN 1.5 AMEL’s adapted timeline of language use and proficiency 
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Red=HL, Blue=French, Solid=Speaking, Dotted=Listening 

Illustration 5.17 GEN 2 YOUSRA’S (left) and OLFA’s (right) adapted timeline of language 

use and proficiency 
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5.3.1 AMEL (FAMILY I) 

 

Illustration 5.18 AMEL’s adapted web drawing 

With regards to Amel’s extended family, there are several distinctions to be made. 

There is a difference of sex between interactions with her uncles with whom she mixes 

both French and Arabic and interactions with her aunts (in France and Morocco) with 

whom she only uses Arabic. She distinguishes between close cousins who are in France, 

with whom she uses both languages, and distant cousins who live in Morocco and with 

whom she uses primarily Arabic with a trace of French when talking by phone on 
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holidays or when she sees them at weddings. She explains this higher use of Arabic with 

them as an effect of their being older.  

 As for her immediate family, we see a difference of generations, as expected. With 

her parents, she says that she uses Arabic and very rarely a little French. She and her 

brothers use primarily French with a little Arabic. 

She distinguishes between levels of proximity between non-family members. 

With close friends, interactions are mixed (“c’est mélangé vraiment vraiment vraiment 

mélangé”) since they understand each other well. When they get upset, they will speak in 

Arabic. This suggests that her close friends tend to be other Arabic speakers. With other 

friends (I had come to fit into this group), either ONLY FRENCH can be used or some HL is 

mixed in if they know the HL. With people she knows (i.e., connaissances), French 

dominates, though a very small amount of Arabic may be mixed in in the form of 

common expressions like INSHALLAH, BARAK ALLAHU FEEK, HAMDULILAH. 

With other people (i.e., fréquentations) only French is used. At the end of the task, AMEL 

sums up the drawing as follows, concluding that she uses French the most. 
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5.3.2 YOUSRA and OLFA (Family J) 

 

a. OLFA’s adapted drawing (image 1) 

 

b. OLFA’s mobile survey results (image 2) 

Illustration 5.19 OLFA’s adapted drawing and mobile survey results 
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a. YOUSRA’s adapted drawing (image 1) 

 

b. YOUSRA’s mobile survey results (image 2) 

Illustration 5.20 YOUSRA’S adapted drawing and mobile survey results 
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YOUSRA and OLFA both say that they tend to speak French with both their parents, 

though interactions with their mother involve more Arabic than those with their father. 

YOUSRA’S drawing indicates that while she only uses French with her father (she says it 

is rare to use any Arabic words), he answers in 80% French, 20% Arabic. OLFA says that 

while she always has a tendency to use French with him, she has distinguished between 

interactions that she initiates where he responds to her in French and those he initiates 

where there will be more Arabic. Their mother uses more Arabic than their father. While 

YOUSRA uses French with their mother, their mother uses Arabic, creating a divergence 

between the two; 20% of the time, they mix. OLFA describes how her mother uses more 

Arabic than French with her most of the time, though certain situations call for the use of 

French. If she hears something in French, say on television, fidelity to the original 

language leads to recounting the incident in French. 

Mobile survey results confirm these accounts. Both YOUSRA and OLFA tend to use 

ONLY FRENCH with their parents with some instances of MAJORITY FRENCH.  They and 

their father usually align (showing no DIFFERENCE) and otherwise tend to diverge only 

slightly (DIFFERENCE -1). In general, he speaks in MAJORITY FRENCH, sometimes using 

ONLY FRENCH, with the exceptional MAJORITY HL. The difference between him and his 

daughters is relatively small compared to the difference between his wife and daughters. 

Their mother DIFFERS from them in the range of -2 to -4, thus speaking in the 

HALF/HALF to ONLY HL range. She never speaks in MAJORITY FRENCH with her daughters. 

Thus, YOUSRA’s and OLFA’s claims that their mother uses more Arabic with them than 

their father does and that they differ more from their mother are borne out.  
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As for interactions with other family members, both OLFA and YOUSRA 

distinguish between family living in Tunisia and family living in France. With 

grandparents, aunts (who do not know French) and uncles in Tunisia, they use 

exclusively Arabic. As for family in France, there appears to be more variation. OLFA 

points to an uncle she sees regularly who speaks both Arabic and French and to whom 

she speaks ONLY FRENCH.  In one group interaction reported by mobile survey involving 

her parents, sister, cousin and an uncle, OLFA reports that she used FRENCH ONLY while 

they used MAJORITY HL. This is consistent with what she says about interactions with her 

uncle. 

With some aunts (one of whom is of non-Arab origin but speaks Arabic), they and 

the aunts will only use French; however, with another who does not speak French well, 

only Arabic is used, though OLFA says she herself uses a little French. Mobile survey 

results show that the interactions they have with aunt(s) are at the Arabic end of the 

spectrum, suggesting they interact more with the Arabic-dominant aunt. OLFA reported in 

three interactions that she uses MAJORITY HL and that they use ONLY HL. Two of those 

cases also involve people she knows very well but who are not family. Likewise, 

YOUSRA has an interaction with an aunt as well as her mother and sister in MAJORITY HL. 

YOUSRA and OLFA thus tend to accommodate and use the HL in those situations. On one 

occasion, YOUSRA reported a 3 to 5 minute phone conversation with an aunt who speaks 

French very well where she herself used MAJORITY FRENCH while her aunt used 

MAJORITY HL. YOUSRA described this interaction as being exceptional, never having 

happened before. Thus, with aunts and uncles as well as with parents-- that is, the OLDER 
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generation-- we clearly find a high use of Arabic and differences in language use between 

the generations. The drawings indicate that the participants are aware of this. 

In regards to interactions with cousins, YOUSRA does say that cousins in Morocco 

will only use Arabic (perhaps adding French words because it is la mode) but she will use 

Arabic in majority with some French words every once in a while. With cousins in 

France, YOUSRA and OLFA say that they speak French, though there may be Arabic 

words in the conversation. OLFA points out the daughters of the Arabic-dominant aunt 

who have a certain ease in Arabic since they only use it with their mother and will put 

more Arabic in their speech. OLFA also points to interactions that take place only in 

French with a cousin whom she sees regularly and who speaks Arabic very well. We see 

that behavior can differ between members of this generation and that it is linked to 

linguistic ability, though language use tends to be at the French end of the spectrum.  

YOUSRA says that she and her sisters, like her cousins from France and friends, 

only speak in French to each other and that the use of Arabic is limited to single words 

and little expressions, never expanding to full conversations or even sentences. OLFA 

does mention occasions where Arabic might be used for better effect, for example when 

quoting someone or telling a story that is better understood in Arabic. This specific use of 

Arabic – being faithful to the original version – parallels what she says about their mother 

and her use of French. 

Mobile results of interactions with one’s SAME generation reveal differences 

between YOUSRA and OLFA’s interactions with cousins. YOUSRA appears to be more in 

contact with cousins in Tunisia whom she often mentioned: her two interactions by SMS 
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and telephone are in MAJORITY HL and ONLY HL respectively. Most of OLFA’s 

interactions, though, are with cousins in France and involve the presence of other family 

members as well. This is not surprising since she still lives at home. Her one interaction 

with only her male cousin is via SMS, therefore in writing, and it is in MAJORITY FRENCH. 

As for oral interactions, one with him and including her sisters is in ONLY FRENCH. This 

is consistent with her report on him. As for interactions with sisters, OLFA reported all 14 

interactions as in ONLY FRENCH, which is as she describes. YOUSRA, who had said that 

they use little HL, reports nine interactions with her sisters in ONLY FRENCH and one in 

MAJORITY FRENCH. The sisters thus differ slightly in their statements, and their mobile 

survey data reflect this. 

Regarding interactions with non-family members, both YOUSRA and OLFA only 

felt the need to include people with whom they might use Arabic. It is assumed that with 

anyone else, French is used. OLFA identified friends (according to her, the majority) who 

speak and understand Arabic (linguistic ability coming into play); she says that they have 

a tendency to include “des petits mots arabes” or “des petites expressions amusantes.” In 

addition to “friends in France”, YOUSRA also labeled a colleague with whom it is a 

pleasure for her to speak in Arabic; if she had interactions at work and they were reported 

via mobile survey as being in Arabic, they were with him.  

 Indeed, the mobile surveys show that YOUSRA’s and OLFA’s interactions with 

STRANGERS are all in ONLY FRENCH. As for interactions with KNOWN and WELL-KNOWN 

people, OLFA’s are in FRENCH ONLY with one in MAJORITY FRENCH. Likewise, the 

majority of YOUSRA’S interactions are in FRENCH ONLY, though several involve a little 
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HL, usually around MAJORITY FRENCH. Two short interactions involving the rituals of 

contact (e.g. greetings) are reported in a single survey as taking place in HL ONLY and are 

described as infrequent (a few times a month). 

5.4 DISCUSSION 

The drawing tasks highlight the women’s awareness of their language use and that 

of their interlocutors. The completion of the web drawing task confirms tendencies of 

language use that are found in the mobile survey task. Rare interactions captured by the 

latter are by and large explainable given women’s commentary. Some participants’ 

completion of only one of the two tasks still yields seemingly reliable data. Explanations 

of the differences between the women benefit from the different types of timelines they 

draw representing their language use and proficiency.  

The drawings allow us to divide GEN 1 women according to those who maintain 

both HL use and ability, those who maintain ability but show a decline in use and those 

who show a decline in both. GEN 2 women show variable use in the HL. There are 

similarities between women within these groups in terms of their present language use 

but there are also distinguishing features. Even with relatively few cases of each type, we 

can see patterns and capture diversity. I have highlighted accounts of inter-generational 

language use in particular in the women’s explanations. We witness periods of transition 

as children enter the French school system both in terms of the socialization of the child 

as well as that of the parents who react differently to pressure to speak French at home. 
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The tasks elicit other factors as well in the socialization of the women into the use of 

French and the HL in France. 
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6. Language and identity 

The study of language socialization in French and Arabic or Berber raises 

questions not only of language use but of attitudes towards language and identity that are 

very complex. Here, we focus on the connection between language and identity by 

looking at how different generations of women rate their proficiency in the different 

languages, what they consider to be their mother tongue and how they identify 

themselves (e.g., French, Franco-Moroccan, Maghrebi, Moroccan, Arab, Muslim, etc.). 

These complementary questions should be incorporated into an analysis of processes of 

language socialization, grounding linguistic practices in the context in which people live. 

Certain trends emerge when we view aspects of language socialization relative to the 

period or proportion of lifespan spent in France; they highlight not only the impact that 

the family’s immigration has had on the individual but, moreover, differences between 

generations. Beyond the trends, we can benefit from hearing the nuanced answers as 

these women offer in reflecting upon their own attitudes. 

 Year of arrival in 
France 

Generation of 
immigration 

Percentage of lifetime  
spent in France 

Group 1 2010s (2009-2013) GEN 1 0%-24%  

Group 2 2000s (2001-2003) GEN 1 25% - 45% 

Group 3 1960s-1990s GEN 1 45% - 75% 

Group 4 1960s-1990s GEN 1.5 75% - 99% 

Group 5 1960s-1990s GEN 2 100% 

Table 6.1 Groups according to percentage of lifetime spent in France 
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A wider variety of people participated in the interviews than in the mobile surveys 

and drawing tasks, most notably the addition of older GEN 1 immigrants. We have 

reports from several generations of a family in some cases and information about family 

members who were not present. Twenty-nine women rated their linguistic ability; 

arriving in France at different ages and representing different generations, they are also 

differentiated in Table 6.1 according to time spent in France. Now we have an additional 

measurement – percentage of lifetime spent in France – by which to approach the 

analysis. 

6.1 ORAL LINGUISTIC ABILITY  

The participants often refer to ease in their languages when talking about mother 

tongue. Therefore, oral linguistic ability, calculated on a 5-point scale as the average of 

the abilities to speak and understand the language, is considered as a factor. The same 

scale that was used in the mobile surveys regarding interlocutors’ abilities (chapter 4) and 

the same data that was discussed regarding specific participants’ abilities (chapter 5) are 

employed. This analysis provides further context for those results. Figure 6.1 looks at the 

raw data of French and HL oral proficiency, showing how people from the different 

groups rate both abilities. Table 6.2 goes a step further, not looking at exact language 

ratings but categorizing people as HL-DOMINANT, BALANCED, or FRENCH-DOMINANT. 
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Figure 6.1 Self-rated oral proficiency in French and HL per individual according to 

Group. 

  HL dominant Balanced French dominant 

Group 1 GEN 1 2010 3 100% 

 

0% 

 

0% 

Group 2 GEN 1 2000 

 

0% 4 100% 

 

0% 

Group 3 GEN 1 1900 4 40% 6 60% 

 

0% 

Group 4 GEN 1.5 

 

0% 3 75% 1 25% 

Group5 GEN 2 

 

0% 4 50% 4 50% 

Table 6.2 Counts and percentages of women from each group by oral linguistic 

proficiency 
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In GEN 1, no one says they are FRENCH-DOMINANT; they are HL-DOMINANT or 

BALANCED. The Group 1 women (i.e., the most recent arrivals, such as BOUCHRA and 

SOUAD) are HL-DOMINANT, with the HL rated as 5 and French as between 3.5 and 4.5. In 

contrast, everyone from Group 2 (i.e., who arrived in France in the early 2000s such as 

FARIEL and ZINEB) claims to speak and understand both French and the HL at the highest 

level, i.e., BALANCED; this is not to say that they actually consider themselves to be 

balanced. In Group 3 (i.e., those who arrived before 2000), four women rated themselves 

as HL-DOMINANT (the range in French proficiency similar to what we see in Group 1) 

while six rated themselves as BALANCED (similar to Group 2).  

By contrast, none of those in GEN 1.5 (before age 6) or GEN 2 describe 

themselves as HL-dominant.  Of Group 4 participants (i.e., GEN 1.5), three rated 

themselves as BALANCED and one as FRENCH-DOMINANT. Thus, the majority are at ease in 

the HL while one describes her HL ability as weak. Of Group 5 participants (i.e., GEN 

2), half of the women are BALANCED in French and the HL (e.g., OLFA) and half are 

FRENCH-DOMINANT to varying degrees (e.g., YOUSRA, SONIA and LUBNA). Thus, not 

surprisingly, GEN 1.5 and GEN 2 fall into the same range, though while GEN 1.5 tends 

to be more balanced, GEN 2 tends to be French dominant.  

6.2 MOTHER TONGUE  

Participants were asked what their mother tongue was and what mother tongue 

meant to them. Both parts of the question are complex. People might choose a single 

language and leave it at that. They might subsequently add that another language could 
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also be considered their mother tongue: this was typically done with a statement that 

prioritized one over another – and for different reasons, as we shall see. Sometimes they 

just could not choose.  

People identified their mother tongues in different ways. Some people explained 

their choice by saying that it was their first language, the language they heard when they 

first opened their eyes, the language in which they said their first words, the language of 

their childhood, the language of their parents and other family members, the language of 

their origin, the language they spoke at home, or the language in which they grew up, in 

which case it has to do with circumstances extending beyond the home (e.g., école 

maternelle, friends, television). Others chose their mother tongue because it is the 

language in which they are most at ease or the language that comes automatically to them 

in certain situations. Others chose their mother tongue for more personal reasons 

(sentimental or psychological or intellectual). These reasons are intertwined. 

As we see in Figure 6.2 and Table 6.3, people who are HL-DOMINANT (e.g., 

BOUCHRA and SOUAD) are limited to the choice of HL as mother tongue; without 

speaking and understanding French very well, they do not choose it. People who are 

BALANCED in both languages might claim only the HL (e.g., ZINEB and FARIEL) or both 

HL and French (e.g., YOUSRA and FATIHA) but do not choose only French. Thus, if they 

speak and understand both languages very well, the HL is considered the mother tongue 

or at least a mother tongue. FRENCH-DOMINANT people might claim either French (e.g., 

OLFA) or the HL (e.g., LUBNA and SONIA), not feeling constrained by linguistic ability, 

though they do not choose both. Thus, French as a MT is restricted by linguistic ability: 
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one would choose only French only if they rate themselves as speaking and 

understanding it better than the HL. However, the choice of HL as MT extends beyond 

linguistic ability. The explanations from which these answers are distilled illustrate the 

factors women consider. I begin with the choice of French as a mother tongue, followed 

by both languages and then the HL alone. 

 

Figure 6.2 Self-rated oral proficiency in French and HL according to choice of MT 

 

HL-dominant Balanced French-dominant 

HL 7 37% 10 53% 2 11% 

Both 

 

0% 6 100% 

 

0% 

French 

 

0% 

 

0% 3 100% 

Table 6.3  Counts and percentages of women choosing MT according to proficiency 
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6.2.1 French as MT 

If we look at mother tongue in conjunction with oral language proficiency, we see 

that French (and not the HL) was claimed as MT only by GEN 2 who described 

themselves as FRENCH-DOMINANT; those who are not FRENCH-DOMINANT would not 

claim only French as MT. These women acknowledge that their HL would “normally” or 

“technically” be considered their MT, but they reject that idea and explain their choice of 

French. 23-year-old OLFA defines it as the language that comes most easily to her, and so 

for her it is French, even if she is attached to Arabic. 29-year-old GEN 2 NADIA describes 

the HL as the language in which she was born, but chooses French, explaining that she 

has come to redefine mother tongue:  

Bah, c’est ça qui est étrange parce que, techniquement, ma langue 

maternelle, ça devrait être le marocain, mais clairement j’ai plus- 

beaucoup plus d’aptitude en français que en marocain. J’suis beaucoup 

plus à l’aise dans le français et je me construis intellectuellement sur euh 

la langue française, donc euh, du coup, ça m’a amené à redéfinir le terme 

langue maternelle […] Du coup euh, je revois ma définition de langue 

maternelle et je considère que c’est le français vraiment. Maintenant, si tu 

me demandes quelle est la langue dans laquelle je suis née? Je te 

répondrais, marocain. 

Well, that’s what is strange because, technically, my mother tongue, it 

should be Moroccan, but clearly I have more- much more aptitude in 

French than in Moroccan. I’m much more at ease in French and I 
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construct myself intellectually around the French language, so uh, so that 

means, it brought me to redefine the term mother tongue […] As a result 

uh, I revise my definition of mother tongue and I consider that it is truly 

French. Now, if you ask me what is the language in which I was born? I 

would answer you, Moroccan. 

French as mother tongue is associated with proficiency, naturalness and ease for these 

FRENCH-DOMINANT GEN 2 women. 

6.2.2 Both French and HL as MT 

Some women who described themselves as BALANCED claimed both the HL and 

French as MT, often emphasizing the HL.  GEN 1 ZOULIKHA describes her MT as a mix 

of Arabic with a little French since she grew up in Morocco, where she was exposed to 

both languages and where they were mixed naturally, and now lives in France: 

Langue maternelle euh… pour moi enfin… je- C’est un peu compliqué et 

complexe parce que y’a la langue de- de- de ma mère. Ma mère me parle 

qu’en arabe. Mon papa me parlait qu’en arabe, petite. Mais aussitôt on 

allait à l’école … maternelle, c’est à trois ans, quatre ans, le français, il 

était là. A la télé, il est là. A la maison, il devient très vite là. Et puis, donc, 

j’ai grandi dans ce mélange de- de voilà de- C’est un lang—je- C’est pas 

de l’arabe, c’est pas du français. C’est un mélange des deux. Je peux 

commencer ma pensée en arabe, la finir en français, alors que je parle la 

langue arabe littéraire […] Par contre euh… Voilà, c’est le fait aussi de 
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vivre là, je- j’sais pas… La langue maternelle, pour moi, c’est pas que- 

que- que marocain. Je crois qu’il y a quand même un petit SHWIYA de- 

de français mélangé euh… Voilà. 

Mother tongue uh… for me at least… I- It’s a little complicated and 

complex because there’s the language of- of- of my mother. My mother 

speaks to me only in Arabic. My father spoke to me only in Arabic, little. 

But as soon as we went to school… preschool, it’s at three years, 4 years, 

French, it was there. On TV, it is there. At home, it comes very quickly 

there. And so, then, I grew up in this mix of- of voilà- It’s a lang—I- It’s 

not Arabic, it’s not French. It’s a mix of the two. I can begin my thought in 

Arabic, finish it in French, while I speak the literary Arabic language […] 

However uh… Voilà, it’s also that I live here, I- I dunno… Mother tongue, 

for me, it’s not only- only- only Moroccan. I think there is anyway a little 

BIT of- of French mixed euh… Voilà. 

She seems to think of them together as a single MT while the GEN 1.5 and 2 think of 

them as separate.  

Among GEN 1.5 and 2 women who are BALANCED in the language, there are 

several types of answers. The HL might be their initial answer, followed by a statement 

that it does not mean they disregard French, as we see in the case of YASMINA:  

La langue maternelle c'est l'arabe mais… ça veut pas dire que… qu'on nie 

le français. Pas du tout… Mais euh, c'est euh, c'est la langue des parents, 

quoi, je veux dire. 



 264 

Mother tongue, it’s Arabic but… It doesn’t mean that… that we reject 

French. Not at all… But uh, it’s uh, it’s the language of parents, I mean.  

Mother tongue thus indexes one’s parents. Or from the beginning of their explanation, 

they might talk about both languages. GEN 1.5 FATIHA distinguishes between a mother 

tongue (Kabyle) and father tongue (French). 

  Bah, ma langue maternelle c’est le kabyle. Et ma langue paternelle c’est le 

français. C’est comme euh les pieds… euh droite, gauche. Donc là c’est la 

mère. Là c’est le père. Bah, on a besoin des deux einh. 

  Well, my maternal language is Kabyle. And my paternal language is 

French. It’s like uh feet… euh right, left. So there it’s the mother. There 

it’s the father. Well, one needs both.  

They are like feet, the mother and father, and one needs both. At another time she used a 

tree metaphor, a tree whose roots are the mother tongue, allowing one to grow, while the 

branches are French, reaching high and allowing one to think and work.  

 GEN 1.5 AMEL says she is unable to answer since she learned French and Arabic 

at the same time and comes to the conclusion that she has two: her first is Arabic because 

her first words were in Arabic and her second is French. Asked to define MT, she says it 

is the language in which one grows up, and since she grew up with Arabic at home and 

French outside, she has two mother tongues: 

Clairement, à la maison on parlait l'arabe. A l'éxtérieur on parlait français. 

Donc euh… dire qu'on était plus souvent à l'intérieur… qu'à l'extérieur? 

Non. Puisque la journée on est à l'école, Le soir on est à la maison. Neuf 
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heures par jour on est à l'extérieur. Si on compte le repas, le goûter, euh… 

et le soir on est à la maison. Quand on rentre le soir on parle pas 

beaucoup… à part pour faire les devoirs, euh cela vraiment [inc.]… Donc 

euh… c'est la langue dans laquelle on a grandi et- et moi, y'a deux 

langues. J'ai pas une seule langue maternelle. Pour moi y'a deux langues. 

Clearly, at home we spoke Arabic. Outisde we spoke French So uh… to 

say that we were more often inside… than outside? No. Since during the 

day we are at school, the evening we are at home. Nine hours per day we 

are outside. If we count the meal, snack, uh… and in  the evening we are 

at home. When we come home in the evening we don’t speak much… 

except to do homework, uh it’s truly [inc.] … So uh… it’s the language in 

which we grew up and- and me- there are two languages. I don’t have one 

single mother tongue. For me there are two languages. 

AMEL’s calculation of moments in each sphere of language use raises questions of daily 

routine and habit, which are the focus of the mobile survey task of the present study.  

GEN 1.5 SHEREZADE offers a similar thought process, talking about how much 

she uses each, and comes to the conclusion that she would choose Arabic because it 

“resembles” her more but French because she is most at ease in it. GEN 2 YOUSRA also 

claims both languages though she prioritizes Arabic even while claiming to be more 

proficient in French: 

Mais… je mettrais l’arabe un peu devant. Même si je le maitrise moins 

bien que le français paradoxalement, mais (laughter) 
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But… I’d put Arabic a little ahead. Even if I master it less well than 

French paradoxically, but (laughter) 

Thus, these women often mention linguistic ability and language use in their definition of 

MT, but other factors take precedence. GEN 2 Myriam describes a language as a means 

of communication that reflects the psychology of the people. It is related to culture, and 

since she grew up in two languages and cultures, she cannot choose. These women take a 

longitudinal perspective and take into account linguistic ability, language use and culture 

in their descriptions of mother tongue. 

6.2.3 HL as MT 

The HL, however, was claimed as MT no matter the linguistic ability. If someone 

described herself as HL-DOMINANT, then she claimed the HL to be her MT, but people 

who were BALANCED in both languages, or even women who were FRENCH-DOMINANT, 

might claim only the HL as MT.  

6.2.3.1 HL-dominant 

GEN 1 women who are HL-DOMINANT all chose HL as their MT, as expected. 

The definitions of MT refer to one’s childhood, one’s origins, one’s grandparents. These 

answers tend to be simpler. Perhaps there are fewer factors at work since they spent their 

formative years in the Maghreb. Perhaps some of the women do not feel comfortable 

enough in French to explain more thoroughly what MT is. These women do not seem to 

feel the need to talk about their linguistic ability, as if their mother tongue were a given. 
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However, when they are asked about their children’s and grandchildren’s linguistic 

abilities and what they consider to be their MT, a variety of issues comes up. 

6.2.3.2 Balanced 

Some GEN 1 and 1.5 women who are BALANCED choose the HL only as MT. 

GEN 1 ASMA describes MT as: 

Du coup, c'est- c'est vraiment- c'est l'origine- c'est le- c'est l'enfance. C'est 

le- les racines. C'est, voilà, d'où on vient. 

And so, its- it’s really- it’s origins- it’s- it’s childhood. It’s- It’s roots. 

There. It’s where one comes from. 

GEN 1 FATIMA also talks about origins and growing up with a single language: 

 Alors moi, parce que je suis née euh dans une- enfin… une seule langue 

euh,.. une seule origine euh, enfin, une seule… Tout le monde a une seule 

origine. Mais euh…  euh il y avait que l’arabe. Il y avait que l’arabe. Donc 

c’est ma langue mater-- maternelle puisque … euh. C’est la maman qui- 

qui met le- l’enfant au monde. On dit toujours maternelle. C’est parce que 

c’est lié à la maman en fait … On dit ma langue- On dit pas la langue 

paternelle parce que c’est pas le- c’est pas le bonhomme qui porte le bébé. 

C’est- je sais pas. Moi je- moi je- je- Moi, je l’explique comme ça. On a 

toujours dit langue maternelle… parce que… c’est… c’est comme les 

écoles, l’école maternelle. Parce que elle apprend. C’est comme la mère. 
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Elle apprend… aux enfants les premiers euh- les- les- les premières choses 

de la lecture, de- de- des couleurs. Tout ça.  

 So me, because I was born uh in a- well… only one language uh… only 

one origin uh, well, only one… Everyone has only one origin. But uh… uh 

there was only Arabic. There was only Arabic. So it’s my moth- mother 

tongue since… uh. It’s the mom who- who brings the- the child into the 

world. One always says maternal. It’s because it’s tied to the mom in 

fact… One says my mother- One doesn’t say father tongue because it’s not 

the- it’s not the man who carries the baby. It’s- I don’t know. Me, I- Me, I- 

I- Me, I explain it like that. One has always said mother tongue… 

because… it’s… it’s like the schools, pre-schools (“maternal school”). 

Because it teaches. It’s like the mother. She teaches… children the first 

uh- the- the- the first things about reading, about- about- about colors. All 

that. 

Her definition of MT refers to the role of the mother as opposed to the father and even 

makes the connection with the role of l’école maternelle in teaching children. She would 

disagree with FATIHA, who refers to mother and father tongues. 

Mother tongue is more complex in the case of Kabyle women due to contact 

between Kabyle and Arabic. HAYAT says her MT is Berber, which she learned at home; 

Arabic she studied at school but never spoke. However, FARIEL describes learning 

Kabyle and dialectal Arabic at the same time. Just as AMEL described speaking Arabic at 
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home and French outside, FARIEL describes using Kabyle at home and Arabic outside. 

She thus thinks of both as MT while prioritizing Kabyle: 

  C'est vrai que ma mère, elle nous parlait kabyle. Mes oncles, kabyle. Donc 

j'ai appris ça en premier. Et il y avait une famille arabe… qui était 

implantée au milieu de tout le voisinage euh… deux familles d'ailleurs … 

dix voisins kabyles et deux familles arabes. Et ils avaient une petite fille. 

Moi, j'étais toute petite. C'est avec elle- je joue avec elle. Et c'est comme 

ça que j'ai appris l'arabe. Donc même avant d'aller à l'école… euh je 

parlais euh… l'arabe et le kabyle parfaitement. C'est pour ça euh, elles ont 

le même degrée, sauf que je… Le kabyle en premier. Parce que c'est ce 

que… voilà. Moi, ma langue maternelle c'est le kabyle, puis l'arabe. Donc 

voilà. Après euh… le français c'est une langue que j'ai- que j'ai appris… 

d'ailleurs je me dis- Maintenant je m'exprime beaucoup en français.  

 It’s true that my mother, she spoke Kabyle to us. My uncles, Kabyle. So I 

learned it first. And there was an Arab family… that was implanted in the 

middle of the whole neighborhood uh… two families, actually… ten 

Kabyle neighbors and two Arab families. And they had a little girl. Me, I 

was really little. It’s with her- I play with her. And that’s how I learned 

Arabic. So even before going to school… uh I spoke uh… Arabic and 

Kabyle perfectly. That’s why uh, they have the same degree, except that 

I… Kabyle first. Because it’s what… there. Me, my mother tongue is 
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Kabyle, then Arabic. So there. After uh… French is a language that I- that 

I learned… In fact I tell myself- Now I express myself a lot in French. 

She may be able to express herself better in French but it is clearly not her mother tongue. 

6.2.3.3 French-dominant 

Even a few GEN 2 women who are FRENCH-DOMINANT claim the HL as MT, 

contrary to what might be expected given their linguistic ability. LUBNA says that while 

French is the only language she speaks and writes “correctly,” that’s not what her MT is. 

MT, according to her definition, is allied with one’s roots, way of life, heritage, family 

and values. She ends with: 

Je sais pas si j’ai tort ou raison de dire ça. Mais moi, c’est comme ça que 

je le ressens. Voilà.   

I don’t know if I’m wrong or right to say that. But me, that’s how I feel 

about it. So there. 

6.3 IDENTITY  

Participants were also asked how they identified themselves if they had to choose 

a sort of étiquette. Again, answers varied widely and were quite complex. A variety of 

terms is used, sometimes specifying one’s country of origin, sometimes using the more 

general Maghrebi, sometimes referring to religion. One can hyphenate dual identities or 

refer to origins. The country in which one was born or lives is often evoked. Identifying 

with a particular culture is too. One’s nationality on paper is often mentioned, though it 

does not necessarily correspond with how one feels. How one identifies can change over 
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one’s lifespan, just as different generations in a family may or may not share the same 

attitudes. 

 

Figure 6.3 Identity according to oral French and HL abilities 

 

HL dominant Balanced French dominant 

MAT 6 60% 2 20% 2 20% 

MAT>Fr 

 

0% 7 100% 
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Fr>MAT 

 

0% 5 83% 1 17% 

Fr 
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0% 1 100% 

Table 6.4 Identity according to combined French and HL abilities 

For simplicity’s sake, the participants are grouped into four categories, as seen in 

Table 6.4. They might favor an identity associated with the country of origin, what I refer 

to as MAT (e.g., Moroccan, Algerian, Tunisian, Kabyle, Arab, Muslim). Or they might 
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talk about both the country of origin and France; in these scenarios one is typically 

favored over the other. Thus, they might put MAT before French (e.g., Moroccan French, 

Arab French, Tunisian living in France, Algerian Kabyle French), as in MAT>Fr; or they 

might put French before MAT (e.g., French of Algerian origin, Franco-Moroccan, French 

Muslim), as in Fr>MAT. Finally, they might just say French. 

As with the discussion of mother tongue, it is useful to look at linguistic 

proficiency in conjunction with identity. Figure 6.3 and Table 6.4 show choice of identity 

alongside ability in French and HL. The one person who said she identifies as French is 

FRENCH-DOMINANT. Those who identify as French>MAT tend to be BALANCED in the HL 

and French (e.g., GEN 1 ZINEB), though FRENCH-DOMINANT people might choose 

French>MAT as well (e.g., GEN 2 SONIA). Everyone who identifies as MAT>French is 

BALANCED (e.g., GEN 2 YOUSRA and GEN 1 FARIEL). Thus, people who choose both 

identities tend to be linguistically balanced, though if one chooses both and is FRENCH-

DOMINANT, then it is the default French>MAT, prioritizing French.  As for those who 

choose MAT, just over half of the women are HL-DOMINANT (e.g., GEN 1 SOUAD and 

BOUCHRA), though women who are BALANCED or FRENCH-DOMINANT (e.g., GEN 2 

LUBNA and OLFA) may also choose it. One can be FRENCH-DOMINANT and consider 

oneself to be MAT; it is not contradictory. Thus the choice of MAT is less predicted by 

language ability. This is what we had seen with the choice of mother tongue as well: the 

choice of French or both (no matter the order) as an identity or mother tongue appears to 

correlate with linguistic ability while choosing only the identity MAT or mother tongue 
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HL does not. We unpack the explanations regarding identity given by the participants in 

this order: French, French>MAT, MAT>French, and MAT. 

6.3.1 French 

The only person to identify as French (without identifying as MAT) is GEN 2 

NADIA. She feels French and does not feel the need to talk about her family and origins, 

though she is not ashamed. As proof, she says she had applied for Moroccan citizenship. 

But she is much more French than Moroccan in the way she lives, behaves, speaks, eats, 

etc. She thinks her GEN 1.5 older sister would have the same answer, though wonders 

aloud if her sister is perhaps a little more “open” to her Moroccan culture since she 

married someone who is also of Moroccan origin. This suggests that choice of a husband 

might well hinge upon his country of origin and how that squares (or not) with her own 

cultural attachment. We might even distinguish between GEN 1 and GEN 2 men and 

whether or not they speak the HL, a factor that appears to make a difference in the 

language use data. 

At the end of her interview, NADIA raised the question of why she is more at ease 

in French than Moroccan and why she does not speak Moroccan as well as she would 

like. Her explanation makes the connection between language and identity: 

Je me suis rendue compte que… certainement à la base, y’a eu un frein 

dans mon évolution, euh, du marocain. A partir du moment où je- j’ai 

voulu, vraiment, être française et maitriser très bien le français, où j’ai 

décidé que… Moi, c’était euh, c’était important pour moi. L’école où je 
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suis allée euh, c’était une école un peu vieille France, avec la maîtresse à 

l’ancienne euh, très euh vieille France. Y’a pas d’autres adjectifs, je crois. 

Et euh et je me suis dit, il faut que je leur prouve aussi que euh ma couleur 

de peau n’est pas euh- ne dit pas ma nationalité, et ça passe par une 

excellence dans la maitrise de la langue française. Et du coup, je pense que 

mon désir d’exceller en français a euh fait que j’ai délaissé certainement le 

marocain. Et je pense que… y’a- y’a même eu un moment où j’ai rejeté le 

marocain, où je trouvais que- j’ai dû penser que c’était une langue de 

ploucs, ou des- ou j’ai dû remettre un peu du racisme social euh qui 

m’entourait à l’école et en France et euh. Voilà. Et c’est que maintenant 

où euh- Je pense pas ça. Donc euh, j’ai- j’ai repris du recul avec le pays 

dans lequel je vis, que j’aime, mais qui me- parfois me constraint. Ouais, 

j’ai remis en question euh peut-être la pensée euh général où je me suis 

dit, mais en fait, non, euh j’ai pas à délaisser mon origine et mes euh… et 

mon histoire pour euh pour avoir un- à être française, en fait. Et j’ai pas 

besoin de moins parler- de moins parler bien le marocain pour bien parler 

le français. Mais ça, je le découvre seulement maintenant. Peut-être que si 

j’avais su, enfant, j’aurais euh peut-être mieux parlé marocain.    

I realized that… certainly deep down, there was an obstacle in my 

evolution, uh, in Moroccan. Starting from the moment where I- I wanted, 

truly, to be French and master French very well, where I decided that… 

Me, it was uh, it was important for me. The school where I went was uh, it 
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was a kind of “old France” style of school, with the old-fashioned teacher 

uh, very uh old France. There are no other adjectives, I think. And uh and 

I told myself, it is necessary that I prove also that uh my skin color is not 

uh- does not say my nationality, and it comes about by an excellence in the 

mastery of the French language. And so, I think that my desire to excel in 

French certainly led to my neglect of Moroccan. And I think that… there- 

there was even a moment where I rejected Moroccan, where I found that- I 

must have thought that it was a language of country bumpkins, where- 

where I must have added a little of the social racism uh that surrounded 

me at school and in France and uh. There. And it’s only now where I- I 

don’t think that. So uh, I- I- put things back into perspective with the 

country in which I live, that I love, but that- sometimes constrains me. 

Yeah, I have questioned again uh maybe the general thought where I told 

myself, but no, uh, I don’t have to neglect my origin and my uh… my 

history to uh to have a- to be French, in fact. And I don’t have to speak 

less- to speak Moroccan less well to speak French well. But that, I 

discover it only now. Maybe had I known as a child, I would have uh 

better spoken Moroccan. 

She considers that as an Arab child in a village school that was very traditional, she really 

wanted to be French and speak French well. At that point in time, being and speaking 

French meant rejecting Arabic, which put the brakes on her evolution in Moroccan. Now, 

she regrets this and no longer thinks that she should have had to give up her origins, her 
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history, her language in order to be French and speak French. Acquisition of one 

language should not entail attrition in the other.  

6.3.2 French > Moroccan, Algerian, Tunisian 

The families who identify as French>MAT tend to have immigrated earlier to 

France, though some arrived more recently. The women who answered French>MAT fall 

in the BALANCED to FRENCH-DOMINANT range. 

Both cultures are also closely intertwined for GEN 1.5 FATIHA, who says she is 

French of Algerian origin since she was born in Algeria: 

Donc euh je dirais euh… J’ai un pied culture française, européenne. J’ai 

un autre pied culture maghrébine, algérienne. Donc euh c’est ça. Et je- je- 

Et ça fait partie de moi. Les deux cultures font partie de moi. 

So uh I’d say uh… I have one foot French, European culture. I have 

another foot Maghrebi, Algerian culture. So uh that’s it. And I- I- And it’s 

part of me. Both cultures are part of me. 

Using the same explanation as she had used regarding mother tongue, she describes how 

she has one foot in each culture and draws on what is positive from each. GEN 1 ZINEB 

and her GEN 1.5 daughters say that they are French of Algerian origin, one of the 

daughters specifying Kabyle. However since they have both nationalities and they now 

live in France, ZINEB prioritizes French, saying “On est avant tout français quand même.” 

GEN 1 ZOULIKHA describes how she has come to identify as a Muslim French 

woman, emphasizing a religious aspect without referring to Morocco in particular: 
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 Quand je suis arrivée, c’était autre chose. J’suis arrivée. Déjà… C’était-

L’objectif, c’était quelques années et rentrer chez moi. J’étais… C’est la 

transformation. Le changement, il est venu petit à petit. Surtout, je crois, 

surtout quand j’ai eu mon premier enfant. Là on a décidé quelque part… 

Bon, le destin a décidé pour moi qu’on reste là. Et après on a acquis la 

nationalité française, et après on se sent… on se sent français. 

Complètement français musulman. 

 When I arrived, it was something else. I arrived. Already… It was- The 

objective, it was a few years and return home. It was… It’s the 

transformation. The change, it came little by little. Especially, I think, 

especially when I had my first child. Then we decided in a way… Well, 

destiny decided for me that we stay here. And after we acquired French 

nationality, and after we feel… we feel French. Completely French 

Muslim. 

The change came little by little as she had her first child in France, decided to stay in 

France and acquired French citizenship.  

However, there can be a distinction between what one says on paper and how one 

feels. SONIA’s father starts by saying that they always write franco-marocain because 

they have dual citizenship and they try to take the best of each culture. Her mother, 

NAJAT, agrees that on paper it is the case, but that she remains Moroccan in her head 

even though she has adopted things from France: 
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Moi, dans ma tête, je suis marocaine. C’est- c’est euh- c’est ferme. Après, 

moi, ce qu’ils m’autorisent et qu’ils me donnent euh… Alors j’ai vécu ici 

en France plus que je- ce que j’ai vécu au Maroc. Euh, je suis quelque part 

euh imprégnée de la culture française et tout ça, mais je reste… quand 

même je reste toujours marocaine euh et- et la- la culture [inc.] La France 

là, le fait de vivre en France et tout ça euh m’a- m’a imprégnée et tout ça.  

Me, in my head, I’m Moroccan. It’s- it’s uh- it’s firm. After, me, what they 

authorize me and give me uh… So I’ve lived in France more than I- than 

I’ve lived in Morocco. Uh, I am somehow steeped in French culture and 

all that, but I remain… I still remain Moroccan uh and- and- culture [inc.] 

France here, the fact of living in France and all that uh has- has 

permeated me and all that. 

This exchange shows the complexity of the question for them as GEN 1, though NAJAT 

points out that it is more difficult for her GEN 2 children. SONIA and her brother 

acknowledge the difficulties they have faced and how they have come to accept their 

double culture. SONIA says she tends to identify herself now as Franco-Moroccan or 

French of Moroccan origin. 

GEN 1.5 AMEL offers a variety of terms that she could use: Franco-Moroccan or 

French of Moroccan origin or Moroccan with a double French culture. While one should 

carry this double culture as an asset, one sometimes feels it as a burden due to the racism 

one faces both in France and Morocco as a child of immigrants: 
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On- on devrait porter cette double culture comme une- comme une 

richesse. Et c'est parallèle. Des fois, on la vit un peu comme un fardeau… 

C'est pas évident… Et aujourd'hui si on me devait euh… demandait de 

faire un choix euh… si je devais choisir euh la France ou le Maroc, euh je 

serais perdue… Je saurais pas, quoi… C'est comme si qu'on me demandait 

de couper une main droite ou une main gauche. Je peux pas, einh… Mais 

pour être honnête, vu que je suis née au Maroc, j'aimerais mourir au 

Maroc… J'ai donné ma vie à la France, mais je veux mourir dans mon 

pays d'origine. Voilà. 

We- we should carry this double culture like a- like a richness. And it’s 

parallel. Sometimes, we live it a little like a burden. It’s not evident… And 

today if they had to uh… asked me  to make a choice uh… if I had to 

choose uh France or Morocco, uh I would be lost… I wouldn’t know… It’s 

as if one asked me to cut off a right hand or a left hand. I can’t… But to be 

honest, given that I was born in Morocco, I’d like to die in Morocco… I 

gave my life to France, but I want to die in my country of origin. There. 

Caught between the two, she would not be able to choose one over the other. However, 

she does emphasize that she wants to be buried in Morocco since she was born there.  
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6.3.3 Moroccan, Algerian, Tunisian > French 

 Some women identify as both MAT and French but express dual identity in a 

variety of ways. In some cases, MAT is prioritized over French; in other cases, both 

identities are on the same level. Women of different generations answer in this way. 

GEN 1 FARIEL, at another time during the interview, said that she always says she 

is Algerian but that France is also her country. When asked the question, she answered 

that she is French of Algerian origin or French Algerian, emphasizing first how she used 

to say Algerian and then the chronological nature of acquiring French citizenship:  

Moi, je disais euh toujours… euh je suis algérienne… Pour moi, je me 

considère algérienne parce que c’ét-- c’était mon [inc.] mon identité 

depuis ma naissance. Après, j’ai acquis la nationalité française à vingt ans. 

Je me sens aussi française. Voilà. En- en tant que citoyenne, je me sens 

française. Par exemple, si on va me poser la question: T’es de quelle 

nationalité? Je vais dire euh… je suis française d’origine algérienne ou 

algérienne française. C’est comme ça que… que je m’identifie. 

Me, I always uh said… uh I am Algerian… For me, I consider myself 

Algerian because it wa- it was- my [inc.] my identity since my birth. After, 

I acquired French nationality at age twenty. I also feel French. There. As- 

ass a citizen, I feel French. For example, if one is going to ask the 

question: What nationality are you? I will say uh… I am French of 

Algerian origin or French Algerian. It’s like that that… that I identify. 
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GEN 2 SANA also offers several permutations of Moroccan and French: she could say 

either French of Moroccan origin or Moroccan of French origin. It would seem that they 

are on the same level and that she is at ease in both countries, feeling French in France 

and Moroccan in Morocco. She says that while having both identities is not a problem for 

her, it is still difficult. 

FATIMA says that she presents herself as Tunisian since she was born there, living 

in France for a few (actually 28) years, her mastery of French giving that away: 

Moi, euh… En ce qui me- en ce qui me concerne… Comme je suis née là-

bas… Donc je suis tunisienne… En premier, quand je- quand je me 

présente, je suis tunisienne… Voilà. C’est le premier qui vient. Je suis 

tunisienne. Euh voilà, je- Depuis quelques années en France euh… Les 

gens, quand ils vont m’entendre, ils vont savoir que vraiment… par 

rapport à la- à- au français- au français par-- parlé et tout ça, ils vont 

savoir que, quand même, je maîtrise un petit peu… la langue et que je sais 

euh… J’ai la nation-- la nationalité française avec mon mari  […] C’est- 

c’est- c’est pas evident de- d’avoir la nationalité. C’est pas euh… Donc, en 

premier lieu, oui, je- je dis euh tunisienne. Tunisienne euh depuis euh… 

en France depuis vingt- euh vingt-huit ans. Je me présente comme ça. 

 Me, uh… As for what- what concerns me… Since I was born there… So I 

am Tunisian… First, when I- when I introduce myself, I am Tunisian… 

There. It’s the first that comes. I am Tunisian. Uh there, I- In the last few 

years in France uh… People, when they hear me, they are going to know 
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that really… with regards to- to- to French- spoken- spoken French and 

all, they will know anyway that I master a little… the language and that I 

know uh… I have nat- French nationality with my husband […] It’s- it’s- 

it’s not evident to- to have the nationality. It’s not uh… So, in the first 

place, yes, I- I say Tunisian. Tunisian uh since uh… in France for twenty- 

uh twenty-eight years. I introduce myself like that. 

That she and her husband now have French citizenship, which requires interviews to 

demonstrate mastery of French, is offered as proof of integration and thus links language 

to identity. Her daughter’s answer uses similar phrasing: she is a Tunisian born and raised 

in France. She is Tunisian by blood but her daily life is influenced by French ways of life. 

Her mother suggests that it has to do with traditions, to which she replies: 

Fille: Oui dans les traditions. J’suis- Enfin- Y’a- Y’a mes traditions 

tunisiennes, mais y’a aussi le quotidien, la façon de vivre au quotidien, 

enfin… Comment dire… les manières euh des Français, enfin, je sais pas 

comment dire…  

FATIMA: La façon de te comporter, non?  

Fille: Je veux pas dire la politesse ou quoi parce que- en Tuni-- enfin 

partout, on est poli partout. Bon, dans la Tunisie, ils sont polis aussi, mais 

y’a de-- Bah ça re-- ça rejoint ce que je disais tout à l’heure, le respect 

avec la distance. Tout ça. Bah moi, j’ai ce-- j’ai cette distance. J’ai cette 

notion du vouvoiement et tout ça parce que j’ai grandi avec ça. Quand on 

s’adresse euh au proviseur du collège ou du lycée, aux professeurs, tout 



 283 

ça. Y’a le vouvoiement. Y’a- J’ai cette notion là de distance mais euh je 

l’applique qu’en France. Quand j’suis en Tunisie ou quoi bah… je vais 

marquer mon respect mais à la manière euh des Tunisiens, tu vois. Donc 

euh donc voilà. 

Daughter: Yes in traditions. I’m- Well- There’s- There are my Tunisian 

traditions, but there’s also the quotidian, the daily way of life, that is… 

How do I say… the manners of the French, well, I dunno how to say… 

FATIMA: Your way of behaving, no? 

Daughter: I don’t mean politeness or whatever because- In Tuni- well 

everywhere, people are polite everywhere. Well, in Tunisia, they are also 

polite, but there’s- Well, it- it goes back to what I was saying earlier, 

respect through distance. All that. Well me, I have this- I have this 

distance. I have this notion of using ‘vous’ and all that because I grew up 

with it. When one addresses uh the principal of the middle school or high 

school, professors, all that. There’s the use of ‘vous’.  There’s- I have this 

notion of distance but uh I apply it only in France. When I’m in Tunisia or 

whatever well… I will mark my respect in the manner uh of Tunisians, you 

see. So uh so there. 

The example of marking respect (a notion that emerged in most interviews when talking 

about transmission of culture and values) in culturally appropriate ways in both societies 

shows how she has been socialized to use language. 
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6.3.4 Moroccan, Algerian, Tunisian 

Finally, other women respond by saying that they are only MAT. This is an option 

no matter the generation or linguistic ability.  

GEN 1 women who arrived after 2000 (GROUPS 1 AND 2) give relatively short 

answers. SOUAD answers that she is Moroccan (and Muslim if the person asks). 

BOUCHRA says that for the moment she answers that she is Algerian (not of Algerian 

origin), suggesting that this may change in the future. HAYAT answers that she is not 

Arab but Algerian Kabyle from la Petite Kabylie: 

Bon, moi, je m’identifie algérienne kabyle… Algérienne, mais après le 

kabyle il vient derrière parce que euh je suis pas algérienne arabe, non. Je 

suis algérienne kabyle. Ca on le dit parce que je suis algérienne de la 

Petite Kabylie. Puis je le dis, de la Petite Kabylie, c’est pas de la Grande 

Kabylie. Parce qu’il y a une grande différence aussi de culture, de savoir, 

de civilisation.  

 Well, me, I identify myself as Kabyle Algerian… Algerian, but after the 

Kabyle follows because uh I am not Arab Algerian, no. I am Kabyle 

Algerian. This we say because I am Algerian from Little Kabylia. Then I 

say it, from Little Kabylia, it’s not Great Kabylia. Because there is a large 

difference, too, of culture, of knowledge, of civilization. 

They each still identify with their country of origin and tend to be precise. 

 In comparison, LUBNA, a GEN 2 woman of Tunisian origin with a husband of 

Algerian origin, does not feel the need to specify the country: she feels Maghrebi and 
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tunisienne. For her, the different countries are fundamentally a unit, sharing a religion, 

even though they are different in terms of language and culture:  

LUBNA: C’est bizarre à expliquer. Je vous ai- J’ai ce lien avec la Tunisie 

qui est tellement fort… que ouais, non, pour moi, c’est euh maghrébine 

euh tunisienne mais euh pas française, pas française, non. Même si je suis 

française euh, voilà, d’orgine bah tunisienne. Voilà, non. C’est euh 

maghrébine, ouais.   

ATD: Maghrébine. D’accord, et euh maghrébine, vous pouvez l’utiliser 

comme ça. On a pas besoin de- de faire la distinction entre les différents 

pays du Maghreb? Maghrébine c’est   

LUBNA: Ah non. Pour moi, tunisien, algérien, euh marocain, euh non non. 

Moi, j’ai pas besoin de faire cette distinction. 

ATD: D’accord 

LUBNA: Oui. Je suis d’origine maghrébine. Mon mari, c’est pareil euh… 

Pourtant, il est d’origine algérienne lui. Pour moi, non. C’est- Y’a pas de 

distinction  […] Pourtant on est different. En terme de langue, en terme de 

coutume, en terme de- d’alimentaire. C’est vraiment trois pays plein 

distincts. Mais dans le fond, euh, la religion fait que on est la même et que 

du coup, voilà. Pour moi, on- c’est une unité. On est euh trois pays 

différents, mais on- Voilà. 

LUBNA: It’s bizarre to explain. I told you- I have this attachment to Tunisia 

that is so strong… that yeah, no, for me, it’s uh Maghrebi uh Tunisian but 
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uh not French, not French, no. Even if I am French uh, there, of Tunisian 

origin. There, no. It’s uh Maghrebi, yeah.  

ATD: Maghrebi. Ok, and uh Maghrebi, you can use it like that. One 

doesn’t need to- to make the distinction between the different countries of 

the Maghreb? Maghrebi it’s 

LUBNA: Ah no. For me, Tunisian, Algerian, uh Moroccan, uh no no. Me, I 

don’t need to make this distinction. 

ATD: OK 

LUBNA: Yes. I am of Maghrebi origin. My husband, it’s the same uh… Yet 

he is of Algerian origin. For me, no. It’s- There’s no distinction […] Yet 

we are different. In terms of language, in terms of customs, in terms of- of-

food. It’s really three very distinct countries. But down deep, uh, religion 

means that we are the same and that, there. For me, we- it’s a unit. We are 

uh three different countries, but we- There. 

LUBNA does not feel French even though she is “French of Maghrebi origin,” nor does 

she identify as specifically Tunisian, instead choosing the word Maghrebi, which may 

well reflect solidarity with her husband of Algerian origin. 

6.3.5 Change from generation to generation and over the lifespan 

A comparison of answers of different family members shows that there are often 

differences between generations as well as within generations. The explanations also 
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reveal changes over the lifespan (when one enters school, reaches adolescence and then 

adulthood, has children, etc.). 

 A three-generation interview with grandmother MIMOUNA, mother HAFIDA and 

11-year-old son reveals the progression from identifying as Arab to identifying as French:  

MIMOUNA: Moi, d’abord, je m’identifie comme arabe.  

HAFIDA: Attends. On va pas di-- On va pas avoir les même réponses. C'est 

sûr (laughter)  

MIMOUNA: oui oui moi, c’est arabe… premier. Et franco-algérienne. 

Voilà, mais d’abord… arabe musulmane parce que je suis pratiquante, 

moi. Franco-al-- franco-algérienne. Voilà. Elle, je sais pas (laughter)  

HAFIDA: Moi, c’est française (laughter)  

MIMOUNA: Voilà. Toi, tu es française (laughter)  

HAFIDA: Moi, je me sens française euh… je me sens française… J'ai pas 

de- je me pose pas la question. Je me sens française. Après, bon euh. Je 

sais- C’est à dire, je dis après origine algérienne euh, que je suis arabe 

d’origine algérienne, musulmane, mais ça vient après. Si on me pose la 

question, ou dans, vraiment dans- Si, en general, si tu dis Hafida, tiens, 

c’est de quelle origine? Donc c’est pas tout de suite einh  

MIMOUNA: Ah oui  

HAFIDA: Tu dis algérienne. Mais, sinon en premier je dis française. Einh 

quand on me dit: t’es quoi? Je suis française.  
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MIMOUNA: Ah oui, c’est la deuxième génération, oui. La troisième c’est le 

[inc.] 

ATD: et la troisième génération  

MIMOUNA: Celle-là, elle est vraiment française (laughter)  

HAFIDA: Eux, ils sont pas conscients, presque. Des fois ils disent: ah bon, 

nous, on est arabe? (laughter) [inc.] Vous êtes arabe? Ah bon? (laughter) 

einh [Adam]? 

Fils: Quoi?  

HAFIDA: Toi, t’es quoi?  

Fils: Bah, j’suis français.  

HAFIDA: (laughter)  

MIMOUNA: (laughter) T’es pas arabe, toi?  

Fils: Non  

MIMOUNA: (laughter) Non?   

Fils: Mes parents si, mais pas moi.  

HAFIDA: Mes parents, vous voyez? Il dit les parents. 

MIMOUNA: Mes parents, mes parents. Mais moi, non, mais bon ouais  

HAFIDA: Et algérien?  

Fils: Non  

HAFIDA: C’est qui l'algérien?  

Fils: Toi  

HAFIDA: Bah dis- dis mes parents sont d’origine algérienne (laughter) 
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MIMOUNA: Bah oui  

HAFIDA: Bah eux, oui, c’est clair qu’ils sont français einh. Mais déjà moi, 

je me sens française, donc euh  

MIMOUNA: Bah oui. Bah c’est- T’as grandi ici. T’as- t’as fait tes études.  

MIMOUNA: Me, first, I identify myself as Arab.  

HAFIDA: Wait. We aren’t going to – We aren’t going to have the same 

answers. That’s for sure (laughter)  

MIMOUNA: Yes, yes, me, it’s Arab…. First. And Franco-Algerian. There, 

but first… Muslim Arab because I am practicing. Franco-Al—Franco-

Algerian. There. Her, I dunno (laughter)  

HAFIDA: Me, it’s French (laughter)  

MIMOUNA: There. You, you are French (laughter)  

HAFIDA: Me, I feel French uh… I feel French… I don’t have- I don’t ask 

myself the question. I feel French. After, well uh. I know- That’s to say, 

afterwards I say of Algerian origin, uh, that I am Arab of Algerian origin, 

Muslim, but that comes after. If one asks me the question, or in, really in- 

If, in general, if you say Hafida, it’s of what origin? So it’s not right away  

MIMOUNA: Ah yes  

HAFIDA: You say Algerian. But, otherwise first I say French. When one 

asks me: what are you? I am French.  

MIMOUNA: Ah yes, it’s the second generation, yes. The third it’s [inc]  

ATD: and the third  
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MIMOUNA: That one, it’s really French (laughter)  

HAFIDA: They are not conscious, almost. Sometimes they say: really, we’re 

Arab? (laughter) [inc.] You are Arab? Really? (laughter) einh [Adam]? 

Son: What?  

HAFIDA: You, what are you?  

Son: I’m French.  

HAFIDA: (laughter)  

MIMOUNA: (laughter) You’re not Arab, you?  

Son: No 

MIMOUNA: (laughter) No?   

Son: My parents yes, but not me.  

HAFIDA: My parents, you see? He says parents.  

MIMOUNA: My parents, my parents, But me, no, well yeah  

HAFIDA: And Algerian  

Son: No 

HAFIDA: Who’s the Algerian?  

Son: You  

HAFIDA: Say- Say my parents are of Algerian origin (laughter) 

MIMOUNA: Well yes 

HAFIDA: Well then, yes, it’s clear that they are French. But me already, I 

feel French, so uh  
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MIMOUNA: Well yes. It’s- You grew up here. You- You did your studies 

here.  

Thus MIMOUNA identifies first as Muslim Arab and afterwards as Franco-Algerian; 

HAFIDA identifies as French and then says afterwards that she’s of Algerian (Muslim) 

origin; the children are French, not Arab. MIMOUNA attributes this to HAFIDA’s having 

grown up in France (she arrived at age 13) and studied there. 

After the interview, HAFIDA sent me an SMS to say that she had not always felt 

French and that this changed and evolved as she aged. I later learned that she also talked 

with her friend SHEREZADE, whom I interviewed a few months later. When asked this 

question, SHEREZADE spontaneously said she agreed with HAFIDA that one’s identity 

changes over the course of one’s life: 

Je sais plus. Je- euh je pense que- je pense que comme a dit HAFIDA, 

l'étiquette elle change tout le long de la vie déjà. Je pense que déjà tu es 

née marocaine. Ca c'est clair. Euh, tu arrives, euh, jusqu'à euh, je pense 

que jusqu'à l'adolescence, tu te considères marocaine à deux milles pour-

cent parce que c'est dans ta phase euh, autant dans ta phase rebellion, 

autant t'es ancrée dans le Maroc, dans le- Tu vois? Euh autant euh autant 

euh, à partir, ouais, à partir de vingt- de- de vingt ans, c'est là que tu 

commences à- que j'ai commencé à réaliser que, bah, j'suis pas marocaine, 

tant que ça finalement. Euh, aujourd'hui à trente-deux ans, je pense que 

j'suis, ouais, franco-marocaine. Ca c'est clair. Après euh, je peux pas te 

dire si c'est cinquante cinquante ou soixante quarante. Euh, mais peut-être 
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euh soixante pour-cent marocaine et quarante pour-cent française, ouais. 

Peut-être, mais encore à voir euh parce que là j'suis du- bon, du côté 

français. Donc j'sais pas si j'étais de l'autre côté, si je dirais pas le 

contraire, tu vois? Donc euh, si je- je me- ouais. Après il faut dire que 

j'suis française d'origine marocaine, j'sais pas, ça me … C'est pas- c'est 

pas- aujourd'hui c'est pas encore euh… Les gens, c'est pas encore acquis 

dans la tête des gens pour que je puisse le dire. Peut-être dans ma tête, oui, 

de me dire, ouais, j'suis française euh, fière de l'être euh… J'avais 

beaucoup de valeurs de- de la République française, oui, c'est vrai… Mais 

d'origine marocaine parce que je viens de là-bas. J’suis née là-bas. C'est 

ma terre, oui, c'est vrai. Mais dans la tête des français, c'est pas acquis. 

Donc je peux pas. Je- je le dirais pas comme ça aujourd'hui. Parce que je- 

je euh j'ai déjà eu en face des français qui m'ont dit, non, mais il faut pas 

rêver. T'es pas française. Arrête. Quand tu reçois ça comme réponse euh, 

tu peux pas non plus le dire euh, voilà. Si- si dans la tête des autres, c'est 

pas clair, ça va pas être clair dans ta tête non plus. Donc euh, oui, euh 

française- française et marocaine, oui.   

I dunno anymore. I- uh I think that- I think that like HAFIDA said, the label 

changes the whole length of one’s life already. I think that already you are 

born Moroccan. That’s clear. Uh, you arrive, uh, you arrive uh, I think 

that until adolescence, you consider yourself Moroccan at 2000 percent 

because it’s in your phase uh, your rebellious phase as much as you’re 
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anchored in Morocco, in- You see? Uh as much as uh as much as uh, 

starting, yeah, starting at twenty- twenty, that’s when you begin to- I 

began to realize that, well, I’m not Moroccan as much as that after all. 

Uh, today at age 32, I think that I’m, yeah, Franco-Moroccan. That’s 

clear. After uh, I can’t tell you if it’s fifty-fifty or sixty-forty. Uh, but maybe 

uh sixty percent Moroccan and forty percent French, yeah. Maybe, but it 

remains to be seen uh because here I’m- well, on the French side. So I 

dunno if I was on the other side, if I would say the opposite, you see? So 

uh, if I- I- yeah. After one must say that I’m French of Moroccan origin, I 

dunno, it… It’s not- it’s not- today it’s not yet uh… People, it’s not 

accepted yet in the minds of people for me to be able to say that. Perhaps 

in my head, yes, to tell myself, yes, I’m French uh, proud to be uh… I had 

a lot of values of- of the French Republic, yes, it’s true… But of Moroccan 

origin because I come from there. I was born there. It’s my land, yes, it’s 

true. But in the heads of the French, it’s not accepted. So I can’t. I- I 

wouldn’t say it like that today. Because I- I uh I have already had across 

from me French people who told me, non, you shouldn’t dream. You’re 

not French. Stop. When you receive that as a response uh, you can’t say it 

either, there. If- if in the heads of others, it’s not clear, it’s not going to be 

clear in your head either. So uh, yes, uh French- French and Moroccan, 

yes. 
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She had identified as Moroccan through adolescence when she was in her rebellious 

phase but then realized that she was not purely Moroccan but half-half, give or take. At 

age 32, she thinks of herself as Franco-Moroccan or French of Moroccan origin. 

However, even if she wanted to say she was French, she thinks that, given the “French 

mentality,” many French people (i.e., non-Arabs) would challenge that assertion. Thus 

one is not completely at liberty to identify as French due to outside pressures. 

 Such pressures are also evoked by GEN 2 sisters YOUSRA and OLFA, who say 

they feel Tunisian. YOUSRA, the eldest, goes on to say that she would then say Arab 

followed by French, whereas OLFA, the youngest of three sisters, says that being French 

is a default and that she does not actually feel French:  

YOUSRA: Moi, je dis tunisienne   

OLFA: Moi aussi   

YOUSRA: Ensuite, je vais avoir tendance à penser que je suis arabe. Et 

après française. Voilà. Pourtant je considère que je suis française à part 

entière. Mais i—mais dans mon identité, enfin, ça vient en troisième 

position.    

OLFA: Moi, le- l’identité française c’est plus euh (laughter) par défaut 

entre guillemets. C’est parce que je vis en France. Mais c’est tout. C’est la 

seule- Mais, je me sens pas euh, je me sens pas française en fait.    

YOUSRA: Moi, je me sens comme une française. 

YOUSRA: Me, I say Tunisian 

OLFA: Me too   
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YOUSRA: Then, I have a tendency to think that I am Arab. And after 

French. There. Yet I consider that am fully French. But i- but in my 

identity, well, it comes in third position.  

OLFA: Me- the French identity is more uh (laughter) by default in quotes. 

It’s because I live in France. But that’s all. It’s the only- But I don’t  uh, I 

don’t feel French in fact.  

YOUSRA: Me, I feel like a French woman. 

Asked if their identity changes as a function of where they are, language and particularly 

one’s accent in the HL are described as indicators of being a foreigner when in Tunisia: 

OLFA: Bah, moi, parf-- parfois j’suis en Tunisie et que… j’ai un peu du 

mal à- que justement j’ai cette réflexion de: il faut pas que je laisse 

transparaître mon accent français, etcetera. Là je me sens un peu à part, 

c’est vrai et je me sens un peu plus française. Pas parce que j’suis 

attachée- attachée à la France. Mais par rapport à mes cousins, et par 

rapport à la Tunisie. A ce moment-là je me sens un peu étrangère   

YOUSRA: Ah oui, par contre, en Tunisie- Mais je crois que c’est le cas de 

tout le monde. On se sent pas complètement tunisien. On sent qu’on est 

des tunisiens qui sont français en fait. C’est un- Y’a deux ans ou enfin, je 

sais plus, y’a un moment, j’avais été à la Cité de l’Immigration euh à 

Paris. Et euh, en fait euh, donc c’est l’immigration en France en general. 

Et en fait il y’avait une caricature que j’ai beaucoup aimée de presse… où 

on voyait un personnage en train de faire un grand écart entre le Maghreb 
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et la France. Et il avait donc une jambe sur euh en France et l’autre jambe. 

Donc ses jambes traversaient comme ça la Mediterranée et [inc.] et je me 

suis dit: ah, c’est exactement ça! En fait on est comme ça. On est 

constamment entre les deux, tiraillés. On sait pas trop, enfin… En France, 

on- on nous perçoit pas comme des français. Et en Tunisie, on nous 

perçoit pas comme des tunisiens à part entière. Donc en fait, même si 

nous, on se- Moi, je me sens française en France et tunisienne en France 

euh en Tunisie, j’ai l’impression d’être plus française en fait. Quand bien 

même on est- on… on maitrise les codes, euh, on maitrise la langue, on 

maitrise le comportement, enfin, on fait pas des choses qui vont faire 

penser qu’on est étrangères. Mais euh… y’a toujours quelque chose qui 

fait penser que… on est pas né là-bas en fait et on a pas grandi là -bas et 

donc on est pas complètement de là-bas. Ouais, c’est vrai que… ouais, en 

fait, ouais en fait- en fonction du pays où on est, on se sent un peu- un peu 

étrangère en Tunisie oui. 

OLFA: Well, me, some—sometimes I’m in Tunisia and … I have a little 

trouble with- Actually, I have this reflection that- I must not let my French 

accent show through, etcetera. There, I feel a little apart, it’s true, and I 

feel a little more French.  Not because I’m attached- attached to France. 

But with respect to my cousins, and with respect to Tunisia. At that 

moment I feel a little foreign. 
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YOUSRA: Ah yes, however, in Tunisia- But I think that’s the case of 

everyone. We don’t feel completely Tunisian. We feel like we’re Tunisians 

who are in fact French. It’s a- Two years ago or well, I don’t know 

anymore, a while ago, I went to the Museum of Immigration uh in Paris. 

And uh, in fact uh, so it’s immigration in France in general. And there was 

a caricature from the press that I liked a lot… where we saw a character 

in the process of doing the splits between the Maghreb and France. And so 

he had one leg on uh in French and the other leg. So his legs crossed the 

Mediterranean like this and [inc.] and I told myself: ah, it’s exactly that! 

In fact we are like that. We are constantly between the two, pulled. We 

don’t really know, well… In France, they- they don’t see us as French. 

And in Tunisia, they don’t see us as entirely Tunisian. So in fact, even if 

we, they- Me, I feel French in France and Tunisian in Tunisia, I have the 

impression of being more French in fact. Even when we are- we… we 

master the codes, uh, we master the language, we master the behavior, in 

fact, we don’t do things that will make one think we are foreigners. But 

uh… there’s always something that reminds that… we were not actually 

born there and we didn’t grow up there and so we are not completely from 

there. Yes, it’s true that… yeah, in fact, yeah in fact- as a function of the 

country where we are, we feel a little- a little foreign in Tunisia yes. 

YOUSRA considers that everyone (i.e., of GEN 2) feels that way: one is seen as Tunisian 

in France and French in Tunisia. Her description of an image she once saw – which I 
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subsequently found in the museum collection and reproduce in Illustration 6.1 – where 

someone is straddling the Mediterranean with one foot in France and the other in the 

Maghreb (Africa, as it turns out) illustrates how one is caught between two countries, 

considered to belong fully to neither even if one masters the codes and languages.  

 

Illustration 6.1 Caricature Entre deux chaises (Between two chairs) by Plantu (1985) 

6.4 MOTHER TONGUE AND IDENTITY DISCUSSION 

Looking at the choice of mother tongue and identity together in Table 6.5 and 

Figure 6.4, we see that they sometimes parallel each other. When choosing the identity of 

MAT, one tends to choose the HL as mother tongue (as is the case with SOUAD, 

BOUCHRA and LUBNA). OLFA is the one exception to choose French as MT but Tunisian 

(and not French) as an identity, which might appear contradictory. When choosing the 
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identity of French, one also chooses French as MT. People who choose a mixed identity 

(be it MAT>French or French>MAT) tend to choose the HL as mother tongue (as shown 

by ZINEB, FARIEL, and SONIA) or both French and the HL (as shown by YOUSRA). Thus, 

people who think of themselves as a single identity choose only one MT; typically 

identity and MT match, though they do not have to. People who think of themselves as 

having a mixed identity think of themselves as having two mother tongues (prioritizing 

the HL over French) or as having only the HL as a mother tongue. 

   Mother tongue(s)  

 

 

HL HL+French French 

 
Id
en
tit
y 

MAT 9 90% 0 0% 1 10% 

MAT>Fr 4 57% 3 43% 

 

0% 

Fr>MAT 3 50% 3 50% 

 

0% 

Fr 

 

0% 

 

0% 1 100% 

Table 6.5 Choice of mother tongue and identity 

 

Figure 6.4 Percent of individuals choosing MT and Identity 
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Figure 6.5 Percent of individuals claiming different languages as MT according to Group 

We can now return to the relationship between mother tongue, identity and life 

course in France.  In Figure 6.5, we see striking differences between GEN 1, 1.5 and 2 

regarding mother tongue. 

 GEN 1 participants (Groups 1, 2 and 3 – people who have spent less than 75% of 

their life in France) choose the HL ONLY as mother tongue with only one exception; 

ZOULIKHA cannot dissociate the two: her MT is a mix of Arabic and French. GEN 1.5 

(Group 4 – people who have spent between 75% and 99% of their lives in France) 

identify BOTH languages or FRENCH ONLY as MT. The claim of only the HL as MT is 

noticeably missing, always referring to French in some capacity. Most people tend to 

choose both languages albeit emphasizing the HL. The claim of ONLY FRENCH appears in 

the striking case of CHERIFA who feels acutely the inability to speak the HL and is trying 
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to take measures to relearn it. No matter the MT, there is a special attachment to the HL, 

usually with a need to say that French is also important to them.  

GEN 2 participants (Group 5 – people who have spent 100% of their life in 

France) give a variety of answers, from ONLY HL to BOTH to ONLY FRENCH. They might 

choose the HL because it is their parents’ language or the first language they learned. 

They might choose French because they are more comfortable in the language. In GEN 2, 

there seems to be freedom to choose one’s MT: one can choose only the HL without 

feeling the need to also claim French. With both GEN 1.5 and 2, there are increasing 

ways of defining MT. 

A comparison of generations shows striking differences. GEN 1 women identify 

the HL as their MT while GEN 1.5 identifies both French and HL as their MT. This 

difference shows the importance of age of arrival of immigrants. Since GEN 1.5 

participants attended French schools, it would also attest to the effectiveness of the 

French educational system and society in instilling the importance of the French language 

on immigrants. Certain similarities between GEN 1.5 and 2 - the majority choosing 

French as a MT and the small percentage choosing only French – also attest to the 

importance of French as MT for women raised in France. That GEN 1.5 and 2 are similar 

in terms of the majority choosing the HL as a MT shows the persistence of the HL as MT 

whether the women are born in the country of origin or in France. However, that GEN 2 

may choose only HL shows its strength even among women who have always lived in 

France. The difference between GEN 2 (Group 5) and their GEN 1 mothers (who would 

be part of Group 3) is striking. While GEN 1 tends not to mention French, women their 
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daughters’ ages do, although they may talk about the HL as their mothers do. It is often 

for different reasons, however. The MT represents different things for different 

generations. 

 

Figure 6.6 Percent of individuals claiming different identities according to Group 

Answers to questions of how one identifies parallel answers concerning one’s MT 

in some ways but diverge in others, particularly if we look in terms of generation, as seen 

in Figure 6.6. Comparing Figures 6.5 and 6.6, we see immediately within GEN 1 more 

variation in choice of identity compared to choice of MT, which is almost always the HL; 

identity seems to be more malleable for them than does MT. People who have migrated 

as adults most recently identify as MAT. Those who migrated earlier may and are even 

likely to identify as both French and Moroccan. In GEN 1.5, no one ever chooses ONLY 

MAT as an identity, always referring to French in some capacity; this reflects answers 

regarding mother tongue as well. GEN 2 participants choose the full range of identities 
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from only French (corresponding to the country where they were born and have always 

lived) to MAT only (reflecting their family’s culture) or both. 

In GEN 1, we can compare people who arrived in France in the 2010s (Group 1), 

early 2000s (Group 2) and 1960s to 1990s (Group 3). In Group 1, they identify only as 

MAT. In Group 2, the majority says they identify as both MAT and French though they 

tend to put an emphasis on MAT with French coming second. In Group 3, more than half 

identify as only MAT, though almost half choose both identities. Again, we ask what 

these differences mean. It may reflect a change over time where the women identify more 

as French in addition to MAT the longer they live in France. The difference between 

women who arrived in the 2010s, early 2000s and half of those who arrived earlier may 

be interpreted this way. Or it may reflect a difference between waves of immigration. 

Women who arrived in the 1960s to 1990s (Group 3) are more likely to identify as only 

MAT despite being in France for a long time compared to women who arrived in the 

early 2000s (Group 2). This might be explained as a different type of immigration in 

which the Group 3 women followed their husbands to France without really having a 

choice compared to Group 2 women who made choices to come to France. 

GEN 1.5 women identify as BOTH MAT and French without exception. A 

majority emphasizes French over MAT (French>MAT). In this combined identity, we see 

an increase in the emphasis on French as opposed to MAT over the course of generations 

(groups 2 through 4). In GEN 2 (Group 5), we see that all four choices (MAT, 

MAT>French, French>MAT, French) are selected. There appears to be flexibility in 

choosing. Compared to GEN 1.5, there seems to be more of an attachment to the MAT 
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identity for some while others might reject it and identify as French. This is the only 

Group where we have a case of FRENCH ONLY identity. 

These results can also be interpreted as representing families. A comparison of 

GEN 2 (Group 5) and their GEN 1 mothers (who would be part of Group 3) reveals that 

fewer GEN 2 choose only MAT compared to GEN 1, though combined MAT and 

MAT>French identities account for about the same percentage. While GEN 2 may 

identify as ONLY FRENCH, there are no such cases in GEN 1. We thus see differences 

between GEN 1 and 2 where GEN 2 identifies more as French than GEN 1. Discussions 

in the interviews show that in some families there is a progression from generation to 

generation, GEN 1 identifying as MAT or MAT>French, GEN 2 as MAT>French or 

French>MAT or French. In other families, though, identity is the same between 

generations, both GEN 1 and GEN 2 identifying as MAT or as MAT and French. There 

can even be differences between siblings. 

Thus interpretations of mother tongue and identity are flexible, the latter more so 

than the former. Mother tongue tends to relate to childhood, as it typically does for GEN 

1 women who tend to choose only the HL. However, GEN 1.5 and GEN 2 provide 

various definitions that reveal the difficulty of choosing between the HL and French. 

Identity, by contrast, is much more malleable, even for GEN 1, and especially earlier 

immigrants who have spent more time in France. It is a result of multiple experiences: 

migration, education, age, generation, etc. The women talk about identity as changing 

over the lifespan due to acquiring French citizenship, French ways of life, and 



 305 

proficiency in the French language. They are also clearly aware of differences between 

generations, between their parents, themselves and their children and so forth. 
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7. Discussion 

In this study, I offer a novel approach for studying the dynamic processes of 

language socialization among several generations of women of Maghrebi origin in 

France, individuals who have often been overlooked. Not only do I provide a portrait of 

contact between French and heritage languages (Arabic and/or Berber) in Maghrebi 

communities of practice in France, a post-colonial society where language use is closely 

tied to language ideologies that can be conflicting. I explore complementary methods 

(some traditional, others new to the field of linguistics) that provide a grounded view of 

language socialization and can be extended to other communities of practice. The 

triangulated methods of sociolinguistic interviews, mobile surveys and drawing tasks 

allow the participants to focus their attention in more than one way in order to better 

analyze the complex factors that are intertwined and that can explain variation in 

language use.   

The results from the different and complementary methods reconfirm each other’s 

findings and reveal the simultaneous importance of the circumstances of one’s 

interactions, the characteristics of one’s interlocutors, and one’s own language attitudes, 

histories and abilities. While the mobile survey task and web drawing task provide 

information about language use at the present time, the interviews and timeline drawing 

task and accompanying narratives provide a longitudinal retrospective and illustrate how 

the women view their, and even other family members’, language socialization over the 

course of the lifespan. This provides insight into socialization processes where contact 

brings many languages together (in this case, French and the heritage languages) and 
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everyone involved socializes one another.  Through this approach, I go beyond treating 

L1, L2 and HL socialization as distinct, emphasizing that they influence each other, and I 

highlight how language socialization is reciprocal: not only does the so-called “expert” 

socialize the “novice”, but the reverse is true as well. Moreover, interactions are not 

necessarily between “experts” and “novices” – “novices” can socialize each other, as can 

“experts”.  One can be a “novice” in some ways and an “expert” in others. I thus move 

beyond this dichotomy as I investigate the dynamics of social order and the role of 

language in society. I show how the connection between language and identity is 

important in France with regards to transmission of the heritage language and culture and 

integration into French society. 

As I discuss the combined findings from the different methods in this chapter, I 

first address the utility and implications of the self-reporting methods that were employed 

(§7.1). I then present the main findings of the analysis and the factors affecting language 

use in Maghrebi women’s current communities of practice (§7.2). I offer a 

comprehensive view of language socialization across the lifespan and between 

generations in §7.3, looking at GEN 1 and GEN 2 separately (§7.3.1 and §7.3.2) and then 

together (§7.3.3).  §7.3.4 goes on to look at the connection between language and 

identity. Based on topics that emerged during the interviews, throughout this chapter and 

culminating in §7.4, I recommend areas for further study of families of Maghrebi origin 

in France or of GEN 1 and GEN 2 language socialization in other contact settings. 
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7.1 DATA COLLECTION USING SELF-REPORTS (MOBILE SURVEYS AND A DRAWING TASK) 

The results of the mobile surveys show how self-reports can be effectively used to 

track individuals’ language use. The use of mobile surveys allowed me to collect data on 

all types of interactions that I would not have been able to observe, from the most 

mundane of daily events to even rare interactions. After a training period, participants 

grew accustomed to completing the surveys and were able to report both immediately and 

quickly on their most recent interactions. The speed at which a participant could answer 

the questions allowed me to collect a large amount of information about interactions and 

interlocutors.  

The mobile survey task has some limitations, though, due to the technology. On 

my end, the logistics required extensive planning, though messages could be programmed 

easily and quickly there on out. On the participants’ end, it necessitated a commitment on 

a daily basis over an extended period of time, though I have shown it can be done without 

being too taxing. Only people who had smart phones were able to complete the task, 

which led to participants at the younger end of the spectrum, between ages 20 and 50, 

leaving out older GEN 1 women who tend to be HL-dominant and often have more 

limited ability in French. In such cases, both technology and potentially literacy would 

limit participation. Nevertheless, the people I sampled did come into contact with such 

interlocutors, providing us with data on a wide range of people of different ages and 

linguistic abilities. The drawing task allows us to broaden the scope of subjects to include 

those who fall closer to the HL extreme of the language ability and use spectrum. 
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In this exploratory study, I limited myself to people who say they do use the HL 

even if just on occasion; some of the participants indeed use it to a very small degree. I 

did not sample GEN 2 individuals who say they do not use the HL and only use French 

because of the investment of resources required to complete the mobile surveys. It was 

unclear if the mobile surveys would be able to capture rare interactions. However, the 

mobile surveys did manage to capture some rare occurrences, and it would be worthwhile 

to extend the study to such people. By including people who do not themselves speak the 

HL but who might understand it to varying degrees, the mobile surveys have the potential 

to capture multilingual interactions if they do come into contact with people who use the 

HL. These potential participants are exposed to the language and socialized in it to a 

degree even if their linguistic knowledge of the HL is receptive rather than productive. 

The mobile survey task was complemented by the participants’ completion of a 

drawing task depicting language use in their social network. The drawing task provided a 

way to pinpoint frequent interlocutors who would normally be reported on in the mobile 

surveys as well as less frequent interlocutors. The mobile surveys then allowed us to 

ground the results in a sample of actual day-to-day interactions. While the drawings are 

rather simplistic, illustrating typical language use, they let us know at a glance the range 

of use of individuals and their social networks. The participants’ statements that 

accompany them reveal nuance in the degree of language use, resulting in variation even 

with an interlocutor. The mobile survey data confirm the tendencies to use the languages 

to certain degrees while showing variation.  
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Both tasks emphasize that interactions are multidirectional and the similar 

methods facilitate comparisons of the results. The web drawing task provides an 

opportunity to differentiate between the languages participants themselves use and the 

languages the interlocutors use; while they may align, they may also use the languages to 

different degrees. The mobile surveys reflect this bidirectional approach that takes into 

account the full context of the situation and the fact that interlocutors may accommodate 

or not to one another. For example, while the participant may report using primarily 

French, their interlocutor may sometimes use primarily French or may use only French or 

half French/half HL.  

Combined, the two tasks draw a coherent whole that appears to be representative 

of the participants’ actual use. Self-reports are usually used cautiously as a data collection 

method and multilinguals are sometimes said to not be aware of the languages they are 

using. Even the participants themselves in this study sometimes comment that they can 

mix languages without realizing it. However, the combined results of this study indicate 

that people are in fact conscious of their language use and accurate in how they report it. 

These consistent results of two different tasks suggest that rather than ask participants to 

complete an on-line, longitudinal task like the mobile surveys, the researcher can have 

them complete a drawing recall task that will reveal the same general information as a 

logistically complex mobile survey task would have.  
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7.2 A SNAPSHOT OF LANGUAGE USE IN COMMUNITIES OF PRACTICE IN 2015 

The mobile surveys capture the participants in their communities of practice with 

many different actual interlocutors, from interactions with strangers to interactions with 

family. We find that some participants interact almost exclusively with family – 

particularly young mothers who stay at home – and thus have a small network. Others 

have a more open network, interacting with a variety of non-family members whom they 

know to varying degrees. Results reveal an effect of proximity: more HL is used the 

closer one is to the interlocutor. The HL is more constrained in its use than is the use of 

French; its use is an in-group practice. While the women who use the HL the least do not 

show an effect of proximity (the HL use not being high enough even within the family), 

those who use it the most do.  

Interactions with strangers tend to be in only French, as evidenced in all web 

drawings. In a majority of cases this is a given because the situations where one would 

talk to a stranger tend to be with French-speaking, non-HL-speakers. More recent GEN 1 

women who have maintained a relatively high use of the HL do have occasional 

interactions with strangers in the HL, as does a GEN 2 woman who comes into contact 

with non-HL-speakers at work. In contrast, women who use the HL little (most notably 

GEN 2 with some exceptions) never use the HL with strangers. This can be due to norms 

of using only French with people one does not know and to having few interactions in 

which the use of the HL would be necessary due to the interlocutor’s relative ability in 

French and the HL. For these women, knowing someone is the minimum threshold for 

using the HL. Interactions with known and well-known people tend to involve higher HL 
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use overall. The women who use the HL very little and/or GEN 2 women tend to not use 

the HL even in these contexts; only interactions with family occasion HL use. In contrast, 

the women who immigrated more recently use the HL even with non-family members. In 

fact, in a couple cases, interactions with well-known people may use more HL than 

interactions with family. The HL is involved in everyone’s family interactions, though to 

varying degrees of use and with different types of family members.  

Interlocutors’ abilities to speak and understand the HL affect the degree to which 

the HL is used: the higher one’s ability, the more it is used. When the interlocutor does 

not speak or understand the HL at all, French is used. However, as soon as someone is 

described as speaking the HL, even if not well or pretty well, the HL is used to some 

degree, typically mixing primarily French with some HL. When someone is deemed to 

speak and understand the HL well, there is much more variation in the languages used in 

an interaction.  

By contrast, interlocutors’ abilities to speak and understand French do not have as 

straightforward an effect on language use. Their ability to understand reveals an expected 

linear relationship with language use where lower ability to understand French means 

lower use of French and higher ability means higher use as long as the interlocutor has a 

minimal understanding of French. But if they do not understand French at all, French is 

still used. As for the interlocutor’s French speaking ability, some women’s use of French 

despite the interlocutor’s inability to speak it reveals the differences between participants. 

To explain this, the interaction between abilities in French and the HL must be 
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considered. We look at the extremes of understanding or speaking the languages either 

not at all or very well. 

At one end of the spectrum, the interlocutor does not understand or speak French 

and either (1) does not understand or speak the HL either or (2) understands and speaks 

the HL. The first scenario is that of the mother addressing her children whom she 

considers not yet capable of understanding. We have seen several women who use French 

rather than the HL with their children. The second is that of the monolingual HL-speaker 

who does not understand French. In these cases, we have seen that the HL is used to 

varying degrees, though French is often still used. We thus witness the pressure to use 

French even when the interlocutor does not speak it, something that would not occur with 

the HL. 

At the opposite end of the spectrum, the interlocutor speaks French very well and 

either (1) does not speak the HL or (2) speaks the HL too. In the first case, interactions 

with monolingual French speakers are expected to be in French. In the second, 

interactions with bilinguals who have a high ability in both languages, there is potential 

for mixing. The difference between generations is evident with French-speaking 

interlocutors. GEN 1.5 and 2 women use primarily French while GEN 1 women tend to 

use both French and the HL, mixing anywhere between primarily French and primarily 

HL, though there are exceptions. This difference between generations could be due to a 

difference in types of interlocutors (monolingual French or bilinguals) and/or norms of 

GEN 2 using French if one can and GEN 1 mixing to a greater degree when the 

opportunity arises. 
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The variables of generation, sex and number of interlocutors were modeled only 

on interactions with family members. The generation of one’s interlocutor relative to 

oneself clearly affects the languages used. Not surprisingly, more HL is used when 

interacting with people who are older than the participant is. This is true of all of the 

participants except the oldest of the participants who already uses only HL in interaction 

with her same generation. In some cases, interactions with combined generations of older 

and same-generation speakers involved more HL than interactions with only older 

generations.  

A comparison of interactions with one’s own generation and those with the 

younger generation shows different patterns. For some women, there is no difference in 

language use between the same generation and younger generation: while in families 

where either the participant or her husband is GEN 2 or 1.5, these interactions are almost 

only in French, those of GEN 1’s families are in half French/half HL. However, for other 

women, interactions with one’s peers do differ from those with one’s children. We saw 

two cases that differ in terms of how much the generations do or do not accommodate to 

each other. A GEN 1 participant used only HL with her generation while she used 

primarily HL mixed with some French with her children who spoke primarily French. A 

GEN 2 participant adjusted her language use, using primarily French with some HL with 

her same-generation interlocutors and only French with her children who spoke in only 

French. In both cases, we see some accommodation towards the younger generation with 

a little more use of French than with one’s own generation. However, the GEN 2 

participant does not have to adjust much since she is already primarily using French 
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while the GEN 1 woman would have farther to go. She maintains her HL use, creating a 

divergence between GEN 1 and GEN 2, a divergence seen from the opposite perspective 

in the GEN 2 participants’ interactions with their GEN 1 parents. 

While relative generation of the interlocutor affects the language use of all 

participants, sex does not. The interlocutor’s sex was shown to affect language use in oral 

(but not written) interactions: female interlocutors used more HL than did males and 

without the presence of males. This was particularly true of interactions where 

participants were in a group setting where women of their generation and older women 

were present. For some participants, though, interactions with both sexes involved higher 

HL use. Sex was significant for all but two GEN 2 participants, suggesting that sex is 

more relevant for GEN 1 and 1.5. However, a look at the combined effect of sex and 

generation on person shows that generation may be the driving force behind the effect of 

sex: there are more interactions with older women than there are with older men, and 

since they use the HL more with older interlocutors, they use the HL more with women. 

In this light, interactions of GEN 1 participants do not appear to be as affected by sex 

since within generations there is little difference between the sexes. Interactions of GEN 

1.5 and 2 participants are affected by generation as well as sex to variable degrees.  

These observations led me to investigate the effect of the number of interlocutors 

on language use. Some participants use the HL more when interacting with more people 

while others use more HL when interacting with fewer people. The women who use more 

HL in interaction with fewer people tend to be those who have a higher use of the HL 

overall. The women whose HL use is higher in larger groups tend to be those who use the 
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HL less overall. Thus, family group settings thus become especially important for the use 

of the HL when there are limited situations in which to use it.  

7.3 A COMPREHENSIVE VIEW OF LANGUAGE SOCIALIZATION ACROSS THE LIFESPAN AND 

BETWEEN GENERATIONS 

This study approaches language socialization as beginning at birth, no matter the 

country, and continuing throughout one’s lifetime, whether one is of GEN 1 or GEN 2. 

One is socialized to use language as one uses language with one’s interlocutors, no matter 

who they are and their abilities in the languages. We can think of a timeline as a series of 

moments, which are each influenced by past moments, the circumstances at that moment, 

and even anticipation of future moments. The complementary tasks in this study build a 

comprehensive view of language socialization over the lifespan, taking into consideration 

the variety of external and internal factors affecting language use.  

The mobile surveys served as a glimpse into a person’s life in a particular 5-week 

period and the web drawing task revealed how they pictured that current language use. 

The images that emerged from those tasks allowed us to look at the breadth of 

interactions (i.e., the variety of interlocutors with whom one interacts), the quantity of 

interactions (i.e., the number of interactions one has) and the quality of those interactions 

(i.e., the languages used in those interactions). The details of individual interactions 

collected from the mobile surveys provided additional information regarding the 

circumstances of interactions. The timeline drawings illustrated moments of change in 
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language socialization and the accompanying narratives elicited further reflection on the 

past, present, and sometimes even the future.  

While relatively few people completed the mobile survey and drawing tasks, a 

variety of families completed interviews, serving to better ground the discussions of 

results. Topics of conversation provided a basic understanding of how comfortable they 

were in a language, how much contact they had with others who spoke a language, what 

opportunities they had to use a language, and how much they used it. This applies to all 

generations and all languages, and we can see the factors that apply to each according to 

accounts of the participants themselves. It was not possible to thoroughly treat the 

contents of the interviews here for reasons of length; that will have to be left for future 

analyses. However, this emic approach (i.e., an approach that emphasizes the insider’s 

perspective) allowed me to pinpoint important topics that emerged during interviews and 

that came up in explanations during the more structured tasks.  

The analysis took into account socialization into French, the dominant language, 

as well as socialization into the heritage languages, i.e., minority languages. HL refers to 

regional dialects of Arabic, which speakers often refer to as Moroccan, Tunisian or 

Algerian, as well as Berber languages, mostly Kabyle, the languages that would be used 

in interaction. However, literary Arabic (i.e., Standard Arabic) must also be taken into 

account as people come into contact with it in a variety of situations (e.g., education in 

the country of origin, television, newspapers, the Koran, and Arabic classes in France) 

and as language ideologies play an important role, literary Arabic generally being 

assigned more value than the dialects. Moreover, people sometimes are ambiguous as to 
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which form of Arabic (literary or dialectal) they are talking about. While some people 

refer to them as being distinct, others refer to them as being a single language. It is 

outside the scope of this discussion to delve into the subtleties of dialectal vs. literary 

Arabic despite its often being a topic of conversation during interviews and I leave that 

task to other researchers. 

Considering that the setting of the study is France, though, French is the dominant 

language. As shown in the timeline drawing task, upon immigration for GEN 1 or during 

childhood for GEN 2, there tends to be an increase in use of and proficiency in French 

after which use and proficiency generally stabilize. In contrast, Arabic and Berber are not 

stable and tend to fluctuate in terms of use and proficiency both between people and over 

the lifespan. We can outline this socialization in several languages over the course of 

several generations as follows. For GEN 1, the degree to which one acquires French and 

either maintains or shows attrition in the HL is variable. However, for GEN 2+, 

socialization into (i.e., acquisition of) French is a given while the HL is less predictable. 

The directed drawing task paired with more open-ended interview questions illustrate 

how people view change in their language proficiency as well as language use over the 

course of their lifetime. Different factors emerge as affecting socialization processes 

simultaneously for both languages in both generations. For simplicity’s sake, I first treat 

them separately, focusing on the language that is most discussed by the participants. For 

GEN 1, it is socialization with regards to French, and for GEN 2, it is the HL that elicits 

the most commentary.  Yet socialization in the other languages are clearly intertwined. 
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7.3.1 GEN 1 socialization into French 

The consistently most marked period of change for GEN 1 was their arrival in 

France. With regards to the HL, GEN 1 women can be divided into three categories: they 

either maintain both use and proficiency, they maintain proficiency but decrease in use, 

or they decrease in both use and proficiency. With regards to French, there is always an 

increase in ability and use, though they start at different levels and rise to different levels, 

usually then stabilizing.  

The topics raised by GEN 1 women regarding their socialization in the French 

language and culture, and society more broadly, offer leads for future research on 

language socialization in the context of Maghrebi immigrant families in France. Pre-

immigration factors of socio-economic status, languages spoken by parents, languages of 

education, and level of education attained are important to consider, as are post-

immigration factors, on which I focus now with regards to French socialization. I 

approach these factors as belonging to different spheres of interaction and types of 

contacts, from interactions one tends to have when one has a more limited network to 

additional interactions that characterize more open networks. Most of these topics have 

been alluded to at some point in this study, though they are supplemented here with 

outside material from interviews. These topics can be investigated further with this 

corpus or with others. 

The women often describe a lack of interactions with others upon arriving in 

France due to staying at home. In a few cases, this might be because they were not 

allowed to go out, though in most, it appears to be because of a lack of confidence in the 
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French language and timidity, not wanting to go out alone. In other cases, it is not 

attributed to difficulty in the language but to not working, not knowing anyone, or 

standing out as the only foreigner in town. Without leaving the home, though, they 

generally have a television, an additional means of being socialized into a language even 

if one does not have to interact. Before the arrival of the parabole, this would have only 

been in French, though now there are possibilities of watching in one’s HL. The mobile 

survey data on exposure to different media can be analyzed to better understand these 

effects. Interviews make reference to changing technology, not only related to television 

but to more accessible modes of communication as well. 

Interactions with other generations of one’s family can socialize someone into 

French. For GEN 1.5 women who arrived in France at a younger age, their parents’ 

ability in French is a factor in their own socialization into French. If the parents or a 

parent already spoke French, there was additional means for the French language to enter 

the home. For GEN 1 mothers who had limited interactions outside the home, their 

children were often their primary interlocutors. The children had a natural setting at 

school to interact with a variety of people and learn French, bringing it into the home. As 

we have seen, women describe their GEN 2 children as typically speaking to them in 

French even if they themselves speak the HL. The data show that GEN 2 does typically 

fall at the French end of the spectrum, using only French or primarily French. The GEN 1 

mothers are thus exposed to their children’s French and have different ways of 

responding, using French or the HL to varying degrees. 
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The women’s husbands play a role in their socialization as well. Women with 

limited abilities in French describe (or are described as) being dependent on others in 

such situations, usually their more proficient husband or sometimes their children, and 

while some may remain dependent, others become self-sufficient. Their husband’s 

insistence or encouragement to become independent is often cited as a driving force. 

There are occasions, though, where the women are more proficient in French than the 

men. The question of the husband’s proficiency not only in French but also in the HL is 

also an important factor that influences the balance between HL and French in the home. 

A mixed marriage with someone who does not speak the HL, whether or not the husband 

is of the same origin, raises complex questions that should be investigated further. 

However, even when one has relatively few interactions, there are the typical 

quotidian activities of going to the bakery, post office or a store that usually involve 

French. Visits to the doctor’s office (especially the pediatrician), with children’s teachers 

and to city hall are most often evoked as situations that necessitate the use of French. The 

study shows how such interactions with strangers are significantly different from others 

as they are generally in French. However, occasions arise to use the HL with strangers – 

notably Arab vendors at the markets or one’s halal butcher or other Arabs one meets who 

may or may not speak French. 

The women often describe interactions with other parents when dropping off and 

picking up their children at school. While some refer to such interactions as consisting 

merely of greetings (e.g., bonjour) and dismiss those as ways of being socialized into 

French, others remember interacting with mothers to a greater degree. It would seem that 
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in several cases, the more involved interactions would have been limited to other women 

of Maghrebi origin, the more superficial to non-Arab French women, not usually 

mingling with one another. The degree to which one stays in the Arab/Muslim 

community, surrounding oneself with other HL speakers, should be considered a factor of 

language use. Of course, interacting with other Arabs does not necessarily mean the HL 

is spoken, considering norms of using French in public, the different dialects that come 

into contact and differing views of mutual intelligibility, as well as tendencies to mix the 

HL and French. 

As for more extensive contact outside Arab communities, the structured spheres 

of education, associations and work can further influence French language socialization. 

Few women interviewed took French classes upon arriving; in some cases, methods were 

not appropriate for those who were illiterate even in their HL; in others, their level of 

French was already too advanced for such course of action. Relatively few participated in 

associations, though in certain towns participation appeared to be more common than 

others. In some cases, participants referred to specific people who helped and encouraged 

them in French. These people, often with very classic French names, ranged from the 

French wife of a family member to people they met through associations to people they 

happened upon who had a reputation for helping others. Participants also often referred to 

work as a place where they must interact in French, whether to speak with French people 

or with immigrants from other non-Arabic speaking countries (e.g., Portugal). The more 

recent GEN 1 women with young children tended to be on maternity leave at the time of 

the interviews. In general, the earlier GEN 1 women did not work until their children 
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were older if they ever worked. Adult daughters tended to view their GEN 1 mother’s 

going to work as a turning point in their socialization into French.  

Future plans to return to the country of origin were also sometimes evoked as 

affecting socialization. Most women interviewed came to France expecting that it was 

temporary and that they would return home, but as time passed and they had children, 

those dreams were postponed.  Some families gave up on the dreams as they put down 

roots in France, as they adapted to French ways of life and as their children grew up. 

They might buy and maintain a house in the Maghreb, whether to vacation there, spend 

part of the year there, or retire there once their children have left home. The realization 

that one will spend one’s life in France can be accompanied by further investment to 

become socialized in French. 

7.3.2 GEN 2 socialization into the HL 

The drawing task showed that GEN 2 drew a “normal” developmental curve that 

stabilized at the highest level for French use and proficiency. However the HL was much 

more variable, often fluctuating up and down. Often there is a gap between HL use and 

proficiency revealing that one is comfortable in it but does not use it. Sometimes the HL 

approaches French use and/or ability, while in other cases it is substantially lower than 

French. The HL is described as changing when one enters French school, when one 

enters adolescence and struggles with questions of identity, when one vacations to the 

country of origin, and when one makes particular efforts to speak the language. 
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In the tasks presented in this study, I have focused on spoken language in 

interaction, looking specifically at dialectal Arabic and Berber. In the mobile survey task, 

it is presumed that this is used in conversations with others, and in the timeline task, we 

have set aside their drawings of literary Arabic for now. However, they are not always so 

clearly distinguishable when it comes to transmission of the language. What form of 

Arabic is referred to and most valued when people refer to learning and transmitting 

Arabic? MIMOUNA’s description of the differences between generations’ abilities to speak 

Arabic illustrates a change: GEN 1 continues to speak Arabic, GEN 2 speaks French but 

not Arabic, and GEN 3 wants to speak Arabic and goes to the mosque to learn. Pressed to 

explain the form that this evolution takes, we see that this retour aux sources takes on a 

new form. It is not the Arabic of their parents that they learn but Arabic of the Koran 

(literary Arabic).  

  MIMOUNA: Ici en France, comme y'en a beaucoup qui sont venus euh… 

pas- Ceux qui sont pas venus des grandes villes par exemple algériennes. 

Les- les maris, ils ont ramené- la première génération einh, pas la 

génération d'après. La première génération, la plupart des mères étaient 

illettrées einh. Donc les enfants euh… et puis, des mères illettrées  et dans- 

les fois, les enfants ne parlaient pas l'arabe. Tu as la mère, elle leur parlait 

en arabe. Ils la répondaient en français. Moi, j'ai une amie… je gueulais 

toujours. Je dis enfin HABIBA tu dois pas. Elle m'a dit: Qu'est-ce que tu 

veux que je leur fasse? Ils veulent pas parler arabe. Ils veulent pas parler. 

Alors elle parle, jusqu'à présent. Maintenant, je- je les vois toujours. Elles 
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sont mariées. Elles sont grand-mères einh. Et bah, elles les parlent pas 

l'arabe. Elles comprennent tout. Mais elles le parlent pas. Et leurs enfants 

parlent en arabe. Les enfants de la troisième génération, alors eux, ils 

parlent l'arabe.   

ATD: Parce que?   

MIMOUNA: Là, l'évolution là, en France, l'arabe, la religion, le ci le ça. Ils 

parlent l'arabe. Et ils essaient- ils veulent… parler l'arabe. Ils vont dans les 

mosquées. Ils apprennent l'arabe, eux. Donc euh   

ATD: Alors, ces jeunes qui apprennent l'arabe. C'est plutôt bah l'arabe qui 

est parlé par leurs parents ou   

MIMOUNA: Non non c'est l'arabe du Coran   

  MIMOUNA: Here in France, since there are a lot who came uh… not- 

Those who didn’t come from big Algerian cities for example. The- the 

men, they brought- the first generation, not the generation after. The first 

generation, most of the mothers were illiterate. So the children uh… and 

then, some illiterate mothers and in- sometimes the children didn’t speak 

Arabic. You have the mother, she spoke to them in Arabic. They answered 

her in French. Me, I have a friend…  I always shouted. I say: DARLING 

you shouldn’t. She told me: What do you want me to do to them? They 

don’t want to speak Arabic. They don’t want to speak. So she speaks, right 

up to the present. No, I- I still see them. They are married. They are 

grandmothers. And they don’t speak Arabic. They understand everything. 
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But they don’t speak it. And their children speak Arabic. The children of 

the third generation, well they speak Arabic 

ATD: Because?   

MIMOUNA: Here, the evolution here, in France, Arabic, religion, this and 

that. They speak Arabic. And they try- they want… to speak Arabic. They 

go to the mosques. They learn Arabic. So uh  

ATD: So, these youths who learn Arabic. It’s more or less the Arabic 

spoken by their parents or  

MIMOUNA: No no, it’s Arabic of the Koran  

In younger generations, then, she describes the function of speaking Arabic as religious 

in nature rather than to be able to interact with one’s family. We can look at the functions 

of dialectal and literary Arabic according to both mothers who are concerned with 

transmission of the HL to their children and younger generations. 

Dialectal as opposed to literary Arabic is valued for interactions with people from 

one’s country of origin. In France, such interactions generally take place with family and 

friends who speak the HL to varying degrees: interactions involving a large amount of the 

dialect tend to be with older generations; otherwise, it appears to be limited to smaller 

words and phrases with one’s peers. Interactions with people in the country of origin are 

facilitated by new technologies and forms of communication. Traveling to the country of 

origin during vacations has been a common practice in many families, particularly when 

GEN 2 is young, and it is in this context where insecurity in the HL, particularly one’s 

pronunciation, becomes most evident. 



 327 

Literary Arabic is valued in other contexts. It is what is taught in a formal 

classroom setting, usually with an emphasis on reading or writing. Stories of attending 

such classes at the prompting of one’s parents are often recounted as having little success. 

Alternatively, one may decide to study on one’s own, often on one’s own initiative later 

in life. Most often, the desire to read the Koran in Arabic and not in translation is evoked, 

though sometimes other Arab literature is too. Literary Arabic is also seen as a language 

that unites Arab countries and thus useful when traveling to other Arabic-speaking 

countries. The ability to read signs as well as the ability to speak in literary Arabic with 

people who do not share one’s dialect is seen as an advantage to learning literary Arabic. 

There is thus the potential for speaking as well in a more international perspective. 

However, it is difficult to think of dialect and literary Arabic as distinct, 

especially with relatively limited opportunities to be socialized. When people talk about 

wanting to transmit Arabic to their children, what abilities are they prioritizing? Is it the 

ability to speak with others? Is it the ability to read and write? Or are they intertwined? 

When people talk about a feeling that they are missing something, what is it that they are 

missing and what do they consider to be solution? 

The question of what language to speak with one’s children is evident. In some 

cases, it would seem that the parents made an active decision to speak the HL since their 

children would not learn it elsewhere, leaving their children’s French socialization to the 

outside society and school once they entered l’école maternelle. In other cases, instead, 

they made an active effort to speak French in order to aid their children so that they 

would not be at a disadvantage upon entering school. These two profiles are the two 
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extremes of the spectrum. A family would likely fall somewhere along the continuum and 

might even move along it, as in the case of parents who make an effort to use the HL with 

the younger children upon seeing their older children’s loss of the HL. Of course, this is 

not to say that one either makes a decision or not to use a language; there can be varying 

forms of choices.  

Moreover, intentions to use one or the other language do not necessarily translate 

into actual use. While the mother may want to transmit the HL and feels she has the 

linguistic proficiency to do so, it does not necessarily happen for a variety of reasons: she 

may not find if natural to speak to the child; her attitudes towards the language may 

prioritize literary over dialectal Arabic; other family members’ linguistic profiles (e.g., 

husband or other children) may cause French to be used; outside forces lead to the use of 

French and put pressure on the HL; the children may or may not go along with their 

parents’ desires.  Other mothers may want to transmit the HL but feel they do not have 

the linguistic proficiency to do so. In such situations, they may rely on others to teach 

their children: they may view their husband as more capable; they may send their 

children to Arabic classes; they may even talk of leaving France to put their children in 

an environment where they will learn the HL. These are all interrelated factors that must 

be studied in the future. 

7.3.3 A complex view of socialization 

We have seen that parents can be the experts, socializing their children, and that 

children, too, can be the experts, socializing their parents. While the experts socialize the 



 329 

novices, the novices are not passively socialized; they have agency and can innovate. The 

generations clearly influence each other as they interact, driving both changes in 

language use and attitudes. It would be too simplistic to refer to socialization in French 

and socialization in the HL separately since the languages are in contact. The combined 

methods allowed us to investigate these complex questions and pinpoint relevant issues 

that can be detected in the sociolinguistic interviews of people who did not complete the 

other tasks.  

One interview in particular revealed a participant’s awareness of this 

simultaneous, bi-directional socialization in two languages and between two generations. 

Twenty-nine-year-old GEN 2 NADIA speaks Moroccan on a daily basis with only her 

mother who speaks French pretty well, understands very well and depends on her 

children for any written tasks. Asked what languages they spoke at home when she was 

growing up, her explanation incorporated her realizations from later in life that certain 

words she thought were Arabic were in fact influenced by French (e.g., she had made up 

the word CAROTA by putting an Arabic-sounding suffix –a on the French word carotte). 

She and her mother had created their own idiolect, un langage parallèle: 

  NADIA: C’est bizarre. J’ai- On a parlé plein de langues en fait à la maison 

quand j’étais petite. On a parlé euh ce marocain dialoc-- dialectal avec nos 

parents. Euh mais, avec mon père, je parlais plus français, beaucoup plus 

français que marocain. Par contre, avec ma mère, je parlais uniquement 

marocain… parce que je me dis euh, elle… me parlait en marocain donc je 

lui répondais [inc.] marocain. Et entre nous euh, mes frères et mes soeurs, 
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on se parlait en français. Et au fur et à mesure, je me suis rendue compte à 

l’âge adulte que le marocain dialectal que je pensais parler avec ma mère, 

c’était une sorte de mélange euh qu’on avait inventé, qui n’existait pas. Et 

qui me permettait pas de me faire comprendre par d’autres marocains   

ATD: Alors comment est-ce que tu t’es rendue compte? T’as des 

histoires?   

NADIA: Bah, je me suis rendue compte récemment, quand j’suis allée- 

J’suis allée au Maroc récemment. Et j’ai- j’ai voulu acheter des carottes au 

magasin et je lui dis “bonjour” au vendeur. Je lui dis: je voudrais des 

CAROTA s’il vous plait. Et il me regarde: alors CAROTA, qu’est-ce que 

ça veut dire en fait? Et en fait, en arabe dialectal, carotte se dit REZO, et 

moi, toute mon enfance, j’ai dit CAROTA à ma mère, et ma mère elle me 

répondait: oui, oui, passe-moi les CAROTA. Et elle me laissait dans cette 

erreur où j’avais juste ajouté un A à carotte en met-- en faisant de l’anglais 

mélangé avec- enfin du français mélangé avec ce que je croyais être de 

l’arabe. Et au lieu de me corriger, elle m’a laissé dans ce truc au point que 

on a- on a tellement utilisé ces termes là que on se- on se parle plus que 

comme ça maintenant. Et elle même, elle me dit passe-moi les CAROTA 

maintenant   

ATD: (laughter) alors elle t’a- elle a appris-   

NADIA: Elle a appris mes erreurs en fait. Elle a intégré ses erreurs euh- 

mes erreurs à son langage. Ce qui fait qu’on a une sorte de langage 
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parallèle. Alors euh, bon, c’est un exemple. C’est- c’est vrai que je parle 

quand même suffisamment bien marocain dialectal pour me faire 

comprendre d’autres marocains. Mais très souvent, ils tiquent sur des mots 

qu’on a inventés. Où ils se disent: mais qu’est-ce qu’elle raconte? Parce 

que c’est un mélange propre à notre euh 

  NADIA: It’s bizarre. I- We spoke lots of languages in fact at home when I 

was little. We spoke uh this Moroccan dialoc—dialect with our parents. 

Uh but, with my father, I spoke more French, much more French than 

Moroccan. However, with my mother, I spoke only in Moroccan… 

because I tell myself uh, she…  spoke to me in Moroccan so I answered 

[inc.] Moroccan. And between us uh, my brothers and sisters, we spoke in 

French. And gradually, I realized as an adult that the Moroccan dialect 

that I thought I spoke with my mother, it was a sort of mix uh that we had 

invented, that didn’t exist. And that didn’t allow me to make myself 

understood by other Moroccans. 

ATD: So how did you realize? Do you have stories?  

NADIA: Well, I realized recently, when I went- I went to Morocco recently. 

And I- I wanted to buy carrots at the store and I tell him “hello” to the 

vendor. I tell him: I would like CAROTA please. And he looks at me: so 

CAROTA, what does that actually mean? And in fact, in dialectal Arabic, 

carrot is called REZO, and me, all my childhood, I said CAROTA to my 

mother, and my mother, she answered me: Yes, yes pass me the CAROTA. 
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And she allowed me to make this error where I had just added an A to 

carrot by put—by making English mixed with- rather, French mixed with 

what I thought to be Arabic. And instead of correcting me, she allowed me 

to go on to the point that we- we used these terms so much that we- we 

only speak like that now. And she herself, she now says to me: pass me the 

CAROTA. 

ATD: (laughter) So she- she learned 

NADIA: She learned my mistakes in fact. She incorporated her mistakes uh- 

my mistakes to her speech. Which means that we have a sort of parallel 

language. So uh, well, that’s an example. It’s- it’s true that I still speak 

dialectal Moroccan well enough to make myself understood by other 

Moroccans. But very often, they raise an eyebrow at words that we 

invented. Where they say: but what is she talking about? Because it’s a 

mix specific to our uh 

Nadia went on to explain such constructions were possible because her mother spoke 

French well enough to understand what NADIA meant, but someone who did not know 

French would not have understood her.  Looking at different spheres of use, we might say 

that she is and sees herself as a competent speaker of the languages used in their family. 

However, outside the sphere of the home, this and other stories reveal linguistic 

insecurity. We might expect that with other Maghrebis in France, such constructions 

would draw little attention: CAROTA is a form used by other Arabic speakers in France 

and is in fact not peculiar to NADIA and her mother. However, put in a different context 
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where interlocutors may not know French – e.g., Morocco – communication can break 

down more, as seen with the vendor who does not understand CAROTA.  

NADIA’s account, which shows a high degree of linguistic awareness, highlights 

how the generations socialized each other thanks to their mutual comprehension of the 

two languages in contact. Her mother socialized her into Arabic, though some forms 

NADIA used were not the true dialectal forms but innovations influenced by French. She 

and her siblings socialized their mother into French and even into their HL, which she 

then used herself. Nadia’s description of these multi-directional processes focuses on the 

intergenerational relationship between mother and daughter. It is exactly these types of 

processes – though not necessarily intergenerational – that this study seeks to illuminate 

through detailed analysis of daily interaction. While the study is grounded at such a micro 

level, it also takes a macro perspective by taking a step back, looking at these events over 

time, and treating what may seem mundane as examples of interactions that are 

influenced by and create the social order of the communities.  

7.3.4 Languages, language ideologies and identities 

The link between language use, the ideologies surrounding the languages and the 

identities of speakers of the languages becomes clear in language socialization studies. 

Duranti, Ochs and Schieffelin (2011, p. 485) emphasize how important it is for studies in 

contact settings to investigate associations between language, power and identity that “are 

always indexed in talk, in what [people] are expected to say, and in the talk around them” 

because they have long-term consequences. Le Page and Tabouret-Keller (1985) offer a 
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multidimensional model that illustrates how linguistic performance is related to 

competence and stereotypes about languages and linguistic communities. Speakers 

project their “model of the world” through speech, and according to the feedback they 

receive from others, those models can be reinforced or modified. In this process, speakers 

have agency to identify with groups as well as distance themselves from others, but they 

are also constrained by their ability to identify the groups, their access to the groups, their 

motivation to join the groups, and their ability to modify their own behavior (p. 182). 

These processes can be seen in the accounts of the Maghrebi women in this study. 

The results of the questions regarding mother tongue and identity reveal 

flexibility of choice. What one considers to be one’s mother tongue is relatively 

constrained by French linguistic ability, though one can consider the HL to be one’s 

mother tongue even with a lower ability in it. Identity is less affected by linguistic ability. 

Looking at those questions combined, we see that those who claim an identity associated 

with their country of origin tend to also consider their heritage language to be their 

mother tongue, though not necessarily. Those who claim an identity associated with both 

the country of origin and France choose either only the HL or both the HL and French as 

mother tongue. If one identifies as French, one considers one’s mother tongue to be 

French.  

A comparison of answers regarding mother tongue and the amount of one’s life 

one has spent in France shows that while GEN 1 considers the HL to be their mother 

tongue (as expected), GEN 1.5 tends to choose both languages though may only choose 

French (this was in a case of attrition), and GEN 2 may give any answer. As for questions 
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of identity, we see that while the most recent GEN 1 women identify only with the 

country of origin, those who have been in France longer may choose both identities. GEN 

1.5 chooses both identities, not wanting to ignore one or the other, while GEN 2 shows 

more variety in their answers, choosing either or both. Thus, while GEN 1 continues to 

think of their HL as their mother tongue, which is associated with childhood, their 

identity is more malleable and able to incorporate French as they spend more time in 

France. GEN 1.5 is generally attached to both for both identity and mother tongue. GEN 

2 feels the freedom to reject one or the other or combine them.  

Across generations, we see that while there are signs of integration into the 

dominant culture and language, there is also a continued and even renewed attachment to 

the minority culture and language. People value the languages differently and the value 

changes according to context. Bourdieu’s (1991) Theory of Practice considers that speech 

practices can be understood as the product of the relation between linguistic habitus, 

acquired as one learns to speak in different contexts, and the specific social contexts in 

which one acts where the linguistic market endows the language with value. This study of 

language socialization illustrates the many contexts in which language is used and how it 

is viewed and should be considered against a backdrop of issues of linguistic capital.  

7.4 DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

 This corpus of interviews allows for further investigation into these different 

means of socialization. Many women interviewed did not participate in the mobile 

surveys or drawing tasks and so have not been discussed, but they provide a wealth of 
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information about their experiences, language use and attitudes, as we see briefly in 

Chapter 6. The mobile survey data can also be analyzed in further detail to investigate the 

specifics of location of the participants’ interactions and topics of conversations.  The last 

section of the survey regarding the different types of media they have watched, listened 

to, or read offer further types of exposure to French, dialectal Arabic, Berber and literary 

Arabic. The timeline drawing task and its accompanying narratives can be treated in 

depth. They can also be analyzed with regards to the women’s experiences with literary 

Arabic. 

 These methods and others can be used to further explore language socialization in 

other communities of practice of Maghrebi in France. This exploratory study followed 

many leads in different parts of France and looked at families who immigrated at 

different periods, raising the many issues that are relevant for these different populations. 

It is now appropriate to focus in detail on particular locations and/or waves of 

immigration. Moreover, these contexts of socialization are likely applicable to the study 

of multilingual socialization in other communities of practice. Other immigrant 

communities in France (e.g., Portuguese or Turkish) offer an interesting comparison of 

contact between French and other heritage languages. Arab communities in other 

countries (e.g., England) offer an interesting comparison of Arabic in contact with other 

languages. 
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