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ABSTRACT

Diglossia manifests itself on various linguistic levels, one of which is phonological. It poses a
linguistic ‘struggle’ for speakers in the Arab world through the functional distribution that
exists between the Arabic language and its varieties. This is the main drive behind diglossia.
These varieties are part of the same language; hence, the term ‘diglossic-switching’ is
employed when describing the alternation of speakers from one level to another. The extreme
functional dichotomy in treating diglossia, such as that of Ferguson (1959) High Level and
Low Level has since been replaced with a more flexible and realistic interpretation, whereby
the speech situation is to be seen as one of continuum constituting a gradient of speech levels
co-existing between the two extreme poles: Modern Standard Arabic (H or acrolect) and the
colloquial (L or basilect). First, this study examines diglossic switching in Kuwaiti Arabic
along four main dialectal phonological variables. These are [¢], [g], [j], and [y]. The
occurrences of each of the four phonological variables are correlated concurrently with four
sociolinguistic variables (age, gender, religious affiliation, and area~origin) and six recording
groups (Duwaniyya ‘social gathering’ Group Observation, Semi-Structured Interview,
Political Show, Kuwait National Assembly, and Xutba ‘religious sermon’) to which the
respondents belong. A distribution and frequency analysis shows that there is a tight,
dependant relation between the production of the dialectal features and sociological/recording
groups. Further, a correlational and multivariate analysis shows that only ‘age’ correlates
significantly (negatively) with 3 out 4 of the dialectal markers.

Following this, the study constructs and defines the mid-levels in the dialect, and
identifies Kuwaiti Modern Arabic as the mesolect, being a product of constant admixture

between Modern Standard Arabic and Kuwaiti Arabic in a process of diglossic-switching. It



is established that that the speech situation in Kuwait is a multiglossic one, where seven

overlapping levels exist in a functionally-distributed sociolinguistic relationship.



To My Lovely Wife

To My Precious Little One Who Barely Survived His
Health Affliction

To My Dear Parents

To My Awesome Brothers And Sister



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am forever indebted and heartily thankful to Prof. Daniel L. Newman. His love and passion
for the Arabic language was much appealing and inspired me. His patience, profound
knowledge, discussions, and invaluable and continuous feedback from the initial to the final
level encouraged me, and made this whole journey swift and marvellous. Thank you, sir. You

were a father figure, a brother, and a friend. You still are.

I am much thankful to my dear wife for her constant support, patience, and for tolerating the
long months she and my lovely son spent all alone. My parents, brothers, and sister provided
me with constant support and encouragement all the way to the end line. For that | am deeply

grateful.

Gratitude extends to Kuwait University, Department of English Language and Literature for
sponsoring me. Appreciation also extends to Dr. Mashael al-Hamly (Head of Dept.) for
facilitating the whole process of applying for the scholarship, and Dr. Hani Wasif Azer

(former Head of Dept.) for his prayers and motivation.

Many thanks for my fellow Kuwaiti research students, Mohammad Bin Naser (who has just
been awarded his PhD degree, so a student no more!), and Abdullah al-Mutawwa for their

readiness to help, and for their assistance and moral support.

Last but not least, a big thank you to Mr. Ali al-Yousifi from the Language Centre at Kuwaiti
University, whose students formed the majority of the respondents. Gratefulness reaches him

and his students.

Vi



CONTENTS

DBCIATALION. ...ttt bbbt b ettt bbb i
Statement Of COPYIIGNT. ..ot re e sre e re e e e ii
Y 011 = Vo PSSP PRSPPI iii
DT [ oF LA o] TSSO OR PSPPI %
ACKNOWIEUGEMENTS. ... ettt ettt e e s et e sa e s te e s be et e anaesreenteeneesreenne e Vi
(000] 01 (<] 0] S FO OSSOSO vii
TS ) o O =SSR PSRSN Xii
LEST O TADIES.....etiiiieieiee bbbttt bbbt neas xiii
List of Transliteration SYMDOIS...........cccoooiiiiiiiicc s XVii

Chapter One: INtroduction.............veuieiuiiiiieitiiiiiieneeencereteseereeseeveseeneeeesesnee b
1.0 The Objective of the Study: Research Questions...............cccciiiiinnnn2
1.1 Research Hypotheses.........o.oouiiiiiiiiii e 3

1.2 Structure 0f the ThesSiS. ....uneee et A

Chapter Two: ArabiC DIgIOSSIA. ........cciiiiiiieiiie i 6
2.0 Diglossia in the Kuwaiti CONEXL...........cooiriririniririeeeeeee s 52

Chapter Three: Introduction to Kuwaiti ArabiC...........cccviiiiiiiiiiiic 56
3.0 Kuwait: Society and Demography.........cccceceiiiiiiienie e 56

3.1 KUWAIET ATADIC. ... 58

3.1.1 DemOgraphiCs.......ccuiiiirieieie ettt 59

3.2 Phonology of Kuwaiti ArabiC..........cccoeiiiiiiiiiiiieee e, 64

3.2.1 The Sounds of (Kuwaiti) ArabiC............ccccervurrireneniinenineseenes 64

3.2.1.1 The Sounds of Modern Standard Arabic (MSA)......... 64

vii



3.2.1.2 Kuwaiti Arabic CoNSONANTS.........vveeeeeeeeieeeeeeieeeeeeeen, 67

3.2.1.2.1 Kuwaiti Arabic Consonant Clusters.............. 69
3.2.1.3 Kuwaiti Arabic VOWeIS.......cooooeeee 83
3.2.2 Syllable StrUCtUNE........coviieic e 87

3.2.3 Phonological Processes: Pharyngealisation and Assimilation....91

3.2.3.1 Pharyngealisation............ccccceeveiieiveieiie e 91

3.2.3.2 Complete Assimilation.............cccoeveveiiieineceecc e, 93

3.3 Morphology of Kuwaiti ArabiC..........cccceeiiieieiiiiiiesece e 95
3.3.1 Dual and PIUral..........cceiiiiiiiiiieceec e 95
3.3.1.1 Irregular Plural Patterns............cocooovvvneninienencncnen 97

3.3.2Tense SYSteM.....ouvvuiiiiiiieiiiieineeneeerieeiee e enieesineen e e e a0 7
3.3.2.1 Present ContinuoOUS..............coeuvniiieiiniiiieinnnn 99
3.3.2.2Future Tense.........c.coevveiiiiiiiiiiniiiiienienieenn. 101

3.3.3 Possession: Analytic and Synthetic Genitive..............ccoceeueee. 102

3.3.4 Geminate Verbs..........cooeviiviiiiiiiiiiiinieneneneenn 107

3.3.5 The Feminine COMParatiVe..........ccocvvriee e e e e e, 109
3.3.6 Verbal Morphology in Kuwaiti ArabiC............ccccovvriiiniinnnnn. 111
3.3.6.1 Triliteral Verbs..........ccoevieniiniiecc e 111

3.3.6. L1 FOrM Lo 112
3.3.6.L2F0rm I 114

3.3.6.L.3 Form Moo 115

3.3.6. 14 FOrm IV .o 116

3.3.6. 1.5 FOrM V..o 117

3.3.6. 1.6 FOrm V..o 118

3.3.6.1.7 Form V.o 119

3.3.6.L.8 Form V..o 120

3.3.6.1.9 FOrm Xo.oiii e 121

3.3.6.2 Quadriliteral Verbs.........ccocvviveviveieiiece e 122

3.4 Syntax of KUWaiti ArabiC..........cccoviiiiiiiiiiie e 124



B4 L WOTA OFUEN ...t 124
342 Relatives....ooviiii i 0 12D
343 INTEITOQALIVES. ....eeeeieciieciieie ettt 126
3.4.4 DEMONSIIALIVES. ......cuveiieiiieiee ittt 129
345 NEQALION. ...ttt nrean 131
3.4.6 Numbers and Numbering in (Kuwaiti) ArabicC.............cccevuee. 133

3.5 The Lexicon of Kuwaiti ATabiC......ooneeiieeee it e

3.5.1 Foreign Loan Words in Kuwaiti Arabic.............................139
3.6 CONCIUSION........eiiiiiiieiee e 144
Chapter Four: Methodology and COIPUS.........c.coiiiriiieieieiesie e 145
4.0 INEFOTUCTION. ...t 145
4.1 The Present StUAY........ccoveiiiiiiiesie e 145
4.2 The Subjects and Locale of the Research: Methods and Procedures.......146
4.2.1 Pre-Selection ProCeAUIES.........cccooeiirireiiiieiesie e, 147

4.2.2 The RECOMAINGS......coieiiieieiieiiesiisies e 149

4.2.2.1 EQUIPMENT USEU......coiiiiiiiiciiie e 151

4.2.3 Group Observation and Recording (Informal).......................... 154

4.2.4 Recording of Social Gatherings (Duwaniyya) (Informal)......... 155

4.2.5 Semi-Structured, Recorded Interviews (Informal).................... 156

4.2.6 Supplementary Sources (Formal)..........cccccevvveveiveiieiece e, 156

4.3 DAta ANAIYSIS....c.eiiiiiiiieiete e 157
4.3.1 Sociolinguistic Variables............cccooviiiiiiiie, 158
4.3.1.1 GENAET....ccuieiieieee ettt 161

B.3. 1.2 AQC s 165

4.3.1.3 Religious Affiliation............ccccoveiiiiiiiii e, 166

4.3.1.4 Area~OrigiN.....cccoeiiiiiiieiie e 167

4.3.2 Phonological Variables............ccccooiiiiiniiieee 168

4.4 CONCIUSTON.....oiiiiiiiieie et 169



Chapter Five: Data Discussion and Statistical ANalySiS........c.ccccevvveriiieiieniieieeiesieseaiens 170

5.0 INErOAUCTION. .....ccviiiiieeest e 170
5.1 Selection of Phonological Items for Analysis: Linguistic Variables....... 171
5.1.1 Phonological Items: Phonemes and their Allophones............... 171
5.1.1.1 Affrication: /K/-[C].....cccovrimmimiiiiene i 172

5.1.1.2 Palatalisation: /j/-[Y]....cccccourmririieiiieiecie e 174

5.1.1.3 Affrication and Fronting: The /g/-[g]-[j] Split........... 177

9.1.1.4 /Q/-/Q/ MEIET ... 179

5.2 Phonological Variables. ... 181
5.2.1 FOrmMal GrOUPS......ccueiiiiiieiieieie e 187

5.2.2 InfOrmal GroUPS........cceiveriiriiiiisie e 188

5.3 Arbitrary or Rule-Governed Sound Change?...........cccevvevevvevcsiesnennns 189
5.4 Distribution and Frequency: ANalysis A.......cccccoveieiieeieiie e, 192
5.4.1 GNAET .....eiiiiieiiitee ettt 193
5.4.1.1 FOrmal GroUPS.......cccooviiiiiieieienese e 196

5.4.1.2 Informal Groups........cccooerereninienene e 197

542 AAGB....o s 198
5.4.2.1 FOrmal GrOUPS.......ccveiieiiieiecieesie e 199

5.4.2.2 Informal Groups..........cccevveveiieieeie e 202

5.4.3 Religious Affiliation............cccccceiveiiiieie e, 204
5.4.3.1 FOrmal GroUPS.......ccccevveviieieieere et 205

5.4.3.2 Informal Groups........cccoovrerireiieieie e 207

5.4.4 ArEA~OIIGIN....cciiiiiiiieieie et 208
5.4.4.1 FOrmal GroUPS......cccoieiiiiiieieienese s 209

5.4.4.2 Informal GroupS........ccecveiiiieiiii e 213

5.5 Correlation and Multi-Variance: AnalysiS B...........ccccovivieiiiiiieiieciee 222
5.5.1 Multivariate Analysis of Significant Relationships.................. 226

5.6 CONCIUSION.......uiiiiiiieiiiiee e 228



Chapter Six: Kuwaiti Modern Arabic: A Continuum of Speech..........cccocevivevviieiiiccec, 230

6.0 INEFOAUCTION. ......cuiiiicciet e 230
6.1 Characteristic Features of KMA...........coiiiiiiiiiice e 231
6.1.1 ChoiCe OF WOKTS......ccoiiiiiiiicice e 232
6.1.2 ChoiCe OF VOWEIS.......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeecee e 237
6.1.3 Definite ArtiCIES........cviviieiie e 240
6.1.4 Pronunciation of NUMDErS............ccooeieiiiiniiniiceesc e 242
6.1.5 Negation and Interrogative Particles.............cccooevviveiverncnnnnn, 244
6.2 Setting~Style~Level CorreSpoNdenCe.........ccoovvvveieieieienesese e 246
6.3 CONCIUSION.......eiiiiiiiieice e 250

Chapter SEVEN: CONCIUSION. .. ... ettt ettt e et ereeeeiinnnn 2B

7.0 Findings of the StUY.........ccceeiiiiiiicc e 251
7.1 Contribution to the Field of SOCIO-LinguistiCs..........cccoovvriiiniiniiiienen, 258
7.2 Recommendations for Future ReSearch..........cccccocvevviieseenivsie e 259
2T o1 Lo o] =10 4| 28T SO 261
N o] 01T o [ o0 S RURTROSRON 275
Appendix I: Table Detailing Informants’ Personal Information.................... 275
Appendix Il: Table Detailing Informants and Occurrences of Variables......277
Appendix HI: List Of QUESTIONS.........ccveiiiiiiiiiiiiisieee e, 283

Appendices IV-XIV: Transliteration and Translation of All Respondents in the
Six Recording Groups..........cccceeeveinnens See attached CD

Xi



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 2.1: The Relationship between Bilingualism and Diglossia............ccccovviiniiininienne. 22

Figure 2.2: The Causal Relationship between Level of Speech and Number of Classical

FRATUIES. ... 38

Figure 2.3: The Arabic CONtINUUM........cccuoiiie e 41
Figure 2.4: The Arabic Continuum EXtENAEd............coveiieiiiiiecieieee e 43
Figure 3.1: Distribution of Population (Kuwaitis only) according to Gender and Age for the
YBAIN 2007 ... ettt 59

Figure 3.2 A/B/C/D: Concentration of Sunni Hagdar, Sunni Bedouins, and Shiites in Urban,
Suburban, and Rural Kuwait...............coooiiiiiiiii, 61-62

Figure 3.3: Vowel Triangle of MSA/CA (aNd KA)........ooiiiiiecccece e 85
Figure 3.4: Vowel Chart of MSA/CA (AN KA)......ccoiiiee e 85
Figure 3.5: Syllabic Template Of KA ..o 90
Figure 4.1: Template Showing the Relationship among Variables..............ccccccvviiviininnnn. 159
Figure 4.2: The Flow of Relationship among the Variables............c.cccccocivviiviiiiiveiicieee 160

Figure 5.1: Graph Showing the Occurrences of Each Allophonic Phonological Variable
According to Group and SELHING.........ceveiereririerei e 183

Figure 5.2: Graph Showing the Occurrences of Each Phonological Variable in its Original
Form According to Group/Setting........c.cceiveieeiieiie e 184

Figure 5.3: Formality Continuum of the (Sub)-Levels of Arabic in Kuwait. CA(Classical
Arabic); MSA(Modern Standard Arabic); KMA(Kuwaiti Modern Arabic);
RKMA(Religious KMA); PKMA(Political KMA); MKMA(Formal Media KMA);
KA(Kuwaiti Arabic); FKA(Formal KA); SKA( Semi-Formal KA); IKA(Informal

xii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.1: List of Situations and the Variety Used inthem.............cccocevviieiiieie e 15
Table 2.2: Examples of Lexical Items in the Standard vs. the Dialect..............cccoovevviieinennne 25
Table 2.3: Phonetic Distribution of (8) and (0) in Standard Arabic (SA) and Damascene
ATADIC (DA .ttt ettt et nre s 39

Table 2.4: Ideal Property-Item Matrix for Standard-Colloquial Continuum in Arabic........... 42
Table 3.1: How Gemination AFfeCts Meaning..........cccevveiieiiierieeie e ese e 65
Table 3.2: CA (and MSA) Consonantal Sounds INVENOrY...........ccccevvveveiieeiieneece e 66
Table 3.3: Borrowed Consonants in KA EXplained............cccooovoiiiiiieie e 67
Table 3.4: KA Consonantal Sound INVENTOTY..........cccceiieieiieieeie e 68
Table 3.5: Two-Element Medial Clusters in English..........ccccccoiiiiii 69
Table 3.6: Permissible Initial Consonant Clusters in Kuwaiti ArabicC...........ccocoevvviininennne, 82
Table 3.7: Permissible Final Consonant Clusters in Kuwaiti ArabiC...........cccocovvniiiiiininnne. 83
Table 3.8: Short and Long VOWEIS IN KA ..o 84
Table 3.9: Diphthongs in MSA and KA ..o s 86
Table 3.10: Comparing Phonemic Inventory of MSA and KA..........cccoiiennnciceeee, 87
Table 3.11: Possible Syllable Types in KA ... 90
Table 3.12: The Plural and Feminine-Singular Occurrence of the Verb, Adjective, and

Pronoun after @ Plural NOUN..........cooiiiiiiiiieee s 96
Table 3.13: Most Common Broken Plural Patterns in KA...........ccooooiiniiinee e 97
Table 3.14: The Inflection of the Locative Participle for Person, Number and Gender........ 100
Table 3.15: The Expression of Possession with Singular/Plural-Masculine/Feminine

NOUNS. ..ttt e e r e ann e e s e nne e n e nnee s 106
Table 3.16: FOrm | Triliteral VerhS.........cooiiiiiiiiiieeee s 113
Table 3.17: Form 1 Triliteral VerbDs. ..o 115
Table 3.18: Form H1 Triliteral Verhs.........cccooiiiiiiiiic e 116

Xiii



Table 3.19: FOrm IV TrTEral VerIDS. ... 117

Table 3.20: FOrm V Triliteral VerDS........ccooiiieiieiiee et 118
Table 3.21: Form VI Triliteral Verbs.........cocooiiiiii e 119
Table 3.22: Form VI Triliteral Verbhs........ccoooiiiiieceee e 120
Table 3.23: FOrm VHI Triliteral VerbS........cooe oo 121
Table 3.24: FOorm X Triliteral VerDS........ccoooiie i 122
Table 3.25: Forms I, I, and 1V Quadriliteral Verbs.........cccccooveiiieiiiinieeceeee e 123
Table 3.26: Possible Word Order inN KA. ... ..o 124
Table 3.27: Relative Pronouns in KA as Compared to CA/MSA..........ccccornniniinieeeens 125

Table 3.28: The Representation of the Personal Pronouns with the Interrogative sinu

Table 3.29: The Representation of the Personal Pronouns with the Interrogative minu

Table 3.30: The Representation of the Personal Pronouns with the Interrogative ay

WHICK L 129
Table 3.31: The Demonstrative System iN KA ..........ooi i 129
Table 3.32: The Demonstrative System iNn CA/MSA..........oooiii i 130
Table 3.33: The Demonstratives of CA/MSA and KA Combined...........cccocovviiiniiinennns 131
Table 3.34: Number-Noun Gender AQre€meNt...........cccuevveieieeieiiieieese e 134
Table 3.35: The Pronunciation of Numbers 11-19 in KA. ... 136
Table 3.36: Relationship between the Numbers 1-20 and the Following Noun in KA......... 138

Table 4.1: Overview of the Number of Participants, Groups, Methods, Location, and
Duration of the Data Collected (PS)= Political Show (KNA)= Kuwait National

Assembly (F)= Females (M)= Males...........ccccecoieiiieiiiiiieiie e 151
Table 4.2: Sampling and Distribution of Subjects According to the Selected Sociolinguistic
VaATTADIES. ..o e 159
Table 5.1: Examples of /K/ AFFFICATION. .......cooiiiiiiiiccee e 172
Table 5.2: Examples of /j/ PalataliSation............c.coouriiiiiiienii e 175

Xiv



Table 5.3: Examples of /g/ Fronting and Affrication............ccccccevvieviiiii e
Table 5.4: EXamples Of /d/-/8/ MEIGEN.........ooiiiii e 180
Table 5.5: Number of Occurrences and Share Percentages of Original and Allophonic Forms
Out of the Total Number of Instances of Each Phonological Variable within Each
Group/Setting- Upper No. = %, Lower No.=No. of Occurrences, 1= PS, 2=KNA,
3=Khutba, 4=Duw., 5=GO, 6=SSI

Table 5.6: Hierarchical Order of Occurrences of Variables and Share Percentage According

To Variable Form and Group/Setting.........cccooeveieniiiiieeesesesese e 186
Table 5.7: Hierarchical Ranking of Groups According to the Number of Occurrences of

Original and Dialectal Phonological Variables...........c.ccccoooeviveiiiiiiiiiic e 186
Table5.7a: Number of Occurrence of Each Allophone and the Number of Lexemes

ATTECTEA. ...t 190
Table 5.8: Occurrences of Phonological Variables by Gender and Group/Setting................ 195
Table 5.9: Occurrences of Phonological Variables by Age and Group/Setting..................... 200
Table 5.10: Occurrences of Phonological Variables by Origin and Group/Setting............... 206
Table 5.11: Occurrences of Phonological Variables by Area~Origin and Group/Setting.....210
Table 5.12: Distribution of K Affrication by Sociological Variables and Groups/Setting....215
Table 5.13: Distribution of Q Affrication by Sociological Variables and Groups/Setting....215
Table 5.14: Distribution of Q Fronting by Sociological Variables and Groups/Setting........ 216
Table 5.15: Distribution of J Palatalisation by Sociological Variables and Groups/Setting..216
Table 5.16: Share and % Sequences of All Allophones in All Groups...........cccoeveveiveieennne 217
Table 5.17: Hierarchical Order of Groups within Each Sociological Variable...................... 218
Table 5.18: Correlation Analysis: Phonological Variables and Sociological Groups........... 223
Table 5.19: Correlation Analysis: Phonological Variables and Recording Groups............... 225
Table 5.20: Multivariate Analysis for Phonological Variables and Sociological Groups.....227
Table 5.21: Multivariate Analysis for Phonological Variables and Recording Groups......... 227
Table 5.22: Copy of Table 5.2: Hierarchical Order of Occurrences of Variables and Share

Percentage According To Variable Form and Group/Setting...........ccocoevvvveiennn. 228

XV



Table 6.1: Selected Utterances Exemplifying Lexical Items Choice from Khutba, KNA, and
PS in Support of the Existence of KMA as a Mesolect in KA............ccccoveevenee. 233

Table 6.2: Selected Utterances Exemplifying Vowelling from Khutba, KNA, and PS in
Support of the Existence of KMA as a Mesolect in KA..........cccooevivveieeniennnn. 238

Table 6.3: Selected Utterances Exemplifying VVowel Choice in the Definite Article from
Khutba, KNA, and PS in Support of the Existence of KMA as a Mesolect in

Table 6.4: Selected Utterances Exemplifying Pronunciation of Numbers from Khutba, KNA,
and PS in Support of the Existence of KMA as a Mesolect in KA.................... 243

Table 6.5: Selected Utterances Exemplifying Use of Negation and Interrogative Particles
from Khutba, KNA, and PS in Support of the Existence of KMA as a Mesolect
TN KA ettt ettt e ettt ne e 245

Table 6.6: Correspondence between Levels, Styles, and Settings in Kuwaiti Arabic........... 248

XVi



LIST OF TRANSLITERATION SYMBOLS

I- Consonants

pl]

>

u /d

¥

.wu

XVii



I1- Vowels

I11- Diphthongs

MSA KA
Short Long Short Long
a a a a
[ 1 [ 1
u u u u
- - a a
- - - 0
- - - &
Dipl\rft?]ﬁngs KA Diphthongs
aw aw
ay ay

Xviii




Chapter One

Introduction

The situation in the Arabic speaking world is complex and interesting for it is one of
diglossia. Bearing the meaning ‘two tongues’, the term refers to the case where two (or
more) varieties of the same language are used by speakers of a given language under
certain situations and contexts. The varieties involved in any diglossic speech situation
exist in a functionally distributed relationship, which refers to the functions for which a
particular level of language is used. One of the varieties is considered the ‘High’ variety,
while the other ‘Low’ with the possibility of a number of intermediary levels. In simple
terms, the ‘ammiyya (vernacular or Low variety) is used for informal purposes and is
tagged as such for its informal style of speech. It is looked at as the everyday language of
interaction that emits friendliness and closeness between speakers. On the other hand, the
fusha (the standard or High variety) is associated with formal settings, and is perceived as
influential, prestigious, and of an elevated status. The focus has shifted from treating
diglossia as an interaction between two extreme levels, to looking at it as a gradient of
levels along a continuum of speech, where one will speak of a ‘multiglossic’ language
rather than a diglossic one. The levels are differentiated by linguistic variation at all

levels, such as phonology, morphology, and syntax.



1.0 The Objective of the Study: Research Questions

The study will try to grasp the notion of diglossia in the Kuwaiti community along a
number of phonological variables, with an attempt to establish a solid ground for further
research into the area. It will also attempt to construct and define a new level of speech,
namely Kuwaiti Modern Arabic (KMA). In the light of these two main aims, the

following are the core questions of the research:

1) What is Kuwaiti Arabic (KA) and what are its basic linguistic features?
(Chapter 3)

2) What are the demographics of the KA speech community? (Chapter 3)

3) What is the phonemic inventory of KA? As provided in the literature, the
phonemic inventory of MSA is set and available. However, a clear account of the
phonemic inventory of KA is not available. There may be inventories that would
greatly resemble that of KA, but one that is tagged as belonging to KA has not
been identified. It is one of the objectives of this research to provide a phonemic
inventory of KA. (Chapter 3)

4) Standard and variety always differ at several levels. How does KA differ
from MSA? (Chapter 3)

5) Is this phonological variation controlled? Does it occur in all instances of a
particular sound in all environments, limited to certain environments, or is it
arbitrary? (Chapter 5)

6) Is the speech situation in KA to be treated as a dichotomy between two extreme
levels of speech, H and L, or as a continuum? (Chapters 5 + 6) If the latter, then

7) What is/are the main intermediate level/levels? (Chapters 5 + 6)

8) What is the frequency and distribution of the phonological markers/variables in
the different sociolinguistic and recording groups? (Chapter 5)

9) Does the use of the dialectal phonological markers chosen for this study
correlate with the sociolinguistic factors/variables chosen and the recording
groups? In other words, is there interdependence between linguistic form, social
meaning, and other para-linguistic factors, such as the recording groups chosen?
(Chapter 5)



10) Is the relationship between the phonological markers and the sociolinguistic
variables and recording groups a significant one? If yes, is it positive or negative,
and between which variables? (Chapter 5)

11) Can the occurrence of the phonological markers be predicted in any
significant relationship identified in 10 above? (Chapter 5)

12) Where are the various varieties used, and what are the domains of each?

Where is it seen unsuitable to use one rather than the other, and are there
situations in which more than one variety can be utilised? (Chapters 6)

1.1 Research Hypotheses

The research analysis will be carried out based on set hypotheses regarding the nature of

speech in KA:

1) Based on the general conclusion by scholars on the relationship between
formality and language use in the Arab world, males will be more conservative
than women. (Chapters 2 + 5)

2) Duwaniyya ‘informal social gathering’ is the least formal of all recording
groups; hence, it will rank last in a descending scale of formality. (Chapter 5)

3) Friday Xurba (religious sermon) is the most formal group, and will produce the
least dialectal features, if any. (Chapter 5)

4) Hagar speakers will produce more dialectal features than Bedouins.
(Chapter 5)

5) Old respondents will produce less dialectal features than middle-aged
respondents, who in turn will produce less dialectal features than the young.
(Chapter 5)

6) The [y] allophone of /j/ is considered to be the oldest attested allophonic
variation in KA, and will be produced the most by old-aged respondents.
(Chapter 5)



1.2 Structure of the Thesis

The present chapter introduces the thesis and provides its structure. It also presents the
main obectives and hypotheses. Chapter Two re-reviews the literature on Arabic
dialectology and diglossia. It provides definitions for the notion of diglossia, and
distinguishes it from other speech situations, such as that of bilingualism. It also
addresses the issue of standard versus prestige language. Further, it gives examples of
phonological variation in Arabic, which is one of the most interesting manifestations of

Arabic diglossia.

Chapter Three introduces KA to the reader, and provides a detailed survey of the
basic features of the dialect to give an insight into a dialect that has not been sufficiently
explored by past scholars, neither Arabs nor Arabists. These features were chosen due to
their saliency in the dialect, and selected by means of analogy of their presence in other
dialects of Arabic. The chapter begins with presenting a detailed demographic analysis of
Kuwait and its population. It then proceeds to deal with the phonology of KA in detail,
through to discussing selected features of its morphology and syntax. These features are
presented through a comparative approach by way of the standard, MSA. Chapter Three
continues on to deal with the lexis of KA through a discussion of foreign borrowings that

saw their way into it, and discusses how the dialect accommodates such borrowings.

Chapter Four is the research methodology, addressing the methodological means
of organizing the data collection process, alongside a description of the respondents and

the recordings, and the pre-selection procedures involved.



Chapter Five presents a discussion of two methods of statistical analysis and their
results. It also presents an analysis of the status of the phonological processes included in
this study along with rules accounting for and predicting their occurrence. As for Chapter
Six, this addresses the existence of KMA as a mesolect in the speech continuum in
Arabic by providing a survey of five main features that support its status. These features
were seen to play a significant role in distinguishing KMA and its sublevels from MSA
and KA. It also addresses the mechanism behind diglossic switching in the dialect. Both

Chapter Five and Chapter Six form the crux of the thesis.

Last but not least comes Chapter Seven, which concludes this study by an
overview of the main and significant findings, along with presenting the contribution of

knowledge demonstrated by the thesis, and recommendations for further research.



Chapter Two

Arabic Diglossia

It is a matter of fact, one that is unfortunate, that no speaker of Classical Arabic,® the
Standard variant of the language and the most prestigious, has it as a first language. Even
those who are well taught and educated in Classical Arabic (henceforth CA) will almost
never produce a full string of speech that could be tagged as belonging to the standard
level of CA.2 CA, as a formally-learned language (rather than naturally acquired) by its
speakers is the official language of 18 Arab countries, and 4 non-Arab,® with the total
number of speakers of the different dialectal varieties of CA -whether they have the

dialect as a first or a second tongue- being put at over 400 million by Ethnologue (2008).

The wide-spread of speakers over a vast geographical area that reaches beyond
country borders and across continents presents the first obstacle to the Arabic language
and its status, which is the identification of the speech community of Arabic. This speech
community is difficult to identify because of two main reasons. First, as stated above, CA
is not a spoken language in the sense of spontaneity, i.e. it has no native speakers.

Second, there are a large number of dialectal renderings of CA that would make it

! Classical Arabic was the prestigious language of pre-Islamic poetry of Arabia, and through which the Holy Book of Islam, al-
Qur’an, was revealed. Hence, it became standardised as the official language of Islamic Arabia.

2 Rather, what will be produced is Modern Standard Arabic (MSA), a simplified version of CA, which will be discussed in detail
further below.

% Kuwait, Bahrain, Saudi Arabia, Oman, UAE, Qatar, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, Egypt, Sudan, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco,
Mauritania, Iraq (Arab); Djibouti, Chad, Comoros, Israel (non-Arab). (cf. Katzner [2002:154-5]).



difficult to agree on one representative speech community. As a result, it is impossible to
talk of CA as corresponding to a specific country, hence a specific speech community,
but rather to a range of countries whose speakers speak the language. According to
Gumperz (1968:463) a speech community is a social group “held together by frequency
of social interaction patterns and set off from the surrounding areas by weaknesses in the
lines of communication”. For Labov (1968:251), a speech community is formed when

(13

members of that community get together and participate “...in a set of shared norms
[including] overt types of evaluative behaviour, and by the uniformity of abstract patterns
of variation”. A more elaborate definition is provided by Ferguson (1996) who describes
a speech community in a more sociolinguistic manner. He stresses the dimensions of
structure, use, and attitudes, and points out the fact of Caton (1991) who distinguishes
behaviour from attitudes and beliefs about behaviour, and who relates speech community

to the use and structure of language, and uses the term ‘linguistic community’ to refer to

the attitudes and beliefs of the community towards their language and its varieties:

a social group sharing features of language structure, use and attitudes that
functions as a sociolinguistic unit for the operation of linguistic variation and/or
change; it may be may be monolingual or multilingual (Ferguson 1978), and it
may be at any level of abstraction for which the definition holds (Ferguson,
1996:55)

These three influential definitions of a speech community collectively agree that a speech
community for a given language must have a common denominator bringing them
together. Given that Arabic is spoken in a wide geographical area, the speech community
of Arabic comprises a collection of speech communities corresponding to the different

countries in which Arabic is not only used for official purposes, but also as the first



language of the country. Following this, the speech community of Arabic has as its
members all those who speak the different dialects of Arabic and who share the same
standard language. For Muslims, speakers have Islam and its Holy Book as a common
denominator, in addition to sharing an Arabian identity. The Arabic language also
extends to Christians and, to a lesser extent, Jews who have a certain dialect of it as a

mother tongue in those Arabic-speaking countries.

The origin of CA and its split into various dialects is a complex one. In pre-
Islamic times, Old Arabic was the prestigious, poetic language; it was the language of the
poetry of the Bedouin tribes,* of pre-Islamic poetry, and, eventually, the language of the
revealed Book, the Qur’an. Present day CA, a continuation of this Old Arabic that was
codified by grammarians, is the literary and cultural language of the Arabo-Islamic world
as it is today (cf. Versteegh, 2004). This Old Arabic began to transform alongside the
expansion of Islam through the Islamic conquests, and, hence, the expansion of the
Arabic language. Now, no more restricted to the register of poetry of pre-Islamic times,
Old Arabic was exported to the conquered cities in attempts to facilitate communication
with the indigenous population. This gave rise to a new form of Arabic, ‘Neo-Arabic’ (to
be contrasted with Old Arabic), a form of Arabic that has features traced back to pre-
Islamic dialects,” and was certainly attested as being “current in the early stages of the
conquests, and that developed into the Arabic dialects as we know them nowadays”
(Versteegh, 2004:98). Hence, the spread of Islam through the period of the conquests

played a vital role in the development of Old Arabic. ‘Corruption’ of the language, as a

* Bedouin tribes did not all speak the same language in pre-Islamic times. Rather, there were several dialects present. It is the
language of poetry they had as a common denominator.
% Such as subject/verb agreement; undeclined dual; disappearance of declensional endings (cf. Versteegh, 2004: 98).



sign of early linguistic behaviour and attitude towards the language as shown by the
grammarians of the time, was a direct result of incomplete process of language learning,
which was due to the short time the conquerors stayed in their occupied areas and their
insufficient ability to speak Old Arabic. Further, the indigenous population were learning
Old Arabic in a highly unstructured way as a second language at the hands of the
conquerors who gave minimal attention to correctness and maximal attention to
communicational value (cf. Versteegh, 2004:109). This has led to the distorted
development of the language. Native speakers of the language, Versteegh (1996:18)
notes, have gradually decreased in number through the centuries, and, ultimately, ceased
to exist, exposing the once dominating language to great danger. This led to a prescriptive
approach to the language. For Versteegh the Old Arabic has never changed, but what has
happened is a “...transformation of this language in the mouths of those who were not

able to speak it correctly” (Versteegh, 1996:18).

Echoing Versteegh is Ferguson’s 1959 The Arabic Koine, which treats modern
Arabic dialects not as direct descendants from CA (Old Arabic), but from a form of
Arabic called the Koine, which was not “identical with any of the earlier dialects and
which differed in many significant respects from Classical Arabic but was used side by
side with the Classical language during early centuries of the Muslim era” (Ferguson,
1959h:616). This koine was chiefly spoken and not used as a written medium. It is not
based or traced back to a single centre from which it evolved, developing mainly in the
cities, and in the army through conquests and, hence, the expansion of Arabic alongside
the spread of Islam, as noted above. There were great differences between the various

Arabic colloquials of pre-Islamic times, and the ‘Arabic Koine’ is the product of a long



timespan of “mutual borrowing and levelling amongst various dialects and not as result
of diffusion from a single source” (Ferguson, 1959b:619). Subsequent to the conquests
and spread of Islam, the development and spreading of the koine gave way to the present-
day dialects, and dialectal variation and innovation. Simultaneously, out of fear of
linguistic corruption and transformation, this led CA to be explicitly codified in the works
of the grammarians, rendering it linguistically unchanged (cf. Ferguson, 1959b; Holes,

1995h).

Although CA is the mother tongue of no Arabic speaker, the elevated ‘self-
esteem’ or prominence that overcomes the speakers when identifying themselves as
having the knowledge of or the ability to communicate using it leads to the ultimate
belief in the supremacy of the language. Ferguson (1959c) identifies four myths about
Arabic, and how speakers’ behaviour, attitude, and belief help in shaping or creating such
myths or speakers’ ‘language-fantasies’. Ferguson uses the term ‘myth’ broadly to
include fictions and facts about Arabic. These myths, he reports, are “relatively uniform
throughout the [Arabic speech] community” (1959¢:75), and are insensitive to dialectal
variations in spite of the large number of the Arabic speech communities, and the vast
area the Arabic speaking world occupies geographically. Of the four myths, two may be
mentioned here. The first myth is the superior status Arabs attribute to Arabic. This can
be traced back to four factors: the perceived beauty of the language, its grammatical
symmetry and structure, its rich and large lexicon, and its religious status as the medium
of the Qur’an. Arabic is known to its speakers as being a rhetorical and poetic language,
invoking a mixture of emotions, especially when heard in the recitation of the Qur’an.

This status codifies the language and presents it as superior to its speakers (Ferguson,
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1959c; cf. Versteegh, 1996, 2004). Beauty is a trait of superiority and uniqueness in the
mind of the speakers, giving the language an elevated status, hence its high variety status.
Second, the perceived richness, vastness, and flexibility of the grammatical and structural
system of Arabic do not necessarily mean that the language accommodates new
words/terms of modern civilisation easily. The Arabic lexicon is wasi“ ‘spacious’ and the
Arabic language is rich, yet, the language in itself as a carrier and a medium is by no
means efficient. The large number of Arabic dialects in the present day Arabo-Islamic
world illustrates this, for the usage domains of CA are predictable, confined, and almost
motionless; i.e. there seem to be no attempts within the Arab world to expand the usage
of CA. The standardisation of the national dialect is instead the trend, as in, for instance,
Egypt and Lebanon, where in the audio-visual mass media (cf. Versteegh, 2004:109,183-
4) Egyptian Arabic and Lebanese Arabic are prevalent. If a country’s dialect was a
‘currency’, and that currency had the highest exchange rate (the highest rate being the
dialect considered by its speakers as the nearest to the Standard, hence, regarded as
superior and more beautiful than any other) against all other major currencies (dialects),
then there is no way the country with the highest exchange rate will accept any other
variety as being higher. This is the case in the Arabic speaking world, projecting no
promising future of CA in terms of usage domains, a passive and dormant one. Ferguson
(1959c:81-82) states that it is believed that “...it will take about ten...to fifty years” to
devise a unified, standardised, universal form of Arabic. Fifty years have passed to this
date and no sign of such a universal has emerged, a universal that can be very convincing,
productive, and powerful, extending to all areas of the lives of the Arabic speech

community, a universal that could perhaps put an end to the definition of diglossia in the
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Arab world as we know it, i.e. a universal that could be used in a kitchen talk and in a
high-profile officials’ meeting. Fifty more years will pass, it could be surmised, and this
‘universal dream’ will remain unapproachable. This position of the ‘saviour’ that purists
take to preserve CA (cf. Versteegh, 2004:177-83) would act as an obstacle to deliberate
efforts to make changes in the contemporary use of the classical language. It is in such
situations that the importance of the dialect, the mother tongue, emerges, acting as the
flexible medium of communication that adopts and adapts to the spinning wheel of
change. This functional distribution is the main drive behind the diglossic status of the

Arabic language.

When Prophet Mohammad (pbuh) brought the revelation as a message from God,
and announced the new religion of Islam, the message was in the form of a language only
a few had the sufficient linguistic knowledge to handle flawlessly. This language, as we
have seen above, is the prestigious language of poetry of pre-Islamic times. Thus far, two
scenarios are brought forward for the origin of the modern dialects of Arabic. First,
modern day dialects can be seen as direct descendants not from CA but from a shared
historical koine that has few traces to the period before Islam, and which continued to
exist and develop during and after Islam and the Islamic conquests. This koine was an
admixture and levelling amongst the various colloquial varieties known to exist alongside
Old Arabic (present day CA). In this scenario, CA remained virtually safe and sound by
means of explicit codification by grammarians. Second, on the other hand, there is a
scenario whereby modern day dialectal variation can be seen as a direct distortion and
corruption of CA in the tongues of those who were not able to speak it. CA was confined

to the poetic register of pre-Islamic times, but when Islam was revealed it expanded its
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domain and converts were drawn, via the Qur’an, to this prestigious register. In this
scenario, parallel to the spread of Islam, CA began to spread to new territories as the
language of the new religion and its Holy Book, the Qur’an. As such, a process of speech
accommodation began between the conqueror (the majority of whom were not proficient
in CA) and the conquered, which triggered grammarians to codify the language in an
attempt to defend it against impurities. CA (or Old Arabic) began to develop and
transform to what has been called Neo-Arabic. The modern dialects are seen as further
innovations and transformations of this new form of Arabic, Neo-Arabic.® In both
scenarios, CA the prestigious (by way of Old Arabic), and the koine (either by way of the
merger of different pre-Islamic colloquials, or as a transformation of CA into Neo-
Arabic) existed in a functional sociolinguistic relationship, which came to be known as

diglossia.

Diglossia was first put forward as describing specifically the linguistic situation in
the Arabic-speaking world by the French linguist and Arabist William Marcais in 1930.
The term diglossia (lit. two tongues) itself, however, was first coined and used by the
Greek scholar Jean Psychari in his 1888 publication My Journey (Athens: S. K. Vlastos)
to describe the complicated linguistic situation in Greece (cf. Cochran, 1997). In 1959,
Charles Ferguson published an article that would actuate a great deal of impressive
research into the Arabic language by different scholars. This article was titled

“Diglossia”, in which he defines it (1959a:336) as:

a relatively stable language situation in which, in addition to the primary dialects
of the language (which may include a standard or regional standards), there is a

b ct. Versteegh, 2004 for a full and detailed account of the development of CA, and the subsequent emergence of Neo-Arabic.
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very divergent, highly codified (often grammatically more complex) superposed
variety, the vehicle of a large and respected body of written literature, either of an
earlier period or in another speech community, which is learned largely by formal
education and is used for most written and formal spoken purposes but is not used
by any sector of the community for ordinary conversations.

Arabic diglossia seems to reach as far back as our knowledge of Arabic goes, Ferguson
(1959a:327) continues, and he postulates that three conditions develop to create a
diglossic speech community (1959a:338). First, he states that there must exist a language
that is closely related to the natural language of the community, and that holds a large
body of a literature that embodies the values of the community. Second, access to literacy
amongst members of the community is confined to a small elite group, and, third,

centuries must pass from the establishment of the first two conditions.

The Arabic language fits Ferguson’s three conditions, and as such its speakers and
the speech communities they form are characterised as diglossic.” The principle of
diglossia is the existence of functional compartmentalisation between the varieties of
Arabic involved in the speech community. These varieties are genetically related, and the
different registers each used for a specific domain of speech render different levels of
speech. Ferguson explicitly (and erroneously; see below) identifies two mutually
exclusive forms of Arabic, the Standard and the colloquial. The former is superimposed
and is referred to as ‘high’ or (H), while the latter is the ‘low” or (L). As noted above,

Classical Arabic (al-fusha) is considered the H variety in Arabic-speaking countries and

" There is a fine line between diglossia and bilingualism, the clear cut being functional distribution and the genetic relation between
the concerned varieties, all of which are characteristic of the former. Cf. below for a discussion on diglossia vs. bilingualism.
Following Ferguson (1959a), Fasold (1984:44) proposes the term ‘diglossic community’ (as opposed to the traditional mono-
lingual/bilingual/multi-lingual description) which is “a social unit which shares the same High and Low varieties. Each speech
community must not only share the same H, but the same L as well”.
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is learned not acquired, whereas the vernacular (al- ‘ammiyya/al-darija) is L and is
acquired naturally. H and L are both specialised and are unique to specific situations, i.e.
they each have their own functional distribution and their own role to play. Ferguson
(1959a:329) lists the situations in Table 2.1 and the varieties used in them. Formal
situations, as can be elicited from the table, are associated with H, whereas L is
associated with informal, day to day events; both cannot be used to perform the same
task. As a result, to him they are mutually exclusive: “the importance of using the high
variety in the right situation can hardly be overestimated. A [person] who uses H in a
purely conversational situation [will be] an object of ridicule” if the context was, for

instance, talking to a waitress in a restaurant.

Situation H L
Sermon in church or mosque X
Instruction to servants, waiters, workmen, clerks X
University lecture X
Speech in parliament, political speech X
Personal letter X
Conversation with family, friends, colleagues X

Table 2.1: List of Situations and the Language Variety Used in them

Ferguson (1959a) states that it is a characteristic of diglossia that, for example, a
student in a classroom reads out loud in H (Standard Arabic) from her/his exercise book,
and then discusses it with her/his teacher using L. This is an ill-based statement for two
reasons. First, as we shall see further below, to consider a mere dichotomy and mutual

exclusiveness between the two levels, rather than a continuum of speech, is linguistically

15



unrealistic and unattainable. Crystal and Davy (1969:63) argue that a “one-for-one
correlation” or correspondence between form and function, between level of speech and
speech environment, although seemingly convenient, is less meaningful than talking of
ranges of appropriateness and acceptability of various forms of language to given
situations, looking at the dichotomy as a rigid one that should instead be treated as a
gradual transition.  Second, basing conclusions on scripted rather than natural,
unprepared speech renders flawed statements regarding the language in question.
Correctly, however, Ferguson states that it is not uncommon for a member of the speech
community to say or hear something in L but write it in H, for L usually has no

established orthography.®

One of the major problems in understanding Ferguson’s notion of diglossia, as
Britto (1986) points out, is his unclear use of the term ‘variety’. In fact, Ferguson
(1959a:325, footnote 2) admits that “[t]he terms ‘language’, ‘dialect’, and ‘variety’ are
used here without precise definition...[and] occur sufficiently in accordance with
established usage to be unambiguous for the present purpose”. This vagueness has led to
misinterpretations of the concept of diglossia (cf. Rabie, 1991), thus extending its
application to those situations of different languages rather than reserving the term
exclusively to speech situations akin to Arabic. So, what situations exactly does the

concept diglossia refer to? When proposing the term, Ferguson attempted to extend it as

8 This shortage in the phonemic inventory of the Arabic language has led speakers all around the Arab world to develop a process of
Avrabisation by exploiting the English alphabet and Arabic numeral forms in all forms of informal writings, such as texting and e-
mailing; so that the number ‘7°, for example, represents (h), with the letter ‘g’ representing an allophone of the sound (j). This is
gaining wide popularity, particularly in the Kuwaiti context, where one can find such usages in, for instance, advertisements. An
example is that of a bank in Kuwait, where 7sabi ‘my (bank) account’ is used to promote and market a new saving account named as
such. Another company used taw9eel in its ads to promote its delivery services, where the number 9 replaces the alveolar emphatic
fricative /s/. While orthography involved in the lexeme could have been easily rendered in Arabic as J—= s, the preference seems to
flow towards the modernised, more appealing choice. Hence, Arabic orthography lacks few vital sounds, consonants and vowels, and
in times seen less modern, which makes it a weak candidate for written communication.
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to cover both the structural relationships and the functional distribution of the norms in a
speech community. Commenting on the exact functions and features of diglossia, the
precise nature of the term as Ferguson originally described and intended, Hudson-
Edwards (1984) calls for the delimiting of the definition of the term to speech situations
that correspond exactly to that of Arabic, and not to regard situations of different registers
and codes, or different languages within the same society as cases of diglossia. He
defines the following main points, generated by a recapture of Ferguson’s above
comprehensive definition of diglossia, as the fertile ground within which diglossia is

rooted (1984:8):

(1)
a) There is sharp functional complementarity between the codes in the
code matrix.

b) The elevated variety enjoys a greater measure of prestige than does
the vernacular variety.

c) The elevated variety has associated with it an extensive literary
tradition.

d) The vernacular variety is acquired through the normal process of
language acquisition while the elevated variety is acquired through
some kind of explicit formal educational process.

e) The elevated variety alone is standardized.

f) The functional relationship between the elevated and the vernacular
varieties is stable over the long term, often over a period of centuries.

g) The vernacular variety is grammatically simpler than the elevated
variety.

h) Despite sharing the bulk of their vocabularies in common, the
elevated and vernacular contain phonologically unrelated lexical
doublets for common, everyday items.
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i) The phonology of the elevated variety is more marked than the
phonology of the vernacular variety.

Hudson-Edwards (1984:8) states that based “...on the preceding [(1)a-i] characterization
of diglossia, it would seem beyond all controversy that Ferguson originally intended the
term to apply only to those situations where the two codes in question were varieties of

what was considered to be the same language”.

Conversely, Fishman (1972:73) states that diglossia “...was used in connection
with a society that recognized two (or more) languages for intrasocietal communication”.
He (1967) erroneously remarked that Ferguson’s diglossia involves languages rather than
varieties, and that Ferguson did not consider functional complementarities of the varieties
involved in diglossia, neither did he consider speech situations such as standard-with-
dialects. Not only did Ferguson distinguish diglossia from standard-with-dialects, but also
from a two-language situation by pointing out that “in the more usual standard-with-
dialect situation the standard is often similar to the variety of a certain region or social
group...which is used in ordinary conversation more or less naturally by members of the
group and as a superposed variety by others” (1959a:337). He further distinguished
between the two by maintaining that any attempt to speak H in a situation demanding L
would be considered ‘pedantic’ and the user of L would be a subject of ridicule: “[a]s
characterized here, diglossia differs from the more widespread standard-with-dialects in
that no segment of the speech community in diglossia regularly uses H as a medium of
ordinary conversation, and any attempt to do so is felt to be either pedantic and artificial
or...disloyal to the community” (1959a:336-7). Rabie (1991:23) mentioned that in the
case of a diglossic speech community “every member...who uses ‘H’ should use it in

addition to ‘L’ with special condition that ‘H’ not to be used in ordinary conversation”.
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Also, functional complementarity, as Ferguson understands it, is a key factor in
distinguishing diglossia from two-language situations, such as in Canada where either
French or English can be used in ordinary conversations, because “in a diglossic
community, there are no native speakers of ‘H’ and...because ‘H’ never serves all
functions for any portion of the speech community” (Rabie, 1991:23). While Fishman
considers Ferguson’s definition as dealing with languages (e.g. German and Swiss in
Switzerland) but not with varieties within the same language, Penalosa (1980) takes an
unsupported stand that it includes both; i.e. it considers different languages, in addition to
varieties of the same language. Penalosa (1980:41-42) declares that “Ferguson (1959a)
coined the term diglossia to refer to situations in which either two varieties of the same
language or two different languages [emphasis mine] are extensively used in society”.
This claim would seem to be spurious as seen from the above descriptions of Ferguson’s
diglossia. In 1996, Ferguson himself commented on the major weaknesses of his original
1959 article “Diglossia”, in an attempt to clarify major misunderstandings and confusions
that were exhibited by his article. He starts by pointing out his original intentions, in the
1959 article. “What was I trying to do?”, he asks; and answers: “I wanted to characterize
a particular kind of language situation, taking a clear case that was relatively easy and
uncontroversial to characterize...I hoped other people would write articles on other clear
cases in order to develop a fairly elaborate taxonomy of language situations” (1996:50).
He further proceeds by explaining that what he intended to discuss was in fact diglossia
and not any other speech situation by expressing that he “...could have chosen as [his]
‘clear case’ the creole continuum, or the standard-with-dialects, or any of a number of

other recognizable, widely instantiated types of language situation”, such as bilingualism
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(1996:52). Talking about the term ‘superposed H’, he refers to it as not being the
language or variety used by its speakers to carry out everyday conversations. On the
contrary, it is used in formal speech situations (which, according to him, could be a
sermon in the mosque, or a sports announcer commenting on a football game), and it is
the variety used for written purposes (as far as Arabic is concerned at least). The key
factor that presents diglossia with its uniqueness, and separates it from other speech
situations, as mentioned earlier, is that “...the ordinary formal language of the
community is one that no one speaks without special effort and no one uses in ordinary
conversation: it is acquisitionally and functionally superposed to the primary variety of
the language” (1996:52). It is crucial at this point to distinguish between diglossia and
bilingualism, and define what constitutes the ‘code’ in the code-switching that takes place

in both phenomena.

The term ‘code-switching’ in now commonly used to refer to cases of diglossia,
which | believe to be an erroneous practice. Diglossia, being a description of a language
and not a speaker in a speech community, is related to the variation within the same
language in which level/register alternation is witnessed. Code-switching, on the other
hand, was originally (and still today) descriptive of cases whereby two or more different
languages are involved in the switch, i.e. describing cases of bilingualism, not diglossia,
where bilingualism is related to a speaker’s proficiency and competence in two or more
languages; the common dynamic shared is the functional use of language embedded
within the terms. This fine division of meaning is not a problem per se, but “...does
complicate matters when...dealing with North African dialects [of Arabic] where one is

faced with both register and language switching [e.g. Tunisian, Moroccan, or Algerian in
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which Arabic and French are found]” (D. Newman, Pers. Comm.). Hence, a situation
such as that in Tunisia, where CA-MSA (Modern Standard Arabic)/French/Tunisian
Arabic represent the linguistic situation, bilingualism, code-switching, and diglossia are
all possible characteristics of the speech situation in which speakers are involved. As
Owens (2000:458) puts it: “Whereas in the Middle East SA [Standard Arabic] is the
undisputed high variety, in North Africa it is only in post-independence times that SA
began achieving parity with French as the language of education and official business
[after the former had been politically voted as the national standard]”, hence, resulting in
the state of conflict described above. Fishman (1967) modifies the definition not only of
diglossia, but that of bilingualism as well. For him, diglossia can be used to refer to
different varieties, whether they are related or not. It is restricted to a description of the
language/variety/dialect/register in the direct speech community, and to how social
functionality is divided. Bilingualism, on the other hand, is reserved for the speakers’
competence and performance in the different varieties, and it is no longer limited to
different languages, but can also denote a person’s knowledge of a standard and

genetically-related dialect, i.e. bilingualism entails bi-dialecticism.

Fishman recognises a four-way relationship amongst the two notions (see Fig.
2.1). Diglossia, according to him (1967:29) is “...used in connection with a society that
used two (or more) languages for internal (intra-society) communication”. Fishman then
comments on the functional distribution in diglossic situations by stating that “[t]he use
of several separate codes within a single society...[is] dependent on each code’s serving
functions distinct from those considered appropriate for the other” (1967:29). He stresses

the fact that where one set of behaviours, values, and attitudes are operational in a given
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situation, these will be conducted in a certain variety/level of the language or perhaps
another language, while other sets will be expressed in other varieties/levels/languages.

Therefore, diglossia is not restricted to a monolingual community with one language with

DIGLOSSIA

BILINGUALISM +

1. Both diglossia and | 2. Bilingualism

bilingualism without diglossia

3. Diglossia without 4. Neither diglossia

bilingualism nor bilingualism

Fig. 2.1: The Relationship between Bilingualism and Diglossia

different codes, one considered superior to the other (cf. Ferguson, 1959a), rather its
application is extended to include those linguistic communities with more than one
language in operation, and which “...employ separate dialects, registers or functionally
differentiated language varieties of whatever kind” (Fishman, 1967:30). The first
quadrant of the figure above is well illustrated by the frequently cited example of
German-speaking Swiss (cf. Ferguson, 1959a; Fishman, 1967; Weinreich, 1953) where
the entire population are in constant switch between High German (Ferguson’s H) and
Swiss German (Ferguson’s L), each variety having its own set of established functions.

The compartmentalisation of roles and the access to these roles are key factors affecting
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the speech status of a community. The ‘role repertoire’, i.e. the roles and functions
associated with each level of speech, of the speech community, should equate with its
‘linguistic repertoire’. Diglossia and bilingualism are said to exist when speakers engage
in a range of (designated) roles access to which is facilitated and motivated by the various

institutions of the community.

Quadrant three, diglossia without bilingualism, represents cases by which a
speech community (usually two or more) is (are) characterised by unpenetratable group
boundaries, where access to the community is restricted and prohibited to outsiders.
Fishman exemplifies this with an example of pre-WW!I where European elites never
spoke the language of the countrymen, and vice versa. Effective communication and full
comprehension was carried out through translators and interpreters, creating a non-
bilingual diglossic situation. Diglossia in this sense is achieved as there is a need for role
specialisation within the two separate speech communities, hence, bilingualism is not

likely to spread due to the almost isolated lives the elite and countrymen lead.

The second quadrant represents communities where bilingualism, a
“...characterization of individual linguistic behaviour”, is attained in the absence of
diglossia, “a characterization of linguistic organization at the socio-cultural level”
(Fishman, 1967:34). This usually happens when conflict, due to industrialisation and
development, for example, arises whereby two (or more) speech communities from
different regions disagree as to what language is to be treated as superior, as H, i.e. what
language is to be used in education, government, preaching etc. This is led by the loss of
an established set of values, linguistic behaviours and attitudes, and role

compartmentalisation resulting in the absence of a clear distribution of functions amongst
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the various languages in interaction. Ultimately, this drives the community into an
unstable linguistic situation. This can be exemplified by the situation in Morocco where
during its occupation by the French, and into post-independence, there was a long debate
as to what should constitute the formal language of Morocco: French or CA? The country

finally settled, as noted above, on the latter.

The last and final quadrant demonstrates an ‘empty’ box, so to speak, as it reports
neither diglossia, nor bilingualism. In such communities, self-sufficiency is obtained with
no need to get in contact with other speech communities. Fishman (1967:37) successfully
postulates that such a speech community will eventually embark on bilingualism due to
factors of internal diversification and repertoire diversification, such as exogamy,
warfare, expansion of population, industrialisation and economic growth. The societal

normification of this diversification is the hallmark of diglossia.

The L variety differs drastically on all linguistic levels from the H variety.? At the
lexical level, for example, a striking feature of diglossia is the existence of many paired
items, one H and one L where both are used to refer to the same item, and the appearance
of either in an uttered or written sequence will mark that sequence as H or L (cf.
Ferguson, 1959a; Kaye and Rosenhouse, 2006:267; Lipinski, 2001:577). The following
examples give a word in Standard Arabic and its counterpart in one of the dialects of

Avrabic, namely KA:*

° With respect to Arabic, Owens (2000:449) stresses the ‘mechanical compatibility’ between H and L: “[t]he basic phonological and

morphological structure of SA [H] and NA [L] are very similar”. SA=Standard (Classical) Arabic, while NA=Native (colloquial)
Arabic.

10 Kuwaiti Arabic is one of the hundreds of colloquial varieties of Classical Arabic. It will shape the core of the discussion and
analysis to come.
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Standard Arabic KA Gloss

nafioa diriisha window
mazrah dosag mattress
ra’a shaf he saw
yaftah ibarril he opens
kayfa shlon how?

Table 2.2: Examples of Lexical Items in the Standard vs. the Dialect

Given that both the levels are genetically related, the vocabulary of L is based largely on
H. Yet, the lexical repertoire of the former is more flexible than the latter’s in accepting

new lexical items.*!

This fine division of function between H and L leads to the question of the
availability of an intermediary variety that would accommodate ‘Language’ as an ever
changing, dynamic, linguistic phenomenon. The transition from one level to another is
not abrupt as is sensed by Ferguson’s (1959a) original description of diglossia. Rather,
the transformation is gradual, and what one observes is a gradient use and a back-and-
forth movement along a continuum of speech levels. Britto (1986:17) states that Ferguson
disregards any division of function, such as ‘formal’, ‘semi-formal’, ‘informal’; ‘oral-
formal’, ‘oral-informal’, ‘written-formal’, ‘written-informal’, apart from his two-way
division. Britto hypothesises a situation in which diglossia takes four faces, A, B, C, and

D, all being different on the levels of phonology, vocabulary/lexicon, and grammar. He

1 The rigidity of Classical Arabic in accepting new terminology related to our modern life has been seriously fought for, and led to
the establishment of linguistic authorities, such as the Academy of Arabic Language (ALA) in Egypt, to prevent Classical Arabic from
accepting any foreign borrowings. Instead, they provide equivalents or coin new words to match any newly-emerged concept of
modern civilisation.

25



points out that in such a case, Ferguson would count two varieties only and not four.
Observing the various levels and gradients of spoken Arabic, Owens (2000:425) points

13

out that any close scrutiny of the spoken form of Arabic “...quickly reveals that in
practice native speakers of Arabic who had access to both the standard language and the
dialect [to which he designates the term native Arabic (NA)] in any given stretch of
speech rarely used purely one or the other variant”. Ferguson does acknowledge only two
forms of Arabic, H and L, each having its own linguistic properties and set of specified
functions, and where one is used, the other is not, however, he also recognises (albeit
marginally) minimal functional overlapping between the two, eventuating in intermediate
forms of the language “al-luga al-wusta” to resolve the “tensions which arise in the
diglossia situation” (1959a:332). He defines it as “...a kind of spoken Arabic much used
in certain semi-formal or cross-dialectal situations [which] has a highly classical
vocabulary with few or no inflection endings, with certain features of classical syntax,
but with a fundamentally colloquial base in morphology and syntax, and a generous
admixture of colloquial vocabulary” (1959a:332). Tension arises, according to Ferguson,
due to the lack of linguistic capability in native speakers to utilise H in carrying out a full
conversation or expressing themselves clearly and correctly. The H, codified form is
learned, and being as such, i.e. learned but not natively acquired, renders it not well
mastered by its speakers, resulting in a feeling of linguistic-insecurity when using it as a

communicative medium.

The question is, then, what constitutes a middle variety (or varieties), and what
should it be called? El-Hassan (1978:113), for example, who defines language as a “fuzzy

[emphasis mine] phenomenon which defies rigidity” stresses that not to recognise what
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he identifies as Educated Spoken Arabic (ESA) (cf. El-Hassan, 1979; Meiseles, 1980;
Mitchell, 1986; Sallam, 1980) as a separate mid-level between H and L leads to an
ineffective and insufficient description of the reality of the Arabic language. Owens
(2000:427) defines ESA as a stylistically-controlled variety spoken almost exclusively by
“...educated Arabs consisting of elements from both SA [CA] and the dialect, and
possessing hybrid forms unique to the ESA level”. El-Hassan also accused Ferguson’s
conclusions presented in his “Diglossia” article of being weak and that they “...cannot be
validated by empirical language data”. The true question is whether what Ferguson
presented is not yet validated by data, or simply cannot be validated. Thus, whereas for
Ferguson a sermon in the mosque is carried out in H, for EI-Hassan it is in either ESA, or
(though not often I think) in pure colloquial. Giving Ferguson the benefit of the doubt is
to presume that what he intended to mean was a read-aloud sermon with the Imam
reading from a prepared, fully declined speech, which is the only sense in which H can be
rendered. El-Hassan rules out such a possibility by stating that “more and more preachers
are now avoiding writing out their /xuTbah/ in full, thus allowing for style shifting”
(1978:131, footnote 9). This is a twofold statement in the Kuwaiti context for religious
sermons can be produced on two levels (cf. Fig. 5.3; Section 6.1). First, as far as scripted
speech is concerned, it can be seen as not applying to Kuwaiti preachers as they do read
from prepared drafts, producing what is known as Modern Standard Arabic (MSA; cf.
below), and not ESA. On the other hand, prepared speech may be accompanied by
occasional drifting from the notes when wanting to stress something by using colloquial

phrases and words, or citing examples in the colloquial, hence RKMA,* which can

12 Religious Kuwaiti Modern Arabic, a middle level along the continuum of Kuwaiti Arabic that will be dealt with in Ch. 5.
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further be either memorised or improvised (cf. Table 6.6; Section 6.2; Section 5.4.2.1,;
Fig. 5.3). These differences amongst scholars in the area of functional distribution of
speech varieties and levels all assume as a base a one-to-one correspondence between a
certain level/variety and a function, but Crystal and Davy (1969:63) made it clear some
forty years ago that it would be a mistake to analyse language in such a way and that it is
“...more meaningful to talk of ranges of appropriateness and acceptability of various
uses of language to given situations” (cf. Section 6.2). Bishai (1966) calls this mid-
variety Modern Inter-Arabic (MIA), which is to be equated with MSA rather than ESA. It
is important here to establish what constitutes the high-end of the speech continuum for a
certain speech community. In the Kuwaiti context, for instance, this study will take a
stand that MSA is the highest form, while CA is set aside for the recitation of the Qur’an,
not playing a vital role in the linguistic situation in Kuwait (cf. below Section 2.1, Fig.
5.3). Hence, for Bishai MIA is a mid-variety because he considers CA as the top of the
continuum and the colloquial as the bottom end. Yet, in the Kuwaiti context MIA would
occupy the top position because MIA is equated with MSA (cf. Bishai, 1966:3). What is

MSA, then?

MSA, one can assume, is a linguistic phenomenon that arose from the need for an
identity-defining language, in addition, of course, from the need for mutually intelligible
communication. What makes it somewhat similar throughout the Arab world is,
presumably, the common factor that the vast majority of speakers share, namely Islam
(this by no means entail, as noted above, that any non-Muslim Arabs are ruled out as
speakers of Arabic, of MSA) and the language of the Qur’an, Classical Arabic, to which

the speakers of Arabic are tied in culture and heritage. MSA is a continuator of CA,
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surely, but what makes it more prevalent and independent is the intricate nature of the
latter. MSA is the ‘distortion’ of CA, the language of the Qur’an, whose construction
resulted from the need for an accommodating language to catch-up with the constantly-
developing life. MSA is nothing but a grammatically simplified version of CA.
Parkinson (1993, 1996) and Parkinson and Ibrahim (1999) are three quite similar studies,
presenting a close investigation of MSA, lexically and grammatically. When looking at

MSA, Parkinson (1993:48) points out three key factors:

1) MSA should be looked at as a prescriptive system inherited from CA.

2) MSA is part of a communicative continuum.

3) MSA is imperfectly known to its speakers, and associated with linguistic
insecurity. Yet, it is highly respected and revered.

Knowing all about MSA is not enough, according to Parkinson. To memorise all main
grammar rules of prescriptive MSA and all relevant list of words would help one use the
language alright, but when this someone starts to perform in the language, he or she will
come to realise how different and difficult it is to perform than to memorise. Although
MSA is of a high status in diglossic situations, Parkinson found that without at least a
high-school level education, speakers cannot perform grammatically well in it when they
choose to. High-school education was an important factor for two thirds of his 170
informants in gaining i ‘7ab ‘inflection’ knowledge in MSA. Regarding MSA as
prestigious does not necessarily mean that its speakers can ‘speak’ it. Parkinson and
Ibrahim (1999:202) conclude: “languages [and varieties] drift, move, change, [and]
evolve. They also show surprising, even shocking, consistency, [with]...forces holding

them back, and other forces propelling them forward”.
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Kaye (1970, 1972b) argues that an H and L division of function is impressionistic,
and a deterministic model should be adopted in describing the Arabic language situation,
a model that emphasizes the natural dichotomy in the systems rather than emphasizing a
prescribed one. Kaye also substitutes MSA for Ferguson’s H (CA), and retains the
colloquial status as L. According to him (1972b:32-48), L is a “well-defined” system
since it is acquired naturally and natively by its speakers, whereas H is an “ill-defined”

.13 This classification

system for it is learned, rather than naturally acquired, in schoo
attributes the ill-/well-defined system dichotomy to Kaye’s MSA and colloquial,
respectively. Further, falling short of efficiently describing and/or defining notions such
as idiolect, style, and variety when analysing colloquial Arabic, Kaye (1970:36) admits
that it is “difficult ...to set up linguistic categories of differentiation (a componential
analysis) [for them]”; nonetheless, he strongly maintains the well-defined status of the
colloquial. Ill-defined sentences, for example, are not equal to ungrammatical ones, but
rather are inconsistencies and irregularities within the system, rendering MSA unstable
for him. Diglossia in the Arab world is an interaction between MSA and Colloquial, ill-
defined vs. well-defined, respectively. This opposition between an unstable system and a
stable one, according to Kaye, would ultimately lead to an unstable outcome. El-Hassan
(1978:116) opposes such classification by refusing the deterministic approach Kaye takes
in treating the Arabic language for it does not tally with the realities of the language. In

his study, Kaye (1970) speaks of Cairene as if it is a static language spoken invariably by

everyone whatever the situation was - a proposition that can easily be refuted by the

B et Alrabaa, (1986) who examines diglossia pedagogically in the classroom. “The imposition by the society of a usage which, by

nature, is delimited in scope, and more reflective of historical fiction than contemporary linguistic reality can have an inhibiting
influence on the learner” (78), pointing out a very important detail of the current status of the standard, for many, specially the
‘purists’, would consider it to be static rather than dynamic, hence, rendering it inefficient and undeveloped. Consequently, this would
lead speakers to “...feel insecure in the domains for the free expression in which this alien form is the one to use” (78).
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simple fact of the parallel relationship between the progression and development of life
and language. El-Hassan points out that “...one searches in vain for a miraculously
homogeneous and well-defined Cairene [i.e. a colloquial variety] that is spoken in an
INVARIABLE way by [the whole speech community] (1978:117). Further, in opposing the
‘ill-defined’ tagging of MSA by Kaye, he maintains that variability in certain aspects in a
given language or variety does not give anyone the right to define or identify it as being
as such. Variability in, for example, phonology, grammar, and lexicon is clearly
witnessed in English, between American English and British English in particular, yet no

one has brought forward the idea of English being an ill-defined system.

Walters (1996) examined the diglossic situation in Arabic as a case of language
contact, leading to linguistic variation and language change. Diglossia, Walters
(1996:160) says, “has...never been lost, misplaced, or hidden” accentuating the constant
and prolonged contact between the Standard and its different varieties that has
characterised the Arabic language for centuries. He encourages the study of diglossia in a
‘Fergusonian’ spirit, limiting it to cases characteristic of the Arabic language, hence
opposing Fishman’s extension of the term. Walters refers to the linguistic situation in
Tunisia and how diglossia has come to be a problem of some sort, particularly in the field
of education. After its independence, Tunisia and Tunisian Arabic faced a threat of
linguistic instability when the country had to choose the language to be used in all
domains. The Arabic-French-Tunisian conflict was a problematic issue on the state level
for years, until the state declared CA/MSA as the national language and thus it became
the language of education and government. Walter states that this resulted in ‘Elevated

Tunisian Arabic’, for students had been in contact with teachers coming from different
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parts of Tunisia with different educational and cultural backgrounds; hence, they had
been in contact with the different ways and styles Tunisians were trying to speak MSA,
gaining knowledge of all varieties and languages available. Further, he stresses three
factors that define the path of the future of diglossia. First, the demographic shifting and
development of the community must be taken into consideration, for as time passes, the
necessity for quality education evolves, and, thus, access to the high variety of the
language stretches to all socio-demographic cohorts of the speech community, leading to
the critical question of whether the time comes when “...an intermediate variety based on
the grammar of the dialect but with a large admixture of CA/MSA vocabulary could

become the norm” (Walters, 1996:167) (cf. Boussofara-Omar, (2003:45)).

The second factor that affects the development of diglossia is the role of religion
in the maintenance of the language and/or its varieties. For Arabic, the issue of religion is
extremely sensitive; CA is the language of the Qur’an, and as such it serves as a
distinctive and venerated symbol. The language of the Qur’an is seen as the language of
God Himself, making it, using Walters’ terms, eternal and immutable. Hence, the prestige
of CA and its status in the diglossic situation of the Arab (Muslim) world'* is very
unlikely to ever fade away, even though its use, orally and orthographically, is limited to
specific domains. The third factor is the issue of a written standard. The attachment of the
speakers to CA/MSA, even as non-native speakers of the language/variety, is strongly
established, which stands in the way of a new variety replacing the standard or competing
with it in a functional-allocation relationship (Walters, 1996:169). If this scenario ever

arises, which is a far-fetched possibility given the status of CA in particular, this new

4 For non-Muslims, the speech situation is poles apart as they do not possess the spiritual and emotional connection which Muslims
do with the Arabic language by means of the Qur’an.
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‘guest variety’ will not pass as an easy competitor to CA/MSA, i.e. it will strongly
compete for its existence and establishment of status, for it will be, linguistically
speaking, closer and more intimate to its speakers than CA, or even its modernised
version, MSA. Walters further touches upon a very interesting point, where speakers shift
between varieties depending on whether they are engaged in free conversation
(conversing in almost pure dialect), or whether it is a read-aloud task (approximating
CA/MSA as close as possible). Furthermore, Walters draws a distinction between
“diglossic variables” (Haeri, 1991) and “linguistic variables” (Labov, 1972). Haeri
(1991:147, cited in Walters 1996:184) defines diglossic variables as “linguistic
phenomena which are the specific consequences of a diglossic setting”. In other words,
they are variables that are not conditioned by any specific environment, whether
phonological or morphological, contrary to linguistic variables where a conditioning
(linguistic) environment has to be identified for it in order to separate it from others.
Diglossic variables manifest themselves in three main areas with great variability. First,
there is the elevated variety of the dialect, Elevated Tunisian Arabic, for instance,
mentioned above. Second, is when speaking CA/MSA extemporaneously (cf. Meiseles,
1980); and, third, in cross-dialectal conversations where the kind of Arabic witnessed is
an elevated one (cf. Mitchell, 1986). This third domain is of the most interest in the
Arabic-speaking world, for when speakers of Arabic from different regions meet, they
usually either converse in not an elevated form, but a hybrid one, or they will
accommodate themselves to the dialect of the participant with the most ‘linguistic
power’, most influence, and/or with the most prestigious status as perceived by the

participants of the conversation. A few decades ago, that dialect would have been the
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Cairene Arabic of Cairo, Egypt. This is chiefly because it is the most widely used and
understood variety throughout the Arab world for it is used in all sorts of media, from
radio to television, movies and plays. Egyptian music, too, plays a huge role and controls
the field. In clarifying this point, Mitchell (1962:12, cited in Abu-Melhim 1991:236)

maintains that:

Egyptian films are seen and the Egyptian radio heard in every Arab country and
Egyptians teach in schools from Kuwait to Libya; it is hardly surprising,
therefore, that the Egyptian colloguial is much better known that any other. In
addition, it has advanced further than other colloquials along the road to linguistic
independence, for there exists a clearly recognizable norm to which educated
Egyptian usage conforms.

However, the preponderance of the Egyptian variety is no longer such a reality as it was
when people like, for example, Mitchell (1962), or Abu-Melhim (1991) did their studies
(D. Newman, Pers. Comm.). This is mainly due to the spread of technology,*® such as the
internet and satellite television, affecting the diglossic speech situation throughout the
Arab world. This has upgraded all dialects, many more of which have become
comprehensible to an ever widening group of viewers, listeners (and readers?). Mitchell
(1986:9) correctly writes: “Neither CA nor MSA is, in fact, a spoken language, a mother
tongue, yet — and this is surely a fact of the higher significance — educated Arabs
converse with apparent ease on an infinite number of topics and for an infinite variety of

purposes without sounding in the process like books or newspapers”. This further

15 Different technologies affect our language in different ways. Texting and e-mails, for instance, have a great impact on the way

language is written (and eventually spoken). Television shows, soap-operas, and advertisements are other examples of how a
community’s language is influenced. The dramatic and artistic repertoire of Kuwait, for example, is very well established and is rich;
this has rendered the dialect of Kuwait well preserved and maintained. Moreover, this repertoire is widespread throughout the Gulf
and other Arab countries such as Egypt. These factors combined made the speakers of KA immune so to speak to any influence of any
of the (major) dialects of Arabic. Had KA not enjoyed such a rigid status, it would have certainly been affected by, for instance,
Cairene Arabic of Egypt.

34



supports the existence of intermediary varieties between H and L forming a gradient of
levels from which speakers choose back and forth an admixture to satisfy their diglossic,

linguistic need.

One of the major contributions to the field of Arabic sociolinguistics (and the only
to be written fully in Arabic) is Badawi’s (1973) extensive study on Cairene Arabic. It is
considered a seminal study of diglossia in the Arab world. He describes the diglossic
situation in Egypt, and sketching the larger image of how diglossia can be characterised
in different speech communities. In characterising the speech situation in the Arabic-
speaking nations, Badawi identifies five discrete levels along a continuum of speech. He
classifies the five levels based on the education of speakers. The levels co-exist and each
has its own linguistic properties, its own phonological, morphological, and syntactical
characteristics. However, what might apply to one speech/linguistic community does not
necessarily have to apply to another. Badaw1’s characterisation of the diglossic situation
in Egypt is particular to Egypt only. Perhaps some similar cases do exist with some or no
dissimilarities, but this should by no means imply that this characterisation is uniform,
i.e. it is not the case that each diglossic speech community in the Arabic-speaking world
should have five speech levels and that each level is situated in correspondence with the
level and type of education of its speakers. In Kuwait, as we shall see, apart from possible
inconsistencies in lexicon and choice of words, and idiolectal variations, a high-school
drop-out and a PhD holder might almost speak identically phonologically,
morphologically, and syntactically. Unlike Egypt and many other Arabic-speaking
countries where illiteracy is widely spread, in Kuwait the case is poles apart. Hence, such

a situation arising in Kuwait where educational background, as a sociolinguistic variable,
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is dormant when it comes down to correlating it with a person’s speech may be traced
back to this fact, i.e. the education system in Kuwait, as dictated by the Constitution, is
available all the way to the end of secondary school at no costs to all Kuwaitis. The
Constitution also obliges all parents to put their children through infant school, after
which education is not obligatory, but free. As a result, speakers of KA can hardly be
differentiated linguistically based on education for the majority of the linguistic input

they receive is that of literates.

Badaw1 (1973:52,96) maintains that a discrete linguistic level is a set of unique
linguistic properties associated with a specific set of linguistic and social (sociolinguistic)
functions. The access to and/or the acquisition of a particular linguistic level is
determined by the quality of education of the discourse participants, by the social
background of the speaker and the social context of the conversation. The addressee and
the topic being discussed are key factors, too, in determining the movement from one
level to another. Badawt further stresses the conditions necessary for speakers to acquire
and use a certain level with the possibility of speakers being able to produce more than
one level, moving upwards and downwards on the five-level continuum during her/his
speech. All five levels are interrelated, and overlapping is always a choice: “’innaha fi
ittisal wa tafa ‘ul da’imayn fi ma baynahuma...[waj la ta s mun ‘azila ba ‘daha ‘an ba'd
dakhil hudid mugfala™ ‘The five levels are in constant contact and they do overlap, rather
than being discrete, independent levels’ (Badawi, 1973:92), contrary to Ferguson, who
sees only two disconnected varieties with extremely minimal interaction or overlapping.

The following are the five discrete levels of Badawi’s taxonomy (1973:89-92):
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1) fusha at-tura@. ‘The standard of heritage (Classical Arabic)’, which
corresponds to Ferguson’s H, and is not affected by any
progression of civilisation, i.e. ‘pure’. As the approach taken
in this study, Badawi limits this level to Qur anic recitation.

2) fusha al- ‘asr: ‘Modern Standard Arabic’, the modern literary language which
is basically a written form but is sometimes read aloud. It has
no immediate correspondence in Ferguson’s analysis. Used in
the media and political commentary.

3) ‘ammiyyat al-muBaqqafin: ‘The colloquial of the intellectuals (Educated
Colloquial)’, the everyday formal spoken language of
educated people in dealing with serious matters such as
politics, science, arts, and social conflicts, with its main
difference with Level 2 being the absence of any form of
‘linguistic censorship’ on it. Corresponds to Ferguson’s
regional standard which is part of L. Badawi (1973:90)
comments on the popularity and prevalentness of this mid-
level: “the lexicon, various expressions, and flexibility of
Educated Colloquial renders it the vessel of modern, civilised
Egypt, and the tongue of modern science”.

4) ‘ammiyyat al-mutanawwirin: ‘The colloquial of the enlighten (Literate
Colloquial)’, the everyday informal spoken language of
educated people, and part of Ferguson’s L, used in situations
such as story/news telling, buying, selling, family and friend
conversations, discussing food, fashion etc.

5) ‘ammiyyat al-ummiyyin: ‘Illiterate Colloquial’, the everyday language of the
illiterate and part of Ferguson’s L. This has no place in the
media, but can be found in comedy plays and theatre, as it is
considered to be “lugat awlad il-balad” ‘lit. The language of
the children (people) of the country’ (Badawi, 1973:91).

As seen in the classification above, Badaw1 identifies five discrete levels. However, for
Ferguson this would only be considered as a dichotomy rather than a polytomy, i.e. a
two-way division rather than a multiple-way division. Levels two to five are, according to

him, parts of L, sublevels rather than independent, discrete levels. The transformations of
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fusha characteristics into ‘ammiyya characteristics would take place gradually, and the
movement from level one to level five could thus be described as a gradual decrease in
the frequency of fusha features, and/or as a gradual increase of the ‘@ammiyya features. An
example of this would be that of word order in all five levels mentioned above. In Egypt,
SVO and VSO word orders both exist in all levels, but SVO reaches its highest frequency
in level five and its lowest in level one. VSO displays the exact reverse pattern, i.e.
showing high frequency rates in level one, but very low frequency rates in level five.
Hence, Figure 2.2, based on BadawT’s (1973:104), which shows the gradual decrease in

Classical (level one) features as we move leftwards towards level five (llliterate

Colloquial).

In line with Badaw1’s choice of phonological variables which he chose as a basis
for level characterisation in Egypt, Daher (1999) examines two similar phonological
variables in Damascene Arabic. These are interdental voiceless and voiced fricatives, /6/
and /d/, which are the standard forms. These are realised as the /t/-/d/ alveo-dental

plosives or the alveolar fricatives /s/-/z/, respectively. The standard forms are rarely used

100 Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4
Level 5

M Level of Classical Arabic
Features in Spontaneous
Speech Production

Level of Classical Features
llliterate
Colloquial
Literate
Colloquial
Educated

Colloquial

Level of Speech

Modern Standard
Arabic
Classical Arabic

Fig. 2.2: The Causal Relationship between Level of Speech and Number of Classical Features
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and are restricted in usage domains, for they are learned formally through education and
not acquired naturally (or natively). They are perceived as exceedingly formal to a point
that speakers will not feel comfortable using them. Daher draws a distinction between

“binary” and “tertiary” variables as shown in the following table (1999:164):

Variable Variants Examples of lexical triplets/doublets
SA DA
Ternary
10/ [0] [s], [t] Oalj~salj~talj 'snow'
[0/ [0] [z], [d] hada~haza~hada 'this (msg)'
Binary
/0/: [0] [s] Oanawi~sanawi 'secondary’
[0/ [0] [z] Pida~2iza/?iza 'if'

Table 2.3: Phonetic Distribution of (0) and (0) in Standard Arabic (SA) and Damascene Arabic (DA)

The form mostly used by the speakers of the higher social class is usually the form to
which prestige is attached. It is the social group that provides the certain language
variety, dialect, accent etc. with its respective status (Trudgill, 1984; Coates, 1993).
Daher postulates that the use of [s] / [z] and [8] / [8] in both binary and tertiary variables
is an exceptions given that the use of [t] and [d] is the norm. Under the ternary variables,
the interdental fricatives /0/ and /d/ were originally realised in Damascene Arabic as [t]
and [d], respectively. However, Daher argues that “comparatively recent, less than
entirely successful attempts, by newly-educated speakers to produce the Standard [0] and
[0] resulted in the production of [s] and [z] instead” (1999:164), rendering a ternary use
of the variables. Thus, the variants [s] and [z] of the ternary variables gained prestige by
virtue of Standard approximation - [t] and [d] are the dialectal variants. As for the binary
sound change, that is considered more recent than the ternary. In here, [s] and [z] are

seen as the dialectal variants, and have been found to enjoy no analogous prestige by
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association with their ternary counterparts (Daher, 1999:167; cf. Badawi, 1973:157-58;
Holes, 1995b:58). The [s] and [z] variants in both ternary and binary occur in recent
technical borrowings and in words that are not as commonly used as those with ternary

variation.

Daher concludes with the findings that any use by the informants of the
exceptional/elevated/standard (and prestigious) variants, i.e. [0] and [3], are men. Also,
the choice of these variants correlates not only with high level education, but also with
the informants’ professions. It is the informants with professions with close contact with
written Arabic who make use of the standard variants. Overall, the dialectal variants

[t]/[d] (for ternary, and [s]/[z] (for binary) were the norm.

Mirroring Badaw1’s Arabic continuum is Hary (1996), who regards the term
‘diglossia’ no longer fit to describe the Arabic speech situation for it entails a mere
dichotomy. He favours the term ‘multiglossia’ (cf. Joseph Dichy’s 1994 ‘Pluriglossia’;
other terms include triglossia, quadraglossia, and polyglossia) in describing the linguistic
situation in the Arab world for it is one of a continuum rather than discrete levels
independent of each other. A continuum is needed since a clear-cut line between the
standard and the colloquial is rather tricky and complicated to draw. This continuum will
have the standard at one end (Variety A), and the colloquial at the other (Variety C). The

following figure (Hary, 1996:72) illustrates this:
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Variety A Variety C
(Standard Arabic) (Colloquial Arabic)

Fig. 2.3: The Arabic Continuum

Hary emphasises the point that there is no such thing as ‘pure’ speech (cf. Owens, 2006
amongst others), whether colloquial or standard. Each will have traces of the other;
hence, the two opposite poles seen above are idealisations of the speech situation. On the
far left, Standard Arabic is the ‘acrolect’ end of the continuum, whereas Colloquial
Arabic at the far right is the ‘basilect’ end. Between the two ends of the continuum one
finds the ‘mesolect’. This constitutes the middle part of the continuum and includes not
just one variety, or, as Blanc (1960) and Badawi (1973) suggest, three varieties, but rather
“there can be an almost infinite number of lectal varieties on the continuum between the
two ideal types” (Hary, 1996:72). Hary proposes to name this mid variety ‘Variety Bn’,
where ‘n’ represents the almost countless possibilities available to the speakers along the
continuum. When “...dealing with the notion of a continuum, there are no boundaries and
no commitments to discrete categories” (72) thus allowing more flexibility in analysing
different (socio)-linguistic phenomena. He identifies seven possible variables that could
account for the status of the speaker on the continuum, i.e. how s/he talks, what variety is

used, choice of lexical items etc. These can either be optional or obligatory:

a) Setting (formal v. informal)
b) Topic
c) Speakers’ skills in MSA

d) Emotional state of the speakers
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e) Participants in the discussion
f) Function of the discourse

g) Personal relationship with the audience

The following table (Hary, 1996:74, adapted from Labov, 1973:344ff) illustrates the

interaction between various properties along the continuum:

Property

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Item

A S S S S S S S
B S S S S S S C
C S S S S S C C
D S S S S C C C
E S S S C C C C
F S S C C C C C
G S C C C C C C
H C C C C C C C

Table 2.4: Ideal Property-Item Matrix for Standard-Colloquial Continuum in Arabic. S = Standard; C =
Colloquial

The table represents eight linguistic items distributed according to seven properties, and
thus classified as standard (S) or colloquial (C). Item ‘a’ in the above table corresponds
to Hary’s ‘Variety A’ end of the continuum, whereas item ‘h’ corresponds to his ‘Variety

C’. Items ‘b-g’ represent the intermediate items shifting along the continuum in
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consecutive order from ‘b’ to ‘g’. Hary’s final version of the Arabic continuum would be

as follows:

Modern Arabic

Mesolect
(Variety Bn)

Aérolect Basilect

(Standard Arabic) (Colloquial Arabic)
(Variety A) (Variety C)

Fig. 2.4: The Arabic Continuum Extended

The interest in the study of the Arabic continuum is extended to correlating the
identification of the levels not just with linguistic variables, such as phonological or
morphological, but with para-linguistic ones, such as the social variable of education,
gender, geographical area, and age. as defining factors in level identification and
characterisation. Abu-Haidar (1988), for example, explores what is known as the Muslim
Arabic dialect in Baghdad (or, as apparent from her discussion, the S77 dialect of
Baghdad), and gives an insight on the complex nature of the variation in Baghdad.
Through time the communities of the rural areas flocked to the city, blending the life-
style of the two. “Social contact and education were instrumental in bridging the rural —

urban gap” she states (1988:75). The newcomers are adapting to the lifestyle of the urban,
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while at the same time retaining some features of their linguistic background, i.e. their
rural speech, which, over time, blended and “...diffused into [the Muslim Arabic dialect],
thus creating interesting linguistic contrasts within the dialect” (1988:75). After such a
‘variety contact’ situation, what usually follows is a process of accommodation whereby

13

people “...accommodate to each other linguistically by reducing the dissimilarities
between their speech patterns and adopting features from each other’s speech” (1988:75),
hence, features perceived as undesirable are modified and the features of the more
powerful or prestigious variety are replaced instead - in the case of Baghdad, the Muslim
Arabic features replacing the rural features. Abu-Haidar exemplifies this by the
replacement of the rural /¢/ by the urban /k/ in almost all environments, resulting in a
process of “hypercorrection” (cf. Labov, 1966). A process of levelling of speech is the
outcome of such contacts. She identifies a list of eight contrasting phonological features
that classify the speakers of Muslim (S77) Arabic in Baghdad as belonging originally to
the urban area (the xass group as she calls them, as they use this term as the verb ‘to
enter’), or as in-migrating from the rural (the fabb group). Both xass and rabb are used for

the verb ‘to enter’. Below are some of the eight features she observed (1988:77-9); (I will

call the xass group ‘A’, and the rabb group ‘B’):
1) Stress assignment in trisyllabic forms:-

e A: Falls on the initial syllable, e.g. hdn.da.sa ‘engineering’

o B: Falls on the medial (penultimate), or antepenultimate (if in non-pausal
forms), e.g. wa.hid.na ‘by ourselves’
mad.rd.sa ‘school’ (cf. non-pausal mad.rd.sa.tun)

2) Vowel length in negative particles ma and /a :-
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e A ltisshortened, e.g. ma yakul ‘he does not eat’
latinsa  ‘do not forget (m)’

e B: Itisretained, e.g. ma yakul ‘he does not eat’
ld tinsa  ‘do not forget (m)’

3) In some disyllabic terms of the pattern C*VC2.C®V where C? is /d/ or /t/, C?
is frequently assimilated to C* in group B:-

e A:e.g. inda ‘he has’
binti ‘my daughter’

e B:e.g. idda ‘he has’
bitti ‘my daughter’

Abu-Haidar concludes by claiming that although such phonological differences are
characteristic of certain groups, i.e. if one uses a specific term he or she is identifiable as
belonging to group A or group B, the variation is not so deep as to divide the speech
community into two discrete groups. Also examining ethnicity in relation to language
choice is Holes (1980, 1983, 1986a/b) who examines the Arabic dialect of Bahrain (and
its sub-varieties), showing the existence of what is locally perceived as a high-prestige
(but local) variety, the Sunnz (group A) variety, as opposed to the Si‘a (group B). The
prestigious speech of group A includes phonological markers, such as [¢] (for standard
/k/) and [y] (for standard [j]), while group B retain the standard variants, i.e. /k/ and /j/.
However, although the phonological markers in the speech of the latter are on the H side
of the continuum, its speakers tend to accommodate themselves to the markers of the
former for they regard it as more prestigious. Hence, the prestige/standard switch is no
longer one, switched on or off as contextually required; it is now divided into two
switches in the speaker’s brain, one tagged as standard, the other prestige. So, for the

Si‘a, the prestige switch is turned on when accommodating to the Sunni speech, while
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simultaneously switching off the standard switch. Holes terms group A’s speech as the

(13

“non-standard standard” describing such speech situations as ones where “...the two

forces of social prestige and linguistic ‘correctness’ are pulling in opposite directions”

(1980:81).

Another social factor affecting linguistic choice is that of gender. Speakers of
both genders differ in their speech, and in their approximation to the prestigious and/or
standard form of the language. Women, Western sociolinguistic research almost
collectively concludes, are more sensitive to prestige and standard approximation in their
speech than men are. On the other hand, women in Arabic-speaking communities tend to
contradict this established pattern (Abdel-Jawad, 1981; Bakir 1986; Kojak, 1983; Salam
1980; Schmidt, 1986; amongst others). Put differently, men in the Arabic-speaking
world, having an Arabic variety as the mother tongue, as agreed by these studies and
others, “...exhibit greater tendency than [their] women [counterparts within the society]
in their attempt to approximate Standard Arabic in speech situations” (Bakir, 1986:5).
Ibrahim argues against such a uniform finding, saying that “...standard and prestigious
varieties do not always coincide” (1986:115), and drawing any conclusions based on the
assumption that they do yields false conclusions. An example of the prestige-standard
conflict is Wahba’s (1996) study of variation in the phonetic feature ‘emphasis
(pharyngealisation)’ in Alexandrian Arabic, giving an insight into the role of linguistic
variation in diglossic situations. Choice of one linguistic variation over another
corresponds with the speaker’s social status in the community he or she is in. Hence, in
the case of the emphatics of Arabic, the choice amongst speakers to use emphatic variety

over non-emphatic one would necessarily reflect or signal the educational status and
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background of that speaker. In other words, if a speaker produces almost full emphasis,
then he/she is following the prestigious, prescriptive norm for emphasis is associated with
MSA, the top level of speech in the Arabic continuum.'® However, what Wahba
discovered was unexpected and remarkable. He found that the “[e]ducated speakers
(males and females)...produce[d] a lesser [emphasis mine] degree of emphasis than non-
educated speakers” (1996:119) electing it as the prestigious form. This poses the question
of standard vs. prestige. Are they to be treated the same? The answer to this is not as
simple as it seems to be. | think that the standard does not necessarily have to be
simultaneously prestigious. This, of course, depends on the agreed-upon norms of the
society and the status of the standard in that society. Stressing a point earlier mentioned,
Wahba (1996:120) points out that “...the prestige value of {CA} has been transferred to
[MSA, yet]...within each Arab country there is a regional variety of the language that
functions as the standard”. As a probable explanation, he claims that “...there are two
prestigious standards, not one.... One is the ‘national standard’, known as MSA...
[while]...the other is the local Colloquial standard variety”. The former is written, while

the latter is generally not.

Haeri (1987) as reported by Walters (1991), and Ibrahim (1986) argue that the
basis of speech analysis of variation in diglossic communities, whether based on
variables such as age, sex, or education, should not be a comparison between the
concerned dialects against CA/MSA; rather, the basis for comparison should be against
what Ibrahim (1986:120) calls the “inter-regional standard L” or “supra-dialectal low” as

opposed to supra-dialectal High, and what Haeri (1987) termed “organic standard” or

16" We are reminded here that Classical Arabic (CA) is restricted to Qur’anic recitation; hence, MSA occupies the ‘acrolect’ position.
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“urban standard”. These ‘national’ standards are more connected and closely attached to
their speakers, and as time passes they will gain a sort of prestige status, leading to the
dilemma of the standard vs. the prestigious. Ibrahim (1986) gives an insight on the
misconception, as he perceives it, of equating the term ‘standard’, or collocating it, with
‘prestige’ when referring to the process of language/dialect choice amongst speakers. In
support of this standpoint, Smith (1979:113) states that “prestige cannot be used
interchangeably with standard in sociolinguistics, for the linguistic varieties that are
socially advantageous (or stigmatized) for one group may not be for the other”. It is a
well-known phenomenon that within one speech community there exists an incongruity
of attitudes and beliefs towards language and its ‘commendable’ and correct usage. An
example of this situation is that of the variety of Arabic spoken in Cairo, as reported by
Ferguson (1959:332), where the “...Arabic of Cairo...serves as a standard L for Egypt,
and educated individuals from Upper Egypt must learn not only H but also, for
conversational purposes, an approximation to Cairo L”. Put differently, speakers of
Upper Egypt consider the Arabic of Cairo more prestigious than H but less standard. This
is evident from the attitudes of Upper Egyptians towards the production of Cairene
Arabic in informal settings as reported by Miller (2005:913): “There are testimonies by
that a UEA [Upper Egyptian Arabic] native speaker will be negatively perceived by his
relatives or peers if he is speaking CA [Cairene Arabic] in informal settings. He will be
considered as either snobbish or fafi, that is, effeminate”. Cairene Arabic and Upper
Egyptian varieties are linguistically quite distinct and they do not have the same status -

Cairene being a national prestige variety (Miller, 2005:903).
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So, in the light of segregating prestige and standard when analysing Arabic,
Ibrahim’s observations, well they may fit the characterisation of large speech
communities, and plausible and factual they may seem, | think do not represent the
speech community of KA as we shall see. Since H is learned through formal education
and not acquired, it can play no role in defining the social status and mobility of an
individual, because H will be then a reflection of mere education and not knowledge;
hence, L has all the power behind it, and holds a separate hierarchical order of prestige
within, independent of H and its features, reflecting the proper social status and mobility
of its speakers (cf. lbrahim, 1986:118-119). As a solution, Ibrahim names an “inter-
regional standard L”, which is basically the variety of the capital city and the major urban
centres, the variety to which outsiders accommodate themselves. This inter-regional
standard is considered a supra-dialectal L (SDL, which includes the urban dialects of
Egypt, Lebanon, Palestine, and Syria) running in parallel to the ‘natural’ supra-dialectal
H (SDH), i.e. a standardized dialect in favour of MSA. Ibrahim seems to abandon the
‘traditional’ H, so to speak, namely MSA and the role it will play given that it is now
suppressed by his proposed SDH. What are the contexts in which SDH is used? If SDL
and its L sub-varieties are ‘eligible’ to be used in different everyday language situations,
what is the use of H then? Is it restricted to the domains of education, religion, and

media, or, perhaps, religion only? These questions are left unanswered.

The three basic arguments Ibrahim (1986:121) puts forward for the existence of
SDL are (1) the shared prestige features between all varieties and sub-varieties of SDL,
(2) the mutual intelligibility amongst them, and (3) the spreading of SDL through Arabic-

speaking communities. Given that his SDL is limited to four varieties, namely Egyptian,
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Lebanese, Palestinian, and Syrian, such arguments stand on shaky ground. First, to
consider a specific centre, comprised of the above four named dialects, as the standard, is
unfair and inaccurate. Second, mutual intelligibility has never been a measure for
standardisation, at least to outsiders. If, as a Kuwaiti speaker, | understand clearly and
speak fluently Egyptian Arabic, that does not imply any social mobility or stratification
on my behalf. It is simply a matter of the linguistic knowledge | possess. If I sit, for
instance, with a Jordanian friend, a Syrian friend, and a Lebanese friend, all four of us
will use our native tongue while conversing, without the need for any of us to
accommodate to the speech of the other, apart from some minor lexical differences
between my own dialect, KA, and theirs. Therefore, even though KA is not spoken in
Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon, the understanding of my speech amongst them does not
make KA more prestigious than their own tongues or more standard. As mentioned
above, satellite TV, radio, and the internet now promote all dialects of Arabic and expose
speakers of Arabic to dialects they do not have personal contact with. Each dialect now
has its own soap operas, night shows, dramas, comedies etc. This has facilitated
acceptability and ultimately mutual intelligibility (albeit partially for some). Technology
is the main and only reason why once-prevailing and superior dialects, such as that of
Cairene Arabic, have lost their status as regional standards, and their prestige as

perceived by those outside the speech community.

Ibrahim might be right in splitting prestige and standard, resulting in diglossic
communities having SDH/SDL + L, and he produces fine arguments for this split.
However, to limit the SDL comprising varieties, and to generalise the findings as

applicable pan-Arabia is rather impetuous. It may be the case that “...no one speaks
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Fusha in private life” and it is becoming decreasingly used as a “...tool of oral
expression in the electronic media, in speeches and lectures, in communicating on
technical and technological matters, and even in advertising” (Shraybom-Shivtiel,
1995:208), but that does not demote it by any means, whether standard- or prestige-wise.
Judging what qualifies the dialect as superior to MSA is a matter of relativeness on the
part of the speaker. The dialect may be capable of encroaching on the prestige of the

Standard and replace it overnight, but taking over its standard status entirely is highly

unlikely. Prestige can be associated with the dialect mainly because of

[t]he tidal wave of new concepts flowing into the Arab world, in areas of
everyday life as well as in science and technology, challeng[ing] the Arabic
language with the need to provide an appropriate terminology... The ‘Ammiyya
thus became the major supplier filling the lacunas of the written language, as well
as the intermediary between the Fusha and the new concepts emerging in
contemporary life...[acting as] the dynamic and progressive regenerative power
(Shraybom-Shivtiel, 1995:208-9).

Thus far, we have established the status of diglossia in the Arabic-speaking world, and
saw that there are two views of looking at the phenomenon. Diglossia should not be
treated as a dichotomy where only two levels of speech are involved; rather it should be
viewed as a continuum of levels of speech, while bearing in mind the fine division
between standard and prestige. We now turn to examining diglossia in relation to the

Kuwaiti context.
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2.0 Diglossia in the Kuwaiti Context

Change is an inherent characteristic of any current language (cf. Bright, 1997,
Chambers, 2004; Denison, 1997; Honey, 1997; Milroy and Milroy, 1997; amongst
others) and is evinced in different parts of the linguistics of a language, such as
phonology and lexicon. For a language to have its own dialects is a manifestation of that
change. Any language is prone to develop dialects, and those dialects have the potential,
through time, to develop into individual related languages, such as the case of English,
Danish, and Swedish, which were at some point of history different dialects of the same
language, but then developed into different languages (e.g. Francis, 1983). To ask what a
dialect really is would be an amateur question at this point for any linguist - after decades
of scholarly research on the field. But what is a dialect? Just as when a phonologically
inexperienced individual is asked how many syllables the word ‘linguistic’ comprises
would answer spontaneously ‘three’, her or his answer to the existence of a dialect would
be a variety of a standard language spoken by a group of people who are socially and
geographically homogeneous. S/he would probably point out that the most significant
difference between the standard and the dialect rests on the pronunciation and choice of
words, i.e. they differ mainly phonologically and lexically. For example, if a speaker of
KA is asked to point out a couple of differences between her/his dialect and MSA, s/he
might give an example such as dirisa (KA) vs. nafioa (MSA) ‘window’; the former being
the dialectal version. S/he might also point out that Bedouin speakers say dajaj ‘chicken’,
while Hadar ‘urban speakers’ pronounce it as diyay, reflecting on one of the most
prevalent and salient differences between the two lects within the dialect. Francis

(1983:42) states that variation can be of three sorts; first, there is dialectal variation
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occurring between groups of speakers; second, there is idiolectal variation occurring
between individual speakers; and third, stylistic variation occurring within the speaker
her/himself. Bailey (1973:11) refers to these three sorts of variation collectively as ‘lects’,
where each sort is to be identified with corresponding lect characteristics.

The diglossic linguistic situation in the speech community of the speakers of KA
is akin to that all over Arabia and the Arabic-speaking world. In every diglossic speech
community there exist different levels of speech ranging from the most standard/formal-
(H)igh, to the informal/colloquial- (L)ow as discussed above. Badawi (1973:53) argues
that “...there exists more than one level of speech not only in [the speech community of]
Egypt, but in [that of] every Arab country”. More specifically, in Kuwait, as this research
will try to identify and establish, there exists a ‘multiglossic’ speech environment. To
begin with, CA, as established in the discussion above and in the literature, is defined as
follows: the most elevated and fully inflectional form of the Arabic language; it is the
Arabic language to which is adhered the notion of Islam, and it is the language of the
Holy Qur’an. Consequently, given the inevitable fact that “no matter how eloquent and
capable any speaker of CA is of it, s’he are prone to exposing their geographic origin”,
i.e. what dialect of Arabic they speak, for “our speech is tainted with dialectal markers”
(Badawi, 1973:119); and due to the fact that no one has CA as their mother tongue, the
context of CA, again, is seen as delimited to the usage of the linguistic routine of
Qur ‘anic recitation, i.e. Qur’anic Arabic (QA). Observed as such, CA/QA plays no
linguistically-significant part in the speech continuum of KA (or any other dialect of
Arabic for that matter). MSA in KA, however, is limited to news in the media and Friday

sermons, or in any other contexts in which speech is always prepared or memorised (as
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opposed to the type of speech sought after here, which is that characterised as natural,
spontaneous, and extemporaneous). Hence, depending on the context, apart from fixed
CA expressions and trivial resort to and imitation of the standard during the stretch of
speech of an individual, what one will observe is a more modernised version of the
Classical, an ‘upgraded’ version in the sense that it incorporates modern vocabulary, and
some very basic inflections, that is, MSA. In this study, MSA will be treated as
occupying the high-level position of the continuum, while at the low-level position we
will have KA. These two (or three if we are to include CA) varieties are found in almost
every dialect of Arabic, a fact well documented in the literature on dialectology. As far as
KA and natural speech is concerned, | will try to identify a third variety, which I shall be
calling Kuwaiti Modern Arabic (KMA), being equated with Educated Spoken Arabic
(ESA)/Modern Inter-Arabic (MIA) described above. This has the features of MSA and
interfering dialectal elements of KA combined, having characteristics such as in a stretch
of speech one can hear the involvement of large share of the lexicon of KA along with
the basic inflections of MSA, while simultaneously maintaining its formal status in the
direct context in which it is spoken. KMA borrows its formality from MSA, which, in
turn, borrows it from the Classical. KMA is mainly used by Members of Parliament in
their debates in the National Assembly. Also, it seems that it is gaining popularity in the
media (radio) in situations such as interviews, celebrities’ news, and music news. KMA
can be seen as an advanced level, a standardised version of the local dialect. Such a level
has not been identified previously in the Kuwaiti context (or in neighbouring Gulf

dialects).
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MSA is where the formal variants of the phonological variables to be studied are
to be found; KA is where the dialectal variants are found. KMA may be hypothesised to
have a mixture of the formal/informal phonological variants, in addition to the

vocabulary of KA.

Social variables such as gender, education, and origin are crucial in the
sociolinguistic study of dialects, as these are what give rise to different levels and styles
of speech and help identifying, characterising, and establishing different levels of speech,
hence, creating the main drive of diglossia in the Arab world. Diglossia should be viewed
as a continuum of overlapping levels, separated by a permeable membrane allowing the
features of the different levels to interact freely. Diglossia involves diglossic-switching
and register variation, where speakers use a certain code/register depending on the
immediate context and setting they are in. Linguistic choice does not involve a binary
choice on the behalf of the speaker between extreme levels. Rather, the speaker exploits a
mixture of levels to construct and convey her/his message (cf. Versteegh, 2004). To
perceive variety X as standard is highly subjective and the judgement is speaker-based.
As we have seen, standard is not synonymous with prestige. MSA, for example, can be
seen as standard, while the dialect is more prestigious. However, the contrary is not true
for it is a tenuous approach in terms of methodology; to treat a mid-variety as standard,

i.e. a normative variety, is not a tenable task.

The following chapter will provide a detailed discussion of KA, outlining and
describing the speech community, its diglossic status, along with the dialect’s main

features and characteristics.
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Chapter Three

Introduction to Kuwaiti Arabic

3.0 Kuwait: Society and Demography

Geographically and historically, Kuwait was divided into four main parts or areas. The
first is sarq ‘East’ (or sarg as pronounced in KA, a feature of KA that will be discussed
in what follows). The second, gibla (this occurs in KA as jibla), referring to the ‘west’ of
Kuwait. These were the two main areas in Kuwait and the most inhabited. The latter,
jibla, derives its name from the fact that its place being the face of Kuwait towards the
West. It is giblat al-kuwayt ila al-garb ‘Kuwait’s west side’. The third area, known as hay
al-wasat ‘the middle neighbourhood’, got its name from its position between sarg and
jibla, and is often called il-wist2 by its locals.

These three areas were inhabited by a variety of families descending mainly from
the Najd in Saudi Arabia. Hence, most, if not all, original occupants of these areas were
Sunni Arabs; rarely was any other creed, race, or nationality found. Sarg, on the other
hand, was where the ruling family of Kuwait Al Sabah settled when they first migrated to
Kuwait, along with large numbers of Iranians, both Sunni and S7 7. Residents of this area
were referred to by Kuwaitis as ‘ahal bahar ‘people of the sea’ as they used to dive for,
and trade in pearls.

lI-Mirgab (MSA: al-mirgab) is the fourth area in Kuwait and is situated in the

south of Kuwait deeply inland, away from the shores of Kuwait. Bedouins were the main
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settlers of this area, and the main occupation found here was that of a gassab (KA:
gassab) ‘butcher’. It was the poorest of all three areas, and its inhabitants in present-day
Kuwait are mainly expatriates. Back then, its original inhabitants were non-Kuwaitis, too.
However, a great number of them were awarded citizenship by the government in an
attempt to restore the balance between the very small number of Kuwaitis and the large
number of foreign immigrants (and were migrating) in Kuwait at that time.

Pearl diving and seafaring were the main sources of income for the people of
Kuwait. But these began to diminish slowly when Kuwait exported the first shipment of
oil in 1945 (cf. Jarada, 1987), and they completely disappeared before Kuwait’s
independence in 1961. What is today known as Kuwait City transformed from a
residential area surrounded by three large walls (built to protect it from outsiders; cf. Al-
AbdulGhani, 2002) to the capital of Kuwait. In 1957, shortly before Kuwait’s full
independence, the government demolished all three walls and relocated the residents of
the main four areas outlined above to the outskirts, where new residential areas were
developed. This social adjustment to the Kuwaiti community caused by the relocation of
inhabitants to new areas, and triggered by the ‘Oil Age’, transformed Kuwait and the life-
style of its people on all levels (cf. Al-Shamlan, 1989), including the linguistic level.
Newcomers, such as the Iranians, were now considered Kuwaitis, and started to blend
into society along with their own ‘colour’ of unsystematic-learned Arabic, yet preserving
a great deal of their own language to refer to everyday situations, each according to his
own trade. For example, delivering water to houses was a task mainly carried by Iranians
who were referred to as kanadra (pl. of kandiriy ‘waterman’). The name derives from the

Persian noun kandar ‘a stick/bar’. This bar had two buckets of water on each side
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(resembling a large dumbbell), which watermen shoulder while roaming neighbourhoods
selling water. The constant contact of Kuwaiti traders at that time with countries such as
India, and residents of Kuwait with expatriates living in Kuwait such as Persians and
Indians, had its effect on KA, and still has its effects on present-day KA. Subsequent to
the discovery of oil, Kuwait came into extensive contact with the West, the UK and

France in particular, for these countries entered Kuwait through oil excavation contracts.

3.1 Kuwaiti Arabic

Linguistically, Kuwait has been subjected to continuous contact with numerous cultures,
dialects of Arabic, and languages, all of which had their impact on KA. Nevertheless, it
can be seen as a relatively stable dialect in the face of all the ‘linguistic impacts’ it has
endured. The word for ‘bread’, for instance, was (and still is) xubiz. However, many of
the dialects that KA has come in contact with inside the Kuwaiti community, such as
Cairene Arabic and various dialects of Saudi Arabia, call it ‘esh, which in KA bears a
different meaning, namely ‘rice’ (as it does in some Gulf countries, e.g. Bahrain and
Oman). This, however, does not mean that KA has not incorporated any foreign
vocabulary into its repertoire. In fact, a good deal of KA vocabulary is foreign, mainly
borrowings from Turkish, Hindi, Persian, and, especially and increasingly in the past
decade, from Western cultures. So that, for example, in English a verb such as ‘format’ -
as in formatting a desk/laptop - has been integrated into the phonology, morphology, and
syntax of KA, rendering the verb farmit, with inflections like afarmit ‘I format’ and

itfarmit ‘you (m)/she format(s)’.
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3.1.1 Demographics

According to the population census of 2007 performed by the Ministry of
Planning (MOP), joined by the Public Authority for Civil Information (PACI) and
Kuwait Municipality, the population of Kuwait is 3,328,136, of which only 31.2%
(1,038,598) form the Kuwaitis, males and females (see the following figure). We can see
that the percentages of males and females are almost equal, the former constituting
approximately 49%, the latter 51%. The population of Kuwait can be mainly divided into
four groups: according to creed, Sinna ‘Sunni’ or S7‘a “Shiite’ (as pronounced in KA);

according to origin, hadar ‘civilised/sedentary people - city dwellers’, or ‘Bedouins’.

Population Pyramid
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40-44 [ ] 25¢ 29171 2,81 % 4632
3E-39 | 30 3741 325 % 63537
30-34 I 4320 38535 371 % 73355
25-29 [ ] QGG 41544 4.00 <% 1204
20-24 I RN ata] 43091 4.63 % 95159
15-19 ] 55478 538582 519 % 109360
10-14 5154 3434 G.11 %% 129555
ta —— 64561 6,25 Y 152572
g s o dim S FI505 711 %% 150089

Sunm: 508759 4 529839 51.01 % 1038598
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Figure 3.1: Distribution of Population (Kuwaitis only) according to Gender and Age for the Year 2007

However, that does not mean that sadar are not found in rural areas, or the other way

round, i.e. baduww ‘Bedouins’ living in the city. Muslims comprise around 85% of the
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total population (including non-Kuwaitis) in Kuwait, with the S7‘a (or ‘ayam < CA ‘ajam
‘foreigners/non-natives’) constituting the minority, accounting for around 30% (of the
85%) of the Kuwaiti population, while the Sinna, the majority, form the remaining 70%
or more. The other 15% constitute mainly Christians, followed by Hindus, Buddhists, and
Sikhs (CIA: The World Factbook, 2009). The hadar/baduww dichotomy is one that is
traced to the origin of the families concerned. The baduww live in the desert and are
nomadic; they have no main place of settlement. Sedentary people, or the hadar, are
named as such for they are from the urban areas; their origin is traced back mainly to
what is now known as Saudi Arabia, or, more specifically, Najd, hence the expression
Niyada ‘(from) Najd’ in KA when referring to a family of a reputed origin.

Geographically, the population concentration within each group is clear. In the
city, we have Sunni Hadar constituting almost the whole population. This is clearly
shown from the distribution of this group in Figure (A) in red. As we move from Figure
(A) to (B), we move to the south of Kuwait, further from the city towards the suburb
areas, hence, areas densely populated with Bedouins. Moving from (A) to (C) we move
west, and from (A) to (D) we reach the western-most part of Kuwait, towards the area of
Jahra and its six sub-areas: Qasr, Waha, Oyoun, Taima, Nasseem, and Na’eem. Again,
Figures (C) and (D) show the areas with the highest number of Bedouins.

S7‘a, as shown in Figure (A), are mainly found in the two areas of Rumaithiya and
Dasma. As can be seen from the figures below, some areas have not been marked with
any of the three groups, i.e. hadar, baduww, or S7‘a. This is because such areas include a
mélange of the three groups, where the percentage of concentration of each group is

almost equal.
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A noteworthy fact about the literacy rate in Kuwait is that it is a stunning 93.3%
of the population, aged 15 and above (CIA: The World Factbook, 2009), the remaining
small 6.4% being mainly the age cohort of 70+, as education was not available to the
whole population at the time, making reading and writing unattainable skills. Also, one
can surmise that the majority of this small percentage are women, for the customs and
traditions of the time were for women to stay at home, to cook, clean, raise their children,

and to care for their households (cf. al-Sab‘an, 2002:60-65).
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Therefore, it would be far-fetched to identify a level of speech being tagged as
‘illiterate colloquial’, especially when a large 39.7% (see Figure 3.1) of the total
population are aged 14 and less, i.e. they are still in the process of acquiring and
mastering the language. Education has been compulsory by law in Kuwait since the late
1940’s; consequently, it is almost impossible to find anyone apart from the 6.4%
illiterates mentioned earlier who cannot read or write. Should there be any, they remain

the small, linguistically ineffective minority.

In the following sections, | will outline some of the main features of KA, starting
phonologically, proceeding to the morphology, followed by the syntax. The phonology,
morphology, and syntax of KA have not been comprehensively studied. Elgibali (1985
and 1993), for example, provide, unsuccessfully as we shall see, a description of various
aspects of KA. Syntactically, Brustad (2000) and Al-Najjar (1984) provide interesting
surveys. There have also been ambitious but unsystematic historical-surveys which
barely deal with any particular aspect of KA (e.g. Al-Sab‘an, 2002), or selective studies
of a particular group of speakers of KA, namely KA as spoken by the people of the ‘Al-
Doosiri’ Bedouin family in Kuwait (Johnstone, 1961, 1964a). Johnstone (1964b)
provides a more specific description, dealing with a particular register, namely nautical
terms in KA. The most recent attempt to systematically and analytically study the
phonology of KA was al-Qenaie (2007) dealing with the syllabic structure and patterns of

the dialect.
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3.2 Phonoloqgy of Kuwaiti Arabic

In this section, various features of the phonology of KA will be dealt with. These features
are considered the core of any phonological description of a dialect, especially one

similar to KA, which has not been systematically observed and analysed prior to now.

3.2.1 The Sounds of (K)A

As provided in the literature on the Arabic language, the phonemic inventory of MSA is
set and available. However, a clear account of the phonemic inventory of KA is not yet
available. There may be inventories that would greatly resemble that of KA, but one that
is tagged as belonging to KA has not been identified. KA shares all twenty-eight
consonants of MSA, with the possible exception of the voiceless alveolar pharyngealised
plosive = ‘d’, which is often, if not always, replaced by the voiced interdental
pharyngealised fricative 1 ‘9’. KA also shares all three vowels of MSA, namely /i/, /ul,
and /a/ with their long counterparts, and its diphthongs. However, KA also has an
additional two long vowels, and one additional diphthong, a characteristic many Gulf
dialects and other dialects of Arabic share. MSA has four established emphatics (see
below). One additional emphatic can be found in KA, namely the allophone [z],

occurring mainly, if not exclusively, in assimilation processes (cf. Section 3.2.3).

3.2.1.1 The Sounds of MSA

It is needless to say that when referring to MSA, CA is implied. Phonological
variation is not only found between the dialect and MSA, but also between the various

dialects of Arabic themselves. Hence, some sounds heard in the dialects of the Levant,
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for example, might not necessarily be found in the dialects of the Gulf, and vice versa.
MSA is referred to by its speakers and by linguists as the language of the pharyngealised
dento-alveolar plosive o= ‘d’, lugat al-dad in many Arabic contexts as a hallmark of
uniqueness (cf. Corriente, 1978; Newman, 2002a). MSA is rich with dorsal, radical and
post-radical sounds. Besides, MSA is famous for its emphatic sounds, which differ from
other sounds in pharyngealisation. Emphasis is defined in MSA phonology as a
“secondary articulation involving the back of the tongue, which accompanies a primary
articulation at another point in the vocal tract” (Eid and Holes, 1993:120). The emphatic
sounds are represented by the following four phonemes, /t/, /d/, Is/, and /0/. MSA
consonantal phonemes also have geminated counterparts each; germination is phonemic

in the language as seen in Table 3.1. Orthographically, gemination is marked in Arabic

=

with the diacritic marker .

Newman (2002a) mentions the following about MSA:

i) MSA is the only language that allows the gemination of the sound [q].

ii) MSA is only one of two languages that have the pharyngealised stops /d/ and /9/.
Tuareg has these sounds as well. However, they were borrowed from Arabic.

iii) The geminated forms of /d/, /§/, and /s / i.e. /d:/, /9:/, and /s:/ are peculiar to MSA.

iv) MSA is the only language that allows the gemination of the voiced and voiceless
interdental fricatives /0/ and /0/.

v) The lengthened glottal stop /?:/ is restricted to MSA.
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Word

Gloss

a) kataba vs.kattaba

‘he wrote’ vs. ‘he made someone write’

b) darasa vs. darrasa

‘he studied’ vs. ‘he taught’

C) la‘aba vs. la “‘aba

‘he played’ vs. ‘he made someone (m.sg.) play’

Table 3.1: How Gemination Affects Meaning

The consonants in MSA can be summed up in the following table (when in pairs, the

right consonant is voiced, the left voiceless):

. - =
S leglesw|lE [owlZ2lE |5 |5 |8 |
S |3€l2€le |2El8% =2 | |3 |s |8
= co|l co| = = ol g S| © > > - —
e 1o o < KL © =| ) 8 D)
[a
Plosive b t d k q ?
b: t d: k: q: 2
Nasal m n
m: n:
Trill r
I
Fricative f 0 0 |s z y X h ¢ |h
f: 0. 0. | sz S X: h: € | h
Affricate j
J
Approximant w
Wi
Lateral I
approximant T

Table 3.2: CA (and MSA) Consonantal Sounds Inventory
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3.2.1.2 KA Consonants

In addition to the twenty-eight phonemes of MSA, KA boasts some borrowed
phonemes to accommodate foreign vocabulary into its lexicon, an accommodation
strategy that is sometimes faced with struggle on behalf of the native KA speaker,
especially when it comes to the feature of voicing contrasts. This struggle is mainly
manifested in attempts to speak a foreign language. For instance, a word in English such
as pray begins with a consonant that is not part of the basic phonological inventory in
Arabic. Hence, it is pronounced as voiced, rather than voiceless, rendering the word bray,
which delivers a totally different meaning. A sentence such as | want to pray, would be
uttered as | want to bray. Speakers who overcome such cross-linguistic differences
usually demonstrate good exposure to the foreign language and/or a high level of
education.

In addition to those in Table 3.2 above, the following lists the additional

consonants found in KA:

IPA Symbol Spelling
S
g a KA realisation of /g/ (/g/ is in some

instances realised as /j/)

a realisation of /k/
p <
\V 8§

Table 3.3: Borrowed Consonants in KA Explained
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A further additional consonant exists as a product of an assimilation process by
substituting the voiceless emphatic alveolar fricative for a voiced one, where s assimilates
the voicing of g, rendering z, its only instance in the dialect. Hence, a full inventory of the

consonants in KA is as follows:

. - ©
S |losleslE |owloEls [5 |5 | S |8
S |sE|lgE|lg |22|l8S|l=E [ [S |s |8
—] col|l co| = = ol g S| © > > C —=
0 1o ol Z < © =| o - e O]
o
Plosive p b t d kK glq ?
b t: d kg |q ?
Nasal m n
n:
Trill r
I
Fricative f v 00 |s z S X ¥
f 0: 0: | s z S X B h
Affricate ¢ j
¢ g
Approximant y| w
y W
Lateral I
approximant T

Table 3.4: KA Consonantal Sound Inventory
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3.2.1.2.1 KA Consonant Clusters

According to Odisho (1979:205) “...Arabic is a language that is poor in

cluster when compared to English”. Research on consonant clusters is usually divided

into two major groups amongst investigators. Odisho states:

Studies pertinent to consonant clusters fall into two major categories: 1- those
that define a cluster as a combination of consonants occurring in a sequence
within a word (Al-Hamash and Abdullah 1976; Al-Hamash 1977; Behnam and
Al-Hamash 1975; Marouf 1974; Nasr 1967) or even across a word boundary
(Sanderson 1965); and 2 - those that define it as a combination of consonants
occurring in a sequence within a syllable (Abercombie 1967; Malick 1957).

Odisho advocates the second of the two propositions, i.e. only instances of consonant

clusters occurring within the same syllable are to be considered as ‘true’ clusters.

Behnam and Al-Hamash (1975), as reported by Odisho, give the following examples of

two-element medial clusters in English:

Cluster

/pr/

[t/

[fr/

/gr/

/gl/

/sp/

/nd/

NI/

/nt/

/zn/

Example

April

Attract

Afraid

Agree

Ugly

Especial

Ended

Lively

Enter

Business

Table 3.5: Two-Element Medial Clusters in English

Odisho stresses the fact that a critical line of difference should be drawn between

abutting consonants and consonant clusters, for it is the lack of understanding of such

notions that leads to erroneous outcomes. He states that “according to Abercrombie,

[consonants clusters are a] sequence of more than one consonant which is restricted to

69




one syllable. But if the sequence of consonants spreads over two syllables within a word
then it is a sequence of abutting consonants”. *’

Hence, in Table 3.5 above, the last four words cannot be seen as containing

medial consonant clusters, but abutting ones. The following is how the last four words are

syllabified:
1)
*/nd/ en.ded
*vl/ live.ly
*Int/ en.ter
*zn/ busi.ness

The first consonant of the clusters in (1) is syllabified as the coda of the first syllable,
whereas the second consonant is syllabified as the onset of the second one. This is also
true for three-element and the ‘extreme’ four-element medial clusters that are not attested
in English (cf. Odisho, 1979:206).

So, not considering syllable boundaries would be misleading and would produce
inaccurate numbers of structural positions in which the possible clusters are permitted by
a language. One could argue by claiming that syllabification processes and rules are
flexible, and, thus, description of clusters depends on how the investigator perceives the
distributional conventions of the language. However, Odisho (1979:207) correctly argues
that “[i]t is true that there is some choice of syllable division (O’Connor 1973) but the

morpho-etymological, distributional and the phonetic conventions of syllable division are

o Syllable-hood is usually determined by way of identifying syllable peaks through sonority sequencing generalisation
(SSG). There is a debate as whether to treat SSG as a mere tendency or a generalisation. Such a discussion is beyond
the scope of this study.
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so widely approved of that one cannot help abiding by them”, therefore, consonant

clusters resist spreading over two neighbouring syllables, unlike abutting clusters.

Considering the preceding discussion, Arabic has no medial clusters (Odisho

1979); they are only found initially and finally (Malick 1956-57). Taking this into

consideration, Tables 3.6 and 3.7 below are a survey of almost all the possible consonant

clusters structurally permissible in KA:

Consonant Cluster:

Initial Example Gloss

Ibt-/ biayir ‘with a wheel

/bd-/ bdariy ‘in my room’

Iot-/ bl ‘bottles’

Ibk-/ bkefiy ‘as | like (as in gxpressing one’s opinion,

and considered to be rude’

/bg-/ bgara ‘cow’

Ibg-/ bqul ‘mules’

/b’ b’arba’ “for four dinars’
/b&-/ bciis ‘in a bag’

Ibj-/ bjebiy ‘in my jeep/pocket’
Ibf-/ bfirtjna ‘in our neighbourhood’
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bbanya

‘within a second’

/b0-/
/bo-1 boahriy ‘in my back’
/bs-/ bsalama ‘safe and sound’
Ibz-/ bzod ‘excessively’
/bs-/ bsat ‘carpet’
/b3-1 bsara ‘good news’
/bx-/ bxésa ‘in a sack’
Iby-/ (kil yom) byoma ‘day by day’
/bh-/ bhira ‘puzzled’
/b b iida ‘