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ABSTRACT

This study explores variation in the use of English-origin verbs in Quebec French. These
lexical borrowings are usually integrated grammatically into the receiving language
(Poplack, 2018), as in il va crasher and elle m’a ghosté in Quebec French. However,
a new lexical insertion strategy for English-origin verbs has been observed in the past
few years: verbal borrowings can lack overt morphological integration, as in il va crash
and elle m’a ghost. This article examines the use of English-origin verbs in Quebec
French from a variationist perspective by focusing on 1) possible correlations between
speakers and how they evaluate the different lexical insertion strategies, and 2) the
social factors that constrain the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin
verbs. Results from quantitative analyses based on 675 participants indicate that young
Quebecers from Montreal with a high level of proficiency in English are the ones who
use this morphologically unintegrated form the most and evaluate it more positively.
This unintegrated form poses a theoretical problem according to Poplack’s (2018)
theory, for which nonce borrowings are morphologically and syntactically integrated
into the receiving language.

1. INTRODUCTION

In Quebec, the use of English-origin lexical items (so-called anglicisms) is perceived
by many to be a threat to the maintenance of the French language, a sign of
assimilation, or even an enemy, and this has been the case since the middle
of the nineteenth century (St-Yves, 2006). L’anglicisme, voila I'ennemi! is the title
of a conference paper presented by the journalist Jean-Paul Tartivel (1880: 6) in
which he sounded the alarm: “voila l'anglicisme proprement dit qui nous
envahit et qu’il faut combattre a tout prix si nous voulons que notre langue reste
véritablement francaise.” The use of English-origin words has been viewed
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by many as a sign of contamination and deterioration of the French language. This
belief is associated with language purism, an ideology that has been central in the
French-speaking world (cf. Bourhis, 1997; Hornsby, 1998; Vigouroux, 2013; Walsh,
2014; Weinstein, 2011). Language quality has been written about extensively (by
linguists and non-linguists alike) and because of the province’s historical
background, this question is per se more political than linguistic (Heller, 1982).
In Quebec, “language equals identity” (Planchon and Stockemer, 2016: 29) and
the choice to speak French embodies the Quebecers’ struggle to exist in a
majority English-speaking North America. Language policies have been
implemented in the province of Quebec to enhance the use and status of French
over English. Notably, in 1977, Quebec adopted the Charter of the French
Language, making French the only official language of the province and
reinforcing its position as the public language of education, work, commerce,
and community life. But this, of course, does not stop English from influencing
French, since both languages are in everyday contact. Regardless of a dominating
ideology in the public discourse that anglicisms are “bad”, anglicisms are not
systematically rejected by the Office québécois de la langue francaise and they are
part of most French-speaking Quebecers’ speech (Baillargeon, 2017).

Studies on the use of English-origin lexical items in Quebec French have shown
these items borrowed from English are integrated into the French grammar
(Poplack, 2018). How do speakers do this? When a lexical item is borrowed
from a donor language, the speaker proceeds to making it conform to the
morphology and syntax of the receiving language (Poplack, 2016)." For instance,
in the case of a verb borrowed from English, the borrowed verb is assigned
inflection from French (person, tense, mood). This integration into the French
language can be audible (and readable), as in (1-2) for instance, with the ending
-é that marks the past participle in “watch” and the ending -ais that indicates
the first person of the imperfect in “pitch”:

(1) Jai watché un programme avant que tu viennes.
(2) Ah moi je me pitchais partout la.
(Poplack, 2016: 392)

In some cases, however, the integration is not as obvious because there is no audible
morphology (in both English in French), as in (3):

(3) Je les blast tout de suite la-dessus.
(Poplack, 2016: 391)

Generally speaking, we can say that all lexical borrowings from English, including
the verbs, are integrated into the French language; this has been the common
practice in Quebec French. As noted by Poplack (2016: 391), a linguist
invariably referenced for all borrowing-related questions in Canadian French,
“nous constatons que tous les verbes d’origine anglaise [...] sont intégrés au

The grammatical category is part of what is being borrowed along with the spelling, meaning and its
pronunciation. Once the lexical borrowing is being used, its grammatical category may change (or it may
acquire an additional one).
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frangais, et de la méme facon (Poplack, Sankoff and Miller, 1988; Poplack and
Dion, 2012).”

But in recent years, verbs borrowed from English have been used differently by
French-speaking Quebecers, especially among the youth in the Montreal area: the
borrowed verbs are not integrated into the French language. Instead, speakers use
the bare form of the verb; the verb is inserted into the syntax but it remains
morphologically unintegrated. The following two sentences (4-5), which were
overheard in the speech of young Quebecers, illustrate what I refer to in this
article as the use of the bare verbal form:

(4) Mon jeu vient de crash?
(5) Je regois pu mes appels, je vais reboot mon téléphone.

A traditional use of these English-origin lexical items would show the morphological
integration of the verbs “crash” and “reboot”, as in (6-7):

(6) Mon jeu vient de crasher?
(7) Je regois pu mes appels, je vais rebooter mon téléphone.

The use of the bare verbal form is more common in the vernacular, which is the style
used when speakers are not monitoring their speech, but is also noticeable in the
written form on social media, for instance, and in more formal written contexts
such as novels. For example, the novelist Jean-Philippe Baril Guérard used the
bare form of borrowed verbs for dialogue in his book Manuel de la vie
sauvage (2018):

Eve a toujours eu un bon détecteur a connerie; a I'époque ¢a servait bien
Laurent, qui est pas super allumé, généralement. Je dis :

- Busted. Tu dois ben étre la seule qui a call bullshit aujourd’hui. (p.104)

Cest impossible d’avoir une table, mais j’ai shoot un DM sur Instagram au
proprio pis ils nous a arrangé ¢a, elle m’explique en s’installant au bas avec
moi. (p.109)

The present article examines the use of the morphologically unintegrated English-
origin verbs in Quebec French from a sociolinguistic perspective. The objectives of
this study are twofold. First, it aims to identify a possible correlation between the
evaluation of different uses of English-origin verbs and speakers’ characteristics. The
second objective is to determine who the users of the morphologically unintegrated
English-origin verbs are and what social factors constrain this use. The research
questions are:

RQI: How do French-speaking Quebecers evaluate the use of morphologically
unintegrated English-origin verbs?

RQ2: What social factors (if any) constrain the use of morphologically
unintegrated English-origin verbs?
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I hypothesize (based on observations) that age and location are the social factors
that constrain the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs, with
young Quebecers from the Montreal area using this feature the most and
evaluating it more positively. This study represents the first sociolinguistic
research on the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs among
French-speaking Quebecers. For the purpose of contextualization, I begin by
providing a brief account of the relevant literature on lexical borrowing.

2. BACKGROUND ON LEXICAL BORROWING

The literature on lexical borrowing is vast and I cannot do it justice in this article.
Much of the theoretical literature builds theories of contact-induced language
change based on the examination of lexical borrowings in numerous case studies
from different languages (cf. Haspelmath, 2009; Lehiste, 1987; Thomason, 2001;
Weinreich, 1953; Winford, 2003). Change is a result of language contact, and
the borrowing of words is the most common outcome (Thomason, 2001).
Thomason and Kaufmann (1988: 21) define borrowing as “the incorporation of
foreign elements into the speakers’ native language.” There are two types of
borrowings: the attested borrowings and the nonce borrowings. Attested
borrowings are those that are fully integrated into the receiving language and are
used in monolingual speech. Examples of attested English-origin borrowings in
Quebec French are business, cool, hot-dog, and burnout. On the other hand,
nonce borrowings are those that are not attested in the receiving language
(meaning they do not appear in the receiving language dictionaries, for
instance), but are adapted to the morphological and syntactic patterns of the
receiving language even if uttered only once by a single speaker (Poplack, 2018:
125). Knowledge of the donor language is usually necessary for a speaker of the
receiving language to understand and use these words. Examples are nonce
borrowings are presented in (8-9).

(8) Je serais pas capable de coper avec.
(9) On lavait les planchers a la main tu sais, puis aprés ¢a on
polishait avec notre fessier.
(Poplack 2016: 380)

This study focuses on nonce borrowings (according to Poplack’s (2018) definition),
and more specifically, on nonce borrowings from the English language into the
varieties of French spoken in Quebec (grouped under the name Quebec French
in this article). It has been shown that the borrowing of lexical items from
English differs from the borrowing of lexical items from other languages (e.g.,
Chelsey (2010) for Quebec French), which highlights the importance of
investigating English-origin borrowings separately from those of other origins.
There is a large body of published work on English-origin borrowings in
Canadian French; however, most of it is based on written data. Among the
research conducted on English-origin lexical borrowings in everyday oral
conversations, the focus has been on morphosyntactic borrowing (e.g., the use of
the conjunctions but and so (Roy, 1979; Falkert, 2006; Mougeon, Nadasdi and
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Rerner, 2009); verb particles, phrase final prepositions, and wh-words (King, 2000);
the discourse markers well and like (Chevalier, 2007), English-origin verbs and
particles (Chevalier and Long, 2005)) and less on the sociolinguistic aspects of
borrowing. The first known empirical study of lexical borrowing in Quebec
French is Lavallée’s (1979) study in the Eastern Townships region of Quebec,
a region that has had significant contact with English speakers in the past. The
most impactful empirically-based study on language contact and borrowings in
Canadian French is that by Poplack and colleagues (cf. Poplack, Sankoff and
Miller, 1988; Poplack and St-Amand, 2007; Poplack and Dion, 2012; Poplack,
2018) on the Quebec-Ontario border.

From a sociolinguistic perspective, it is of utmost interest to examine the social
factors that constrain the use of English-origin borrowings. In their studies, Poplack
and her colleagues have found that the extra-linguistic factors associated with more
frequent borrowing are proficiency in English (the most bilingual speakers use more
English-origin borrowings), intensity of contact with English (speakers on the
Ontario side use more English-origin borrowings than those on the Quebec
side), socioeconomic status (unskilled workers and the unemployed borrow more
than workers in the highest occupational classes), and age (young people use
more English-origin borrowings than their elders). Gender and level of
education seem to have no effect on the use of borrowings.

Grammatical adaptation of lexical borrowings varies from one language to
another, but may also vary within a single language (Grant, 2015). This is the
case for the borrowing of verbs in French. For instance, studies from Dubois
and Sankoff (1997), Picone (1994, 1997), Root (2018), and Rottet (2016, 2019)
have shown that verbal borrowings in Louisiana French can lack overt
morphological integration, similar to the use of English-origin borrowings in
Quebec French discussed in this article. These unintegrated lexical borrowings
have been called bare forms. Root (2018: 33) describes the bare form as “a
‘foreign’ or ‘donor’ lexical item (e.g. a lexical verb) that is stripped of its native
morphology and then inserted into the syntax of the recipient language, where it
then remains morphologically unintegrated.” Examples of these borrowings in
Louisiana French are:

(10) IIs ont load dessus les bateaux. (Dubois and Sankoff, 1997: 166)
(11) IIs pourraient enjoy ¢a. (Root, 2018: 21)

Dubois and Sankoff (1997) and Root (2018), as other scholars interested in
Louisiana French, have demonstrated that a variety of lexical insertion strategies
exist in the speech of French speakers in Louisiana but that the use of the bare
form is the preferred strategy for English-origin lexical verb insertion. The case
of the bare verb forms in Louisiana French is particularly relevant when
investigating the use of English-origin verbs in Quebec French because the two
varieties show similarities in their absence of overt morphological integration.
This sets them apart from other varieties of French in North America (see
Papen (2022) for a review on the topic). Both Louisiana French and Quebec
French also challenge Poplack’s (2018) binary view of borrowing and code-
switching. Authors have taken different positions regarding whether to classify
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the bare forms in Louisiana French as instances of borrowing or code switching.
These include Rottet (2019: 199), for example, who rejects Poplack’s theory
based on data from Louisiana French and Acadian French and argues that
“la binarité traditionnelle emprunt-alternance codique est simpliste et ne refléte
pas la complexité réelle des communautés profondément bilingues.” To him, code
switching and borrowing should be viewed as a sliding scale rather than two
separate phenomena, as the two lexical strategies serve the same role for the
speakers, namely: to access their lexical resources (in French and English) without
having to switch the language they are using. As mentioned above, according to
Poplack and her colleagues, borrowings are integrated into the morphological and
syntactic patterns of the receiving language. However, Rottet argues that some of
the bare verb forms in Louisiana French are well-attested, and even if they are
neither morphologically nor phonologically integrated into French, they should be
considered as borrowings due to their wide distribution and predictability.

Before Rottet, Picone and his colleagues (e.g., Klingler, Picone, and Valdman,
1997; Picone and Lafleur, 2000) also took an interest in the bare verb forms in
Louisiana French. For them, bilingualism largely explains why the integration of
the English-origin words is superfluous, as all Louisiana speakers understand the
English terms in their bare forms. Klingler, Picone, and Valdman (1997: 174)
view the bare forms as a “buffer code™

Although [Cajun French]-speakers do not prove to have sufficient language
loyalty to ward off English, they may have arrived at a compromise strategy
that involves some special morphological processing of lexical switches in
order to arrive at a partial intercode acting as a buffer (hence, “buffer code”).

This code buffering serves as a strategy to allow access to English lexical resources
while limiting the assimilation to English. The social, linguistic, and political context
of Louisiana is clearly different from that of Quebec, but this similarity is worth
mentioning before we examine the preferred patterns in Quebec French.

The current variationist study on the borrowing practices in Quebec French was
not developed with the intention of contributing to the debate on the distinction
between borrowing and code-switching (cf. Bentahila and Davies, 1983;
Gardner-Chloros, 2010; Myers-Scotton, 1993; Sankoff, Poplack, and Vanniarajan,
1990, Meechan and Poplack, 1995, Poplack and Meechan, 1998). However, since
the results do represent a problem for Poplack’s (2018) binary view of code-
switching and borrowing, this central question cannot be ignored. Weinreich
(1953) was the first linguist to draw a distinction between code-switching and
borrowing. Code-switching is “the use of material from two (or more) languages
by a single speaker in the same conversation” (Thomason, 2001: 132). Code-
switches and nonce borrowings are difficult to tease apart and linguists do not
agree on the differentiation of the two. Poplack and Meechan (1998: 127) have
addressed this “fundamental disagreement among researchers about data”, but
the disagreement persists to this day. There are two main approaches to whether
and how to differentiate code-switching and borrowing. One approach is
proposed by Poplack and colleagues: they argue that both are fundamentally
different. For them, as mentioned earlier, nonce borrowings are single lexical
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items that are morphologically and syntactically integrated into the receiving
language. These may or may not show phonological integration (Poplack et al.,
2020). Code-switching, in contrast, “refers to alternation (cf. also Muysken, 2000)
of stretches of one language with stretches of another” (Poplack, 2018: 7). The
other approach rather considers that the two processes cannot be distinguished at
a synchronic level (Gardner-Chloros, 2010) and that there is no need to do so to
analyse bilingual speech (Bentahila and Davies, 1983; Myers-Scotton, 1993). The
use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs in Quebec French thus
represents an interesting case for researchers interested in this debate.

3. METHODS
3.1. Participants

The participants were 675 French speakers who grew up and who currently live in
the province of Quebec (514 females, mean age = 26, range = 14-76). All of the
participants have completed a high school degree, with the exception of one
participant. A high number of participants attended a general and professional
teaching college (called cegep?) (n=308) or a university (including undergraduate
and graduate studies) (n=207). Regarding the degree of proficiency in English,
more than half the participants reported having an advanced level of English
(n=345) or speaking English as one of their first languages (L1) (n=53). The
only participant who does not speak English was excluded from the analyses
related to English-language proficiency. Out of the 670 participants who reported
the place where they grew up, more than half are from the three most populous
cities in the province of Quebec, i.e., Montreal (n = 237), Sherbrooke (n = 104),
and Quebec City (n=35),” while the others (n=294) grew up in different
villages, towns, and cities around the province. The same goes for the current
location, with participants living in Montreal (n=248), Sherbrooke (n=125),
Quebec City (n = 60), and elsewhere in the province (n = 237).* Table 1 summarizes
the profile of the participants.

The three main cities where the participants are from are quite different from a
historical, demographic, and sociolinguistic perspective. First, Montreal is the
largest city of the province of Quebec and nearly half of the province’s
population live in the metropolitan area. Montreal is culturally diverse and it is
the most trilingual city of Canada (CBC, 2017). This diversity is certainly related
to immigration; in 2021, 33.4% of the population of Montreal reported having
immigrant status (Statistics Canada, 2021a). Although the province favours

“Cegep is the acronym for “Collége d’enseignement général et professionnel.” Cegeps offer two-year pre-
university studies programs or three-year technical programs that prepare students for the job market.

3Quebec City is more populous than Sherbrooke, but a higher number of participants come from or live
in Sherbrooke.

“Mobility within the province of Quebec is common; people often move for work and study opportunities
or due to lifestyle choices (among other reasons). Since this study explores different possible factors that may
constrain the use of English-origin borrowings, hometown and current place of residence were investigated
separately as both are factors that can be related to the use of a specific linguistic feature. For instance, a
feature could be used to mark an individual’s town or region of origin or else their belonging to the current
place of residence.
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Table 1. Profile of the participants (n =675)

Age Range: 14-76
M: 26

Gender Female: 76.1%
Male: 22.1%

Non-binary: 1.5%
Prefer not to answer: 0.3%

Education level [completed] High school: 20.0%
Vocational education: 3.4%
Cegep: 45.6%
University: 30.7%

English proficiency Beginner: 8.2%
Intermediate: 32.4%
Advanced: 51.5%
English L1: 7.9%

Hometown Montreal: 35.4%
Sherbrooke: 15.5%
Quebec City: 5.2%
Elsewhere in the province of Quebec: 43.9%

Current place of residence Montreal: 37.0%
Sherbrooke: 18.7%
Quebec City: 9%
Elsewhere in the province of Quebec: 35.4%

Francophone immigration, the number of multilingual immigrants in Montreal is
high; more than one third of immigrants who arrived in Montreal between 2011 and
2016 were trilingual. According to the most recent Census, the residents of Montreal
who speak French as a first language make up the majority of the city’s population,
at 62.7%. Also, 58.5% of the population in Montreal reported being bilingual in
English and French, the two official languages of the country (Statistics Canada,
2021a). Second, Sherbrooke and its surroundings are part of the Eastern
Townships region of Quebec and is located 147 kilometers east of Montreal.
Sherbrooke was a manufacturing center in the 1800s and for many years was a
commercial, industrial, and railway centre. Until the 1970s, English speakers
were in the majority in the Eastern Townships (which includes Sherbrooke,
Granby, Magog, Cowansville, and other smaller towns). But then an exodus to
other parts of Canada began and as a result, Sherbrooke and its surroundings
are now predominantly French-speaking (OCOL, 2013). In comparison with
Montreal, the percentage of immigrants is much lower (10.6%) and the
percentage of bilingual residents is also lower (46.6%). French is the first
language of 92.6% of the Sherbrooke residents (Statistics Canada, 2021b). Third,
Quebec City is the capital of the province and it is the second largest city after
Montreal. It is located on the north shore of the Saint Lawrence River, 250
kilometers east of Montreal. Compared to Montreal and Sherbrooke, there is a
lower number of immigrants in Quebec City (8.5%) and a lower number of
official language bilingual residents (42.7%). French is the first language of
96.3% of the Quebec City residents (Statistics Canada, 2021c).
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3.2. Data collection

In order to investigate the use of English-origin verbs in Quebec French and
attitudes toward it, a questionnaire was created as a research tool for the
collection of data. The social media site Facebook was used as a tool to recruit
potential participants. Social media recruitment techniques, which have been
used with increasing frequency in the past few years, have shown effectiveness in
recruiting different populations (Gelinas et al., 2017). The interconnected nature
of Facebook, the networking of users with “friends”, and the possibility of
reaching segments of the population that may not otherwise be accessible are
key features that make Facebook (and other social media) attractive to
researchers. For this research project, I posted a link to the study questionnaire
on my own Facebook page and I asked my “friends” to share it on their own
Facebook page with their “friends”. I also posted the study on the Facebook
page of most French-speaking cegeps in the province of Quebec. The
questionnaire was conducted online and was divided into three main parts: an
evaluation of different sentences containing an English-origin lexical verb, a
report of the participants’ own practices related to the use of different forms of
English-origin lexical verbs, and a background questionnaire. All the sentences
used in the questionnaire had been previously overheard by myself or by friends
who reported these sentences to me. Three judges (from Montreal, Gatineau,
and Quebec) were asked to validate the sentences as being grammatical and
representative of the (integrated and unintegrated) use of English-origin verbs in
the province of Quebec (or at least, in some parts of the province).

It is important to mention that while the questionnaire is a method of choice for
studies on language attitudes, it is not the most robust method for documenting the
variable usage of a linguistic feature. This is partly because speakers usually have to
report choosing one form over another, whereas community usage shows more
variability than reported usage. Another limitation of the questionnaire is that it
provides data in written rather than oral form; this might influence the participants’
responses to some extent. Such limitations were taken into consideration by inviting
participants to add the form they would use when it differed from the options given,
and by encouraging them to say the sentences out loud when evaluating the use of
different sentences. Nonetheless, it is important to keep in mind that this article
presents reported use of variation and not actual variation. In this sense, it is not a
traditional variationist study that relies on examination of attested used in its social
context. In the following subsections, I describe the three main parts of the questionnaire.

3.2.1 Evaluation of the use of English-origin verbs

In the first part of the study, participants were invited to evaluate the use of English-
origin verbs in different sentences that were presented to them. All these sentences
contained the bare form of an English-origin verb. They were informed that some
sentences may appear to be ungrammatical or incorrect in the written form, but that
they should not worry about the grammar rules of written French. They were invited
to say the sentences out loud, as this could be helpful in evaluating the oral use of
these sentences. For each sentence, the participants were asked the following
question: If you heard someone say this sentence, would it sound acceptable to
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you? They were asked to answer this question using a Likert scale with five points:
totally acceptable (5 points), rather acceptable (4 points), rather unacceptable
(3 points), totally unacceptable (2 points), I don’t understand the meaning of
this sentence (1 point). Here are the 14 sentences they evaluated:

Je vais aller me get une biére au dép.

Mon jeu vient de crash.

Y’a reach pour I'prendre.

On n’a pas give up.

J’vais share mon écran.

Ca m’a dead.

Ca work juste pas.

Javais juste swap sa DM.

Jespére que tu vas pas fail avec ton projet.

10. C’est la seule facon que jarrive a cope avec la situation.
11. Il a été cancel.

12. Peux-tu bring mon cell quand tu vas venir?

13. Je regois pu mes appels, je vais reboot mon téléphone.
14. As-tu get la fille?

PN R LD~

»

3.2.2 Report of own practices regarding English-origin verbs

In the second part of the study, the participants were presented with ten pairs of
sentences; the sets of two sentences have similar meanings but use a different
insertion strategy for the English-origin verbs. In one sentence, the lexical
borrowing is morphologically integrated into the French language, and in the
other one, it is not. The order of the sentences was randomized (meaning that
the integrated and unintegrated forms would not always be presented in the
same order). Participants were asked to check the sentence that they would use
and they were informed that they could check both. If none of these two
sentences corresponded to their own use of a borrowing to express a similar
idea, they could check a third answer: neither one nor the other. Here are the
ten pairs of sentences used in the questionnaire:

(a) Jai domp ma blonde.
(b) Jai dompé ma blonde.
(c) Ni l'une ni lautre! Je dirais plutét ceci:

(a) Tas juste a scroll en bas.
(b) T’as juste a scroller en bas.
(c) Ni l'une ni lautre! Je dirais plutét ceci:

(a) As-tu enjoyé ton voyage?
(b) As-tu enjoy ton voyage?
(c) Ni l'une ni lautre! Je dirais plutét ceci:

(a) Je lai texté hier.
(b) Je lai text hier.
(c) Ni l'une ni lautre! Je dirais plutét ceci:
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(a) Il m’a ghost.
(b) Il m’a ghosté.
(c) Ni l'une ni Uautre! Je dirais plutét ceci:

(a) Tu m’as skipé.
(b) Tu m’as skip.
(c) Ni l'une ni Uautre! Je dirais plutét ceci:

(a) Jai bu du vin et jai pass out dans mon lit.
(b) Jai bu du vin et jai passé out dans mon lit.
(c) Ni lune ni Pautre! Je dirais plutét ceci:

(a) Est-ce que Paul va étre kické out du cours?
(b) Est-ce que Paul va étre kick out du cours?
(c) Ni lune ni Pautre! Je dirais plutét ceci:

(a) On doit upgrade notre forfait d’internet.
(b) On doit upgrader notre forfait d’internet.
(c) Ni lune ni Pautre! Je dirais plutét ceci:

(a) Tu m’as spottée dans mon auto.
(b) Tu m’as spot dans mon auto.
(c) Ni l'une ni lautre! Je dirais plutét ceci:

3.2.3 Background questionnaire

Finally, the questionnaire elicited information about participants’ age, gender,
education level, English proficiency, where they grew up, and where they
currently live. This information is used to investigate the correlation between
these social factors, the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs,
and the attitudes toward it.

3.3. Statistical analysis

Statistical analyses were conducted using R version 4.0. In the first part of the study,
I explore whether the participants’ evaluation of the different uses of English-origin
borrowings correlates with any of the social factors from the background
questionnaire. The analyses of these evaluations were conducted factor by factor.
To test if participants of different ages evaluated the use of borrowings differently,
a Kendall Rank Correlation test was carried out using cor() function from the stats
R package. For gender, a two-sample t-test was performed with the t.test()
function; this was also performed for English proficiency. For education level and
the place where the participants grew up, I performed one-way ANOVAs using
the anova_test function from the rstatix R package, followed by a Tukey test for
post-hoc pairwise comparisons, also with rstatix. To determine whether there is
significance between current location and evaluation of borrowings, I used a
Kruskal Wallis test and Dunn’s tests (post-hoc) from the rstatix package.

In the second part of the study, I investigate the relation between the use of
unintegrated forms of English-origin lexical verbs and different social factors.
A two-sample t-test was performed with the t.test() function as well as the
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Figure 1. Evaluation of the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs by gender.

Pearson correlation coefficient with the cor.test function to examine any correlation
between gender and use of borrowings. The Pearson correlation test was also used
for age. For the four other factors, one-way ANOV As were performed, again using
the anova_test function from the rstatix R package.

4. RESULTS

The results of the statistical analyses regarding the use of English-origin verbs are
divided into two main sections: evaluation of the use of morphologically
unintegrated English-origin verbs and report of participants’ own use of English-
origin verbs.

4.1. Evaluation of the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs

Participants were asked to evaluate the use of morphologically unintegrated English-
origin lexical verbs in 14 different sentences, as presented in section 3.2.1. The
objective is to determine whether the participants’ evaluation correlates with their
gender, age, education level, English proficiency, hometown, and the city they live
in. The analysis of these evaluations is conducted factor by factor.

Gender
The results indicate that participants who identify as female and male evaluated the
use of English-origin verbs similarly.” Figure1 is a violin plot that depicts the

SFor participants who identified as non-binary (n=10), I first examined the difference among non-
binary, male, and female participants with a Kruskal-Wallis test (a non-parametric test) and the result
showed that there is no significant difference (p = 0.60). Usually, non-parametric tests are less reliable
than parametric tests, so I double-confirmed the insignificant difference between females and males
with a parametric test — a two-sample test.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50959269523000054 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959269523000054

180 Marie-Eve Bouchard

distribution of the participants’ acceptance of the use of borrowings. To understand
the violin plot, on each side of the line is a kernel density estimation that shows the
distribution shape of the data. The width of each curve corresponds with the
approximate frequency of data points for each score (from 1 to 5). Wider
sections of the violin plot represent a higher probability. The violin plot is useful
when observing the distribution of numeric data and when comparing
distributions between groups. The shapes can be compared to see where groups
are similar or different. And in this case, we see that the density curves are
similar for both genders. A two-sample t-test (p = 0.70) confirmed that there is
no statistical significance between the two genders in their evaluation of the
different sentences. Further correlation analysis conducted for each sentence also
confirmed that no significant correlation was found.

Age

After taking the average of the evaluation scores, the association between age
and the overall evaluation results was tested with the Kendall Rank Correlation.®
The results indicate that there is a significant negative correlation between the
participants’ age and their evaluation (r = -0.56, p =2.2e-16). In other words,
older participants evaluated the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin
verbs more negatively than younger participants. When examining the correlation
sentence by sentence, we can see that the strength of negative correlation varies
across sentences. Table2 shows the sentences with moderate (6, 14) and weak
correlation (1, 2, 4, 5, 11); the other sentences did not show statistical significance.

Education level

Participants with a university degree present far more negative attitudes toward the
use of unintegrated English-origin lexical verbs compared to participants with a
lower level of schooling, as shown in Figure 2. The rating patterns of participants
with a high school degree are similar to those of participants with a cegep
degree. The rating behaviour of participants with vocational training is less
obvious due to its small sample size.

To verify whether the observed difference is statistically significant, I
implemented an analysis of variance (ANOVA) over the grouped evaluation
scores, which assesses the differences among group means by testing whether the
means of at least two groups are different. After obtaining a significant result
with the ANOVA (p=5.83e-20), I ran Tukey’s tests to find out which specific
group means (compared with each other) are different. The outcomes of the
Tukey’s tests reported in Table3 indicate that the use of morphologically
unintegrated English-origin lexical verbs is evaluated significantly more
negatively by participants who completed university studies than those who have
a high school or cegep degree.

The Kendall Rank Correlation measures the strength of the linear relationship between two quantitative
variables. Kendall’s coefficient values range from 0 to 1. The higher the value, the higher the association.
A negative correlation (as in Table 1) indicates that as the rank of one variable increases the other one
decreases. The letter r is used to report the correlation coefficient.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50959269523000054 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959269523000054

Journal of French Language Studies 181

Table 2. Correlation analysis of evaluation of the sentences and age by sentence

Sentence Coefficient p-value
1 Je vais aller me get une biére au dép. —0.35 6.88e-40
2 Mon jeu vient de crash. —0.38 4.56e-58
3 Y’a reach pour ’prendre. —-0.16 5.17e-09
4 On n’a pas give up. —0.30 1.28e-34
5 J'vais share mon écran. -0.31 2.10e44
6 Ca m’a dead. —0.42 1.31e66
7 Ca work juste pas. —-0.19 7.95e-13
8 J'avais juste swap sa DM -0.14 5.55e-08
9 Jespére que tu vas pas fail avec ton projet. —0.28 2.76e-37
10 C’est la seule fagon que j’arrive a cope avec la situation. —0.19 2.52e-13
11 Il a été cancel. —0.37 2.85e-48
12 Peux-tu bring mon cell quand tu vas venir? —0.18 1.09e-11
13 Je recois pu mes appels, je vais reboot mon téléphone. -0.11 5.44e-09
14 As-tu get la fille? —0.41 5.56e-51
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Figure 2. Evaluation of the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs by education level.

That being said, there is moderate positive correlation between age and education
level with statistical significance (r=0.52, p =2.19e-38), tested with the Kendall
Rank Correlation. In addition, when encoding age into five age groups (< 19,
20-29, 30-39, 40-49, > 50) and calculating the Kendall’s correlation between age
group and education, there is moderate positive correlation between age group

and education level with statistical significance (r=0.56, p = 7.83e-49).
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Table 3. Results of Tukey’s Test on evaluation score and education level

Group 1 Group 2 Estimate Adjusted p-value
Cegep High school —0.05 0.934
Cegep Vocational education -0.33 0.182
Cegep University —0.64 0.000
High school Vocational education —-0.28 0.344
High school University —0.60 0.000
Vocational education University —0.32 0.218
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Figure 3. Evaluation of the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs by English
proficiency.

English proficiency

The violin plot in Figure3 shows that participants who reported having a
beginning level of English and those speaking English L1 rated the sentences
with the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin lexical verbs as
unacceptable (score 2) less frequently compared to the two other groups.
In addition, participants in the group of intermediate and advanced English
speakers share a more or less similar pattern, except that advanced English
speakers selected the option “totally acceptable” (score 5) more frequently. Since
the English proficiency variable is ordinal, four levels are assigned as follows:
1 - beginner, 2 - intermediate, 3 - advanced, and 4 - English L1. Performing
correlation analysis on encoded English proficiency and evaluation scores shows
that English proficiency is significantly correlated (p=7.56e-05) with the
evaluation of the use of English-origin lexical verbs, despite the fact that the
correlation is very weak (r=0.127).
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Figure 4. Evaluation of the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs by place growing up.

Hometown

In Figure 4, the kernel density of the violin plot for the groups who grew up in
Montreal, Sherbrooke, and elsewhere in the province of Quebec is very similar
in shape. Participants who grew up in Quebec City evaluated the sentences as
“totally unacceptable” (encoded as 2) much more frequently compared to the
other groups. The ANOVA result is significant (p = 2.36e-07) and the Tukey’s
tests (post-hoc analysis) show that participants who grew up in Montreal hold
significantly more positive attitudes toward the use of morphologically
unintegrated English-origin lexical verbs compared to those who grew up
in Quebec and in other locations in the province categorized as “Other”
in Figure4. Participants who grew up in Quebec evaluated the use of
morphologically unintegrated English-origin lexical verbs more negatively than
people who grew up in all other locations. The difference between the
participants who grew up in Montreal and those who grew up in Sherbrooke is
not significant. The results of the Tukey’s tests are presented in Table 4.

Current place of residence

Figure 5 shows that participants living in Quebec City evaluated more sentences as
unacceptable compared to the other groups. By contrast, participants from
Sherbrooke gave the fewest unacceptable ratings. Since the data for current
location does not satisfy the assumptions of ANOVA, the statistical test used for
verifying the empirical findings is a Kruskal Wallis test and Dunn’s tests (post-
hoc). With the significant result from the Kruskal Wallis test (p = 1.86e-06),
Dunn’s tests find that the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin
lexical verbs is significantly less acceptable to people living in Quebec than those
living in Montreal, Sherbrooke, and other locations. Again, there is no
significant difference between the residents of Montreal and Sherbrooke. More
details about the post-hoc analysis are presented in Table 5.
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Table 4. Evaluation of the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs: Results from Tukey’s
test on place growing up

Group 1 Group 2 Estimate Adjusted p-value
Montreal Other —0.27 3.50e-04
Montreal Quebec —0.67 1.68e-05
Montreal Sherbrooke —0.02 9.97e-01
Other Quebec —0.40 2.47e-02
Other Sherbrooke 0.25 2.39e-02
Quebec Sherbrooke 0.65 1.49e-04
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Figure 5. Evaluation of the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs by place of
residence.

4.2. Report of own use of English-origin lexical verbs

In the second part of the questionnaire, the participants were given ten pairs of
sentences and were asked to choose the sentence(s) that they would use in a
conversation. Within each pair, the two sentences have a similar meaning but
present a different use of the English-origin lexical verbs: in one sentence,
the lexical item is morphologically integrated into the French language and in
the other one, it is not integrated. This part of the questionnaire examines
possible answers to RQ2: What social factors (if any) constrain the use of
morphologically unintegrated English-origin lexical verbs? The responses for
each pair of sentences are sorted as follows:

Both: use both of the provided sentences
MUEV (morphologically unintegrated English-origin verb): use the
morphologically unintegrated form
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Table 5. Evaluation of the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs: Results of Dunn’s
Test on place of residence

Group 1 Group 2 Estimate of Group 1 Estimate of Group 2 Adjusted p-value
Montreal Other 355.18 310.35 2.10e-02
Montreal Quebec 355.18 233.62 6.26e05
Montreal Sherbrooke 355.18 378.48 2.69e-01
Other Quebec 310.35 233.62 1.83e-02
Other Sherbrooke 310.35 378.48 5.46e-03
Quebec Sherbrooke 233.62 378.48 1.08e-05

Table 6. Summary of the use of different English-origin lexical verbs in each sentence

Pair of sentences Both Innovative Traditional Neither
domp/dompé 6 (1%) 21 (3%) 520 (77%) 128 (19%)
scroll/scroller 58 (9%) 120 (18%) 454 (67%) 43 (6%)
enjoy/enjoyé 10 (1%) 423 (63%) 97 (14%) 143 (21%)
text/texté 72 (11%) 61 (9%) 532 (79%) 10 (1%)
ghost/ghosté 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 467 (69%) 207 (31%)
skip/skipé 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 393 (58%) 282 (42%)
pass/passé 24 (4%) 446 (66%) 148 (22%) 55 (8%)
kick/kické 84 (12%) 303 (45%) 242 (36%) 46 (7%)
upgrade/upgrader 66 (10%) 142 (21%) 442 (66%) 24 (4%)
spot/spotté 94 (14%) 121 (18%) 422 (63%) 38 (6%)

MIEV (morphologically integrated English-origin verb): use the morphologically
integrated form
Neither: use neither of the provided sentences

To see how many people used each of the sentences presented in section 3.2.2, the
number and percentage of the different choices are summarized in Table 6, and for a
clearer demonstration, the proportions are visualized in Figure 6. In Figure 6, we can
see that the morphologically unintegrated forms are used particularly frequently for
the pairs enjoy/enjoyé, kick/kické, and pass/passé. In the other pairs of sentences, the
morphologically integrated forms appear to be more dominant. This is especially
the case for the pairs ghost/ghosté and skip/skipé, where no respondent selected
the morphologically unintegrated forms provided.

Since RQ2 mainly focuses on the use of morphologically unintegrated forms, the
four levels of response data will be merged into two levels: using unintegrated forms
(MUEYV and both) and not using unintegrated forms (MIEV and neither). I will
explore the same set of social factors as in Section 3 with the frequency with

https://doi.org/10.1017/50959269523000054 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959269523000054

186 Marie-Eve Bouchard

. . .
75% -
[} Sentence choice
(=)}
E . Neither
S s50%- Both
o MUEV
(]
m I . MIEV
25%-
0%- . .
% 8, & % o) & % K %
o% @% /5% O‘F‘F ) 9%/ O’o// %, 0. e, 2,
2 = & P . Z Sz ) Q 9,
(2 S, . ) (A %, N % 20, “he, %
%, 9% s, © s, (A %o % S <,
Do © K CA '00/:9
%,
N

Unintegrated Form / Integrated Form

Figure 6. Percentage of use of different English-origin verbs in each pair of sentences.

which each respondent uses morphologically unintegrated forms among ten
sentences.

Gender

For gender, no significant difference is found between females and males from a
two-sample t-test (p = 0.966) and no significant association exists between gender
and the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs (r = —0.0017;
p=0964).

Age

For participant age, a strong negative association with statistical significance is
found to exist between age and the use of morphologically unintegrated English-
origin lexical verbs (r = -0.60, p=2.2e-16, with a Pearson correlation test).
In other words, younger people are more likely to use sentences with the
unintegrated forms of borrowings. This is consistent with previous studies that
indicate that language varies across different age categories and that young
people tend to use forms perceived as non-standard more frequently (Chambers,
1995; Eckert, 1997; Labov, 1966, 1972; Peccei, 1999).

Education level

For education level, Figure 7 shows that participants with a university degree appear
to use the morphologically unintegrated forms far less frequently than people with
other education backgrounds, and these differences are confirmed by the Kruskal
Wallis test (p=5.87e-24) and post-hoc Dunn’s tests in Table7. Otherwise,
no other significant difference can be found between groups.
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Table 7. Use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs: Results of Tukey’s test on education

level
Group 1 Group 2 Estimate 1 Estimate 2 Adjusted p-value
Cegep High school 385.63 393.46 6.92e-01
Cegep Vocational education 385.63 331.20 4.44e-01
Cegep University 385.63 217.81 1.23e-21
High school Vocational education 393.46 331.20 4.43e-01
High school University 393.46 217.81 5.85e-16
Vocational education University 331.20 217.81 2.74e-02
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Figure 7. Frequency of use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs by education level.

English proficiency

The correlation analysis for use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin
verbs and English proficiency indicates that there is no association between
English proficiency and the use of unintegrated forms (r=0.06, p = 0.04), and
ANOVA finds no significant difference existing among the four groups
(p=0.08). Despite the lack of statistical evidence, the results in Figure 8 show
that only participants with an intermediate and advanced level of English use
the morphologically unintegrated form in more than seven sentences.

Hometown

Statistical tests were implemented to seek significant differences in the use of
morphologically unintegrated English-origin lexical verbs among the four
location-related groups: Montreal, Sherbrooke, Quebec, Other (meaning
elsewhere in Quebec). Grouping by the hometown where participants grew up,
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Table 8. Use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs: Results of Tukey’s test on place

growing up

Group 1 Group 2 Estimate Adjusted p-value
Montreal Other —0.16 0.00e+-00
Montreal Quebec —0.33 0.00e+-00
Montreal Sherbrooke —0.11 5.01e-05
Other Quebec -0.17 2.03e-05
Other Sherbrooke 0.05 1.21e-01
Quebec Sherbrooke 0.22 2.13e-07
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Figure 8. Frequency of use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs by English proficiency.

ANOVA shows the existence of significant differences (p = 2.86e-16). Examining
the results of post-hoc analysis using Tukey’s method in Table 8, we see that the
participants who grew up in Quebec City use the unintegrated forms significantly
less than the participants who did not grow up in Quebec City. Taking a closer look
at the response data in Figure 9, we can see that most people who grew up in Quebec
City rarely use unintegrated forms: no individual uses more than five unintegrated
forms and the probability of using none of the unintegrated forms is particularly
high. By contrast, people growing up in Montreal use the unintegrated forms
with significantly greater frequency than the other groups, which can be observed
in Figure 9 as well.

Current place of residence
When it comes to the place the participants currently live in, the observations and
test findings are aligned with those of the analysis for place growing up. Figure 10
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Figure 9. Frequency of use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs by place growing up.

©
o

0.6-
Place of Residence
D Montreal
04 |:| Other
|:| Quebec
D Sherbrooke

=
(V)

Probability of Using Unintegrated Forms
o
o

Montreal Other Quebec  Sherbrooke
Place of Residence

Figure 10. Frequency of use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs by place of residence.

and Table9 together demonstrate that participants living in Montreal use the
unintegrated forms significantly more than the other groups, and the unintegrated
forms are used significantly less by people living in Quebec City.

In this section, participants were asked to choose between two different uses of
English-origin lexical verbs (unintegrated and integrated), but they could also
choose the option “neither one nor the other” and specify what they would have
said instead. Fewer participants chose this third option, and when they did,
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Table 9. Use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs: results of Tukey’s test on place of

residence

Group 1 Group 2 Estimate Adjusted p-value
Montreal Other —0.12 2.40e-09
Montreal Quebec —0.24 0.00e+-00
Montreal Sherbrooke —0.06 3.86e-02
Other Quebec —0.12 5.95e-04
Other Sherbrooke 0.06 5.58e-02
Quebec Sherbrooke 0.18 6.03e-07

Table 10. Most common alternative sentences suggested by participants

Pair of sentences Alternative suggestions by participants

J'ai domp/dompé ma blonde J'ai laissé ma blonde.
J’ai break up avec ma blonde.

T’as juste a scroll/scroller en bas T’as juste a faire défiler vers le bas.
T’as juste a scroll down.

As-tu enjoy/enjoyé ton voyage? As-tu aimé ton voyage?
As-tu feel ton voyage?
Je l’ai text/texté hier. Je lui ai écris hier.
Il m’a ghost/ghosté. Il ne me répond plus.
Il m’a lag.
Tu m’as skip/skipé. Tu m’as ignoré.
J'ai pass/passé out dans mon lit. J'ai perdu connaissance dans mon lit.

J’ai black out dans mon lit.
J'ai die dans mon lit.

Est-ce que Paul va étre kick/kické du cours? Est-ce que Paul va étre expulsé du cours?
Est-ce que Paul va se faire kick du cours?

On doit upgrade/upgrader notre forfait d’internet. On doit améliorer notre forfait d’internet.
On doit se get un meilleur internet.

Tu m’as spot/spottée dans mon auto. Tu m’as vue dans mon auto.

it was generally to offer an alternative sentence without an English-origin word.
Table 10 presents the alternative sentences suggested by the participants. In the
first line (on the right side) is the most commonly suggested alternative with no
use of borrowing, and in the second line, an alternative with another borrowing
(if any). It is interesting to note that the most commonly suggested alternatives
that use a borrowing are forms that are morphologically unintegrated.

These findings are summarised in Table 11.

Let us now discuss these main findings in greater detail.
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Table 11. Social factors that constrain the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs
in Quebec French

Evaluation of the innovative form Report of own use of anglicisms
Gender No statistical difference. No statistical difference.
Age Younger people evaluate the innovative form Younger people are more likely to
more positively. use the innovative form.
Education People with a lower level of education People who do not have a university
level evaluate the innovative form more positively. degree are more likely to use the

innovative form.

English People with a higher proficiency of English No statistical difference.
proficiency evaluate the innovative form more positively.

Hometown People who grew up in Montreal evaluate People who grew up in Montreal are
the innovative form the most positively, more likely to use the innovative
especially when compared to those who form.

grew up in Quebec City.

Current People who live in Montreal, Sherbrooke, People who live in Montreal are more
place of and elsewhere in the province evaluate the likely to use the innovative form.
residence  innovative form more positively than those

who live in Quebec City.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study is the first to identify and analyse social factors associated with
the morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs as used in Quebec French.
The objectives were to determine how French-speaking Quebecers evaluate the
unintegrated forms of English-origin lexical verbs and what social factors constrain
this use. Results indicate that young Quebecers from Montreal with a high level of
proficiency in English are the ones who use it the most and evaluate it more positively.

The results show no difference between genders in the evaluation of the
unintegrated verb forms and their use of them. This aligns with the work of
Poplack and her colleagues who also found that gender has no effect on the use
of borrowings. A number of studies on language and gender point out that
women are more sensitive to normative usage (see Romaine, 2003 for a review).
For instance, Labov (2001) argues that women are more conservative than men
in situations of stable sociolinguistic stratification and that they tend to favor the
use of more prestigious forms. However, in situations of ongoing change,
women tend to use the new forms more frequently. In this sense, a more
frequent use of the integrated form by women could have indicated a preference
for a form that is more socially accepted (as this form is known and attested in
Quebec French), or a more frequent use of the unintegrated form could have
indicated a change in progress (as this use is more recent). But the examination
of gender and use of borrowings (whether integrated or not) does not point in
either of these two directions.

Variationist sociolinguists acknowledge that we speak differently depending on
the age group to which we belong. Young people particularly tend to favour forms

https://doi.org/10.1017/50959269523000054 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959269523000054

192 Marie-Eve Bouchard

that can be perceived as non-standard and less prestigious by older speakers. The
results of this study clearly indicate that younger speakers evaluate the unintegrated
forms more positively and they report being more likely to use them. This result
corroborates observations (i.e., personal observations and comments shared
when collecting sentences for this research project) and qualitative analyses
regarding the use of unintegrated forms (Bouchard, forthcoming). In these
analyses, the gap between the users and non-users of the unintegrated forms is
age-related, with non-users harshly criticizing the use of the unintegrated forms.

In the work of Poplack and her colleagues, education level is not a factor that
constrains the use of English-origin borrowings. This contrasts with the results
of this study, which show that speakers of Quebec French with a university
degree evaluated the unintegrated forms more negatively and are less likely to
use these forms. This difference might be due to the method of choice as the
questionnaire captures reported usage and perception rather than the actual
usage analysed by Poplack. But people with a higher level of education generally
have more exposure to the influence of the standard language. This certainly
indicates that the unintegrated forms are perceived as divergent from the
linguistic practices of individuals with a university degree, who then most likely
perceive them as non-standard forms.

One could expect that the most bilingual speakers use more English-origin
borrowings (see Poplack, 2018). However, the results for reported usage of
unintegrated forms do not indicate any statistical difference between the four
levels of proficiency in English. Nonetheless, it is still important to note that
participants who have a beginner or L1 knowledge of English reported using the
unintegrated forms less frequently than those who have an intermediate or
advanced level of English. Speaking English as an L1 does not entail a more
frequent use of the unintegrated forms (although they may look and sound
more like the English forms).

Regarding hometown and current place of residence, participants from and living
in Quebec City evaluated the unintegrated forms quite negatively compared to the
other participants and they also reported being less likely to use them. Interestingly,
the population of Quebec City has a higher percentage of residents who speak
French as an L1, a lower percentage of bilingual speakers (English-French)
and a lower number of immigrants compared to Montreal and Sherbrooke
(see Section 3.1). In fact, Quebec City is not as multilingual and multicultural as
Montreal (or Sherbrooke to a certain extent) and it did not have contact with
local English speakers in the past the same way Montreal and Sherbrooke did
(or still do, in the case of Montreal).

Because hometown and place of residence were maintained as two separate
factors in this study, we can see that although participants who currently live in
Montreal, Sherbrooke, and elsewhere in the province evaluated the unintegrated
forms more positively than participants who live in Quebec City, it is those who
grew up in Montreal who evaluated them the most positively. This might
indicate that the use of the unintegrated form is a linguistic innovation that is
emerging from Montreal.

All these findings are interesting from a sociolinguistic perspective, but they are
also of relevance to researchers seeking to distinguish code-switches from nonce
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borrowings. According to Poplack and her colleagues, as mentioned earlier, when
English-origin items are morphologically integrated into French, they are nonce
borrowings; and when they remain morphologically integrated into English, they
are instances of code-switching. However, this theory cannot explain the use of
morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs in Quebec French, since the
bare forms possess neither French nor English inflection. For instance, in the
sentence Il m’a ghost, with the unintegrated form, no participant suggested
the use of “ghosted”, Il m’a ghosted, which would have been an instance of
code-switching according to Poplack’s theory. Same for J'ai pass out dans mon
lit, which would be J’ai passé out dans mon lit if integrated into French (and
therefore, a nonce borrowing) or J'ai passed out dans mon lit if integrated into
English (and therefore, a code-switch). These English-origin verb forms in
Quebec French are not morphologically integrated into either French or English,
which poses a theoretical problem according to Poplack’s (2018) theory.

Poplack’s exhaustive work on borrowings does not address data from Louisiana
French nor recent data from Quebec French in which unintegrated English-origin
verbs would appear.

In his review of Poplack (2018), Papen (2021) considers that a possible
explanation for the bare forms in Louisiana French is the variable deletion of
infinitival or participial suffixes. Picone (1994: 273) has some evidence of this
deletion in Louisiana French (e.g., Ils ont apprend les chansons). But as Papen
(2021: 273) mentions, there are no quantitative studies on the subject that can
support this hypothesis. Could this hypothesis be applied to the unintegrated
forms of English-origin verbs in Quebec French? Clearly, further investigations
on the topic are necessary to answer such a question and to address other issues
that this research project raised; for instance, how do these bare forms fit into
the typology of contact phenomena? What are the motivations for this linguistic
innovation? What are its implications?

To provide a theoretical contribution to language contact theory, it is necessary
to collect spontaneous speech data from Quebec French. This data would be of
utmost interest for scholars seeking to distinguish borrowings from code
switches. But as Gardner-Chloros (2010: 186) has written, “[a]t a synchronic
level, there is no failsafe method of distinguishing between loans and
codeswitches, as only time can tell if a loanword is more generally adopted over
time.” It would also allow us to examine how the instances of interference
(whether integrated or not) co-exist within the same community, and even
within the same individual. This article indicates that there is still a lot to learn
about the language-mixing strategies in Quebec French.

Acknowledgments. I would like to thank the anonymous reviewers for their insightful and constructive
comments. I would also like to thank Yanic Viau for helpful discussions and support.

REFERENCES

Bouchard, M-E. (Forthcoming). Investigating attitudes towards a changing use of anglicisms in Quebec
French. Canadian Modern Language Review.

Baillargeon, S. (2017). LOQLF ouvre la porte aux anglicismes. Le Devoir, September 17. https://www.
ledevoir.com/societe/actualites-en-societe/508260/1-office-quebecois-de-la-langue-francaise-applique-
sa-nouvelle-politique-des-emprunts-linguistiques, retrieved 29 November 2022.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50959269523000054 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://www.ledevoir.com/societe/actualites-en-societe/508260/l-office-quebecois-de-la-langue-francaise-applique-sa-nouvelle-politique-des-emprunts-linguistiques
https://www.ledevoir.com/societe/actualites-en-societe/508260/l-office-quebecois-de-la-langue-francaise-applique-sa-nouvelle-politique-des-emprunts-linguistiques
https://www.ledevoir.com/societe/actualites-en-societe/508260/l-office-quebecois-de-la-langue-francaise-applique-sa-nouvelle-politique-des-emprunts-linguistiques
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959269523000054

194 Marie-Eve Bouchard

Baril Guérard, J-P. (2016). Manuel de la vie sauvage. Montreal: Les Editions de ta mére.

Bentahila, A. and Davies, E. D. (1983). The syntax of Arabic-French code-switching. Lingua, 59:
301-330.

Bourhis, R.Y. (1997). Language policies and language attitudes: Le monde de la francophonie.
In: N. Coupland and A. Jaworski (eds), Sociolinguistics: A reader and coursebook. London: Palgrave
Macmillan, pp. 306-322.

CBC (Canadian Broadcasting Corporation). (2017). New census numbers show Montreal to be Canada’s
most trilingual city. https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/montreal/montreal-census-numbers-trilingual-
city-1.4468133, retrieved 25 November 2022.

Chambers, J.K. (1995). Sociolinguistic Theory. Malden-Oxford (UK): Blackwell.

Chelsey, P. (2010). Lexical borrowings in French: Anglicisms as a separate phenomenon. French Language
Studies, 20: 231-251.

Chevalier, G. (2007). Les marqueurs discursifs dans une variété de frangais en contact intense avec 'anglais.
Langue frangaise, 154: 61-77.

Chevalier, G. and Long, M. (2005). “Finder out, pour qu’on les frigge pas up, comment c’qu’i work out”: les
verbes a particules en chiac. In: P. Brasseur and A. Falkert (eds), Approches morphosyntaxiques. Actes du
Colloque international grammaire comparée des variétés de frangais d’Amérique. Paris: L'Harmattan, pp.
201-212.

Dubois, S. and Sankoff, D. (1997). L’absence de flexion sur les emprunts de 'anglais dans le frangais cadjin.
In: J. Auger and Y. Rose (eds), Explorations du lexique. Quebec: CIRAL, pp. 163-176.

Eckert, P. (1997). Age as a Sociolinguistic Variable. In: F. Coulmas (ed.), The Handbook of Sociolinguistics.
Oxford (UK): Blackwell, pp. 150-167. http://doi.org/10.1002/9781405166256

Falkert, A. (2006). La mutation achevée du connecteur ¢a fait que dans le frangais acadien des Iles-de-la-
Madeleine. In: R. Papen and G. Chevalier (eds), Les variétés de frangais en Amérique du Nord: évolution,
innovation et description, special edition of Revue Canadienne de Linguistique Appliquée/Canadian
Journal of Applied Linguistics, 9(2): 39-53.

Gardner-Chloros, P. (1995). Code-switching in community, regional and national repertoires: the myth of
the discreteness of linguistic systems. In: L. Milroy and P. Muysken (eds), One Speaker, Two Languages:
Cross-Disciplinary Perspectives on Code-Switching. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 68-90.

Gardner-Chloros, P. (2010). Contact and code-switching. In: R. Hickey (ed), The Handbook of Language
Contact. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell, pp. 188-207.

Gelinas, L., Pierce, R., Winkler, S., Cohen, I.G., Fernandez Lynch, H., Bierer, B. E. (2017). Using social
media as a research recruitment tool: Ethical issues and recommendations. The American Journal of
Bioethics, 19(3): 3-14.

Grant, A. (2015). Lexical borrowing. In: J. Taylor, The Oxford Handbook of the Word. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. DOI: 10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199641604.001.0001

Haspelmath, M. (2009). Lexical borrowing: concepts and issues. In: M. Haspelmath and U. Tadmor (eds),
Loanwords in the World’s Languages: A Comparative Study. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, pp. 35-54.

Haugen, E. (1950). The analysis of linguistic borrowing. Language, 26: 210-31.

Haust, D. (1995). Codeswitching in Gambia: eine soziolinguistische Untersuchung von Mandinka, Wolof und
Englisch in Kontakt. Cologne: Rudiger Koppe.

Heller, M. (1982). Language, Ethnicity and Politics in Quebec. UC Berkeley dissertation.

Hornsby, D. (1998). Patriotism and linguistic purism in France: Deux dialogues dans le nouveau langage
frangois and Parlez-vous Franglais? Journal of European Studies, 28: 331-354.

King, R. (2000). The Lexical Basis of Grammatical Borrowing. Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Klingler, T., Picone, M. and Valdman, A. (1997). The lexicon of Louisiana French. In: A. Valdman (ed.),
French and Creole in Louisiana. New York: Plenum Press, pp. 145-181.

Labov, W. (1966). The Social Stratification of English in New York City. Washington (DC): Center for
Applied Linguistics.

Labov, W. (1972). Sociolinguistic Patterns. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Labov, W. (2001). Principles of Linguistic Change: Social Factors. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

Lavallée, R. (1979). Les régionalismes dans le frangais parlé de UEstrie (Document de travail no. 15).
Sherbrooke: Librairie Dussault.

Lehiste, I. (1987). Lectures on Language Contact. Cambridge: MIT Press.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50959269523000054 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/montreal/montreal-census-numbers-trilingual-city-1.4468133
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/montreal/montreal-census-numbers-trilingual-city-1.4468133
http://doi.org/10.1002/9781405166256
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199641604.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959269523000054

Journal of French Language Studies 195

Meechan, M. and Poplack, S. (1995). Orphan categories in bilingual discourse: Adjectivization strategies in
Wolof-French and Fongbe-French. Language Variation and Change, 7: 169-194.

Mougeon, R., Nadasdi, T., and Rehner, K. (2009). Evolution de I'usage des conjonctions et locutions
de conséquence par les adolescents franco-ontariens de Hawkesbury et Pembroke (1978-2005).
In : F. Martineau, R. Mougeon, T. Nadasdi, and M. Tremblay (eds), Le fran¢ais d’ici: études linguistiques
et socio-linguistiques sur la variation du francais au Québec et en Ontario. Toronto: GREF, pp. 175-214.

Muysken, P. (2000). Bilingual speech: A typology of code-mixing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Myers-Scotton, C. (1993). Duelling languages: Grammatical structure in codeswitching. New York: Oxford
University Press.

OCOL (Office of the Commissioner of Official Languages). (2013). Archives. https://www.clo-ocol.gc.ca/
html/stu_etu_062008_east_est_pg4_e.php

Papen, R. (2021). Review of: S. Poplack, Borrowing. Loanwords in the Speech Community and in the
Grammar. Revue canadienne de linguistique, 66(2), 270-274.

Papen, R. (2022). French and English in contact in North America. In: S. Mufwene and A. M. Escobar,
Language Contact, vol. 1, pp. 505-539.

Peccei, J. (1999). Language and Age. In L. Thomas and S. Wareing (eds.), Language, Society and Power:
An Introduction. New York: Routledge, pp. 87-103.

Picone, M. (1994). Code-intermediate phenomena in Louisiana French. Chicago Linguistics Society, 30,
320-334.

Picone, M. (1997). Code-switching and loss of inflection in Louisiana French. In: C. Bernstein, T. Nunnally
and R. Sabino (eds), Language Variety in the South Revisited. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press,
pp. 152-162.

Picone, M. and Lafleur, A. (2000). La néologie et les anglicismes par tranches d’4ge en franqais louisianais.
In : D. Latin and C. Poirier (eds.), Contact des langues et variétés culturelles: perspectives lexicographiques.
Actes des quatriémes journées scientifiques du réseau « Etudes du frangais en francophonie ». Québec:
Presses de I'université Laval, pp. 15-27.

Planchon, C. and Stockemer, D. (2016). Anglicisms and students in Quebec: Oral, written, public, and
private — Do personal opinions on language protection influence students’ use of English borrowings?
International Journal of Canadian Studies, 54: 27-50.

Poplack, S. (2016). L’anglicisme chez nous: une perspective sociolinguistique. Recueil des actes du Colloque
du réseau des Organismes francophones de politique et d’aménagement linguistiques (OPALE). Les
anglicismes : des emprunts a intérét variable?, Québec, 18 et 19 octobre 2016. Montréal: Publications
de I'Office québécois de la langue franqaise, pp. 375-403.

Poplack, S. (2018). Borrowing. Loanwords in the speech community and in the grammar. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Poplack, S., Sankoff, D. and Miller, C. (1988). The social correlates and linguistic processes of lexical
borrowing and assimilation. Linguistics, 26: 47-104.

Poplack, S., and Dion, N. (2012). Myths and facts about loanword development. Language variation and
change, 24: 279-315.

Poplack, S., and St-Amand, A. (2007). Les Récits du frangais québécois d’autrefois : reflet du parler
vernaculaire du 19¢ siecle. Canadian Journal of Linguistics/Revue Canadienne de linguistics, 54(3):
511-546.

Poplack, S., and M. Meechan. (1998). Introduction: How Languages Fit Together in Codemixing.
International Journal of Bilingualism, 2: 127-138.

Poplack, S., Robillard, S., Dion, N., Paolillo, J. (2020). Revisiting phonetic integration in bilingual
borrowing. Language, 96(1): 126-159.

Romaine, S. (2003). Variation in language and gender. In: J. Holmes and M. Meyerhoff, (eds.),
The Handbook of Language and Gender. Maiden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, pp. 98-118.

Root, J. (2018). Des fois ¢a dit des mots en anglais et en frangais mélés: On the variable morphosyntactic
integration of English-origin lexical verbs in Louisiana French. Indiana University dissertation.

Rottet, K. (2016). Les verbes a particule d’origine anglaise en francais louisianais. In : R. Calvo, L. Minverini
and A. Thibeault. Actes du XXVII° Congrés international de linguistique et de philologie romanes (Nancy,
15-20 juillet 2013). Nancy: ATILF, pp. 207-215. Available online: https://web-data.atilf.fr/ressources/
cilpr2013/actes/section-11.html

https://doi.org/10.1017/50959269523000054 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://www.clo-ocol.gc.ca/html/stu_etu_062008_east_est_pg4_e.php
https://www.clo-ocol.gc.ca/html/stu_etu_062008_east_est_pg4_e.php
https://web-data.atilf.fr/ressources/cilpr2013/actes/section-11.html
https://web-data.atilf.fr/ressources/cilpr2013/actes/section-11.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959269523000054

196 Marie-Eve Bouchard

Rottet, K. (2019). L'anglicisme lexical dans la lexicographie du francais louisianais. In: E. Szlezak and K. S.
Szlezék (eds), Sprach-und Kultur-kontaktphdnomene in der Romania - Phénoménes de contact
linguistique et culturel dans la Romania: Festschrift fiir Ingrid Neumann-Holzschuh zum 65. Berlin:
Erich Schmidt Verlag, pp. 185-204.

Roy, M-M. (1979). Les conjonctions « but » et « so » dans le frangais de Moncton. University of Monction MA
thesis.

Tartivel, J-P. (1880). L’anglicisme, voila I'ennemi! Quebec: Imprimerie du Canadien.

Thomason, S. (2001). Language Contact: An Introduction. Washington: Georgetown University Press.

Thomason, S. and Kauffman, T. (1988). Language contact, creolization, and genetic linguistics. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Sankoff, D., Poplack, S. and Vanniarajan S. (1990). The use of the nonce-loan in Tamil. Language
Variation and Change, 1: 71-101.

Statistics Canada. (2021a). Profile Table. Montreal. https://www]12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/
dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlIist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERIist=0&DGUIDlist=
2021A00052466023&SearchText=montreal, retrieved 15 November 2022.

Statistics Canada. (2021b). Profile Table. Sherbrooke. https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/
2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Search Text=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&
GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERIist=0, retrieved 15 November 2022.

Statistics Canada. (2021c). Profile Table. Quebec. https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/
dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlIist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERIist=0&DGUIDlist=
2021A00052423027&Search Text=quebec, retrieved 15 November 2022.

St-Yves, G. (2006). L’anglicisme ou le mea culpa des Québécois: éclairage historique. The French Review,
80(2): 354-369.

Van Coetsem, F. (1988). Loan Phonology and the Two Transfer Types in Language Contact. Berlin,
New York: De Gruyter.

Vigouroux, C. (2013). Francophonie. Annual Review of Anthropology, 42: 379-397.

Walsh, O. (2014). ‘Les anglicismes polluent la langue frangais’. Purist attitudes in France and Quebec.
French Language Studies, 24: 423-449.

Weinreich, U. (1953). Languages in Contact: Findings and Problems. The Hague: Mouton.

Weinstein, B. (2011). Francophonie: purism at the international level. In: B. Jernudd and M. Shapiro (eds),
The Politics of Language Purism, Berlin, New York: De Gruyter Mouton, pp. 53-80.

Winford, D. (2003). An Introduction to Contact Linguistics. London: Arnold.

Cite this article: Bouchard M-E (2023). J'va share mon étude sur les anglicismes avec vous autresl: A
sociolinguistic approach to the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs in Quebec
French. Journal of French Language Studies 33, 168-196. https://doi.org/10.1017/50959269523000054

https://doi.org/10.1017/50959269523000054 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052466023&SearchText=montreal
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052466023&SearchText=montreal
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052466023&SearchText=montreal
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052466023&SearchText=montreal
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052466023&SearchText=montreal
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052466023&SearchText=montreal
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052466023&SearchText=montreal
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052466023&SearchText=montreal
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&SearchText=Sherbrooke&DGUIDlist=2013A000424073&GENDERlist=1,2,3&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052423027&SearchText=quebec
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052423027&SearchText=quebec
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052423027&SearchText=quebec
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052423027&SearchText=quebec
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052423027&SearchText=quebec
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052423027&SearchText=quebec
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052423027&SearchText=quebec
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2021/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&GENDERlist=1&STATISTIClist=1&HEADERlist=0&DGUIDlist=2021A00052423027&SearchText=quebec
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959269523000054
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959269523000054

	J'va share mon étude sur les anglicismes avec vous autres!: A sociolinguistic approach to the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs in Quebec French
	1.. INTRODUCTION
	2.. BACKGROUND ON LEXICAL BORROWING
	3.. METHODS
	3.1.. Participants
	3.2.. Data collection
	3.2.1. Evaluation of the use of English-origin verbs
	3.2.2. Report of own practices regarding English-origin verbs
	3.2.3. Background questionnaire

	3.3.. Statistical analysis

	4.. RESULTS
	4.1.. Evaluation of the use of morphologically unintegrated English-origin verbs
	Gender
	Age
	Education level
	English proficiency
	Hometown
	Current place of residence

	4.2.. Report of own use of English-origin lexical verbs
	Gender
	Age
	Education level
	English proficiency
	Hometown
	Current place of residence


	5.. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
	REFERENCES



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 600
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 600
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages true
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth 4
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


