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Language Contact and Grammatical Change

The phenomenon of language contact, and how it affects the structure of
languages, has been of great interest to linguists in recent years. This pioneer-
ing new study looks at how grammatical forms and structures evolve when
speakers of two languages come into contact, and offers an interesting new
insight into the mechanism that induces people to transfer grammatical struc-
tures from one language to another. Drawing on findings from languages all
over the world, Language Contact and Grammatical Change shows that the
transfer of linguistic material across languages is quite regular and follows
universal patterns of grammaticalization — contrary to previous claims that it
is a fairly irregular process — and argues that internal and external explanations
of language structure and change are in no way mutually exclusive. Engaging
and informative, this book will be of great interest to sociolinguists, linguis-
tic anthropologists, and all those working on grammaticalization, language
contact, and language change.

BERND HEINE is Professor of African Studies in the Institute for African
Studies, University of Cologne, and has taught in universities all over the
world. He has carried out fieldwork in Ghana, Togo, Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda
and Namibia, and has published 32 books and approximately 120 papers on
African linguistics, sociolinguistics, historical linguistics, and grammatical-
ization theory.

TANIA KUTEVA is Professor of English Linguistics at the Institute for English
and American Studies, University of Diisseldorf. She has taught at a variety
of universities worldwide and has previously co-authored — also with Bernd
Heine — World Lexicon of Grammaticalization (Cambridge University Press,
2002). She is the author of approximately thirty articles on grammaticalization,
typology, Slavic linguistics, sociolinguistics, and second language acquisition.
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Series editor’s foreword

The series Approaches to Language Contact (ALC) was set up to publish out-
standing textbooks and monographs on language contact, especially by authors
who approach their specific subject matter from a diachronic or developmental
perspective. Our goal is to integrate the ever-growing scholarship on language
diversification (including the development of creoles, pidgins, and indigenized
varieties of colonial European languages), language convergence, bilingual lan-
guage development, code-switching, and language endangerment. We hope to
provide a select forum to scholars who contribute insightfully to understanding
language evolution from an interdisciplinary perspective or by bridging differ-
ent research areas in linguistics. We favor approaches that highlight the role of
the relevant ecology and draw inspiration both from the authors’ own fields of
specialization and from other disciplines or other research areas in linguistics.
Eclecticism is one of our mottos, as we endeavor to comprehend the complexity
of evolutionary processes associated with contact.

We are proud to add to the ALC series Bernd Heine and Tania Kuteva’s
Language Contact and Grammatical Change. This is the first comprehensive
monograph that bridges research on grammaticalization with scholarship on
language contact and in genetic linguistics. It focuses on linguistic areas, where,
because of frequent contacts among their speakers, different languages, some
of which are not genetically related, have come to share several structures. The
authors propose to identify the language from which a particular structure or
function has spread as the model language, and the language calquing it as the
replica language. The very process by which the grammatical pattern is calqued
is identified as grammatical replication. Various cases are discussed from espe-
cially European and Native American languages, but also from African and
Melanesian ones. Creoles, in relation to which the process of grammatical-
ization has been questioned, are also well covered in this book, in which the
discussions lead to the conclusion that these vernaculars are no exception to the
fact that this diachronic phenomenon can be, and often is, contact-induced.

Quite informative also is the authors’ discussion of structural and sociological
constraints on grammatical replication. They clearly show that this phenomenon
is not different from other diachronic processes which have been shown to be

Xi



xii Series editor’s foreword

ecologically constrained. Moreover, individual speakers, rather than popula-
tions, constantly emerge from behind the processes Heine and Kuteva discuss,
because they make it obvious that it is the speakers of a language who produce
the changes cumulatively through things they do during their communicative
acts, under the influence of a model language. They highlight the extent of
osmosis in linguistic systems, making obvious that language boundaries are
not so rigidly defined and borrowings can affect any component of the lan-
guage architecture.

Since grammaticalization is the outcome of various processes of language
change (for instance, generalization, category reassignment, and structural
reanalysis), the book hits the heart of the distinction between contact-induced
and internally motivated change. It disputes allegations that grammaticalization
can only be internally motivated. And it also highlights the fact that linguis-
tic convergence has taken place more frequently than has been suspected. In
addition, it sheds light on the interaction of universal principles with language-
specific ones in the process of change. Readers will also be happy to verify
Heine and Kuteva’s taxonomy of the most common types of replications, as
well as several other research questions, such as (1) to what extent has the
Europeanization of the world affected structures of other languages? (2) what
can the study of contact-induced grammaticalization contribute to the study
of geographically defined linguistic areas? (3) how relevant is the notion of
“egrammaticalization area” to understanding linguistic areas? The reader will
not be disappointed by the breadth and depth of this book, which reflects suc-
cessful cross-pollination between research in grammaticalization, in genetic
linguistics, and in language contact.

University of Chicago SALIKOKO S. MUFWENE



Preface

A number of students of language have pointed out that the way meanings
are expressed in the language analyzed by them is exactly the same as that
found in some neighboring language or languages, even though the forms
used in these expressions are entirely different, and in spite of the fact that
the languages concerned are genetically only remotely related or even unre-
lated. The main goal of this book is, first, to show that such observations are
far from being coincidental; rather, that such cross-linguistic similarities are
more common than is widely believed. Second, we will argue that there is a
principled way to account for such similarities and, third, that these similar-
ities are the result of processes of conceptualization that are the same across
cultures.

The book has benefited greatly from discussions with and comments from
many colleagues, in particular the following: Sasha Aikhenvald, Peter Bakker,
Walter Bisang, Kate Burridge, Bernard Comrie, Andrii Danylenko, Gerrit
Dimmendaal, Bob Dixon, Carola Emkow, Nick Evans, Zygmunt Frajzyngier,
Victor Friedman, Jost Gippert, Tom Giildemann, John Haiman, Martin Haspel-
math, Lars Johanson, Christa Kilian-Hatz, Christa Konig, Hiroyuki Miyashita,
Salikoko Mufwene, Ulrich Obst, Thomas Stolz, Elmar Ternes, Elvira Veseli-
novi¢, Debra Ziegeler, and many others. We also wish to thank Monika Feinen
for the maps presented, Meike Pfaff and Barbara Sevenich for their typograph-
ical work, and Ulrike Claudi and two anonymous reviewers for many critical
comments.

We are in particular grateful to the participants of the symposium on Language
Contact and Replication that took place in Cologne on July 12,2003. Comments
made by Walter Bisang, Eva Csatd, Gerrit Dimmendaal, and others turned out
to be extremely valuable when reviewing some of the issues discussed in this
book.

Our thanks are also due to the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (German
Research Society) for having supported part of the work on which this study is
based. Finally, we are deeply indebted to the Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sciences, Stanford, and the Institute for Advanced Study, LaTrobe

xiii



Xiv Preface

University, and in particular the Research Centre for Linguistic Typology in
Melbourne, which offered us hospitality to work out our field notes; we are
grateful to these institutions for their generosity and understanding. Our grat-
itude also extends to our colleagues Lenore Grenoble and Lindsay Whaley,
Dartmouth College, USA, who offered the first-named author academic hos-
pitality and the means to work on this book when he was invited as a visiting
professor from March to June, 2002.
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1 The framework

That language structure is fairly resistant to change in situations of language
contact has been widely held among students of linguistics for a long time,
presumably rooted in Ferdinand de Saussure’s distinction between “internal”
and “external” linguistics. In this tradition, Edward Sapir managed to persuade
a generation of American linguists that there were no really convincing cases
of profound morphological influence by diffusion (Danchev 1988: 38; 1989).
While it was conceded that certain parts of language, such as phonology and
the lexicon, tend to be affected by pressure from other languages, grammar
was considered to be immune to major restructuring. More recent studies have
shown that this view is incorrect. As some of these studies have demonstrated,
essentially any part of language structure can be transferred from one language
to another (see especially Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 14; Harris & Campbell
1995: 149-50; Aikhenvald 2002: 11-13). In fact, there is substantial evidence
to support this general claim; still, it would seem that such an “anything-goes
hypothesis,” as Matras (1998a: 282) refers to it, is in need of modification:
There is at least one domain of language use and language structure where a
significant constraint on linguistic transfer from one language to another can
be observed, namely the domain of grammatical meanings and structures.

The main purpose of this book is to demonstrate that the transfer of grammat-
ical meanings and structures across languages is regular, and that it is shaped
by universal processes of grammatical change. Using data from a wide range of
languages we will argue that this transfer is essentially in accordance with prin-
ciples of grammaticalization, and that these principles are the same irrespective
of whether or not language contact is involved, and of whether it concerns
unilateral or multilateral transfer.

The present chapter provides the reader with the analytic framework used
throughout the book. To this end, we discuss the key notions of this framework in
section ??, and in section ?? this framework is related to alternative approaches
and terminologies. Section ?? presents the theoretical basis for the analysis
of contact-induced language change, while section ?? discusses the technical
and methodological tools that are used for identifying instances of this change.
That the perspective adopted in this book differs from that of a number of other
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2 The framework

authors who have worked on language contact is pointed out in section ??, and
the final section ?? provides an outline of the subject matters discussed in the
book.

1.1 Grammatical replication

If one finds similarities in form, meaning or structure between different lan-
guages then these may have arisen for a number of different reasons: they may
be due to universal principles of linguistic discourse and historical development,
to shared genetic relationship, to parallel development or drift, to language con-
tact, or simply to chance. This book deals with cross-linguistic similarity, but it
is concerned only with one of these causes, namely with language contact and
the effects it has for grammatical structure. Broadly speaking, contact-induced
influence manifests itself in the transfer of linguistic material from one language
to another, where linguistic material can be of any of the following kinds:

(1) Kinds of linguistic transfer

a. Form, that is, sounds or combinations of sounds

b. Meanings (including grammatical meanings or functions) or
combinations of meanings

c. Form—meaning units or combinations of form—meaning units

d. Syntactic relations, that is, the order of meaningful elements

e. Any combination of (a) through (d)

Weinreich ([1953] 1964: 30-1) distinguishes three kinds of grammatical trans-
fer (or interference in his terminology). One concerns the transfer of morphemes
from what he calls the source language to the recipient language, that is (1c¢).
The second kind of interference relates to grammatical relations, in particlar
word order (1d), and the third to functions or meanings of grammatical forms,
that is (1b). Situation (lc) involves what Weinreich calls source and recipient
languages, while in the case of (1b) and (1d) he uses the terms model and replica
languages.

Our interest in this book is with the transfer of grammatical meaning;' thus,
the kind of transfer discussed here has traditionally been treated under (1b).
Accordingly, we will adopt the terms proposed by Weinreich for (1b) and (1d) by
distinguishing between model languages (M), providing the model for transfer,
and replica languages (R), making use of that model, and we will call the process
involving (1b) grammatical replication.

The following example may illustrate the framework used here. The North
Arawak language Tariana of northwestern Brazil is in close contact with
Portuguese, the official language of Brazil, and has been influenced by the
latter in a number of ways (Aikhenvald 2001; 2002). For example, young and
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innovative speakers of Tariana recognize that in Portuguese interrogative pro-
nouns are also used as relative clause markers, and these speakers also use
their interrogative pronouns as markers of relative clauses on the model of Por-
tuguese. In doing so, they graft their interrogative pronoun (e.g. kwana ‘who?’)
onto their own relative construction. Accordingly, instead of (2), which is char-
acteristic of traditional speakers, they use (3) in an attempt to replicate the
Portuguese construction of (4).

(2) Tariana (North Arawak; Aikhenvald 2002: 183)

ka-yeka-kanih? kayu-na na-sape.
REL-know- DEM:ANIM thus-REM.P.VIS 3.PL-speak
PAST.REL.PL

‘Those who knew used to talk like this.’

(3) Younger Tariana speakers (North Arawak; Aikhenvald 2002: 183)

kwana ka-yeka-kani hi kayu-na na-sape.
who REL-know- DEM:ANIM thus-REM.P.VIS 3.PL-speak
PAST.REL.PL

‘Those who knew used to talk like this.’

(4) Portuguese (Aikhenvald 2002: 183)

quem sabia, falava assim.
(who knew spoke like.this)
‘Those who knew, spoke like this.’

As we will see in the following chapters, processes of the kind illustrated above
are extremely widespread, they can be expected in virtually any situation of
intense language contact. What they have in common is, first, that rather than
borrowing, i.e. a transfer of linguistic form—meaning units in accordance with
(lc), they involve meaning, that is, (1b). Second, they are suggestive of a fairly
complex cognitive process: rather than a simple transfer of meaning from one
language to another, they presuppose some kind of equivalence relation that
is transferred, in that younger Tariana speakers observe that in Portuguese the
marker used for interrogative clauses is also used for relative clauses, and they
carry out the same process in their own language — extending the use of their
interrogative pronouns to also mark relative clauses; we will be able to look at
a number of strikingly similar examples of this kind in the course of the book
(see, for example, section 3.1.3).

This example may also illustrate the terminology used in this book: We
will call Portuguese the model language (M), Tariana the replica language (R),
and the transfer pattern from model to replica language will be referred to as
replication.



4 The framework

The terms model language and replica language are relative notions, in that a
given language can be associated with both roles. For example, the Austronesian
language Tigak of the New Ireland island, Papua New Guinea, has served both as
areplica and a model language vis-a-vis the lingua franca Tok Pisin, an English-
based pidgin/creole (Jenkins 2002), and in the Vaupés region of northwest
Amazonia, the North Arawak language Tariana has acted as a replica language
vis-a-vis East Tucanoan languages but as both areplica and a model language for
the lingua franca Portuguese (Aikhenvald 2002). In a similar fashion, Basque
has served as a replica language vis-a-vis its Romance neighbors Spanish,
French, and Gascon (Hurch 1989; Haase 1992; 1997), but it has also acted as a
model language for Spanish speakers in the Basque Country (Cardenas 1995),
and Turkish served both as a model and as a replica language for Macedonian
(Friedman 2003); for more examples, see Soper (1987).

The effects of contact-induced change” are referred to as transfer’ (or areal
diffusion) of linguistic material from one language to another. Transfer tends to
be based on some kind of interlingual identification (Weinreich [1953] 1964:
7-8,32), in our case on some way of equating a grammatical concept or structure
Mx of language M (= the model language) with a grammatical concept or struc-
ture Rx of language R (= the replica language). In situations of intense language
contact, speakers tend to develop some mechanism for equating ““similar” con-
cepts and categories across languages, something that Keesing (1991) describes
as “formulas of equivalence”; we will refer to them as equivalence relations
or, in short, as equivalence (or isomorphism). With this term we refer to cor-
responding structures of different languages (or dialects) that are conceived
and/or described as being the same.

This definition is far from specific; as we will see in section 6.1, equivalence
is a complex notion that is associated with a number of different uses. For our
purposes, at least two of these uses should be distinguished. On the one hand, it
is based on the linguist’s analysis, relating to the grammatical categorization as
proposed by him or her, referring to structural similarities between the grammars
of two or more languages. On the other hand, it refers to the speaker’s conceptu-
alization of correspondences between languages in contact, as it is manifested,
e.g. in translational practices and conventions. Since in many descriptions it
does not become entirely clear which of the two is intended, equivalence
is used here for both, but the term (structural) isomorphism (Aikhenvald
2002) is preferred in cases where the former use is intended by the author
concerned.

Conceptual transfer will be described in terms of two contrasting descriptive
notions, which are use patterns and grammatical (or functional) categories.
With the former label we refer to recurrent pieces of discourse associated
with the same grammatical meaning, while the latter concerns stable, con-
ventionalized form—meaning units serving the expression of grammatical
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functions. We will deal with the former notion in chapter 2 and with the latter
in chapter 3.

Contact-induced language change is a complex process that not infrequently
extends over centuries, or even millennia. Not all components and stages
of this process are necessarily an immediate product of language contact. It
may happen, for example, that language contact provided the trigger for other
changes to occur, that is, changes that are independent of language contact. But
it may also happen that some linguistic change not involving language contact
at some stage is affected by language contact. Most of the data that are at our
disposal do not provide any clues as to which of such developments, or of many
other conceivable developments, were involved. As long as there is concrete
evidence to the effect that contact-induced transfer of linguistic material was
involved in some way or other, we will treat such processes as “contact-induced
language change.” What this means is that this notion includes a wide range of
different phenomena and in some of them, language contact may have played
at best a marginal role.

A useful classification of grammatical changes is proposed by Tsitsipis
(1998: 34) in his study of contact between the Albanian variety Arvanitika
and Greek, distinguishing between completed, continuous, and discontinuous
changes. Aikhenvald (2002) adopts this classification in her work on language
contact in northwestern Amazonia and demonstrates that the distinction is a
relevant one. Unfortunately, most of the works that we were able to access do
not provide sufficient information on this issue.

The following chapters will be concerned with languages, and we will have
little to say about contact between dialects. The reason is that research on trans-
fer of the kind studied here has focused on contact between distinct languages
and, accordingly, corresponding data on inter-dialectal contact are hard to come
by. On the basis of the evidence that is available, it would seem, however, that
what we have to say about languages applies in much the same way also to
dialects in contact.

Our work will be concerned with the influence of one language on another
or, more precisely, with how people change their linguistic habits when they are
exposed to other languages. This subject falls squarely within what is widely
referred to as contact linguistics. Contact linguistics is a broad field that has
been the subject of diversified academic activity, involving disciplines such
as linguistics, psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, anthropology, and education.
Myers-Scotton observes: “While of course contact linguistics has affinities with
both psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics, it is something else. It deals specif-
ically with the grammatical structure of the languages of bilinguals” (Myers-
Scotton 2002: 5). We could not agree more with Myers-Scotton. What we will
have to say relates to linguistic activity and its products, even if we will also be
concerned with the cognitive foundations underyling this activity. At the same



6 The framework

time, we will not treat contact linguistics as a discipline of its own. Rather,
it would seem that the linguistic processes analyzed here are not substantially
different from processes to be observed elsewhere in language use and language
change.

1.2 Alternative approaches and concepts

Both the perspective and the terminology proposed above differ from those
adopted in many other works on language contact. In fact, a number of the terms
that students of contact linguistics may be familiar with will not be used here.
This does not mean that we question the significance of alternative approaches
and terms; rather, they are not immediately relevant to the analytic framework
used in this work. Perhaps more than some other domains of linguistics, con-
tact linguistics has developed a wide range of analytic concepts and labels. In
the present section we will relate our framework to alternative approaches to
language contact.

To start with, there is one label that we will use, even though it is marginal to
the present treatment, which is borrowing. We will use this term exclusively with
reference to what we defined in section ?? as (1a) and (1c), that is, to contact-
induced transfer involving phonetic substance of some kind or other. In avoiding
this term for other kinds of phenomena to be discussed in this book we deviate
from conventions used in a number of other works. In these works, borrowing is
used generally for any kind of linguistic influence of one language on another,
in accordance with Haugen’s (1989: 197) classic definition, according to which
borrowing “is the general and traditional word used to describe the adoption
into a language of a linguistic feature previously used in another” (see also
Aikhenvald 2002: 3). We will use the term “transfer (from one language to
another)” corresponding to Haugen’s use of borrowing or to Weinreich’s ([ 1953]
1964) term “interference,” and we will restrict borrowing to the uses it is most
commonly associated with, namely to processes involving the transfer of either
forms or form—meaning units.

There is a variety of terminologies that have been proposed for the kind of pro-
cess discussed in section ??. Most commonly, grammatical replication is sub-
sumed under headings such as grammatical calquing, loanshift (Haugen 1950b),
indirect (morphosyntactic) diffusion (Heath 1978; Aikhenvald 2002: 4), inter-
ference (see Thomason & Kaufman 1988),* congruence (Corne 1999; Mufwene
2001), code-switching, convergence, or attrition (Myers-Scotton 2002), struc-
tural borrowing (Winford 2003: 12).

Presumably the most refined descriptive framework to deal with contact-
induced transfer can be seen in Johanson’s (1992; 2002a) work on code copy-
ing. An important distinction figuring in the work of Johanson and his asso-
ciates is that between Globalkopieren (global copying) and Teilstrukturkopieren
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(selective copying). The former refers essentially to the joint effects of trans-
fer of the factors enumerated in (1), while the latter relates to a more limited
spectrum of components figuring in contact-induced transfer, frequently only
to one of them. The phenomena studied here can be analyzed profitably in
terms of Teilstrukturkopieren, for the following reasons. First, our terms model
language and replica language correspond closely to his terms model code and
basic code. Second, our notion replication is similar to Johanson’s notion copy-
ing, in that both imply that the product of the process is not identical with
the model. And third, both replication and copying are conceived of as essen-
tially creative acts (see section ?? below). Speakers create a new use pattern
or category in language R on the model of another language (M), where the
outcome of the process is not an exact copy of what exists in M but rather a new
structure that is shaped, first, by what is available in R, second, by universal
constraints on conceptualization, third, by what speakers of R conceive as being
pragmatically most appropriate in the situation in which language contact takes
place, and, fourth, by the length and intensity of contact and — accordingly —
by the relative degree to which replication is grammaticalized (see section ?7?;
chapter 3).

The term interference has been used as a convenient label for all kinds of
processes. Still, we will not use it here since it has been associated with different
types of linguistic change and, hence, may lead to misunderstandings.’ For
example, while Weinreich ([1953] 1964: 30—1) proposes to use it in a general
sense to refer to all kinds of contact-induced phenomena, it is used by Thomason
and Kaufman (1988) in a more restricted sense, relating only to one subset of
changes that contrasts with structural borrowing, their second cover term (see
also Romaine 1989).

Throughout this book we will be confined to replication, that is, we will
have nothing to say about borrowing. This means that a number of issues that
are central in some other works on language contact are not dicussed here.
One such issue concerns code-switching, which is involved when “contact
phenomena show surface-level morphemes from two or more languages” or,
less technically, when there is an alternation of two languages within the same
discourse, sentence, or constituent (Myers-Scotton 1993; 2002: 3, 105; Savi¢
1995: 476). As this definition suggests, code-switching involves “borrowing”
in a wider sense — hence it is not within the scope of this book. Still, code-
switching influences linguistic transfer in a number of ways, and it is at least
possible that it may facilitate grammatical replication (Myers-Scotton 1993;
2002). On the whole, however, we have not found concrete evidence to the effect
that code-switching is a notion that is helpful to understand contact-induced
grammaticalization in particular and grammatical replication in general.

What we observed on code-switching applies in much the same way to what
has been widely discussed as constraints or implications of borrowing, or as
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hierarchies of borrowing. Substantial work has been carried out on this issue
(e.g., Weinreich [1953] 1964: 35; Moravcsik 1978; Thomason & Kaufman
1988: 74-5; Scotton 2002; see also Winford’s [2003: 93ff.] constraints on
borrowing), and it has produced a wide range of generalizations on tempo-
ral sequencing or preferences in the way linguistic forms and structures are
borrowed; however, most of this work has been confined to borrowing, and it
remains largely unclear how such generalizations relate to grammatical repli-
cation. Some of these generalizations might turn out to also shed light on con-
ceptual transfer and replication. For example, what surfaces from this work
is that in situations of contact, linguistic constituents characterized by struc-
tural autonomy and/or referential stability are more likely to be affected by
contact than structurally dependent and/or referentially less stable constituents
(see Matras 1998a). Overall, however, the relationship between borrowing pro-
cesses and the temporal order in which grammatical use patterns and categories
are replicated remains largely unclear.

In his analysis of syntactic change in Pipil, an Aztecan language of EIl
Salvador, Campbell (1987: 277) observes that some of the changes described
by him “are so natural that languages easily undergo them independently, and
instances of the change are found repeatedly in the world’s languages.” He
refers to these changes with the term naturalness (for a different use of the
term “natural change,” see section 6.5), but his discussion does not make it
clear what this notion stands for, other than that it is a phenomenon that can
be observed cross-linguistically and that languages undergo changes via natu-
ralness independently. Still, Campbell provides two examples to illustrate how
naturalness was responsible for changing the structure of Pipil as a result of
contact with Spanish. One example is the development of third-person plural
forms to markers of impersonal verb forms, and the second example concerns
the development of a periphrastic future using a verb for ‘go,” both develop-
ments being hypothesized by him to have been influenced by corresponding
Spanish structures.

Both examples in fact relate to processes that are cross-linguistically common
and may happen independently in a given language, and both constitute canon-
ical processes of grammaticalization, as we hope to demonstrate in chapter 3.
What this means is that they are suggestive of a unidirectional process: There
are quite a number of languages where a third-person plural pronoun (e.g. ‘They
eat fish in Japan’) has been grammaticalized to a marker of an impersonal con-
struction (‘Fish is eaten in Japan’), but we are not aware of any language where
a marker of an impersonal construction developed into a third-person plural
pronoun.® And the same applies to periphrastic ‘go’-futures: many languages,
including English, have grammaticalized a periphrastic verb form involving the
lexical verb ‘go’ to a future tense marker, but so far no evidence has been found
for a change from future tense to a lexical verb for ‘go.’
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While Campbell (1987) provides only these two examples to illustrate what
he means by naturalness, his paper discusses a range of additional cases where
Pipil has undergone morphosyntactic changes under the influence of Spanish.
Of the seventeen examples presented in that paper, three relate to the transfer
of form—meaning units, that is, to borrowing (see ?? (1c)), which is beyond the
scope of the present work. But the remaining fourteen examples are instances
of grammatical replication, that is, they are central to the present treatment,
and all fourteen conform to principles of grammaticalization, as we hope to
demonstrate in the following chapters: They involve unidirectional develop-
ments from lexical to grammatical and from less to more grammatical forms
and constructions, i.e., none is in conflict with the unidirectionality hypothesis,
which is central to grammaticalization theory (see section ?? below).

What these observations suggest is, first, that naturalness is not really a notion
that is specific enough to be helpful for explaining grammatical change; second,
if naturalness is taken to stand for universal principles of grammaticalization,
as appears to be the case for the most part, then it captures significant properties
of grammatical change. And third, and most importantly, these observations
also suggest that contact-induced change in the Aztecan language Pipil is in
accordance with what can be found in linguistic evolution that does not involve
language contact. As we will see in chapter 3, Pipil is not an isolated case;
rather, it conforms to what can be observed in many other situations of language
contact.

In quite a number of works, grammatical replication is treated as a manifes-
tation of convergence. In fact, in addition to the various meanings the term has
received outside contact linguistics, convergence is proposed in many works
as a technical term of contact linguistics. It has been applied to a wide range
of phenomena, and some of them are relevant to the present discussion. Most
conspicuously, this applies to the recent work of Aikhenvald (2002) and Myers-
Scotton (2002; for a detailed discussion, see Myers-Scotton 2002: 171-3). Both
authors use it for phenomena that include replication. But there are differences.
According to Aikhenvald, convergence means that languages in contact “gradu-
ally become more like each other” (2002: 1). Myers-Scotton again uses the term
in a more restricted sense. In her model of grammatical outcomes of language
contact, instances of grammatical replication are subsumed under the rubric
of either attrition or convergence (see section 6.4). Attrition, as treated by her,
“is a phenomenon of individuals, referring to what happens to an individual’s
production of a language (usually an L;), and the state of any loss at a point
of time” (Myers-Scotton 2002: 179). Convergence is a complex phenomenon
in her usage. It is said to be motivated by a situation where “the influence of
one language on another reflects generally asymmetrical sociopolitical rela-
tions between the native speakers of the languages involved™; as a process it is
“amechanism in the progressive outcomes of attrition, language shift, language
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death, and creole formation,” and its outcome “is a linguistic configuration with
all surface morphemes from one language, but part of its abstract lexical struc-
ture from another language” (Myers-Scotton 2002: 101).”

Apart from the fact that the subject matter analyzed by Myers-Scotton differs
in a number of theoretical and empirical aspects from the one looked at here,
she uses the term convergence for a range of phenomena most of which are
essentially irrelevant to our discussion. First, this applies to the motivation for
and the process of convergence, which are described in terms of a set of sociolin-
guistic parameters. None of these parameters is a requirement for grammatical
replication. As we will see in the following chapters, such constraints do not
apply to replication, which is neither confined to specific kinds of sociopoliti-
cal situations nor does it correlate in any significant way with such notions as
attrition, language death, or creole formation.

Second, Myers-Scotton applies the term convergence as an outcome to a
number of linguistic manifestations, some of which do but most of which do
not concern replication. One manifestation relates to the neutralization of mor-
phological contrasts (cf. also Myers-Scotton’s notion of attrition, which we
will take up in section 6.4); for example, speakers of Malinche Mexicano
(Nahuatl) take masculine as the default gender when using Spanish content
morphemes (Myers-Scotton 2002: 102). Another instance concerns what one
might be inclined to call an “inappropriate handling” of grammatical categories
of another language, illustrated by Myers-Scotton (2002: 166) with a Spanish-
speaking child from Colombia, living in the USA and being fluent in English.
In this case, for example, convergence is manifested in the fact that the child
produces a compound noun on an English pattern, uses inconsistent gender
marking, and does not observe the pro-drop convention of Spanish.

The last example illustrates another problem with this term. The fact that the
Spanish child does not observe the pro-drop convention of Spanish, producing
overt first person pronouns as subjects instead, is discussed by Myers-Scotton
as a manifestation of convergence. But essentially the same phenomenon is
treated by her as a case of attrition rather than convergence (Myers-Scotton
2002: 201; see section 6.4): In her analysis of attrition hypotheses she discusses
the development of pronominal subject marking of five Russian boys living
in the USA for whom English is or is becoming the dominant language. She
concludes that this development is characterized by what she calls “the decline
in the Standard Russian use of the pro-drop parameter.” Now, if speakers of a
pro-drop language start using overt subject pronouns on the model of another
language then this can be viewed as suggesting either that these speakers do
not observe the pro-drop convention, or that they experience a decline in the
pro-drop parameter, or else, as Savic¢ (1995: 487-8) argues with reference to
Serbian immigrants in the USA, that “the pro-drop parameter is being reset in
accordance with English syntactic rules.” We do not see what justification there
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should be to treat this general phenomenon as reflecting two different processes
or mechanisms (see section 2.3.4).

As we noted above, the term convergence tends to be used to mean that lan-
guages become more alike in contact situations and, conversely, this assump-
tion has frequently been used to formulate hypotheses on language change.
Accordingly, language contact has been invoked as an explanatory parameter
in cases where similarities were found between languages that are known to
have been in contact. As Dorian (1993) shows, however, such similarities can
be the result of quite a number of different phenomena, many of which are not
necessarily contact-related.

To conclude, in spite of the fact that convergence has been employed for
some phenomena to be described as or relating to replication, we will avoid
the term, first, because its use is likely to give rise to misunderstandings of one
kind or other and, second, because it does not contribute significantly to a better
understanding of grammatical replication in situations of language contact.

Note finally that there is another problem associated with convergence, in
that it has been used in two essentially mutually exclusive senses, which Hock
(1986: 492-3) refers to respectively as mutual and unidirectional convergence:
On the one hand, it concerns the reciprocal influence of languages on one another
(see Thomason 2000: 89), where the languages involved change toward a new
common form (Romaine 1988: 79; Salmons 1990: 454). On the other hand, it
concerns the unilateral influence of one language on another (Myers-Scotton
2002: 172).

To conclude, the phenomena studied in the present work have been discussed
under a variety of different terms and in a number of different theoretical frame-
works. It would seem, however, that these terms highlight only certain aspects
of the processes concerned and therefore are not entirely satisfactory to capture
salient properties of grammatical replication. Thus the notion of convergence
creates the impression of two languages becoming more and more alike as a
result of similar structures being “laid on top of each other,” whereby the parts
sticking out are cut off, that is, the languages in contact are viewed as mutually
influencing each other; the notion of grammatical replication, on the other hand,
implies directionality from the model to the replica language.

Most of the processes discussed in this book cannot be accounted for exclu-
sively with reference to language contact; rather, they are suggestive of an
interaction of both language-internal and language-external factors.® What they
have in common, however, is first, that they happened in situations character-
ized by intense language contact and, second, that an explanation of these
processes remains unsatisfactory unless they are understood to have been trig-
gered or accelerated by the impact of one language on another language (see
section ??). What Johanson observes with reference to code copying in general
also applies to grammatical replication:
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Internal factors should probably not be regarded as “reasons” or “forces,” but rather
as inherent proclivities or tendencies. Linguistic elements possess structural properties
which make them more or less “attractive” in change, acquisition and variation [. . .].
Cases in which the data seem to admit both external and internal motivations [. . .] are
often instances of externally motivated internal tendencies. (Johanson 2002b: 286)

For good reasons it has been pointed out by various authors that the sociolin-
guistic history of the speakers should be the starting point in any discussion
of language contact and its linguistic outcome (see especially Thomason &
Kaufman 1988). It therefore comes as no surprise that many students of contact
linguistics have drawn on sociolinguistic concepts to define, describe, and/or
understand contact-related language change, which is commonly related to
sociolinguistic or psycholinguistic notions such as social status, dominance,
prestige, etc. In fact, work on language contact during the last decades has
demonstrated in great detail how important social factors are in shaping lan-
guage change (see especially Thomason & Kaufman 1988; Winford 2003). In
this tradition, Johanson (2002a: 43-8) discusses two main parameters influenc-
ing what he calls copying, namely social dominance (or pressure) and relative
attractiveness of linguistic structures. Each of these may independently lead to
contact-induced change, but the two may as well be jointly present. However,
strong social pressure can trigger change even if there are highly unattractive
linguistic structures, that is, structures that are unlikely to be copied. One may
wish also to draw attention to the notion “pragmatically dominant language”
(Matras 1998a: 285) or the distinction subordinate vs. superordinate language
(Silva-Corvalan 1994: 6). All these notions are of interest to analyze grammat-
ical replication in some way or other.

Furthermore, in pidgin and creole studies, sociolinguistic notions such as
substrate, superstrate, adstrate and the like have been invoked as indispensible
notions for understanding the genesis, development, and even the present situ-
ation of the languages concerned. In a similar fashion, sociolinguistic models
have played quite some role in defining terms such as borrowing, interference,
or convergence (e.g. Thomason & Kaufman 1988; Silva-Corvaldn 1994: 4-5;
Aikhenvald 2002; Myers-Scotton 2002; Winford 2003), and accommodation
has been proposed as a central parameter to understanding human behavior in
bilingual situations (see the literature on communication or speech accommo-
dation theory, e.g., Giles, Taylor, and Bourhis 1973; Giles et al. 1987; Giles,
Coupland, and Coupland 1991). Important as these contributions are for under-
standing linguistic behavior in situations of language contact, their contribution
to the present work is limited.

As has been argued by some authors (e.g. Danylenko 2001b; Aikhenvald
2002: 3), there are limits with regard to the role played by sociolinguistic
factors. In fact, there is evidence to suggest that social variables are largely
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irrelevant as determinants of contact-induced language change — at least of the
kind studied here. Aikhenvald (2002: 240) observes with reference to the Vaupés
region of northwest Amazonia, which offers a case of extreme contact-induced
grammatical tranfer, that sociolinguistic notions such as dominance relations
were irrelevant for shaping transfer.’ In a similar fashion, other sociolinguistic
variables that might be expected to affect linguistic transfer do not significantly
correlate with the way grammatical replication proceeds (see, for example,
Soper 1987: 412ff.) — overall we have so far found no significant sociolinguistic
parameters that regularly correlate with presence or absence of, or distinctions
between, specific types of grammatical replication.'” In view of such findings,
we will avoid these notions unless there are specific reasons to do otherwise.
Accordingly, we will have little to say about sociolinguistic factors (but see
section 6.2); perhaps the main reason being that grammatical replication is a
fairly ubiquitous process that can be observed across all kinds of sociolinguistic
settings.

Johanson (1992; 2000: 165-6; 2002: 3) makes a distinction between two
kinds of settings and, in accordance with these settings, he proposes to distin-
guish between adoption and imposition:

In the case of adoption, speakers of a primary code adopt (or “take over”) copies from
a dominant code. This is traditionally referred to as “borrowing” and “calque”. In the
case of imposition, speakers of a primary code insert (or “carry over”) copies of their
own code into their variety of a dominant code. (Johanson 2000: 166)

Broadly speaking, this distinction corresponds to what we will refer to as
L2>LI-replication vs. L1>L2-replication. Important as this discrimination is
for describing transfer patterns (or code copying), we have not found any note-
worthy evidence to the effect that it affects the way grammatical use patterns and
categories are replicated (but see Thomason & Kaufman 1988 for an alternative
view).

Nevertheless, the kinds of contact-induced processes that we will discuss are
by no means independent of the sociolinguistic situations in which they occur.
In particular, they can be said to require a certain degree of intensity of language
contact, where the latter can be described roughly in the following way (see
Thomason 2003: 689): Grammatical replication is most likely to occur if there
is a large degree of intensive and extensive bilingualism'' among the speakers
of the replica language and if contact extends over a longer period of time.

1.3 Contact-induced grammaticalization

In an insightful paper on the ways in which earlier speakers of Irish (Gaelic) han-
dled the imported language English, van Hamel (1912: 273) observed: “Gaelic
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is a very idiomatic language, and it is but natural that the Irish should have
begun speaking English by translating Gaelic phrases into English words” (van
Hamel 1912: 273). Translation does in fact play an important role in situations
of intense language contact; but, as we will see below, it is constrained in a
number of ways. In the present work we will highlight one factor constraining
grammatical replication that has found only limited attention in previous studies
of language contact. This factor is grammaticalization.

Grammaticalization is a process leading from lexical to grammatical and
from grammatical to more grammatical forms, and since the development of
grammatical forms is shaped by constructions as well as larger context settings,
the study of grammaticalization is also concerned with constructions and larger
discourse units (Heine, Claudi & Hiinnemeyer 1991; Hopper & Traugott 1993;
Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca 1994; Lehmann [1982] 1995; for a critical review
of grammaticalization theory, see Newmeyer 1998; Campbell 2001; Campbell
& Janda 2001).

A large body of knowledge has been assembled on the evolution of gram-
matical categories in the languages of the world (e.g. Heine & Kuteva 2002).
All this work, however, has focused on language-internal grammatical change.
Not only have grammaticalization processes usually been viewed as indepen-
dent, language-internal changes, but it has even been claimed that the same
grammatical category may re-emerge in a given language, and that this per-
sistence or “diachronic stability” is a phenomenon entirely language-internally
conditioned. In some cases, the stability over time may involve the very con-
ceptual pattern on which the formal expression of the grammatical category is
based.

Contact-induced language change on the other hand is a regionally confined
process resulting from specific historical events. What this suggests is that
grammaticalization and language change induced by contact constitute quite
divergent phenomena and, in fact, in the relevant literature the two tend to be
described as mutually exclusive processes.'> Whether some specific grammat-
ical change is due to the former or the latter has been the subject of some
controversies. It has occasionally been argued, though, that language contact
and grammaticalization can go together (Heine 1994; Nau 1995; Bisang 1996a;
Kuteva 2000; Heine & Kuteva 2001). Dahl (2000b: 317) points out that gram-
maticalization processes tend to cluster not only genetically but also areally,
and the terms areal grammaticalization (Kuteva 2000) and grammaticalization
area (Kuteva 1998; Stolz & Stolz 2001: 1549) have been proposed to describe
the effects of grammaticalization processes on the areal patterning of linguistic
structures (see chapter 5). Still, the question of whether indeed, or how, the
two are interrelated has never been addressed in any detail. As we hope to
demonstrate in this book, the relationship between the two can be described in
a principled way.
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1.3.1 Parameters

In accordance with the definition of grammaticalization provided above, gram-
maticalization theory is concerned with the genesis and development of gram-
matical forms and constructions. Its primary goal is to describe how grammat-
ical forms and constructions arise and develop through space and time, and to
explain why they are structured the way they are (see Heine & Kuteva 2002:
4-5; Heine 2003a).

There is a wide range of formal parameters that have been proposed to
describe the grammaticalization of forms and constructions. In the present work
we will be largely confined to four mechanisms serving as convenient parame-
ters for identifying instances of grammaticalization (see Heine & Kuteva 2002).
These parameters are:

(5) Parameters of grammaticalization

a. extension, i.e. the rise of novel grammatical meanings when
linguistic expressions are extended to new contexts
(context-induced reinterpretation)

b. desemanticization (or “semantic bleaching”), i.e. loss (or
generalization) in meaning content

c. decategorialization, i.e. loss in morphosyntactic properties
characteristic of lexical or other less grammaticalized forms, and

d. erosion (or “phonetic reduction”), i.e. loss in phonetic substance

A prerequisite for grammaticalization is the use of existing forms or construc-
tions in new contexts and, since new contexts tend to invite new semantic
interpretations, also the emergence of new (grammatical) meanings (5a). For
a more fine-grained analysis of extension, see chapter 2; for specific kinds of
extension, see sections 2.2.2, 4.1.5.

While extension is pragmatic in nature, the remaining three parameters are
morphosyntactic products of extension. All three involve loss in properties,
but there are also gains: In the same way as linguistic items undergoing gram-
maticalization lose in semantic (5b), morphosyntactic (5c), and phonetic sub-
stance (5d), they also gain in properties characteristic of their uses in new
contexts.

Most, though not all, works written within the framework of grammatical-
ization theory use the notion grammatical (or functional) category as the basic
unit of description and explanation. As our work on language contact suggests,
however, there is yet another notion that appears to be equally relevant in under-
standing the process leading to new grammatical structures, especially in the
initial phases of this process. We will deal with this notion, which we propose
to call “use pattern,” in more detail in chapter 2.
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The following examples may illustrate the nature of the process that will be
the central concern of this book. There is a fairly widespread process of gram-
maticalization whereby, first, nouns and nominal structures develop into adposi-
tions (prepositions or postpositions) and, second, comitative markers (‘together
with’) develop into conjunctions coordinating noun phrases (‘and’), and the
latter again may develop further into clause-combining conjunctions (‘and’;
see Stolz 1998; Stassen 2000; Heine & Kuteva 2002). That this process can be
triggered by language contact is suggested by the following example (Campbell
1987). Pipil, an Aztecan language of El Salvador on the verge of extinction, has
no formal means for coordinating clauses, that is, clause-conjoining (‘and’) is
not formally marked. But there is a “relational noun” -wan in Pipil which serves
as a comitative marker; it requires a possessive pronominal prefix as a modifier,
thus having the appearance of a possessed noun (Campbell 1987: 256). Under
the influence of Spanish, Pipil speakers have developed -wan into a preposi-
tion wan ‘with,” and wan has further developed into a noun phrase-conjoining
conjunction ‘and,’ although it still appears to allow for a comitative interpre-
tation, cf. (6). Eventually, -wan has been further grammaticalized to a coordi-
nating conjunction ‘and,’ i.e. its use has been extended to also conjoin clauses,
cf. (7).

(6) Pipil (Aztecan, Uto-Aztecan; Campbell 1987: 257)

Juan i-  wan Maria
John her- with Mary
‘John and Mary’ or ‘John with Mary’

(7) Pipil (Aztecan, Uto-Aztecan; Harris & Campbell 1995: 130)

ne ta:kat k- itskih ne mich wan ki- kwah.
the man it- caught the fish and it- ate
‘The man caught the fish and ate it.”

This is not an isolated instance of transfer whereby Pipil speakers replicated
grammatical categories on the model of Spanish (which has become the primary
language of many Pipil speakers). As the description by Campbell suggests,
there is a range of additional grammaticalization processes that Pipil gram-
mar underwent as a result of replication of corresponding Spanish categories
(Campbell 1987; see also Harris & Campbell 1995); we will return to these
processes in the following chapters. That this is a case of grammaticalization
is suggested by the fact that it appears to have involved all four of the five
mechanisms distinguished above: Desemanticization had the effect that the
comitative meaning was bleached out, with the result that the item eventually
turned into a semantically largely vacuous linking device of clauses. This pro-
cess was accompanied on the one hand by extension (see 5a), whereby -wan
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came to be used in new kinds of contexts involving clausal rather than nominal
participants, and on the other hand by decategorialization, in that -wan lost its
nominal properties, such as the ability to take a possessive pronominal prefix,
turning from a relational noun into a functional particle. Finally, erosion was
also involved in that the item lost its obligatory possessive prefix, thereby being
shortened to a monosyllabic marker wan.

1.3.2 Unidirectionality

Grammaticalization is a unidirectional process; still, more recent research has
shown that there are some examples contradicting the unidirectionality hypoth-
esis (see especially Newmeyer 1998: 260ff; Campbell & Janda 2001); however,
as acknowledged by these scholars, such examples are few, accounting for less
than one tenth of all cases of grammatical change (Newmeyer 1998: 275-6,
278; Haspelmath 1999; Heine 2003b).

Such generalizations, formulated on the basis of cross-linguistic findings on
language-internal evolution, do not seem to be contradicted by what we observe
in situations of language contact. In more general terms, the unidirectionality
principle appears to hold true in much the same way for contact-induced lin-
guistic change as it does for language-internal development. In other words,
processes underlying the parameters proposed in (5) as well as the overall
direction which this cluster of processes follows, lexical-to-grammatical-to-
even more grammatical, are unlikely to be reversed. Accordingly, we would
be surprised to find speakers that, unlike the Pipil speakers in El Salvador,
react to contact with some other language in such a way that they develop their
grammatical/functional forms used for conjoining clauses into lexical items,
and markers for clause coordination (‘and’) are unlikely to turn into comitative
adpositions or nouns — in situations of language contact or elsewhere.

There is one parameter of grammaticalization which seems — at first sight
at least — to be hard to accommodate in our understanding of the unidirec-
tionality of both language-internal and contact-induced grammaticalization.
This process involves the phonological substance of the structures undergo-
ing grammaticalization. As mentioned above, one of the major parameters of
grammaticalization involves the process of erosion, that is, loss of phonological
substance. A number of our examples show that contact-induced grammatical-
ization, just like language-internal grammaticalization, does — indeed — lead
to phonological reduction. There exist, however, examples where the contact
a replica language has with a model language seems to lead to an increase
in phonological substance, i.e. phonological accretion, instead of the expected
phonological reduction. For instance, grammatical replication may sometimes
result in the coexistence of marking from both the model and the replica
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languages within the same, new structure in the replica language (see our sec-
tion 4.1.2), the natural result of which is phonological bulking or accretion (on
phonological accretion, see also Kuteva forthc.).

At a closer look, it turns out that in many of these cases the phonological
accretion is a characteristic of a transitional period only, which occurs when
one structure (the already existing structure of the replica language) is replaced
by another (the new structure replicated from the model language). After this
transitional period, the process of erosion sets in along with the other three
processes we discussed above as parameters of grammaticalization. This pecu-
liarity — disturbing as it may seem at first sight — is not an unsurmountable
problem for our analysis. On the contrary, it may well be identified as one more
parallel between language-internal and contact-induced grammaticalization for
the following reason. The transitional, overlapping stage of the coexistence of
marking from the model and the replica language within the replica language
structure observed in contact-induced grammaticalization is very reminiscent of
a process characteristic of language-internal grammaticalization, too, whereby
a historically earlier structure occurs in combination with the newly created,
historically later structure (see Heine 1993 on the overlap model in grammati-
calization).

Or, to use another example, quite a number of times speakers have developed
constructions involving lexical verbs meaning ‘go to’ or ‘want’ into future tense
markers on the model of some other language in situations of language contact
(see section 3.3 for examples); but we are not aware of any speech community
that has used a future tense marker to develop a lexical verb for ‘go to’ or
‘want’ — irrespective of whether or not language contact was involved. As we
will see below, there are some cases to be found in situations of language contact
that do not seem to conform to the unidirectionality principle (see section 3.4.1);
but again, such cases are neither statistically significant nor do they suggest
that language use in contact situations differs dramatically from situations that
appear to be unaffected by language contact.

1.3.3  Earlier studies

The general process described in this book has not gone unnoticed in pre-
vious works. Weinreich ([1953] 1964: 39-42) views it as an instance of the
replication of functions for equivalent forms in another language and tends
to treat it as grammatical calquing. Similar analyses have been proposed in
more recent works, where the process is generally discussed under the rubric
of loan translation, calquing (see, for example, Greenberg 1983), syntactic
interference (Alanne 1972; Nau 1995: 94), or indirect morphosyntactic diffu-
sion (Heath 1978; see also Aikhenvald 2002). With reference to the contact
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situation between Eastern Oceanic Austronesian languages and English-based
dialects of Melanesian Pidgin, Keesing (1991) suggests that many features of the
pidgin can be attributed to the Eastern Austronesian languages “calqued into
morphology that looks like English.” In a similar fashion, Drinka describes
the evolution of the European periphrastic ‘have’-perfect in the following
way:

[. . .] these languages tend to calque forms, that is, reanalyze the semantic value or
morphosyntactic patterns of their own language according to those of the model language
[...]. They are, in essence, borrowing the concept of the grammatical form rather than
the form itself. (Drinka forthc.: 3—4)

In conventional terms, this is about the most appropriate way of describing
contact-induced grammaticalization; but what is not highlighted in such descrip-
tions is the fact that transfer does not involve calquing or loan translation but a
grammaticalization process in the replica language. That the process described
here is not restricted to copying a polysemy pattern (see section 3.2) but in
addition requires grammaticalization in the replica language has already been
observed by earlier students of the subject. For example, when describing the
replication of a process from a reduplicated form of verbs for ‘come’ and ‘go’
as markers indicating the passage of time in narratives of northern and central
Vanuatu languages in the pidgin Bislama, Keesing concludes:

Note there are two processes involved in the way kam and go have been incorporated
into Pijin, one of which involves lexical equivalences and the other of which involves
grammaticalization, at least to some degree. (Keesing 1991: 324)

A somewhat more specific depiction of the process concerned is provided by
Matras in his discussion of contact-induced change in Balkan Turkish and
Balkan Romani:

Convergence in the Balkan context is a cross-linguistic fusion of techniques for arrang-
ing and organizing propositions. It draws on individual properties of the participating
languages, leading to language-internal grammaticalization processes. Grammaticaliza-
tion of the type discussed below is thus motivated by the need to promote functional and
configurational compatibility among languages in a linguistic areal. (Matras 1998b: 91)

In a similar fashion, Aikhenvald observes: “Diffusion of structural patterns
implies that if a language adopts, say, a system of case marking, evidentiality,
or switch-reference from its neighbours, it is likely to develop formal marking
for the new grammatical categories from its own resources.” (Aikhenvald 2002:
60). She adds, however, that in addition to grammaticalization, this process may
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also involve reanalysis,'® another product of indirect diffusion typically leading
to the restructuring of an already existing category; we will return to this issue
in section 3.4.3.

A more explicit way of relating contact-induced language change to gram-
maticalization theory is described by Nau (1995); but perhaps the most detailed
account of the mechanism has been proposed by Haase (1992). In his analysis
of language contact and language change in Basque, he summarizes his findings
roughly thus:

(8) Replication in Basque (based on Haase 1992: 111)

a. Bilinguals aspire to establish equivalence between their two
systems of categorization.

b. This means that wherever there is an obligatory distinction in the
model language, they try to develop a corresponding distinction in
the replica language.

c. Grammaticalization is crucially involved in this process.

d. Categories for which there is no equivalent in the model language
are in danger of being lost.

e. Categories for which there is an equivalent in the model language
are retained.

The claims made in (8d) and (8e) are beyond the scope of the present book (but
see section 4.1). But (8a) through (8c) capture the main characteristics of the
account we gave in section ??. For good reasons, the framework proposed by
Haase is phrased in terms of functional, more specifically, language-internal
factors. His insightful discussion of the Basque situation suggests, however,
that there appear to be additional motivating forces, and this is supported by
some of the cases to be discussed in the following chapters: For example, in a
number of cases that we reviewed, contact-induced grammaticalization led to
the rise of grammatical categories for which there already existed equivalent
categories (see also Stolz & Stolz 1996). It would seem that there are socio-
psychological forces in addition, such as the desire to use the options available
in another language in the best way possible for one’s own benefit, or simply
to talk like one’s neighbors. The data available, however, do not allow for any
generalizations on this issue.

While most scholars who have analyzed contact-induced grammatical change
in terms of notions of grammaticalization have argued in some way or other
that grammaticalization theory offers a useful tool for studying this subject
matter, there is one partial exception. In an important discussion of linguistic
changes in the Balkans, Matras (1998b) concludes that this theory does not
provide a fully satisfactory framework to account for the phenomena studied



On methodology 21

by him. It would seem that there are several reasons that appear to be respon-
sible for this conclusion. The first is that many of the phenomena studied by
Matras relate to morphosyntactic changes that so far have not figured promi-
nently in studies on grammaticalization, such phenomena relating to complex
sentence formation. Second, he associates with grammaticalization processes
some properties that we consider to be neither necessary nor sufficient prerequi-
sites for defining such processes. For example, “the acquisition of regularity
in the system” or “the exploitation of inherent semantic properties” (Matras
1998b: 98) are phenomena that are not necessarily specific to grammaticaliza-
tion but can be observed in a number of other historical processes. And third,
he finds it difficult to maintain that the decategorialization (“decategorization”
in his rendering) from major to minor category, and especially from lexical to
grammatical category, is necessarily involved in the contact-induced changes
studied by him. It is widely held — indeed — that grammaticalization concerns,
or is restricted to, the development from lexical to grammatical (or functional)
categories. However, such an assumption does not appear to be supported by
facts; on the basis of the evidence that has become available it would seem that
cases involving developments from lexical to grammatical categories are not
the most common ones to be observed, that is, developments from categories
that already have grammatical/functional status to even more grammatical cat-
egories are probably more frequent.

We will take up the data presented by Matras in subsequent chapters (see
especially chapters 5 and 6),'* and we will try to demonstrate that they are
compatible with developments covered by grammaticalization theory. In fact,
as we will see in section 3.1.3, the notion mutual isomorphism proposed by
Matras (1998b: 100) corresponds to quite some extent to what we will refer to
as replica grammaticalization.

14 On methodology

The main goal of this work is to reconstruct contact-induced grammatical repli-
cation. The most appropriate way of achieving this task is to draw on historical
data that document this process. Unfortunately, in the vast majority of cases such
data are either not available or do not allow for conclusive reconstructions. In
many cases we are therefore left with synchronically available evidence. It is
usually fairly easy to establish that transfer has taken place when lexical bor-
rowing is concerned. When transfer is confined to meaning, or in our case to
grammatical meaning, it turns out to be much more difficult to understand and
describe what exactly is transferred; the relevant literature is rife with contro-
versies relating to this issue.
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Thomason proposes the following definition for contact-induced language
change:

In my view, contact between languages (or dialects) is a source of linguistic change
whenever a change occurs that would have been unlikely, or at least less likely, to occur
outside a specific contact situation. This definition is broad enough to include both
the transfer of linguistic features from one language to another and innovations which,
though not direct interference features, nevertheless have their origin in a particular
contact situation. (Thomason 2003: 688)

The message of this predication is clear, but as a definition it is not entirely
satisfactory. First, it does not become entirely clear what an unlikely or a less
likely change is, thatis, what the criteria are for defining likelihood; it is therefore
hard to assess the scope of possible linguistic changes that are covered by the
definition. Second, the definition restricts the range of possible contact-induced
linguistic changes to one subset of such changes, namely to those that are
unlikely or less likely to occur outside language contact. There is no reason
to assume that contact-induced change is restricted to unlikely or less likely
linguistic changes. Accordingly, the definition excludes possible changes that
are likely to occur to qualify as instances of contact-induced language change;
once again, there is no obvious resaon why likely linguistic changes could not
be contact-induced.

However, Thomason’s predication offers an important way of approaching
contact-induced change, and we will take it — not as a definition but — as a
diagnostic device, and we will use it as a convenient tool for identifying instances
of contact-induced change (see below). There are many cases of linguistic
change that, on the basis of cross-linguistic generalizations, are “likely” to
occur; still, they need not, and frequently do not, involve language contact. For
example, in many languages worldwide a change can be observed whereby a
numeral for ‘one’ has developed, or is developing, into an indefinite article, or
a demonstrative attribute into a definite article. This is a likely change in that
it can be expected to occur in virtually any language; still, in most cases in
which it occurred there is no indication that language contact played any role.
Nevertheless, as we will see below, such changes are more likely to arise in
situations of language contact than in other kinds of situations.

Plausible cases of transfer of the kind examined here can only be made
when the relevant languages are known to have shared a history of contact,
in particular when there is evidence to suggest that (at least some groups of)
speakers of the replica language were sufficiently exposed to the model language
to make transfer possible. Linguistic criteria relate to questions such as the
following:

(i) What evidence is there for transfer to have taken place?
(ii) Could that change have taken place without involving language contact?
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Question (i) usually presupposes that we have some knowledge of the structure
of the language prior to contact. In a number of cases to be discussed, such
knowledge can be derived only from comparative evidence. For example, if
we discover that some Austronesian language spoken in Papua New Guinea
exihibits structural properties not found in fellow Austronesian languages, but
that exactly these properties are also found in a neighboring non-Austronesian
language of Papua New Guinea that is known to have been in contact with that
Austronesian language, then a case can be made for transfer: As we will see
below, quite a number of our examples are of this kind.

Question (ii) raises more serious problems. For example, some Slavic lan-
guages have developed use patterns that have been described as (definite or
indefinite) articles. The fact that it is exactly those Slavic languages known
to have had intense contacts with Germanic or Romance languages that have
done so more dramatically than other Slavic languages would seem to suggest
that this development was due to the influence of neighboring languages hav-
ing full-fledged articles. However, the development of articles is a universal
process that has taken place in a number of languages without there being any
evidence that language contact played a role; accordingly, the possibility that
these Slavic languages might have developed their articles without the influ-
ence from neighboring languages cannot be ruled out. In some cases there is
additional evidence to argue that contact was a contributing factor in triggering
or accelerating the process; in other cases such evidence is not provided by the
author concerned and we decided not to discuss them in this work.

1.4.1  Genetic patterning

As this discussion suggests, genetic patterning not seldom provides the only
evidence to decide on the directionality of contact-induced grammatical repli-
cation. By genetic patterning we mean here similarities or distinctions due to
genetic relationship between the languages in contact. A couple of examples
may further illustrate this point.

The Baltic and Finnic languages of northeastern Europe have had a long
history of language contacts, resulting in a plethora of linguistic phenomena
being transferred in both directions. As we will see in later chapters (especially
chapter 5), this has led among others to a number of grammatical transfers
where the Baltic language Latvian provided the model and the neighboring
Finnic languages Livonian and Estonian the replica languages (see Stolz 1991
for details). The following case, however, does not correspond to this general
pattern. Estonian has grammaticalized the verb tfulema ‘to come’ to a modal
auxiliary for the deontic modality of necessity (‘must,” ‘have to’), presenting
the agent in the stative-locative adessive (ADE), an oblique case form, cf. (9).
In a similar fashion, the Baltic language Latvian has grammaticalized the verb
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for ‘come’ in its reflexive form to a modal auxiliary (nakties) also expressing
the deontic modality of necessity, with the agent being encoded by means of an
oblique case marker, the dative (DAT), cf. (10)

(9) Estonian (Finnic; Stolz 1991: 80)

mu- 1 tul- i see too
(I- ADE come- 3.SG.PRET DEM.NOM.SG work.NOM.SG
teha.
make)
‘T had to do this work.’
(10) Latvian (Baltic; Stolz 1991: 79)
man  nac- a- S ilgi  gaidi- t.

(LDAT come- PRET.3- REFL long wait- INF)
‘T had to wait for a long time.’

The striking similarity between these two constructions, as well as the fact that
a grammaticalization of verbs for ‘come’ to deontic modals appears to be cross-
linguistically rare, can be interpreted meaningfully only by assuming that the
constructions are historically related. Estonian and Latvian belong to different
genetic phyla, hence genetic relationship can be ruled out; we are therefore
left with areal relationship as the most plausible hypothesis. Now, Finnish, a
language closely related to Estonian, also uses the verb for ‘come’ as a modal
auxiliary for deontic modality and an oblique case, the genitive, for presenting
the agent, while Lithuanian, like Latvian a Baltic language, does not use the
verb ‘come’ for expressing deontic modality (Stolz 1991: 79). In view of this
genetic patterning we follow Stolz in concluding, first, that this is a case of
contact-related transfer and, second, that the most plausible hypothesis is that
this transfer proceeded from a Finnic to a Baltic language, that is, from Estonian
to Latvian, rather than the other way round."”

To conclude, the genetic patterning of linguistic properties can provide impor-
tant clues for the reconstruction of linguistic transfer in general and grammatical
replication in particular; we will return to this issue at the end of this section.

1.4.2  Cross-linguistically unusual grammaticalizations

Our concern in this book is with the interaction of two highly contrastive kinds
of phenomena. On the one hand, we will deal with language contact and its
products; on the other hand, we will be concerned with patterns of grammatical
change that can be shown to be based on universals of human conceptualization
and grammaticalization, and we will argue that, rather than being mutually
exclusive, the two tend to reinforce one another in producing grammatical
change.
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What this means with reference to linguistic reconstruction can be illus-
trated with the following example. In a number of genetically unrelated Meso-
American languages there is a polysemy pattern where the spatial notion
‘behind’ is expressed by a linguistic form that also means ‘shoulder,” cf. the
following examples.

(11) Nahuatl (Aztecan; Stolz & Stolz 2001: 1544)

tepotz- no- tepotz-  taj
‘shoulder’ POSS.1.SG- shoulder- LOC
‘behind me’
(12) Ch'ol (Penutian; Stolz & Stolz 2001: 1544)
pat t- i pat mesa
‘shoulder’ LOC- POSS.3 shoulder table
‘behind the table’
(13) Zapotec (Oto-Manguean; Stolz & Stolz 2001: 1544)
cozd' cozza' ya'an

‘shoulder’ shoulder mountain
‘behind the mountain’

A pattern of this kind, where one and the same linguistic form is used for both
‘behind’ and a body part, is cross-linguistically not unusual: Quite a number of
languages use the same form e.g. for the body part ‘back’ and some locative
term meaning ‘behind,” English back being a case in point; thus, there is seem-
ingly nothing special about this Meso-American situation (see Heine & Kuteva
2002). Nevertheless, the present case is noteworthy: While there is a world-
wide polysemy between ‘behind’ and ‘back,’ in some languages also between
‘behind’ and ‘buttocks,’ it is hard to find any other languages where ‘shoulder’
and ‘behind’ are conventionally expressed by one and the same linguistic form.
The situation found in these Meso-American languages is thus exceptional, and
in need of explanation. One possible explanation would be genetic relationship,
that is, that this “polysemy” pattern is inherited from some ancestor language
shared by the languages concerned. As the evidence available suggests, how-
ever, such an explanation can be ruled out since this polysemy pattern is found
in what is commonly assumed to be genetically unrelated languages (Campbell,
Kaufman & Smith-Stark 1986; Stolz & Stolz 2001). The only reasonable alter-
native explanation is that this polysemy pattern is the result of language contact,
and we will adopt this explanation here.

What this example suggests is that a knowledge of the cross-linguistic pat-
terns of grammaticalization can be useful to reconstruct certain patterns of
grammatical change, in that unusual patterns of grammaticalization found in
neighboring languages are likely to be suggestive of language change induced
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by language contact. We may illustrate this with another example concerning
varieties of the Indo-Aryan language Romani spoken in the Balkans. In these
varieties there is a construction of the kind [‘It does itself to X ], where the
experiencer is encoded as a dative participant [X’] and the verb phrase con-
tains a third-person subject referent and a reflexive pronoun, to express the
notion of a volitive/desiderative predication [‘X wants/desires to do’], cf. (14).
The same construction is found in Balkan languages such as Serbian, Bulgarian,
and Albanian, cf. (15).

(14) Southern Balkanic Romani (Boretzky & Igla 1999: 722)

Na  bes- el pes man.ge.
NEG sit- 3.SG REFL to.me
‘I don’t want to sit.” (Lit. ‘It doesn’t sit itself to me.”)

(15) Bulgarian (Boretzky & Igla 1999: 722)

Ne mi se jade.
NEG to.me REFL eat.3.SG
‘I don’t want to eat.” (Lit. ‘It doesn’t eat itself to me.”)

Such a kind of grammaticalization is cross-linguistically unusual and, although
all languages concerned are genetically related, genetic relationship does not
offer a convincing explanation for this similarity. Most likely therefore, this
similarity is the result of language contact and, following Boretzky and Igla
(1999:722), we will assume that the Romani construction is due to grammatical
replication by Romani speakers on the model of Balkan languages.

1.4.3  Paired grammaticalization

That contact-induced language change is influenced by grammaticalization is
particularly obvious in cases where both the model and the replica languages
undergo more than one process leading to essentially the same result in both
languages. The situation of language contact between Balkanic Romani and
the Slavic language Bulgarian may illustrate the relevance of such cases for
grammatical reconstruction.

Boretzky and Igla (1999: 719) argue that, as a result of language contact,
speakers of Bulgarian varieties of Romani have replicated the future tense
construction of Bulgarian, cf. (16), using their own verb kam ‘want’ plus the
finite main verb for this purpose on the model of Bulgarian, cf. (17).

(16) Bulgarian (Boretzky & Igla 1999: 719)

Ste  otida.
want go.1.SG.PRES
‘T will go.”
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(17) Romani varieties influenced by Bulgarian (Boretzky & Igla 1999: 719)
ka(m) ker- av.
want do- 1.SG.PRES
‘T will do.”

Now, the grammaticalization of a verb of volition ‘want’ to a future tense aux-
iliary is cross-linguistically widespread (see, e.g., Bybee, Pagliuca & Perkins
1991), the English will-future being a case in point; and it is particularly com-
mon in the Balkan languages (see section 5.2.3.1). The presence of the same
pathway of grammaticalization in Bulgarian Romani and Bulgarian thus may
be due exclusively to a universal cognitive strategy; hence, it does not provide
compelling evidence for contact-induced grammaticalization. But Boretzky
and Igla demonstrate that there is additional evidence to prove that language
contact must have been involved in this grammaticalization. For the nega-
tive future, Bulgarian speakers use a different construction, namely a posses-
sive construction based on an auxiliary verb meaning ‘have,” cf. (18), and
this is exactly what is found in Romani varieties of Bulgaria, as illustrated
in (19).

(18) Bulgarian (Boretzky & Igla 1999: 719)

njama  da otida.
not.have to go.1.SG.PRES
‘I will not go.’

(19) Romani varieties influenced by Bulgarian (Boretzky & Igla 1999: 719)

naj/nane te  ker- av.
have.not that do- 1.SG.PRES
‘I will not do.’

That there are two parallel grammaticalization processes leading to the rise
of future tense forms in the two neighboring languages, involving exactly the
s