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1. Introduction

| coined the term ‘metatypy’ a decade ago in RA896), a programmatic article about language
contact and the comparative method. In particularanted to characterise a contact phenomenon
which had certainly been discussed in the liteeatont which | felt had not been adequately

characterised or clearly distinguished from othentact phenomena. Metatypy is a diachronic

process whereby the morphosyntactic constructiérane of the languages of a bilingual speech

community are restructured on the model of the ttoosons of the speakers’ other language. | will

use Weinreich’s (1963: 31) terms ‘replica languaged ‘model language’ for the two languages.

The constructions of the replica language are afdtigrough metatypy so as to match those of the
model language in meaning and morphosyntax.

The process of metatypy was recognised by schédaug before the term was coined. The
classic account concerns the situation at Kupwarlndian village on the Indo-Aryan/Dravidian
border, where the local varieties of (Indo Europeamu and (Dravidian) Kannada have undergone
radical restructuring on the model of (Indo Europddarathi to the extent that there is morpheme-
for-morpheme intertranslatability among the threeiaties (Gumperz 1969, Gumperz & Wilson
1971).

| have three goals in this article. The first isd&construct my earlier account of metatypy and
show that metatypy is preceded chronologicallydxydal and grammatical calquing but is separate
from these processes. There are thus language$ whiee undergone widespread grammatical
calquing but have stopped short of metatypy. Tteorsg goal follows from the first, namely to
respond to claims that metatypy is not distinctmfrreviously labelled phenomena like
‘grammatical borrowing’. The third goal is to pr@ggoa strong hypothesis to the effect that bilingual
speakers do not simply copy single constructioamfone of their languages piecemeal, but that
they restructure the grammar of one language omtie! of the other wholesale. This hypothesis
is put forward as a basis for research, not aatarsent of belief.

Before | address these goals, however, | will ptevan example of metatypy.

11 would like to thank Anthony Grant and Bernd Hefior their comments on this paper.

Journal of language contact — THEMA 1 (2007)
www. jlc-journal.org



Calquing and Metatypy 117

2. An example of metatypy: Takia

My example is Takia, an Austronesian language efQiceanic subgroup spoken on Karkar Island
off the north coast of New Guinea (henceforth | Emphe common convention whereby ‘Oceanic’
stands for ‘Oceanic Austronesian’). | have usedid &k illustrate metatypy on several occasions
(Ross 1996, Ross 2001, Ross 2003), and the reamemwnder why | don’t ring the changes by
using a different example. The reason is that agraccount of metatypy requires (i) a description
of the grammar of the replica language; (ii) eviceeof the grammar of that language before it
underwent metatypy; and (iii) a description of tgeammar of the model language. These
conditions are fulfilled by remarkably few accountdé contact-induced change. Point (ii)
presupposes that the analyst understands theyhistahe family to which the language in (i)
belongs. Accounts which do fulfil these conditicare few. There are several accounts of Indo-
European languages. Sasse (1985) narrates how idcyatie Albanian spoken in Greece,
underwent lexical and grammatical calquing and astit change, increasingly resembling Greek.
Haiman (1988) and Denison (1968, 1977, 1988) descrietatypy respectively in separate Rhaeto-
Romance dialects on the models of Italian and Geramal in Sauris German in northern Italy on
the model of the neighbouring Rhaeto-Romance dialed of standard Italian. Jones (2002) gives a
brief but insightful account of calquing and megatyn the model of English in Guernsey Norman
French, providing frequency data on a number obwations. Soper (1996) describes metatypy in
one Turkic and one Iranian language, each on thdemof a language from the other family.
Various authors, listed by Harris and Campbell 6t9®4, 142), have investigated the metatypy of
Ethiopian Semitic languages on Cushitic models.hAikald (2002, 2003) provides a thorough
account of grammatical calquing and metatypy inidre, an Arawak language, on the model of
East Tucanoan languages. Campbell (1987) desagita@smatical calquing and metatypy in Pipil,
an Uto-Aztecan language, on the model of Spanikhvé only limited expertise in the histories of
some branches of western Indo-European and nahe iother families involved in these examples,
and | therefore prefer to stick to Oceanic Takiait€®detailed information is available for another
Oceanic language which has undergone metatypy.i$iisin, discussed briefly in Ross (1996:
192-202). | have elected not to discuss it heréwagnetatypies can be identified in its histonyda
their exposition requires a paper to itself.

Takia has undergone metatypy on the model of a jtataly unrelated) Papuan language of the
Trans-New Guinea (TNG) family. This was probablydka, the only other language traditionally
spoken on Karkar Island, but there is also lex@atence of contact with Bargam (otherwise
known as Mugil), located around Cape Croisillestba New Guinea mainland at its nearest
approach to Karkar. Published grammatical matealsTakia are Ross (1994b, 2002), whilst
Waters, Tuominen and Rehburg (1993) is an unpugdigirammar. Waskia is described by Ross
(1978), Bargam by Hepner (1986). Crucially, thetdrg of the Oceanic languages of the north
coast of New Guinea is reconstructed by Ross (1838:189), and data are available for languages
which are quite closely related to Takia but whieve not undergone metatypy. These include
Ronji (my fieldnotes), spoken on the mainland coalsbut 100 km to the southeast of Cape
Croisilles, and Arop-Lokep (D'Jernes 1990, 20023blE 1 provides a rough genealogy of Arop-
Lokep, Ronji and Takia. Daughters are indented, ¥egstern Oceanic is a daughter of Proto
Oceanic. Sisters share the same indentation, erji &d Mato (on one line because very closely
related) are sisters of the Bel dialect network.
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Table 1. The genealogy of Arop-L okep, Ronji and Takia

Proto Oceanic (probably V-initial)
Western Oceanic dialect network (SVO)
North New Guinea dialect network (SVO)
Ngero/Vitiaz dialect network (SVO)
Arop-Lokep (SVO)
Bel/Ronji/Mato dialect network (SVO)
Ronji, Mato (SVO)
Bel dialect network (SOV)
Wab, Awad Bing, Mindiri, Dami, Bilibil,
Gedaged, MatukarFakia

The examples in (1) show transitive clauses in Arokep, Ronji and Takia.

(1) a. Arop-Lokep:
au a-kan-a pur ata-leu
I s.1s-eat0:3s banana one-only
‘| ate just one banana’

b. Roniji:
pato pa-vay saula
IRR S:1s-eat banana

‘| shall eat banana’

c. Takia:
pai fud p-ani=wa
I banana s:1s-eakr
‘| shall eat banana’

It is self-evident that Takia morphemes, both lakiand grammatical, have cognates in the other
two languages, as shown in (2).

(2) gloss ‘eat’ ‘banana’ ‘I s:1s
Arop-Lokep kan pur (au) (a)
Ronji vag  — na na-
Takia ani fud pai y-

A little surprisingly, the Arop-Lokep first pers@ingular pronominals (shown in parentheses) are
not immediately cognate with Takigi ‘I' or »- s:1s. Two sets of first person singular pronouns
occur in the Ngero/Vitiaz dialect network, thdnitial set being innovatory (Ross 1988: 172).

Takia differs from the other two languages in itstax. Arop-Lokep and Ronji have SVO order,
Takia SOV. The Takia irrealis morphemea is an enclitic following the verb, but its Roniji
counterpartto precedes the verb. All three languages belonght ®ceanic subfamily of
Austronesian, for which so much comparative evideiscavailable that it is certain that Arop-
Lokep and Ronji reflect an inherited set of syritapatterns. Takia syntax, however, is the result o
a reshaping on the model of a TNG language, perta@NG neighbour Waskia. This is evident
when we compare the Takia and Waskia transitiveselsin (3.

2 On the history of the Takia construction, see R2691: 142).
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(3) a. Takia:
tamo an pai i-fun-ag=da
man DET me S:3s-hit-0:19MPERF
‘The man is hitting me’
b. Waskia:
kadi mu aga  umo-so
man DET me hit-PR.3S

‘The man is hitting me’

It is not certain that Waskia was the metatypic elddr Takia, as one can never be completely
certain of the source of a syntactic pattern, &uedet are plenty of nearby mainland TNG languages
with similar syntax. It is reasonably clear, thoutitat Takia has copied its SOV order from a TNG
language. It is also likely that its postverbaleatfmood enclitics are modeled on the suffixatibn o
verbal markers in TNG languages.

The Takia pattern of BlUN + DETERMINER represented in (3) byamol an ‘the man’ probably
also reflects restructuring on a TNG model, as Arokep and Ronji have no determiner, and
Oceanic languages typically have BTRRMINER+ NOUN construction (Ross 2001: 142).

In (4) Arop-Lokep shows a typically Oceanic poseessioun phrase in which the possessor
follows the possessum, whereas Takia displays ersal of the sequence, following the Waskia
model.

(4) a. Arop-Lokep:
rumu ke toolin
house ABL man that
‘that man’s house’

b. Takia:
Kai sa-n ab
Kai cCLASS-his house
‘Kai’s house’

c. Waskia:

Kai ko kawam
Kai ABL house
‘Kai’s house’

The noun phrases in (5) contain a placename useah astribute. In Arop-Lokep the possessive
construction seen in (4) is used and the placensupessessor, but Takia follows Waskia in simply
preposing the placename.
(5) a. Arop-Lokep:

am garup ke Bok

we woman ABL Bok

‘we Bok women’

b. Takia:
Waskia tamol an
Waskia man DET

‘the Waskia man’

Journal of language contact — THEMA 1 (2007)
www. jlc-journal.org



120 Malcolm Ross

c. Waskia:
Waskia kadi mu
Waskia marpeT
‘the Waskia man’

Arop-Lokep is typically Oceanic in forming adjunctgth prepositions, as in (6a), whereas
Takia follows the typical TNG pattern and, like Wis has postpositions, as in (6b) and (6c).
(6) a. Arop-Lokep:

pay karam
goal bushland
‘to the bush’
b. Takia:
Kai sa-n ab lo
Kai CLASS-his house in
‘in Kai's house’
c. Waskia:
Kai ko kawam te
Kai abl house in
‘in Kai's house’

The conjoined noun phrase in (7a) is formed witl ¢bnjunctionma ‘and’, reflecting an old
Oceanic form. The corresponding Takia and Waskisstractions in (7b) and (7c) each contain a
postpositional phrase, Takiamol an ida Waskiakadi mu ili‘with the man’, i.e. the whole phrase
in each case means ‘| with the man'.

(7) a. Arop-Lokep:

tool tamoto ma rima-na
man male and wife-his
‘a man and his wife’

b. Takia:
pai tamol an ida
| manDET with.him
‘the man and I

c. Waskia:
ane kadi mu ili
| manDET with.him
‘the man and I

Although there is usually word-for-word intertraausibility between Takia and Waskia, this
does not penetrate below the level of the word.ial eétains its inherited morphological material
and word-internal morpheme sequences, as the sttvatween Takia and Waskia verb forms in
(3), between possessive morphemes in (4) and 1) batween adjectival plural formatives in (9)
show.

(8) a. Arop-Lokep:
Esikel bobo-no
Esikel wife-his
‘Esikel's wife’

b. Takia:

Irion tama-n
Irion father-her
‘Irion’s father’
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c. Waskia:
Gambu ko n<w»et
GambuposTrchis>father
‘Gambu’s father’
(9) a. Arop-Lokep:
kai meda-na
tree strong-its
‘a/the strong tree’
b. Takia:
tamol tubu-di en
man big-P:3P this
‘this big man’
c. Waskia:
kadi bi-biga amu
man P-big this
‘this big man’
A systematic comparison of Takia constructions wlitkir Proto Western Oceanic and Waskia
equivalents is given as a tabulation in Ross (20@1).

Example (8a) reveals a development in Arop-Lokephiah there will be cause to return below.
The Arop-Lokep alienable and inalienable possessiomstructions differ in their ordering of
possessum and possessor. Example (4a) shows poesesssessor ordering in the alienable
construction, but (8a) shows possessor—possessdeniray in the inalienable construction. The
latter is an innovation: Oceanic languages typjcgllace the possessor second in both
constructions.

The examples above betray no borrowing of phono@diorms from Waskia into Takia. A
replica language may retain much of its lexicom @akia certainly does so, showing regular sound
correspondences with other Oceanic languages (B&& 167-173).

So far, | have shown that Takia speakers have relteadmost of their syntax on Waskia lines.
There is, however, another kind of change that rpply reflects contact with Waskia. This is
lexical calquing, and it is reflected in word senseword compounds and in lexical collocations.
Corresponding words, compounds and collocatiorisoth languages have come to have the same
ranges of meaning, as in (10):

(10) Takia Waskia

-gane bete- ‘do, create, put’

-loy iki- ‘hear, listen, obey, understand, know (s.t.), krioow
to, perceive (except by seeing)’

mado-k baga-ra (‘stay’-Nom) ‘way of life’

gugoi digo ‘clan, bachelors’ house’

tatu sokel ‘bone, strength’

nao-n koma ‘his/herlits face, front, payment’

tini-n kumik ‘his/herl/its body, skin, bark, surface’

Takia-n and Waskia vowel-roundinggma < kema; kumik < kimjlcf 8) mark 3s inalienable
possessor.

Some calqued word compounds are given in (11):

3 Various authors talk of the same ‘polysemies’mlysemy patterns’. | avoid these terms becausehbee
technical senses in lexicography.
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(11)

Listed in (12) are a number of lexical collocatiohsise the term ‘lexical collocation’ for a
combination of lexical items that is semanticaltjosyncratic (an ‘idiom’), i.e. it has a pairing of
form and meaning that cannot be predicted fromréisé of the grammar. In this respect a lexical

collocations is like a lexical itefh.

(12)

Closely related to lexical calquing is what we nsayl ‘grammatical calquing’. Lexical calquing
consists of remodelling lexical ‘ways of sayingnis’ on the model of Waskia. That is, the
meaning range of each lexical item is matched ® rtteaning range of an item in the model
language until the two vocabularies are readilgrindnslatable. Similarly, grammatical calquing

‘the palm of my hand’
=‘my hand'’s liver’
‘(an) answer’

= ‘face of word’

‘I am waiting ’

= ‘] do/put my eye’

‘I am dizzy’

='my eye goes round’
‘| obey him’

= ‘| follow his mouth’
‘| disobey him’

= ‘| cut his mouth’

‘I exclude him’

= ‘| fence off his face’
‘| correct him'’

= ‘| hold his ear’

‘I am thinking’

= ‘|l put thought’

‘He believes (it)’

= ‘(itis a) truth in his guts’ inside:3s

‘I am angry’
= ‘my guts are bad’

* Examples of lexical collocations can easily be tipliéd, but | have eliminated any with Tok Pisin
translation equivalents, as the latter could bewce of Takia—Waskia equivalences or, more prghabl

could reflect areal idioms.

Takia

bani-g ate-n
hand~:1s liver-p:3s
ru nao-n

word face:3s
mala-gpu-gane

eyex:1s s:3s-do
mala-g i-kilani
eyels s:3s-go.round

awa-nya-ri

mouthr:3s s:1s-follow
awa-nyu-tale
mouttr:3s s:1s-cut
nao-nyu-futani

face:3s s:1s-fence.off
kukudo-ry-abi

ear:3s s:1s-hold
kankanyu-gane

thoughs:1s-put
ilo-n lo rumok

POSTRIN
truth
ilo-g saen

insidests bad

“literal” meaning Takia Waskia
‘person’ ‘man-woman’ tamol-pein kadi-imet
‘animal’ ‘pig-dog’ bor-goun buruk-kasik
‘his parents’ ‘his mother-his fathertinan-taman  nuam-nuet
‘(do) first’ ‘his eye-his eye’ malan-malan motam-motam

Waskia

a-giyy gomay
P:1s-hand €:3s> liver
den koma

word <P:3s> face
motam bete-sam

eye dos:3s
motam gerago-so

eye go.rounds3s
kuriy karotu-sam

<p:3s>mouth follows:1s
kuriy batugar-sam

<P:3s>mouth cuts:1s
koma kalo-sam

<p:3s>face fence.offs:1s
dogowa ilu-sam

<P:3s>ear holds:1s
kuamin tugu-sam

thought pus:1s
goma nigi nuyuniy
<p:3s>liver POSTRIN truth

a-gemamemek
BGliver bad
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consists of remodelling grammatical ‘ways of saythings’ on the metatypic model. The most
obvious case of grammatical calquing in Takiaggistpositions, shown in (13).

(13) Takia Waskia
location na, te se, te, i
location ‘in’ lo Wi
location ‘on’ fo, fufo kuali
ablative — ko
instrument nam (= na-mi) se
referential 0 ko
manner mi wam
accompaniment da karo

Here | am concerned with the semantic reorganisatiothe adpositional system, not with the
syntactic change from preposition to postpositdost Oceanic languages have a very small stock
of adpositions (Ross 2003c, Forthcoming). Takiaakpes have remodelled their adpositional
system on the Waskia model. In this particular caséeast, remodelling has entailed the creation
of new items rather than changing the meaning rjeold ones. For a reconstruction of the
history oflo ‘in’ and fo andfufo ‘on’, see Ross (1996: 189-190 or 2001: 143).

The Takia postposition paradigm matches the Waakizost completely. Only the Waskia
ablative postposition has no Takia equivalent. Ajamdunction of Waskia ko is to mark the
possessor, as in (4) (8), and Takia does this infthrited bound morphology, so this difference is
perhaps not surprising.

What (13) cannot show is the quite exact paraldelsveen Takido ‘in’ and Waskianuwji ‘in’
and between Takitp, fufo ‘on’ and Waskiguali ‘on’. Both languages regularly use an inalienably
possessed relational noun with the constructig®)inn a postpositional phrase like those in (1) t
express certain intrinsic locations:

(14) a. Takia:

ab nao-n na

house face-its at

‘in front of the house’

b. Waskia:

kawam koma se
house its.face at

‘in front of the house’

Takialo ‘in” and fo, fufo ‘on’ and Waskianwi ‘in’ and kuali ‘on’ represent grammaticisations of
relational nouns. The final of Waskianuyi and kuali reflects the postposition and the roots
apparently reflect earlier third person forms (iitside’, ‘its top’) of the now lost relational nosi
*niy ‘inside’ and *al ‘top’. Details of the Takia grammaticisation aet sut in Ross (1996: 189-
190, 2001: 143). Suffice it to say here that th&ideostpositiondo and[fu]fo are transparently
cognate with the inalienable possessed Arop-Loladptional noundo- ‘inside’ and po- ‘top
(surface)’ in (15).

(15) Arop-Lokep:
a.rumu lo-no
house inside-its
‘(the) inside (of) the house’
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b. katakata po-no
shelf top-its
‘on (the top of) the shelf’

| noted above that Arop-Lokep is innovatory in |iigssessor—possessum order. This order was
crucial to the reanalysis of the possessum relatioouns as the postpositions in Takia phrases like
ab lo‘in the house’ anadb fo‘on (top of ) the house'.

3. Redefining metatypy

The term ‘metatypy’ labels the diachronic procesefly illustrated in examples (1) to (9) for
Takia: the diachronic process whereby the morphasgia constructions of one of the languages of
a bilingual speech community are restructured ennlodel of the constructions of the speakers’
other language, such that the constructions ofré¢jpiica language come to more closely match
those of the model language in both meaning anglno@yntax. Metatypy means ‘change in type’
(cf the geological terrmetamorphychange in form’), where ‘type’ is used in the senmplicit in

the term ‘typology’: SOV and SVO are clause ‘typ@gdUN + DETERMINER and DETERMINER +
NOUN are noun phrase ‘types’, and so on.

However, my original definition (Ross 1996), alssamed in subsequent papers (Ross 1997,
2001, 2003a) was wider than this. Contact-inducedphosyntactic restructuring like that in Takia
and the languages named earlier is apparently alyweceded by lexical and grammatical calquing
(Sass 1985: 75, Ross 2001:146), i.e. they are pdittans of morphosyntactic restructuring. Hence
| lumped calquing and grammatical restructuringetbgr under the rubric ‘metatypy’. In
Ross(2006) | narrowed the definition of metatypyabel only the restructuring process itself. The
main reason for this is that we find languages etexical and grammatical calquing has occurred,
but little or no syntactic restructuring. | haveehetempted to say in the past that they had
undergone a measure of metatypy, but it is sintpleay that they have undergone calquing but not
metatypy.

An example of such a language is the Mixe dialé@asque spoken in French Lower Navarre
and described by Haase (1992). It displays extergrimmmatical calquing on the model of Gascon,
but only very limited morphosyntactic restructuring

3.1 Mixe Basgue

A good deal of Haase’s material has to do with ¢hee marking system. Because Basque, as
conventionally described, has fourteen cases (H4898: 62), all marked by suffixes. Eight of
them can be regarded as ‘basic’ and six as ‘secgnda that they are morphologically more
complex than the basic cases and share certain ccwmnp forms. Gascon, like other western
Romance languages, has no bound case markers; dt &t of prepositions. Calquing has resulted
as speakers have sought Basque translation equivaleGascon expressions.

One instance concerns a basic case, the instrumksitarlier use is illustrated in (16a) from an
eighteenth-century text. In more recent Mixe Basdue instrumental has been largely replaced by
the comitative, as in (16b), but the instrumenta/ives in lexicalised expressions lika-ez(foot-
INSTR) ‘on foot’ (Haase 1992: 67).

(16) a.Ginco-a-c ber-e huntarcuez bethe, eta ber-e dohaegr
GOd-ART-ERG samesEN goodnessNsTR full  and samesEN gracerNsTR
aberas-tu thi-ela.
rich-PARTIC PRESABS:3P)(ERG.3S)-SUBORD
‘God made them full with His goodness and rich wvtifls grace’ (Haase 1992: 71)
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b. koller batekilan
Spoon oNesoM
‘with a spoon’ (Haase 1992: 67)

The key to understanding what has happened hesinigle. Gascon, like many west European
languages, uses the same preposition to expregsssthement and the comitative (cf. Englisith),
and Basque speakers have imitated this patternxtending the comitative case to cover the
instrumental function (Haase 1992: 67).

Historically, the translation equivalence probabbes further than this. The earlier comitative
form was apparentlyeki. Since the sixteenth century the complex casedoekila or €kilan have
displaced it. They includéa ‘allative’ and n ‘locative’. The Gascon forms have undergone palrall
complexification. The original instrumental/comitat preposition wagab (< Latin apud); it is now
minimally dab, from de ‘genitive’ &b ‘instrumental/comitative’ (Haase 1992: 78-79).

A second Mixe Basque case conflation is the rephece of the ablative case-marker by the
partitive case-marker. Thus the traditional forn{difib) is replaced by the partitive in (17a) (Haase
1992: 72-735.

(17) a. horr-at hel-du di[r]a leku frango-tdr]ik
thereALL COMEPARTIC PRES3P place manyFRN-PART
‘They came there from many places’
b. frango-ta-tik
many-TRN-ABL
‘from many...’

This change also has a simple explanation: in Ga&wod French), both the partitive and ablative
functions are carried by the prepositiba

Finally, (Haase 1992: 80) lists instances wheredvBasque has calqued Gascon ‘complex
locational prepositions’, i.e. collocations deriveBdm an earlier sequence GPREPOSITION +]
RELATIONAL NOUN + PREPOSITION. The calqued construction in Mixe BASEMARKER, +
RELATIONAL NOUN [+ CASEMARKERj]. The sequences in (18) show near translationvatgnce.
Gascon forms with initial locative preposition aavh Mixe equivalents with the final locative case-
marker fe]an. Gascon forms with final genitivéde have Mixe equivalents with an initial genitive
case-marker. Gascon forms with a final dative/atad have Mixe equivalents with an initial dative
or allative case-marker.

(18) Gascon Mixe Basque
‘behind, at back of’ au darrer de GEN gibel-ean
‘in front of’ au davant de GEN aintzin-ean
‘between’ entermiei de GEN arte-an
‘towards, in the direction of [d€] cap a DAT/ALL bu[r]uz
‘as far as’ dinc a [ALL] artio
‘near, beside’ acostat a DAT hurbil

The process of translation equivalence has evigéein going on for a long time. The form in
(19a) is common Basque, and the case-marked foi®im) is also ancient. However, the form in
(19c¢), with a dative, occurs only in Mixe Basqued @&vidently represents the most recent stage of
calquing (Haase 1992: 79-80).

® The abbreviatiofRN means ‘transnumeral’, i.e. a form which may beegigingular or plural.
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(19) a. eliza  aintzin-ean
church fronttoc
‘in front of the church’
b. eliza-[rlen aintzin-ean
church&EN front1.0C
‘in front of the church’
c. eliza-ri hurbil
churchbAT near
‘in front of the church’

A striking Mixe grammatical calque is the innovatiof a passive to match the Gascon passive.
Other Basque dialects have no passive. The Mixsiymass formed from the resultative, which
marks a state as relevant at a discourse-related gobtime® The resultative is formed with the
combinationPARTICIPLE-ARTICLE + AUXILIARY (Haase 1992: 96), as in (20a) and (20b), where the
verbs are transitive and intransitive respectivelshe Mixe passive is formed by adding the
participle of the verb ‘be’ before the intransitigaxiliary, as in (20c). Finally, the agent, if afgy
expressed by a noun phrase in the partitive casm @0d). We might expect to find the ablative
case here, but | noted above that the partitivedisglaced the ablative, and corresponds to the
Gascon prepositiode (which, along withper, marks the agent of a Gascon passive).

(20) a. Leiho-a (beti)  zerra-ti-a dik.
window-ART  (always) ShuPARTIC-ART PREYABS:3S)(ERG.3S)
‘He (always) has the windows closed’ (Haase 1992: 9
b. Ama han egon-a zen.
Mother there stapARTIC-ART  PRET(ABS:39)
‘Mother had been living there [when | was born]'a@se 1992: 100)

c. Aita salba-ti-a izan-a da.
Father sav@®ARTIC-ART be.PARTIC-ART PREYABS:3S)
‘Father has been saved’ (Haase 1992: 102)

d. A[b]antxi xakir bat-eta-[r]ik ausiki izan  tzdn.

almostdog one-TRN-PART bite PARTIC be PARTIC PRET(ABS:3S)
‘He was almost bitten by a dog’ (Haase 1992: 132)

As Haase (1992: 101) points out, this is a calgnegttempt at translation. His comparison of the
Mixe and French constructions is shown in (20\hat is clear is that this is part of the
reorganisation of the language’s semantic patt@nas'ways of saying things. It does not, however,
entail a full-scale restructuring of the syntaxttoé construction. The addition izfan the participle
of ‘be’, represents a structural change, but itgieatial order is determined by the existing Basque
construction that places an auxiliary after thermadrb. As the subscripts in (21) show, there has
been no adoption of Romance constituent order. Ehisven clearer in (20d), where the agent
phrase precedes the verbal complex: in a Romarssivedat would normally follow it.

® The resultative may itself be the outcome of eadjrammatical calquing, but that is another s{étgase
1992: 96-100).

" A complexity of the Basque auxiliary is that itshalternant forms according to the status and geofde
one’s addressedik is masculine singular familiar.

81t is a pity (i) that the comparison is with Frénm@ather than with Gascon and (ii) that the exanspletence
is negative, unlike the passives in (20c) and (20d)
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(21) a. Etxe-a etzi destriiti-g izan.
houseART NEG.PRESABS.3S) destroyPARTIC-ART bePARTIC
‘The house has not been destroyed.’
b. [Lamaison} [" a pasp été détruite.

ART house NEG; haveNEG, bePARTIC destroyPARTIC
‘The house has not been destroyed’ (Haase 1992: 101

The instances of grammatical calquing illustrate{li8) and (21), i.e. complex ‘adpositions’ and
the passive, differ from the calquing of simple tpositions in both Takia and Mixe Basque in a
significant respect. The calquing of postpositiaffects single-morpheme items, i.e. it resembles
lexical calquing but affects a closed class of rherpes. In the Mixe calques illustrated in (18) and
(21), however, it is not a single morpheme thatdkjued, but a complex item composed of a
morpheme sequence. | regard this nonetheless ast@tical calquing, not as metatypy, as it
embodies changes in categories and their membergtiips the Mixe passive represents the
creation of a category ‘voice’ to match Gascon &jioot change in syntax.

Thus calquing has occurred in Mixe Basque, butrmetatypy. Another language of which this
appears to be true is Maltese (Drewes 1994). Qajgunay be a necessary precondition of
metatypy, but it is not necessarily followed by atgpy. Whether there are conditions which might
enable us to predict when metatypy might occumlret sure, but the example in 83.2 points us
toward the relationship between grammatical calguand metatypy in 83.3 and perhaps in the
direction of an answer.

3.2 Imitating, not borrowing

From the examples in 82 it would seem that Takmdwpied its syntax directly from Waskia, but a
little thought indicates that this cannot be trbiest, metatypy has preceded by massive calquing.
Secondly, metatypy itself must have been a grapieadess during which a good deal of variation
occurred. Third, recall that the passive in Mixes@ae has arisen not by direct copying from
Gascon but by the adaptation and expansion of #tirex Basque construction to imitate the
Gascon passive. In her analysis of the rise ofriddish dossentence, a focus construction, Prince
(1998: 340-346) shows that speakers of easternisfidchitated a Slavic construction, but did not
borrow it.

Yiddish is a language of European Jews. It is ded®@ from a mediaeval dialect (or dialects) of
High German, but for centuries eastern Yiddish kpesawere out of contact with other Germanic
languages, lived among Slavic speakers and weirggbdl in the local Slavic communalect. This
led to metatypic changes in eastern Yiddish oniSlaodels. One outcome is that eastern Yiddish
has a focus construction with no correspondentnin @ermanic communalect nor in mediaeval
western Yiddish. Theossentence is illustrated in (22), and, as the Eeglish gloss indicates, its
function in this example is similar to that of andlish it-cleft, i.e. it places the subjeteybin
focus, excluding the verb from focus (examplesfiema Prince 1998).

(22) Eastern Yiddish:
dos hot Leyb gezen  Eriken
that has L. seen E.Acc
‘It's Leyb who saw Erika’

The model for this was evidently a Slavic consinuctillustrated in the Russian sentence in
(23):
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(23) Russian:
eto Leonid  uvidel Eriku
that L. saw Eacc
‘It's Leonid who saw Erika’

Unlike the English translation, neither of the twonstructions is a cleft. However, Prince
(1998) points out that there are important diffeemnbetween them. In Russian, the object can also
occupy the focus position immediately afé¢o, giving:

(24) Russian:
eto Eriku Leonid uvidel
that E.AcC L. saw
‘It's Erika that Leonid saw’

Informally, one may say that the Russian constnctis like anit-cleft, in which éto
corresponds ti, but with the relative pronoun omitted.

Despite the superficial similarity between (22) 48d), however, the Yiddish dos-construction
does not allow a permutation corresponding to (B4jact the Yiddish correspondent of (24) is not
*dosEriken hot Leyb gezdmutdos hot Leyb gezerrRIKEN, with pitch accent on ®KEN. In other
words, initial dos ‘that’ plus AUXILIARY + SUBJECT sequence (reversal of unmark&dBJECT +
AUXILIARY ) has come to mark the NP-focus construction, wageie Russian it is marked l&yo
‘that’ plus the focused NP.

Prince suggests that the basis for the dos-cotistnuin (22) was the zero-topic (detopicalising)
German/Yiddishesconstruction in (25), which is used as a sentdaces construction answering
‘What happened? ‘ when the subject referent idamtal.

(25) Eastern Yiddish:
es hot Leyb gezen Eriken
it has L. seen Rcc
‘It happened that Leyb saw Erika’

Yiddish-speakers equated this syntactically wite ubject-focus version of the Russito
construction in (23) but adapted it, replaciegwith dos the Yiddish translation equivalent of
Russianéto, and using the adapted construction as the eaumvadf the Russiareto focus
construction. However, the syntax of the nedog construction remained that of thes
construction, obstructing the fronting of a focuksebject that occurs in Russian (24).

One might ask, incidentally, why Yiddish speakemwseded’ this construction. Medieval Yiddish
presumably had the German fronted focus constmucds in the following manufactured
hypothetical examples:

(26) a.Leyb hot gezen Eriken
L. has seen EccC
‘(It's) Leyb (who) saw Erika’
b. Eastern Yiddish:
Eriken hot Leyb gezen
E..ACC has L. seen
‘It's Erika that Leyb saw’

However, in (26a) a focus subject is differentigi@mn a non-focus subject only by intonation, and
in both sentences only intonation differentiatesveen (fronted) topic and (fronted) focus. Later
on, isolated from German, a construction emergeidtwimade these distinctions syntactically on
the Slavic model, and it did so by the adaptatibaro existing Yiddish construction which was
superfically similar to the Slavic NP focus constion.
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This shows that metatypy does not necessarily sbosithe direct copying of a construction.
Rather, it may consist in speakers expressing &cpkar constructional meaning by using a
construction which they equate with the construrctiothe model language. They may find a ready-
made construction in the replica language and extgrchange its constructional meaning to the
meaning of the model language construction, abéncase of ‘Yinglish’ Yiddish movement, also
described by Prince (1998)Or they may adapt an existing construction in direction of the
model language construction, as in the case ofitidish dosconstruction. Either way, metatypy is
imitation rather than direct copying. This pointnigde forcibly by Heine & Kuteva (2005: 7, 34-
37, 81).

One might argue that creation of the Yiddidbs construction more closely resembles the
creation of the Mixe Basque passive than the mgiatgyntactic reorderings of Takia, since both
the Yiddish and Mixe constructions are calques eorsstruction in the model language created by
adapting an existing construction. The next sedsanbrief examination of this issue.

3.3 Thereationship between grammatical calquing and metatypy

The Yiddish example in 83.2 suggests that the baryndetween grammatical calquing and
metatypy may not be so easy to draw as | have éaplp to this point. In the instance of the Mixe
passive in 83.1, we can say that we are dealing eeilquing, not with metatypy, because there has
been no syntactic reordering. In the instance eftlidishdos construction, this decision is not so
easy. Prince’s analysis shows that we are dealittygrammatical calquing, but the outcome looks
like metatypy, because the ordering of elements(d8) and (23) is the same. But the
correspondence only applies if the focussed noumasghis the subject. If it is the object, the
difference between the constructions in the twa@lmges emerges. On the basis of metatypy in
Takia, one might argue further that the stage EHabelled ‘metatypy’ could only be said to have
occurred if there were a syntactic change in Yiddighich allowed its speakers to say the
impossible Dos Eriken hot Leyb gezdiis Erika that Leonid saw.’

The Takia grammaticisation of relational nouns astositions presented in 82 also presents a
problem if we try to specify where calquing endsd ametatypy begins. This grammaticisation is an
obvious case of calquing, but it was only posslideause the switch from possessum-possessor
order in inalienable possessive noun phrases tgegesr-possessum order had occurred earlier — in
a language ancestral to both Arop-Lokep and TatfiaT@ble 1). Since this switch very probably
occurred as a result of contact with TNG languages, might say that metatypy had begun in a
language ancestral to Takia long before the catpofrpostpositions took place.

This suggests — unsurprisingly — that the bordeméen grammatical calquing and metatypy is a
fuzzy one. If calquing results in constructionstthi@ok syntactically like those of the model
language, then the basis has already been laichétaitypy (and in a sense, metatypy has already
begun). This observation also has an obverseettthre substantial structural differences between
the two languages, as there are between Basquéasubn, then new constructions resulting from
calquing (like the Mixe passive) are still too difént syntactically from the model constructiore(th
Gascon passive) to provide a foundation for metatyp other words, the more profound the
morphosyntactic differences between the calquinguage and the model language, the less likely
metatypy is to occuf’. But this is a hypothesis which needs a good de&lirther research (for
discussion, see Harris & Campbell 1995:123-127).

Does the Yiddish story cast any light on Takia rygtg? We know that one of the most general
constructions in the language, the SVO order ofingrerative clauses, was changed to SOV. Can

° *Yinglish' is a Yiddish-influenced English varietysed by Jews in New York City.

1 The converse case would be that the syntax ofithdanguages is so similar that there is verieliscope
for metatypy after calquing. Molisian Slav, a Ciaatdialect spoken in southern Italy described byuBn
a number of publications (e.g. Breu 2003, Breu 2008 perhaps an example.
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we explain how this happened? Can we reconstrutgtagctions at the SVO stage which speakers
might have matched with the SOV construction ofrtRapuan inter-community language and used
as the basis for their own SOV construction? Ileyaiwe can.

Western Oceanic languages typically coreferencednson and number of their subject with a
verbal proclitic or prefix, as illustrated in (1j3a) and (12). Human objects, at least, are
coreferenced with a verbal enclitic or a suffixjm$3a). This means that many clauses consist only
of the verb word. Where noun phrases occur, igagctlly at the rate of one per clause. If thatmou
phrase is an object, then in an SVO language tfeuli®rder is VO. However, many SVO Oceanic
languages may front the object if it is a newlyaddiiced or re-introduced referent. Since there is a
strong tendency to introduce new referents in dbjexsition, this means that in practice OV
sequences may occur quite frequently. In the fahgwr akia example from a narrative in which the
speaker recounts how he came to be paraplegicawedisequence of clauses where the only noun
phrases are objects:

(27) Takia:
padu =g, tinig tatu mulusuni. neg pulusuni =q,
na-du =go tini-g tatu nu-lusuni=z ne-g pu-lusuni  =go

s:1s-descend RD skin:1s bone s:1s-breakPFlegP:1s s:1s-break =RD

patug tatu pulusuni =g ...

patu-g tatu nu-lusuni  =go

backP:1s bone s:1s-break =RD

‘| fell; | broke the bones of my body. | broke nggk; | broke my backbone ...’

Takia, of course, has SOV order. But it is easye® that this story could have been told in an SVO
language with each object fronted because it iniced a new referent. It is also not difficult to
perceive how speakers could have taken the froobgect construction and extended its use,
probably with a change of intonation pattern, satth became the general non-imperative
construction. This, of course, would account for @ SV clauses, the vast majority of clauses in
which noun phrases appear. It does not accounttljyiror much lower-frequency SOV clauses,
and we must assume that they emerged at a staghkitly neither OV nor SV clauses represented a
special focus or topicalisation construction.

The short passage in (27) also illustrates a pidagammatical calquing in Takia. Takia has
imitated from TNG languages the strategy of charifauses that occur in temporal and certain
other sequences in what Foley (1986: 175-205) eatleordinate-dependent relationship, whereby
each clause ends with a dependent enclitic spagifgsiood, in this example the realis dependent
(rRD) enclitic =go. The full specification of tense and aspect isvighed by the sentence-final
enclitic on the final clause (this Takia systendéscribed by Ross 1994b). What is noteworthy here
is that the dependent encliticsgo ‘realis’ and =pe ‘irrealis’ both reflect what were once
conjunctions, but these acquired a more constraimection when Takia calqued the coordinate-
dependent's independent distinction on a TNG model. For aitigtaaccount, see Ross (1987).

3.4 Notes on the social parameters of metatypy

In Ross (1996, 2001, 2003) | also gave a socigrion for metatypy: | wrote that in a bilingual
community, the language undergoing metatypy woeldhe language which was emblematic of its
speakers’ identity and the metatypic model wouldheelanguage used to communicate with people
outside the speech community. This is true of ttaonity of cases | know of, but not of all.
Sometimes the social relationship between the agesi is the converse: the language undergoing
metatypy is the inter-community language and theatgpic model is its speakers’ emblematic
language. This point was made briefly in Ross (2086d was taken up independently by Bowden
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(2005) in a paper which shows how the extensivectional system of the lingua franca North
Maluku Malay has been calqued and has undergoneasure of syntactic restructuring on the
model of the directional systems of the Austronesiad Papuan languages of the North Maluku
area (Halmahera and its offshore islands). Theltresa system in North Maluku Malay which is
incomprehensible to speakers of standard Indonddself a Malay lect) or of other colloquial
Malay dialects. The phonological forms are ofteniksir, but the meanings are very different.

Other inter-community languages that have undergowgatypy are ‘Singlish’ (basilectal
Singapore English; Platt 1975) and Taiwan Mand&tinappell 2001). The key in these cases and
in the case of North Maluku Malay is that thesespeken in speech communities where speakers
of the emblematic language(s) are a significanonitgjand where a variety of the inter-community
language is used at least as much for communicatimong those speakers as it is for
communication with speakers of another languags other languages.

A separate issue is raised by Thomason & Kaufm@rg88: 117, 135-139) account of changes
in the Dardic Indo-Aryan language Shina of Pakistdromason & Kaufman, basing themselves on
Lorimer (1937), outline a set of changes which loatarkably parallel to those that have occurred
in Takia. There has at least been substantial dexind grammatical calquing, if not metatypy.
Lorimer's data do not allow us to decide regardingtatypy, but the few sentence examples
indicate word-for-word intertranslatability. Indeethe Shina features that Thomason & Kaufman
discuss are not inherited from Proto Indo-Aryan aré found in neighbouring Burushaski, an
isolate. Thus Shina appears to have undergoneiogl@nd perhaps metatypy on the model of
Burushaski. However, Thomason & Kaufman assertragv¥ines that the Shina features reflect
shift to Shina by Burushaski speakers. They write:

The argument that the mechanism of interference stéfs can be disputed; but we find
Lorimer’s discussion of this point cogent, and fthe that the relevant grammatical morphemes
themselves are native to Shina suggests interferéimough shift rather than borrowing.
(Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 139)

The fact that the grammatical morphemes are n&i&hina implies that Shina has changed on
the model of Burushaski, not that Burushaski spesakave shifted to Shina. It is true that Lorimer
(1937: 69) suggests that shift may have occurretdob the next page he remarks that probably all
Shina-speaking men can speak Burushaski (and H®attwo communities intermarry). This
provides an ideal situation for calquing and metaty

In fact it is clear from other cases cited in thene section of Thomason & Kaufman (1988) that
they regard grammatical calquing as a feature réfleicts language shift. This seems to me to be
wrong. In many, perhaps most, cases of shift, titirg speakers acquire their new language
perfectly, and almost no linguistic traces of siprsist. Occasionally, a community of shifting
speakers will learn their target language impelfeahd be prevented by circumstances from
completing the shift, in the sense that they véthin their ‘imperfect’ version of the target. Owofe
these rare cases appears to be Madak, an Oceagiatge spoken in the isolated uplands of central
New Ireland (Ross1994a). The shifting speakersipusly spoke the Papuan language Kuot (or
something very like it) and, not unnaturally, totbleir phonology with them when they learned
their new Oceanic language. Kuot phonology hasifsignt effects across word boundaries within
the phonological phrase, and these are also reflént Oceanic Madak in ways that distinguish it
sharply from neighbouring Oceanic languages.

The effects of shift are thus very different frohbse of metatypy (Ross 2003a), and Shina
manifests outcomes diagnostic of metatypy on théehof Burushaski, not of shift.
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4. Metatypy asa distinct kind of contact-induced change

There is an emerging paradigm of types of contadttied change, based on the inference that
social conditions constrain the linguistic outconeécontact (Thomason & Kaufman 1988, Ross
1997, 2003a). Metatypy is one outcome. Languagk, slidginization and language mixing are
others.

My concern here is not with this uncontroversiakaient, but with the question of whether the
term ‘metatypy’ is necessary. It has been suggdsyesome that it is simply a new label for an
already recognised and labelled phenomenon. Myorespis that the phenomenon has indeed been
recognised, but it has not been labelled in a vinay tlistinguishes it clearly from other contact
phenomena.

| have exemplified the effects of metatypy in §2f b have referred only obliquely to what
brings it about. Nadkarni (1975: 681) wrote:

Bilingualism is, after all, a psychological loachet so much because it requires knowing two
language systems, but because, in a situationtefsive bilingualism, one is called upon to
conduct communication through these two distinsteays all the time, using now one system
and now the other. In such a situation, the tenglémwards lessening the psychological load is
quite natural; and this sets processes in motiooseltresult is a gradual convergence of
systems in a speaker's head. Among the factors hwiietermine the direction of this
convergence, the frequency with which the two laggs are used may be one of the most
important.

Sasse (1985: 84-85, 1990: 32) writes that lexiaedduing, grammatical calquing and syntactic
restructuring share a single cause: bilingual spesalneed to express the same thoughts in two
languages. Haase (1992: 166-168) talks similarlgt ptish towards ‘translation equivalence’. This
means that lexical calquing occurs as speakergani@e the lexicon of one of their languages to
match the semantic organisation of the other, witkcomes like those illustrated in (10). This
reorganisation extends to closed categories, sogit@nmatical calquing brings about a match
between the categories of the two languages andn@maberships of these categories. Prince
attributes constructional imitation (83.2) to tlaetfthat ‘Speakers of a language may borrow the
meaning — semantic or pragmatic — associated withesform in a contact language/dialect and
associate it with some form found to be analogaubeéir own language...{Prince 1998: 339). As
| observed in §3.3, a precise boundary between m&tival calquing and metatypy can probably
not be drawn, but there is nonetheless a progre$sin the former to the latter. If we accept that
the syntactic constructions of a language are |léikeal items, form—meaning pairings, but pairings
in which he encoded meaning is quite abstract, thersequence lexical calquing > grammatical
calquing > metatypy is one in which constructiortsiolr express increasingly abstract meanings
come to be organised similarly across the two laggs.

If this characterisation is correct, then lexicaldagrammatical calquing and metatypy are
processes which affect the whole language. Thealiiee on language contact, however, is loaded
with instances in which a single construction hgspesedly been borrowed from one language into
another, e.g. the borrowing of relative clause trations and from various Indo-Aryan languages
into various Dravidian languages in Sridhar (19284-205) (one of the latter is Gondi, cited by
Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 139) and from Dravidiamiada into Indo-Aryan Konkani in Appel
& Muysken (1987: 158-159). A proper assessmenthebe instances requires a good deal more
research into the relevant languages, lookingeattstory of each grammatical system as a whole,
including complicating factor that some of thesaowations are literary devices Sridhar (1978:
200). Although Appel & Muysken's source, Nadkardi9{5), focusses on the borrowing by
Konkani speakers of an additional relative clausstegyy, he is at pains to show that this is phrt o
an ongoing process. Ironically, the constructioricwindo-Aryan Konkani is now borrowing from
Dravidian Kannada had been borrowed by Kannada &eimdo-Aryan language sometime around
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the tenth century. Before that time, Kannada hagleyed only participial relativisation, a
construction which has also been borrowed into KoinkNadkarni 1975: 674-675). Nadkarni
comments that both languages are part of Emengd@56) Indian linguistic area and are
syntactically similar, and his sentence examplasvstvord-for-word (and apparently morpheme-
for-morpheme) intertranslatability. This suggesitsttthe ‘borrowing’ of the relative clause
structure may represent a late instalment in a &iogy of metatypy, the more so in the light of the
guotation from Nadkarni above.

Whether bilingual speakers do borrow constructipieeemeal is a question which | think has
yet to be convincingly answered (see 85). In ottnads, | think it likely that anecdotal accounts of
the borrowing of a single construction may in mamges represent only the tip of an iceberg:
careful investigation might reveal that the borrdve®nstruction was simply one among many (or
that the bilingual community’'s two languages algedthd so many similar constructions that
borrowing was unnecessary).

| have used the term ‘borrowing’ in the previousrggmaph, as terms like ‘grammatical
borrowing’, ‘syntactic borrowing’ and ‘structurabbrowing’ are often used in the contact literature,
e.g. by Emeneau (1962), Appel & Muysken (1987: 168), Thomason & Kaufman (1988: 67) and
King (2000). However, these terms are inappropfiatehree reasons. First, ‘borrowing’ implies
copying of individual constructions, whereas, asoted above, | take metatypy to be a whole-
language process.This point is made by Soper (1996: 295). Secondernwa construction is
‘copied’ from one language into another, it is fudt structure that is copied, but a pairing of
structure and meaning. Third, Prince’s (1998) stoflythe restructuring of Eastern Yiddish on
Slavic models shows that speakers do not necesdarid perhaps do not usually) ‘borrow’
constructions wholesale, but instead adapt existimgstructions to imitate those of the model
language. Johanson (2002: 288) remarkehe" term “borrowing” is...based on a deceptive
metaphor".

One rather neat label is ‘isogrammatism’, coined Ggkb (1959) to label a pairing of
corresponding and similar grammatical constructionsvo Balkan languages. Insofar as it labels
the result of a historical process, not of the psscitself, ‘isogrammatism’ is preferable to
‘borrowing’, but again it labels a single constiant not a system-wide process. @odiscusses
only Balkan data, and so by default ‘isogrammatitabels an outcome of metatypy. We do not
know how he would have labelled a grammatical aafqu

Appel & Muysken (1987: 159) use the processual t&emyntactization’, but it is unclear
whether this is intended to denote the replacenwnsingle constructions or system-wide
restructuring.

Weinreich (1953: 30-31), and many others sinces tise term ‘interference’, but he applies it to
contact-induced effects of all kinds. Clyne (1968:19) abandons the term because of its different
uses by different scholars and others have avatdsztause non-technical senses of ‘interference’
give it an evaluative overtone (Heine & Kuteva 208%).

Gumperz & Wilson (1971), Sasse (1985), Aikhenv&d0@) and Johanson (2003) all use the
term ‘convergence’. The everyday meanings of thedvimply reciprocity, i.e. that two languages
become simultaneously more like each other. Howdaaguages in contact do not typically each
become more like the other. Instead, one languadergoes contact-induced change on the model
of another? Johanson (2003: 4) says that for him, ‘convergemesy result from either ‘unilateral

1 Heine & Kuteva (2005: 6) use ‘borrowing’ only farter-language transfers that include the tranefer
phonological form.

12 Almost as an afterthought Gt coins ‘isosemantism’ for a lexical calque.

131 am not of course claiming that convergence du@soccur, but rather that, if it does occur, ittlie
outcoming of separate processes affecting eactudaymy For sociolinguistic reasons these processes a
more likely to occur at different historical persodhan simultaneously. The one piece of evidence of
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influence’ or ‘bilateral influence’. Where the clggnis unilateral, ‘convergence’ seems to me to be
a rather odd term. It is also used to cover lexicoorphology and/or phonology as well as syrifax.

Thomason & Kaufman (1988: 83-97) discuss the faat tstructural borrowing’, i.e. metatypy,
involving a number of contiguous languages leadhéoformation of a Sprachbund or ‘linguistic
area’. A question in the case of, say, the Balkparaéhbund, is whether there has indeed been
gradual convergence among its languages or a segwémilingual situations in which (unilateral)
metatypy has occurred. This requires further irigatibn.

Johanson uses the term ‘code-copying’, which captthie point that speakers do not ‘borrow’ a
construction: they imitate it. However, Johansodé&finition (1998: 327-328, 2002: 287-288)
makes it clear that ‘code-copying’ denotes the whahge of outcomes of contact-induced change,
whether lexical borrowing, lexical or grammaticalguing, metatypy or language shift.

In a passage about Ross (2001) in his review ohéikald & Dixon (2001), Parkvall (2003:
653) describes metatypy as ‘a concept closelygéltd (and near-synonymous with) “calquing” or
“syntactic borrowing” or “regrammaticisation”.’ Higonfusion of metatypy with calquing is
doubtless a result of the fact that | included galgwithin metatypy in Ross (2001), but one would
have to stretch the meaning of ‘calquing’ well begdts normal linguistic usage to encompass
syntactic restructuring. | have indicated above whgo not think ‘syntactic borrowing’ is an
appropriate synonym for metatypy. The term ‘regratasation’ is not familiar to me from the
literature on contact.

Heine & Kuteva (2003, 2005) articulate a positidgffiedent from any of the authors mentioned
above, emphasising that many of the changes onguirithe course of grammatical calquing are
effectively instances of grammaticisation. Amongeithmany examples is the calquing of
postpositions in Takia (82). They point out that firocess by which the relational nouns ‘inside’
and ‘top’ became postpositions in Takia is a gratmisation process which enables Takia
speakers to imitate a Waskia construction (2008; 2805: 86-89). They do not, however, suggest
that grammatical calquing is a form of grammatitisg but rather that a calque may lead
subsequently to a grammaticisation that more cjosehtches the construction in the model
language. They also readily admit that the syrtaddstructuring entailed in metatypy cannot
always be accounted for by grammaticisation preeess

Inadvertently, Heine & Kuteva raise a question \Whiequires further research, and this
concerns the role of speakers’ consciousness buice), metatypy and grammaticisation. They
describe contact-induced change in terms that stigge only that speakers are conscious of what
they are doing, but that their innovations are guitliberate, as indicated by the phrases | have
italicised in the sample below. In their accounteyflica grammaticisation, they write:

Speakers of language R[eplicajticethat in language M[odel] there is a grammatica¢gary
Mx. They develop an equivalent category Rx, usiragamal available in their own language
(R). To this endthey replicate a grammaticalization proceé®sy assume have taken place in
language M... (Heine & Kuteva 2003: 539, Heine &éua 2005: 92).

These are unusual inferences, as linguists tygieasume that speakers do not make conscious
changes in their grammars. It is sometimes suggehted grammaticisation is teleological, in the

convergence at Kupwar is that the Marathi and Wmahieties have both replaced Indo-Aryan grammatical
gender with Kannada sex-based gender. Other changes Urdu and Kannada towards Marathi.

14 A more appropriate context for the term ‘convergris koineisation, where dialects or closely teta
languages spoken in a newly forged speech commhbeitgme increasingly similar until a single common
language emerges.

5 According to Trask (2000: 278) ‘regrammaticalieati and ‘regrammatisation’ are sometimes used to
denote the shift of a grammatical morpheme from one famctio another this can be a part of
grammatical calquing or metatypy, but a rather speatt only.
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sense that the need to fulfil a certain funcitamiseshe emergence of a grammaticisation pattern,
but this does not presuppose a conscious choicgpbgkers. Recent research on the effects of
frequency favours a non-teleological account ofrgreticisation (Bybee 2005), whereby speakers
innovate a way of fulfilling a function, and theweonstruction is automated as it increases in

frequency and undergoes the processes that atkethhe grammaticisation (Haiman 1994, Hopper

1987, 1998).

It seems to me that one cannot reasonably argue dpeakers consciously perform
grammaticisation. It could perhaps be argued that ¢alquing process entails a degree of
awareness, but | am inclined to believe that ewdquing and metatypy are largely driven by effort-
reduction practices of which speakers are only maly aware. | prefer to reformulate Heine and
Kuteva’s account as follows:

Speakers of language R[eplica] also control langudgjodel]. They establish functional
correspondences between the constructions of théatwguages, and remodel the constructions
of language R so that they more closely match tloddanguage M. This entails extending or
narrowing the functional ranges of certain condtoms in language R and/or adapting
constructions in language R so that they more bloswtch those of language M in their
constituents and perhaps also in their syntax. &hadaptations may in turn lead to
grammaticisation.

This reformulation is a general account of grameoahttalquing and metatypy which appears to
ignore the fact that Heine & Kuteva are describiggglica grammaticisation in particular here. Their
account presupposes that speakers can analyseatimengticisation process that has occurred in
language M. My reformulation assumes that in thecess of establishing functional
correspondences between constructions in the tagubges, speakers acquire a knowledge of the
functions of the components of the constructiohthdy identify a grammaticised component, then
it is liable to be replicated.

The issue of awareness is an important one. Ifkgpsare conscious of the differences between
functionally equivalent constructions in the repliand model languages, then one might expect
them to pick and choose their innovations. If, tve tother hand, grammatical calquing and
metatypy are powered by effort-reduction practicks/hich speakers are only barely aware, then
we would expect these processes to operate at@ny \where there is a mismatch between the
constructions of the two languages. This is thgemtilof the next section.

5. A strong hypothesis

As | commented in 84, the study of contact-induneatphosyntactic change has been adversely
affected by the use of anecdotal examples whichaldell us about the effects of contact on the
grammar of a language as a whole. When contaatiiteyfollow this procedure, we cannot know
whether contact-induced morphosyntactic change&jiyi affects single constructions or whether it
typically affects grammars as wholes, i.e. bringgud metatypy.

The way forward, it seems to me, is to adopt anstrbypothesis based on the insights of
Nadkarni, Sasse, Haase and Prince cited in 84 hypethesis is that, by default, contact-induced
morphosyntactic change in one of a bilingual comitgislanguages entails the restructuring of the
whole grammar on the model of the community’s otheguage. That is, metatypy is the default,
and the borrowing of single constructions a rathgat requires special explanation (Harris &
Campbell 1995:120-150).

Although | suspect that metatypy is more commonm ttee literature has recognised, | put the
strong hypothesis forward as a basis for reseaatgs a statement of belief. Clearly, it can ddy
tested by examining the histories of whole langsagebilingual situations, and this is demanding,
but it is a rational way forward. At present, wmply do not have enough detailed studies of single
languages.
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| would expect such studies to reveal the factdnichvallow/cause metatypy, rather than just
grammatical calquing, to occur (83.3). | would akxpect such studies to show that in some
instances where just one or two pieces of ‘strattoorrowing’ have occurred, this reflects the fact
that the remainder of the two grammatical systeirsady matched each other well, as in the
Konkani/Kannada case (84).

Whole-language studies will also allow us to seestivbr metatypy falls into a predictable
sequence of internal stages. From the exampleovirak, it appears that the clause is restructured
first, then the phrase and finally the word, althiouhis sequence is rarely completed. Aném, a
Papuan language of New Britain, reflects restrilguof the clause only (on an Oceanic model; see
Ross 2001 and references therein). Takia reflegucturing of the clause and the phrase. The
languages at Kupwar (81) apparently reflect redegdion of clause, phrase and word-internal
morphemic structures. Outcomes which do not folthig sequence, e.g. the restructuring of the
phrase but not the clause, have not so far beerdfddetatypy has been described here as syntactic
restructuring, but, as at Kupwar, syntax may atetude the ordering of bound morphemes.

6. Theoretical implications

If Sasse and others are right that lexical calquingmmatical calquing and metatypy are all driven
by the need of bilingual speakers’ to express #raesthoughts in both their languages, this has
certain implications for theory beyond the studycoftact. The organisation of the lexicon and of
morpheme paradigms (i.e. their semantic organisgtithe composition and meaning of lexical
collocations, and the syntax and functions of gratical constructions are all affected by the drive
for intertranslatability because they all encodeanieg. When calquing and metatypy occur, these
things change, in contrast to phonological formiictv (as | demonstrated for Takia and for Mixe
Basque) remain the same unless lexical borrowicgrsc

Grace (1981: 5-6) seizes on the distinction betweleat changes and what remains unchanged
when he writes,

...| have attempted to develop a view of the makefia language that assumes that its two
main components are precisely those that sepawie gontact situations, i.e., one component
consisting of just those parts that are subjeatotavergent change and the other of just those
parts that resist such change.

He names the meaning-based comporentent formand the phonological formexification
(Grace 1981: 7, 24).

Introducing his revision of the architecture ofdange, Grace (1981: 23) quotes (Labov 1971:
460), who writes, One can hardly doubt, after Gumperz’ research, thatlexical components of a
language can be divorced from the underlying gramicahsub-structure.” Labov speaks of the
‘notion that there are ...“dotted lines” in a languagand that one can tear out one component and
throw it away .." (459-460). However, Grace’s inference is thatlfabov the two components are
the lexicon and the grammar, and he writehe“validity of the grammar—lexicon model of
languages is precisely one of the assumptions ighatalled into question by the dotted line
phenomendh(Grace 1981: 23). Instead, Grace continuésyill argue that of the two components
distinguished by the dotted line, the first corssist everything concerned in the conceptualization
of the message while the second consists justifotims of the actual word¢Grace 1981: 24). It
is precisely because he rejects the grammar—lexicodel that Grace adopts the terms ‘content
form’ and ‘lexification’.

In fact, Labov’'s position is perhaps nearer to @mahan the latter thinks. Labov writes,
“Gumperz finds that the two languages, Dravidian f&ata and Indo-European Marathi have
become practically identical in their deep struetiand semantics, on the one hand, and in their
phonetic output on the other, whilst they have sbastly remained distinct in lexicon and
grammatical formativé's(Labov 1971: 460). Since Labov puts semanticshwdeep structure,
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separating ‘lexicon’ from it, it is a legitimatef@gmence that what he meant by ‘lexicon’ was Grace’s
lexification, whilst his deep-structure-plus-seniesitis conceptually similar to Grace’s ‘content
form’.

Grace (1981: 24) further analyses content form imio componentsgontent substancand
(what | take to bejnorphosyntactic structur® This is his only reference to ‘content substante’.
Grace (1987) he talks instead of ‘conceptual evemd ‘conceptual elements’. As linguists, our
construal of linguistic events tends to be so banthe grammar—lexicon model and to views of
what is universal that we at first find content sialmce hard to conceptualise. An example which |
used in a slightly different context in Ross (19263-204) may help to clarify this. Speakers of
various languages experiencing what is objectiyghsumably the same physical sensation will
say:

(28) a. English:
| am cold
b. Buru: ‘I (am) cold’
yako bridi-n
I cold-its

(29) a. Balinese: ‘The body is cold’
dingin awak-é
cold body-the

(30) a. French: ‘I have cold’
i’ ai froid
| have cold
b. Dutch: ‘I have it cold’
ik heb het koud
| have it cold

(31) a. German: ‘To me is cold’
mir ist kalt
me.DAT is cold
b. Russian: ‘To me (is) cold’
mne xolodno
MeDAT COldNEUT:S

(32) a. Tokelauan: ‘I freeze’
ko au e makalili
TPC |  PRES feel.cold

b. Norwegian:‘l freeze’
jeg fryser
I freezePRES

(33) a. Takia: ‘Cold hits me’
madid i-fin-ag-da
cold it-hit-me+vPF
b. Lewo: ‘Cold bites me’
miava kar-nu
cold bite-me
c. Koiari: ‘Cold hits me’
ribiri-vare da vani-ma
cold-sPECR me hitPRES

18 Grace takes the terms ‘content form’ and ‘congeititstance’ from Hjelmslev (1961: 60-62).
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d. Korafe: ‘Cold does me’
na yaura erira
me cold it.does

In Grace's terms, English and Buru (Austronesiaste&rn Indonesia) in (28a) have the same
content substance, with a proposition in which ghaperty ‘cold’ is predicated of the first person
singular pronoun (‘I (am) cold’). In Balinese (Atmtesian, central Indonesia) in (29a), there is a
different content form, as the property is predidabf the body. In French in (30a) ‘cold’ is a
nominal, and its possession is predicated of tts fierson singular pronoun (‘I have cold’). | am
not sure how to characterise the Dutch contenttanbs of (30b). German and Russian in (31) are
similar to English, but treat the first person silag pronoun as a recipient (‘To me is cold’).
Tokelauan (Austronesian, Polynesian) and Norwegia(32) both predicate a verb of the first
person singular pronoun (‘I freeze’). Finally, TakLewo (Austronesian, Central Vanuatu), Koiari
and Korafe (Papuan, C. and S.E. Papua respectiveld3) all conceive of cold as a force that
affects the first person singular patient.

There are thus a number of different content subst expressing the ‘same’ notion.
Significantly, similar content substance does neamsimilar content form: Englisham cold
instantiates the English copula construction withpraperty predicate buBuru yako bridin
instantiates an adjectival predicate without a tapn other words, the two languages have (in this
instance) similar content substance but differeotposyntax.

Grace's (1981) view of the architecture of langusggsummarised in (34).

(34) Grace’s (1981) view of language
» |exification (phonological form)

e content form (semantic organisation of the lexianmd of morpheme paradigms, the
composition and meaning of lexical collocations,dathe syntax and functions of
morphosyntactic constructions)

- content substance (the organisation of meaningyswd saying things’)

- morphosyntactic structure

As | noted in §2, lexical collocatiotsare among the most dramatic witnesses to calquing.
Interestingly, the grammar—lexicon model has nowhierput them, ignoring the huge role that they
obviously play in a language. A lexical collocatibas a split personality in the grammar—lexicon
model, belonging in the grammar in that it mangeatsyntactic construction but in the lexicon
insofar as it is semantically idiosyncratic. In €& model they are an important component of
content form.

Grace's and Labov's observation that content foonsests of what is replaced in language
contact requires expansion. Content substanceas igheplaced through (lexical and grammatical)
calquing: bilingual speakers become more and mbheome in one of their languages and the
content substance of the other language is inerglgsieplaced by that of the model language.
These changes may also bring about structural Ipbisals between the two languages (83.3),
leading to further morphosyntactic adjustments Wwhignder the changing language more similar to
the model language, so that their similarities roejust in content substance but in content form.
This, of course, is metatypy.

17 Speech formulas in Pawley’s (2001: 238-240) teniaigy.

Journal of language contact — THEMA 1 (2007)
www. jlc-journal.org



Calquing and Metatypy 139

| have adopted Grace’s model and terminology hecaise he derives his model directly from
calquing and metatypy. It is worthy of note, howevihat others have arrived at a similar
architecture by quite different routes. As | noitedRoss (2001: 148), Levelt's (1992) model of what
happens when a person speaks matches Grace’s.etigod to speak leads to ‘lemma access’,
where lemmas are units of content substance. Hhigllowed by morphosyntactic encoding, the
outcome of which is a piece of content form. Fipatiomes phonological encoding, when
lexification is added and the piece of speechaslydor utterance. Langacker’'s Cognitive Grammar
also has an architecture which resembles Graceéss.'ddmantic structures’ are Grace’s content
substance, his ‘symbolic structures’ are morphasyntand his ‘phonological structures’ are
Grace’s lexification (Langacker 1991: 102-127).

These architectures represent among other thingim to the Saussurean sign as a pairing of
form and meaning. Meaning is content substance tmdorm—meaning pairing is content form.
Whilst most linguists recognise, at least pre-tbgoally, that a word is a sign, architectures like
Grace’s aérgd Langacker’s remind us that lexicalomaltions and morphosyntactic constructions are
also signs.

7. Summing up

The primary point made in this paper is that metatys previously defined should be broken down
into two phases, calquing and metatypy proper §ymtactic restructuring). Although metatypy
never occurs without calquing, calquing may celyairtcur without metatypy. But when metatypy
occurs, it is not easy to determine where calgeimds and metatypy begins.

My earlier definition of metatypy was also too rmavly defined in its social parameters. Not
only the emblematic language of a speech commimityalso a lingua franca used heavily among
members of a community may undergo calquing anchty@y.

Metatypy is thus not appropriately labelled ‘sturet borrowing’ because it entails the imitation
in the replica language of constructions in the ehddnguage. This imitation makes use of or
builds on constructions that already exist in #y@ica language. Metatypy almost certainly consists
of processes of which speakers are scarcely awacethis suggests that speakers do not ‘choose’
certain constructions to ‘borrow’ but that metatyigylikely to occur across the board wherever
there are differences in content form between #pdica language ad the model language. This,
however, is a hypothesis that needs to be tested.

Finally, calguing and metatypy are important noagly because they seem to occur frequently
but because they imply that the conventional gramtagicon model of language architecture is an
inadequate framework for the description of calguand metatypy.
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