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Abstract

The chapter is devoted to the questions whether certain categories are
more easily borrowed than others, whether there are inherent semantic.
pragmatic functions that make some categories more borrowable thap
others, and what this tells us about the motivations behind borrowing_
Rather than view borrowing as a transfer of structure from one system
into another, I view it as the removal of an invisible demarcation line that
separates subsets within the linguistic repertoire (or the speaker’s ‘lan-
guages’). I take the perspective of language processing by speakers in
multilingual settings, and argue that there is a functional advantage to
compromising this mental demarcation line. Based on recent sampling of
languages in contact, I review a set of borrowing hierarchies and identify
a number of motivations that prompt speakers to merge the representa-
tion of categories across their bilingual repertoire, leading to identical
cross-system representation of those categories, or ‘structural borrowing’.

Keywords: contact, contrast, borrowing, discourse, gaps, hierarchies, inter-
action, language processing, prestige. presupposition

1. Introduction

The view that there are no absolute constraints on structural borrowing
(ct. Campbell 1993} is probably not widely contested. Nonetheless, many
authors have proposed that borrowing is not entirely arbitrary, either, and
that some factors facilitate, while others may impede the transfer of word-
forms, morphemes, and even structural organization patterns from one
language to another.

Generalizations have often tended to focus on the status of word
classes or grammatical categories. Thomason and Kautman’s (1988) fre-
quently cited borrowing scale is an example of an attempt at a generaliza-
tion that says, essentially, that some word classes or types of structure are
more easily borrowed than others. Ease of borrowing is interpreted as the
likelihood that borrowing will occur earlier in the history of contact and




Universals of structural borrowing 205

hence that it will require less intensive contact, and that borrowing of the
relevant category will therefore be attested more frequently in contact
situations cross-linguistically. Thomason and Kaufman do not, however,
offer an explanation as to why and how word class affiliation facilitates or
inhibits borrowing,

More explicit suggestions of factors that facilitate borrowing have
listed structural autonomy and semantic transparency (Moravesik 1978;
Field 2002; Johanson 2002), low paradigmaticity (van Hout and Muysken
1994), operation at the level of a higher or broad unit of speech (discourse
> paragraph > sentence > phrase > word; Stolz and Stolz 1996; Ross 2001),
and ‘pragmatic detachability’ or automatized, gesture-like interventions
that are subject to more routine and less analytic reflection (Matras 1998).
Most of these observations were based on individual case studies. Ross
(2001) for example discusses a contact situation involving two languages
in Melanesia, Stolz and Stolz (1996) discuss a sample of diverse Meso-
american languages in contact with Spanish, and Matras (1998) discusses
various dialects of Romani in contact with diverse European languages, as
well as a small sample of diverse languages under the historical sphere of
influence of Arabic.

The purpose of the present contribution is to review a set of borrowing
hierarchies that are based on two samples of a somewhat larger scale. The
first is the extended sample of some seventy-five dialects of Romani dis-
cussed in Elsik and Matras (2006). With an assumed time-depth separa-
tion of up to 500-600 years (see Matras 2002), these dialects represent a
similar recipient language, spoken under more-or-less uniform sociolin-
guistic conditions, in contact with a sample of up to twenty-five different
European donor languages, among them Basque, Finnish, Welsh, Hungar-
ian, Greek, Romanian, and Turkish. The second is a comprehensive cross-
linguistic survey of grammatical borrowing in the form of individual con-
tributions to a volume by Sakel and Matras (2007), each focusing on a
particular language in contact.! General tendencies in the sample were
evaluated in Matras (2007).

1 Tasawaq (M. Kossmann), K’abeena (J. Crass), Likpe (F. Ameka), Katanga
Swahili (V. de Rooij), Khuzistani Arabic (M. Shabibi), Domari (Y. Matras),
Kurmanji (G. Haig), NE and Western Neo-Aramaic (G. Khan, W. Arnold),
Macedonian Turkish ($. Tufan), Kildin Sami (M. RieBler), Yiddish (G. Reersh-
emius), Rumungro (V. Elsik), Manange (K. Hildebrandt), Indonesian (U. Tad-
mor), Biak (W. van den Heuvel), Vietnamese (M. Alves), Jaminjung (E. Schul-
tze-Berndt), Rapanui (s. Fischer), Nahuatl (A. Jensen), Yaqui (Z. Estrada and
L. Guerrero), Otomi (E. Hekking and D. Bakker), Purepecha (C. Chamoreau),
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The prototypical conditions of contact as represented by these sampleg
include prolonged use of a pair of languages — a donor and a recipient
language — in the same society, and at least some degree of bilingualism. [y
the overwhelming number of cases, speakers of the recipient or borrowing
language — the language under investigation — are almost all bilingual and
have been bilingual for more than one generation, and bilingualism tends
to be unidirectional, that is, speakers of the donor language do not nor-
mally or invariably learn the recipient language. In most cases, there s
some degree of domain separation between the languages, each language
being used by speakers for different purposes in different settings. The
diglossic conditions are not uniform, however. Some languages, such as
Yiddish and Maltese, have a written tradition and are used in institutions,
Others, like Indonesian and Vietnamese, even enjoy the status of principal
state languages.

A number of contact settings fall outside the scope of the present
investigation. Languages that are formed as a means of communication in
response to a contact situation, namely pidgins and Mixed Languages, are
not taken into consideration in the sample. This is because the conditions
of contact are radically different: there is no stability of language use in
particular domains. Instead, pidgins show makeshift communication while
Mixed Languages show deliberate language distortion or at least con-
scious mixing.

While extra-linguistic variables have been taken inte account in the
evaluation, the principal framework of comparison involved an assess-
ment of the contact behavior of different functional categories. ‘Category’
represents a functional notion. Categories are understood here to be
operational devices that trigger mental processing activities in communi-
cative interaction: Nouns name objects, interjections direct attention to
emotive evaluations of the speech situation, connectors establish links
between the processing of individual propositions, word order serves as a
map to organize information at the utterance level, and so on. Their con-
crete representation in a given language is through a structural form,
which may or may not have cross-linguistic equivalents.

The challenge of describing universals of borrowing is to identify gen-
eral trends in the sample, which may then serve as predictions for the bor-
rowing behavior in languages in general. A further challenge is to explain

Quechua and Guarani (J. Renddén), Hup (P. Epps), Moseten (J Sakel), as well
as Wichi (A. Vidal), Maltese and Chamorro (1. Stolz).
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these generalizations. From a functional perspective, explanations must
be sought in terms of the relations between the function that defines a
category, and the process that is defined as ‘borrowing’. Seen through the
prism of the individual who is communicating in a multilingual setting, i.e.
the point of initiation of any contact-induced language change, borrowing
means replication of a form or structure that is normally reserved for
communication in language L-X (that is, in the set of interaction contexts
that are characterized by the use of set X from within the repertoire of
linguistic structures; see Matras 2009), while communicating in language
L-Y (thatis,in an interaction context that is not identified as part of set X,
but as set Y). This characterizes the process of borrowing irrespective of
the social circumstances that give rise to bilingualism, that is, whether
communication in a second language that is being acquired is influenced
by the structures of the first language, or whether communication in the
native language is being re-shaped as a result of the influence of a second
language. What interests us is that in both cases speakers are in some way
or other reluctant or unable to maintain a strict separation line within
their overall repertoire of linguistic structures. The phenomena described
by Thomason and Kaufman (1988) as “shift-induced interference” (sub-
strate influence) and as “borrowing” in the stricter sense (so-called pres-
tige-related influence) are treated here as essentially one and the same:
both derive from a bilingual speaker’s motivation to compromise lan-
guage-separation for a given structure, and to employ that structure irre-
spective of context-based language choice.

The explanatory model of borrowing that is pursued here seeks to
account for the connection between category — the triggering of a particu-
lar linguistic-mental processing activity — and the failure to keep apart
subsets of the repertoire of linguistic structures when communicating in
different settings or contexts. The questions that we ask are these:

1. Are certain categories more easily borrowed than others?

2. What are the inherent functions that make some categories more bor-
rowable?

3. What can we learn from this about the motivations behind borrowing?

A note is in order concerning exceptions to postulated hierarchies. Coun-
terexamples have sometimes been offered in the literature in order to
prove that postulated generalizations are wrong. But it would seem coun-
ter-productive to ignore tendencies that are followed by a substantial
group of languages within a sample, merely because they may not be fol-
lowed by all languages or because they might be contradicted in one or
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two instances. Where there appears to be a motivation behind trends, One_‘
that is beyond pure coincidence, then these trends deserve our attention,
Quite often, it is the counterexample that can be explained as resulting
from a local, language-particular constraint that impedes the realizatiop
of common patterns in a particular instance. Our interest is thus in describ-
ing and explaining meaningful trends, not in discovering laws that are on

a par with the physical laws of nature. '
{

2. Structural factors that facilitate borrowing

The borrowing hierarchies depicted under (1) have been suggested in the
literature (cf. Moravcsik 1978; Field 2002), and are confirmed by our own
two samples as well:

(1) Structural factors facilitating borrowing
a. nouns > non-nouns, function words
b. free morphemes > bound morphemes
c. derivational morphology > inflectional morphology
d. agglutinating affix > fusional affix

The factors under (1) can be summarized as pertaining to the structural 1
autonomy and the semantic transparency of morphemes. Elements that
occupy a higher position on the scale are more likely to occur in speech
as autonomous or relatively autonomous entities with a consistent
meaning (cf. Johanson 2002). Those that are lower on the scale tend to
have a meaning that is more abstract or more contextually bound and
are more likely to accompany other parts of speech than to occur on
their own.

Structural autonomy as represented by the higher-ranking values
under (1) suggests that the meaning of the item is less dependent on a
particular environment. This facilitates the replication of an item in a dif-
ferent structural environment. Semantic and structural autonomy also
allow greater pragmatic independence, which in turn facilitates the
embedding of higher-ranking items into speech acts independently of the
selected language of the interaction.

The higher borrowing likelihood of nouns is sometimes regarded as a
purely structural constraint, triggered by the tendency of verbs toward
greater morphological complexity. In fact, nouns are more numerous in
the lexicon, due to the neéd to label a greater number of concepts and
physical objects compared to activities, states and events; cross-cultural
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contact and the resulting expansion of communicative interaction domains
arguably create a greater need to enrich the nominal lexicon.?

The predictions made under (1) are confirmed by the samples in sev-
eral ways. First, higher-ranking items are more likely to occur in the cor-
pus as a whole and in any given language, than lower-ranking items. Sec-
ond, the hierarchies are implicational, in that the occurrence of a
lower-ranking item in any given language implies the occurrence of a
higher-ranking item in that same language (i.e. if a lariguage borrows
inflectional morphology, it also borrows derivational morphology). Inter-
preted against the background of the actual mechanism of borrowing as
described in the previous section, this provides us with an insight into
speakers’ confidence to carry-over linguistic structures that are associated
primarily with a set X of interaction contexts into interaction contexts of
set Y, or in other words: their confidence to employ structures from their
linguistic repertoire irrespective of contextual constraints. This confidence
grows gradually in accordance with the ease with which a structural form
can continue to be associated with its referential meaning even outside its
original structural environment and usage context.
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3. Motivations for borrowing

In the previous section I interpreted factors that facilitate borrowing as
factors that license bilingual speakers to generalize a particular structure
or form across their linguistic repertoire and to use it irrespective of the
constraints on selection of structures imposed by the context or setting of
the interaction. In this section I discuss several groups of borrowing hier-
archies that provide us with insights not just into the factors that facilitate
borrowing, but into those that motivate and promote it in the first place.
Recall once again that borrowing is defined here (following Matras
2009) as the generalization of an item within the multilingual linguistic
repertoire, and hence the partial or complete removal of interaction-set-
based constraints on its occurrence. When addressing the question of
motivation for borrowing, we are thus seeking an answer to the question:

2 The integration of verbs may itself require additional, specialised morphology,
due to the cognitive complexity of the verb as both a label for an activity and
as the anchor of the predication in the utterance. Borrowed verbs often require
a morphological extension indicating their ‘verbness’ (cf. Matras 2007a, 2008;
see also Wichman and Wohlgemuth 2008; Muysken 2000).
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when are bilingual speakers more likely to generalize a single item acrogg
the linguistic repertoire in such a fashion, and why?

The when part of the question translates into our interest in the behay.
ior of different grammatical categories, and thus it means essentially ‘ip
pursuit of which linguistic-mental processing tasks’. The why part sug-
gests that there is, under certain circumstances, a functional advantage to
compromising the mental demarcation line that separates subsets within
the linguistic repertoire. A trivial example is the case of so-called ‘cultura]
loans™: e.g. lexical content-words that denote an object or concept hith-
erto unfamiliar to the receiving society, terminology related to institu-
tions that are the property of the neighboring culture, and so on. The
commonplace interpretation of borrowing here is that such terms fill lexi-
cal gaps in the recipient language. But semantic gaps can also be filled by
neologisms or meaning extensions. Borrowing of word-forms, we might
hypothesize, is motivated by the treatment of the respective entities as
unique referents which cannot simply be re-labeled; replication of the
original label allows activation of the world of associations that accompa-
nies the term in its original interaction context. The outcome is a single
structure that represents the relevant concept in the entire repertoire,
irrespective of language or choice or repertoire subset in a particular
interaction context.

Grammatical operations pose a greater challenge. While some studies
have opted to make use of the term ‘gap’ to refer to cases where languages
in contact possess different structural means for expressing similar rela-
tions, it is clear that this particular notion of ‘gap’ is very different from the
tormer. Here, it is not the absence of the abstract relation or conceptual-
ization — for example contrast or repetition — that motivates borrowing,
but a motivation to employ the same or similar structural means through-
out the repertoire when expressing these relations. This brings us once
again to the question of when and why. Following up on the argument
developed in Matras (1998) and expanded in Matras (2009), [ suggest that
around certain types of operations, the need to constantly select among
parallel structures overburdens the speaker and serves as a potential trig-
ger for malfunctions of the processing mechanism that guides the speaker
to select the form from the ‘correct’ (or active) language and to inhibit
selection of the form from the ‘incorrect’ language (cf. Green 1998). Mal-
functions thus result in the production of a form with the appropriate
meaning, but from the non-appropriate language.

To be sure, not all bilingual speech production errors of this kind are
likely to lead to language change. But in settings in which there is a) wide-
spread bilingualism, such that malfunctions do not actually hinder com-
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munication, and b) lax normative control over speech, usually owing to
the absence of institutionalized language norms and possibly also related
to a lower linguistic self-esteem, tolerance, in the first instance, of errors of
this kind, and their eventual propagation can lead to the substitution of
inherited forms by forms from the contact language — or ‘borrowing’. Tra-
ditionally, speakers’ (cognitive) inability to keep apart structures from
their two languages — linguistic interference — has been recognized pri-
marily with respect to influence of L1 on communication in L2, while
instances of L2 insertions into L1 have been regarded as code switching or
code mixing. I argue here, as in earlier work (Matras 1998, 2000), that
there is a type of interference that leads to L2 influence on L1 in the form
of non-voluntary L2 insertions, which result from lapses in control over
the language selection and inhibition mechanism.

The issue of control over word-form selection is only one of several
functional factors that appear to be of relevance in motivating and facili-
tating borrowing. In the next few sections T review some of these factors,
toward an integrated picture of the complexity of motivations that are
involved in the process of borrowing.

3.1.  Domain specialization and non-routine tasks

A traditional, perhaps even ‘classic’ explanation for the motivation behind
borrowing is prestige: it is assumed that the use of word-forms from a lan-
guage that is associated with cultural and technological progress or simply
with social and economic power — dubbed the ‘dominant’ language —
serves to signal the speaker’s competence in this language, which in turn is
associated with upwards social mobility. Speakers will, according to this
assumption, integrate word-forms from the dominant language into their
speech in the language of the socially weaker group as a token of higher
social standing, power, or competence.

The key to understanding this kind of relationship between languages
is the diglossic setup or patterns of domain-specialization of languages in
the community. A tension potential emerges between the context-special-
ization of the dominant or donor language and the association of certain
activity domains with that language, and routine tasks that support the
retention of old, inherited forms in the in-group or recipient language. In
this kind of relationship, items that are less subject to routine employment
prove more susceptible to new fashions and are more likely to be repre-
sented by borrowings that serve as tokens for social accommodation. On
other hand, those that are more tightly embedded into routine interaction
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are protected by the routine, by the intimacy of their meaning, and appar-
ently also by their frequency of occurrence.

As illustrated by the kinship term systems of both English and Maltese
(Figures 1 and 2), concepts representing closest kin are less likely to be bor-
rowed. Those representing somewhat more remote kin tend to be of
Romance origin, both languages having been influenced at some stage dur-
ing their history by contact with a dominant Romance-speaking society.

Figure 1: Close kin and remote kin in English (shaded cells represent
borrowed terms).

grand-(parents)

aunt mother | father uncle
cousin | sister | EGO | brother cousin
niece daughter l son nephew

grand-(children)

Figure 2: Close kin and remote kin in Maltese (shaded cells represent
borrowed terms) (data from Borg and Azzopardi-Alexander 1997: 339-340),

nanna nannu
‘grandmother’ ‘grandfather’
zija ‘aunt’ omm ‘mother’ I missier ‘father’ ziju ‘uncle’
kugina ‘cousin’ | oht “sister’ IEGO Ihu- ‘brother’ | kugin ‘cousin’
nepulija ‘niece’ | bint ‘daughter* | (i)bn-"son’ neputi ‘nephew’
neputija ‘granddaughter’ ! neputi ‘grandson’

A further domain in which hierarchical splits may be connected to the
context-related roles of the languages involved is the borrowing of
numerals. Many languages borrow numerals strictly in contexts involving
economic activity and institutional interaction, where the donor language
is the language associated with economic or institutional interaction
domains. The Betawi language of Indonesia, for example, borrows a com-
plete set of numerals from Hokkien Chinese, but these are used only when
referring to sums of money (Tadmor 2004). Chinese numerals are used in
tormal contexts in Vietnamese (Alves 2007). Romani speakers generally
use numerals from the majority language when citing dates, something
that is performed primarily in the context of official institutions.
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The diglossic relationship between the languages may also be reflected
in the hierarchy of borrowing of individual numerals. Lower numerals are
generally protected through their association with routine counting tasks
in more familiar and everyday environments, and are less likely to be bor-
rowed. Higher numerals by contrast are more likely to be associated with
more complex calculations in more formal transactions, and are more
likely to be borrowed, though the numerals ‘ten’ and ‘one hundred’ tend
to be more stable as salient quantities. The Pharas dialect of Asia Minor
Greek borrows the Turkish terms for ‘seventy’, ‘eighty’, and ‘ninety’
(Dawkins 1916: 171). Some languages, such as Moseten, Quichua, and
Nahuatl, borrow only numerals above ‘ten’. Languages that borrow
numerals between ‘five” and ‘ten’ include Swahili, which has sita, saba,
nane, and fisa (‘six-nine’) from Arabic, and Romani, which has efta, oxto,
enja (‘seven-nine’) from Greek: both also borrow numerals above ‘twenty’.
Other languages that borrow numerals above ‘five’ are Domari, Tasawagq,
Otomi, Guarani, Purepecha, Yaqui, and Kildin Saami.

Borrowing of numerals under ‘five’ is attested in Jaminjung, which has
no native numerals above ‘three’ (Schultze-Berndt 2007), and in other
Australian languages with similar, very basic and arguably non-numerical
quantification systems. Chamorro has replaced its entire earlier system of
numerals, which was still attested in the early twentieth century, with
Spanish loans (Topping 1973: 166-167). Thai uses Chinese numerals above
‘two’, and Khmer uses Thai numerals (of Chinese origin).

The most commonly borrowed numerals represent abstract figures.
Standard Indonesian borrows the numerals laksa ‘ten thousand’ and juta
‘million” from Sanskrit, and milyar ‘billion’ and nol ‘zero’ from Dutch
(Tadmor 2004, 2007). Tasawaq borrows its lower numerals from Arabic,
but its word for *hundred’ from Tuareg (Kossmann 2007); Romani in cen-
tral Europe shows words for ‘thousand’ from Romanian (miji) and from
Hungarian (ezera), Vietnamese uses a Chinese word for ‘ten thousand’
(Alves 2007), English borrows its terms for zero, million and billion, Turk-
ish has sifir from Arabic for ‘zero’ and European milyon for ‘million’, and
K’abeena has zeeruta, from Italian via Amharic, for ‘zero’ (Crass 2007).

The effect of the adoption of word-forms from a dominant or prestige
language in non-routine interaction contexts can be summarized for kin-
ship terms and numerals through the following borrowing hierarchies:

(2) remote kin > close kin
(3) numerals in formal contexts > numerals in informal contexts

4) higher (and abstract) numerals > lower numerals
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It is noteworthy that the ‘routine-proximity constraint’, as we might refey
to it, is not just limited to these categories. A further structural borrowing
hierarchy is observed for expressions of local relations (adpositions and
local adverbs):

(5) peripheral local relations > core local relations

Under peripheral relations we find in particular those that are cognitively
more complex, as they involve the creation of a conceptual relationship
with reference to two or more rather than just one named object
(‘between’), or to movement rather than situation (‘around’, ‘across’), or
to arelation that is qualified (by attitude) rather than just spatial (‘against’,
‘for the benefit of’). Delimitational relations, which are more abstract and
which deal with the negative processing of presuppositions concerning
sets (e.g. ‘without’, ‘instead of’, ‘except’) all fall under the highly borrow-
able, conceptually more complex prepositions. In the latter case, a connec-
tion can also be established with the feature ‘contrast’ and the factor
‘speaker control’, which I deal with in the next section.

Romani dialects tend to borrow prepositions like pretiv/protiv (Slavic)
‘against’, is (Slavic) and fon (German) ‘from’, za (Slavic) and bis (Ger-
man) ‘until’, de (Romanian) ‘since’, bez/brzo (Slavic), xoris (Greek), utan
(Swedish), and oni (German) ‘without’, vinesto/namesto (Slavic) ‘instead’,
osven, skluchenje, kromje (Slavic), in loc da (Romanian) ‘instead’, and
ekros (Greek) ‘except for’. Spanish de ‘tfrom’, por ‘for’, and para ‘for the
purpose of and entre ‘between’ are among the frequently-attested bor-
rowings in South- and Central American languages (see e.g. Stolz 1996), as
opposed to, for example, prepositions with more ‘core’ meanings such as
‘at’, *on’, ‘above’, or ‘with’. Chamorro has desde ‘from’, asta ‘until’, sin
‘without’, pot ‘in order to’, and kontra ‘against’ (Topping 1973: 126-129)
and Maltese borrows kontri ‘against’ and faccata *opposite’ from Italian.

3.2.  Control over form selection in speech production

Above I alluded to the model of bilingual speech production, which con-
siders the bilingual’s linguistic competence as constituting one full reper-
toire of forms and structures rather than two language systems. Individual
structures and word-forms are accompanied in the repertoire by the
speaker’s awareness of constraints on the appropriateness of their usage
in individual settings and contexts. These constraints guide the speaker in
selecting forms and structures within the repertoire, in separating subsets
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within the repertoire following more or less stable situational and contex-
tual triggers, as well as in occasionally mixing subsets, i.e. making use of
the repertoire as a whole in certain types of communicative interaction
and often for particular communicative purposes (ct. Grosjean’s 2001
notion of “bilingual mode”).

The speaker is assisted by a mechanism that monitors the extra-lin-
guistic conditions of the interaction and facilitates the selection of appro-
priate structures and word-forms, and inhibits the selection of others (cf.
Green 1998). It is hypothesized here that this mechanism is, like other
aspects of speech production and especially of lexical retrieval, sensitive
to a set of factors which we might refer to in a pre-theoretical sense as the
speaker’s ‘state of mind’. They include pathological conditions such as
fatigue or impairment, but are also sensitive to moments of high tension
at the level of the speech interaction and its management. Specifically, the
proper functioning of the selection mechanism might be disturbed by the
need to divert attention away from it and onto an increased effort to reas-
sure the listener of the speaker’s assertive authority.

Such instances typically occur when the speaker anticipates a clash
between the speaker’s delivery of propositional content, and the listener’s
expectations or a shared presupposition basis. It is then possible, though in
no way inevitable, that the speaker may lose control over the selection
and inhibition mechanism. The result will be the selection of a structure or
word-form that is functionally adequate as far as its meaning is concerned,
but contextually inappropriate as it belongs to a subset of the repertoire
that is not normally activated in the set of contexts to which the ongoing
interaction belongs. The result is, in other words, a bilingual speech pro-
duction error.

Note that the notion of ‘error’ is, of course, a matter of (normative)
perception for the speaker and listener. My point is precisely that in some
interaction settings, unintentional selections of this kind might ultimately
cease to be perceived as errors, and become accepted and even propa-
gated as legitimate and fully functional variants, and might over time even
replace any counterpart expressions that had been inherited by the recip-
ient language. However, their initiation is not a result of either the pres-
tige effect, nor does it represent a link between the content and meaning
of the expression and the context-specialization of the donor language in
the overall diglossic setup, as in the cases discussed in the previous section.

What evidence is there for the link between long-term language change
(borrowing) and bilingual speech production errors? The first piece of
evidence is the existence of a corpus of documented speech production
errors that involve specifically the class of items that can be said to repre-
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sent potential clashes between speaker’s message and listener expect'
tions (see Matras 1998, 2000, 2009 for a discussion of relevant examples).
Among the documented examples are cases where the speaker falls back
to an expression in a language that is not even accessible to the listener,
illustrating that such slips are not necessarily licensed by a bilingual ]'I]Odes
and are not necessarily produced as tokens of prestige; indeed, they are
often counter-strategic and may, if not repaired, lead to a momentaryi
breakdown in the communication. :

There is separate evidence from case-studies confirming that the occa-
sional infiltration of items such as discourse markers, modality markers
and connectors from a dominant language may, over time, become propa-
gated within the speech community and lead to long-term borrowing (see
e.g. Salmons 1990; Brody 1995; Fuller 2001; Del Negro 2005). Once again
it is necessary to emphasize that the origin of these borrowings in a domi-
nant language does not mean that the trigger for their first occurrence is
inherently connected to any association between the donor language and
the meaning conveyed by the borrowed expression. As indicated above,
bilingual slips or production errors occur in various directions, among
them directions that are dysfunctional from a communicative viewpoint
and therefore unlikely to lead to long-term change. -

Those instances of production errors that may lead to change are those
where the error is both understood and accepted by the interlocutors, and
thus allowed to occur over and over again without normative interven-
tion. Such situations typically involve unidirectional bilingualism where
the language of a socially less powerful group is the recipient language,
and that of a dominant elite the donor language. The diglossic setup is thus
vital for the successful propagation of the innovation, not for its initiation. -

Finally, evidence concerning the selection malfunction hypothesis
comes from the hierarchical arrangement of borrowability in paradigms
of certain functional elements: '

(6) contrast > disjunction > addition (‘but’ > ‘or’ > ‘and’; ‘only’ > ‘too’;
concessive > most other subordination markers; except’ ‘without’,
‘instead of” > most other adpositions)

(7) discourse markers (including fillers, tags, interjections) > focus particles,
phasal adverbs > other function words
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The susceptibility of contrast (in the sense defined by Rudolph 1996, i.e.
adversative and concessive relations) to borrowing is attested in implica-
tional hierarchies that summarize the borrowing behavior of connectors,
focus particles, subordination markers, and adpositions.

Attestations of borrowings supporting these generalizations are
numerous. Arabic-derived markers for contrast (ama/amma/lakin/lakini
etc.,all meaning ‘but’) are found across a vast area from west Africa to the
Caucasus and on to Southwest Asia, including in Hausa, Ful, Somali, Swa-
hili, Lezgian, Turkish, Uzbek, Hindi and Punjabi. Many of these languages
also use the Arabic-derived disjunction marker ya, and some also an Ara-
bic-derived addition marker w/w (cf. Matras 1998, 2000). Romani dialects
always borrow ‘but’ from the contemporary or recent contact language
(e.g. Slavic no, po and ali/ale, Hungarian de, Turkish ama, Greek ala, Ger-
man aber). Many Romani dialects also borrow ‘or’ and ‘and’. These latter
two are borrowed frequently, but are sometimes retained from an older
contact language. Ajia Varvara Romani in Athens for instance has ja ‘oder’
from its recent contact language Turkish, but ala ‘but’ from its current
contact language Greek; Finnish Romani has elle ‘or’ from Swedish, but
mut ‘but’ from Finnish; Manush Romani in France has German un ‘and’
and otar ‘or’, but French-derived me ‘but’, and so on (cf. again Matras 1998
and 2002, as well as Eldik and Matras 2006). Stolz and Stolz (1996, 1997)
and Stolz (1996) document the high frequency in Central American and
Pacific languages of Spanish-derived pero ‘but’, o ‘or’, porque ‘because’,
bueno ‘well’, ni ‘neither’, and sino ‘but, however’, and Stolz (2007) identi-
fies the Italian loans allora ‘well, and then’ dopo, poi ‘and then’, dunque
‘thus, and so’, as well as the connectors pero and ma ‘but’, 0 ‘or’,and e ‘and’
in Molise Slavic, Italo-Albanian, Italo-Greek, and Maltese.

Of the sample languages covered in the volume by Matras and Sakel
(eds. 2007; see evaluation in Matras 2007), a significant number borrow all
three coordinating connectors ‘but’, ‘or’ and ‘and’ Domari, Moseten,
Nahuatl, Kurmanji, Rapanui, Indonesian, Quechua, Otomi, Guarani,
Kildin Saami, and Western Aramaic; languages that borrow only ‘but’ and
‘or’ are Tasawaq, Purepecha, Vietnamese, Rumungro, K’abeena, and
Likpe. Macedonian Turkish borrows Macedonian i ‘and” as well as ili ‘or’
and a ‘or, whereas’, but retains Turkish ama ‘but’, which is identical to
Macedonian ama (cf. Matras 2004). Jaminjung (Schultze-Berndt 2007)
uses the borrowed Kriol ani ‘but/only’ alongside its native bugu, while
only borrowed forms are used for addition and disjunction.

There does not seem to be any dimension of social meaning that is
attached to these hierarchies, that is, any reason why the expression of
contrast should be linked more tightly with interaction in the donor lan-
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guage, than expressions of disjunction or addition. The link is therefore
not referential. Nor is there, in the cross-linguistic samples that have beep
analyzed, any consistent cultural or structural feature that would explain
the consistent borrowability of contrastive expressions, not just in ope
domain of structure (connectors), but also in others. We are therefore left
with the impression that contrast itself is a property that motivates bor-
rowing.

The link between contrast and borrowability runs directly via the link
between contrast and a clash between speaker- and hearer-sided expecta-
tions. In anticipation of the clash, the speaker engages 1n an increased
mental effort to win over the hearer’s confidence. It is this increased
engagement of the speech production mechanism that (potentially) takes
its toll on the ability to effectively manage the selection and inhibition
mechanism, increasing the likelihood of selection malfunctions.

Once again, most malfunctions may, in some multilingual settings,
remain one-off occurrences, subject to repair by the speaker or to correc-
tion by the listener or both, and are prevented from frequent re-occur-
rence through the presence of normative linguistic values propagated by
community institutions. Those malfunctions that are most likely to go
unnoticed, non-repaired and uncorrected and to be repeated and ulti-
mately even propagated are those where there is full acceptance of bilin-
gualism, or where a bilingual minority has the prestige to act as catalyst of
language change, and where innovation is not hindered by a strong nor-
maltive, interventionist attitude toward language.

On a par with the semantic-pragmatic feature of contrast, we find the
wholesale category of discourse markers, including sequential markers
(*and then’,‘and so’, etc.), fillers, tags, interjections and the like. Their func-
tion is intrinsically to monitor and direct the listener’s participation in the
interaction, usually by processing vulnerable points in the interaction,
where the speaker’s assertive authority might be at stake (hesitations,
argumentation, or other need for reassurance). Discourse markers are
similarly subject to bilingual speech production errors (see Matras 2000),
and are widespread borrowings especially in situations of unidirectional
bilingualism among oral minority languages, but also elsewhere. Their
specialized use as interaction-regulating operators with reduced semantic
autonomy makes them pragmatically detachable from the body of lexical
items that is more easily associated with a particular subset of the linguis-
tic repertoire, thereby overriding semantic transparency as a property that
acts to facilitate borrowing and illustrating the primacy of functional moti-
vations over structural factors in the borrowing process.
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Lower ranking than discourse markers, but still relatively high on the
borrowability scale are focus particles (‘even’, ‘too’,‘only’, etc.) and phasal
adverbs (‘still’,“already’) (see Matras 1998). These generally contain more
explicit semantic content than discourse markers, and are more easily per-
ceived as lexical entries that are attributable to a lexical subset (language
system) within the repertoire. Nonetheless, they too process primarily the
relations between the speaker’s proposition, and the presuppositional
domain. A similar intensity-factor is involved in the operations triggered
by such expressions as around contrast or disjunction: here too, the
speaker is on guard to protect assertive authority against the listener’s
potential or anticipated reluctance to accept intervention in expectations
and the presuppositional domain.

The position of focus particles and phasal adverbs on the scale, follow-
ing that of discourse markers, is a product of the empirical observation
derived from the samples that a language that has borrowed items belong-
ing to this class, will have normally also borrowed discourse markers from
its principal or relevant contact language. The scalar vulnerability of these
classes of elements to borrowing exposes the void that is represented by
terms such as ‘uninflected function words’ as far as the reality of contact-
induced change is concerned. Such wholesale category is sometimes cited
as being high on the borrowability scale (see e.g. Thomason and Kaufman
1988), though in reality the group of uninflected function words is not at
all uniform, and individual categories behave not in accordance with an
overall structural categorization, but rather following their distinct func-
tional, semantic-pragmatic properties as triggers of linguistic-mental pro-
cessing tasks in discourse.

3.3. Control and the speaker’s assertive authority

Mention was made above of categories that are vulnerable to selection
malfunctions as a result of the special burden which they impose on the
speaker in instances of potential clash between the speaker’s presentation
of propositional content and the listener’s expectations as derived from
the presuppositional domain. Such instances in discourse might be
regarded for the sake of the argument as high-risk operations, where the
speaker risks assertive authority and the cooperative relation with the lis-
tener.

To the high risk operations listed above we can add grammatical mark-
ers that highlight that the speaker is basing a proposition on a relatively
insecure basis of knowledge, thereby relying more strongly on the listen-
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er’s cooperation and supplementary extension of the presuppositional
base to accommodate uncertain assertions. This is reflected in the follow-
ing borrowability hierarchies:

(8) indefinites > interrogatives > deixis, anaphora

(9) modality > aktionsart > future tense > other tense/aspect

(10)  obligation > necessity > possibility > ability > desire '
(11)  superlative > comparative

(12) concessive, conditional, causal, purpose > other subordinators

(13)  factual > non-factual complementizers

Indefinites belong to the explicit presupposition-processing apparatus:
the speaker is entrusting the hearer with the procedure of retrieval or
imaginary substitution or supplementation of the relevant information
within a specified ontological domain. Thus, with an expression like ‘any-
where’ the speaker is effectively laying down responsibility for specifying
relevant information, while with an expression like ‘somebody’ the spe-
cific information is being withheld. Like other high risk operators, indefi-
nites are likely candidates for borrowing, and numerous cases of borrowed
indefinite markers as well as word-forms are attested. Turkish for instance
has borrowed Persian Ai¢ ‘no, any’, as well as Arabic sey ‘thing’ in bir gey
‘something’, hi¢ bir sey ‘nothing’, as well as Arabo-Persian bazi ‘some’ and
bazen ‘sometimes’. Maltese employs Italian kwalunkwe ‘any’. All Romani
dialects borrow indefinite markers, and many indefinite word-forms are
also borrowed. Borrowed markers include Slavic (v)sako, ni, bilo, Roma-
nian-derived vare, Turkish-derived hi¢, her, bazi, Hungarian vala, and
more. Borrowed indefinite word-forms are numerous and include Slavic
nisto ‘something, nothing, anything’, Polish zawsze ‘always’, Romanian-
derived mereu ‘always’, Hungarian-derived soha ‘ever, never’ and mindig
‘always’, Greek-derived cipota ‘nothing’ and kathenas ‘somebody’, and
many more (cf. El§ik and Matras 2006). Spanish-derived indefinites are
common among the indigenous languages of Central and South America,
such as Otomi kada kyen ‘everybody’, en kwalkyer parte ‘anywhere’,
nunka ‘never’, syempre ‘always’, and many more (Hekking and Bakker
2007), and Guarani borrows the Spanish indefinites alguno ‘somebody’,
toda ‘everybody’, and others.

Modality is the conditioning of the speaker’s secure knowledge, and
thus represents a reduction in the speaker’s assertive authority and so a
risk factor in the maintenance of stability of the roles of speaker and lis-
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tener in the interaction. Modality is followed by Aktionsart — the subjec-
tive-evaluative perspective on an action/event. Tense and aspect follow,
and it is indicative that the tense-aspect category that appears most sus-
ceptible to contact-induced structural change is that of Future, where the
speaker’s epistemic authority is once again at its weakest.

The hierarchy of modality-aktionsart-tense/aspect (9) is matched
rather closely by the borrowability hierarchy of modal . expressions,
depicted in (10). The greater the involvement of an external force in deter-
mining the modality of the proposition, the weaker the speaker’s control
over the truth and accuracy of that proposition.

Both El§ik and Matras (2006) and Matras (2007) for the cross-linguis-
tic sample establish the greater borrowability of superlative markers over
comparative markers (11). The comparative procedure activates presup-
posed relevant knowledge about an object of comparison; this activation
already puts it on the side of operations in which the speaker has to rely
heavily on the listener. The superlative goes a further step beyond, setting
the object of reference apart from the presupposed set of relevant objects,
creating a demarcation or delimitation line. Superlative relations thus fall
within the broad domain of contrast, exemption and restriction, which are
particularly contact-susceptible.

Romani dialects recruit comparative and superlative markers among
the preposed, unbound or semi-bound markers of their various contact
languages, such as Slavic po, Romanian mai, and Turkish daha for the
comparative, Slavic naj, Hungarian feg, Turkish en for the superlative. A
bound comparative/superlative marker eder had been borrowed into
Proto-Romani from Iranian, and continues to be used in many dialects.
Sinti Romani for example uses it for the comparative — thus sik ‘fast’,
sikedor ‘faster’ — and adopts the German superlative, including both its
inflection ending and an accompanying preposition: am sikesta ‘fastest’,
(dialectal) German am schnellste(n). The Spanish comparative and super-
lative marker mds has entered several Central American languages, €.g.
Nahuatl, Otomi, Yucatec Maya, Tzutujil, and others, as well as Austrone-
sian languages like Tagalog, Hiligaynon, and Chamorro (Stolz and Stolz
1997). Speakers of Kurmanji, Adyghe, and Aramaic in Turkey often use
the Turkish particles daha and en, which are also attested in Asia Minor
Greek. Indonesian borrows a Javanese superlative particle paling. Yid-
dish has grojs ‘big’, grejser ‘bigger’, but same grojs ‘biggest’, using the Rus-
sian-derived marker same, which is also borrowed as a superlative marker
into Kildin Saami. Domari even adopts Arabic word-forms for the com-
parative and superlative, resulting in a suppletive paradigm of compari-
son/suppletion for all indigenous adjectives in the language.
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Some of the most frequently borrowed subordinating conjunctiong
express concessive relations, causal relations, purpose, and conditionality ]
(as in the hierarchy depicted under 12). These are once again the domaing
in which the relations between states of affairs depicted in the proposition
are potentially controversial or beyond the speaker’s domain of secure
knowledge. Finally, factual complementizers appear to be more borrow-
ing-prone than non-factual complementizers (hierarchy 13). At first |
glance, this appears to contradict our impression from other category
domains, where the speaker’s weak epistemic authority correlates with
greater borrowability. But in fact this very same condition is met in factual
complementation: There is a requirement to enforce the integrated inter-
pretation of two separate events, which makes the proposition more dif-
ficult to accept, while non-factual complements typically portray a single,
integrated event (cf. Givén 1990).

Romani dialects, irrespective of location, generally distinguish the two
types of complementizer, as do most languages of the Balkans. The origi-
nal Romani factual complementizer kaj is often replaced, in the respec-
tive dialects, by Greek oti, by Bulgarian ¢i, by Romanian-derived ke, by
Italian ke, and by Hungarian-derived hodZ/hod/hoi; the non-factual com-
plementizer (inherited fe) is virtually never replaced. Other languages,
too, tend to borrow just the factual complementizer. Khuzistani Arabic
borrows Persian ke in factual clauses, and Likpe borrows an Ewe marker
ba (Ameka 2007).

3.4. From discourse organization to word-level

A number of hierarchies confirm the greater susceptibility to borrowing
of grammatical devices that operate at the discourse level, followed by
those at the sentence and clause level, and eventually by those at the
phrase and word level, as observed by Stolz and Stolz (1996) and Ross
(2001). The high position of discourse operations on the scale represents
what Salmons (1990) described as the convergence of communication
management strategies: '

(14)  discourse markers > focus particles, phasal adverbs > other function
words
(15)  prosody > segmental phonology

(16)  greetings and similar formulae > question particles, conditional particles,
modality particles > negation and other content particles
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Above I already discussed the position of discourse markers in relation to
other so-called uninflected function words. The position of prosody
remains largely uninvestigated, but with agreement that suprasegmental
features are much more volatile in contact situations (cf. Matisoff 2001;
Queen 2001). Romani dialects once again provide a useful sample, show-
ing overwhelming tendencies to converge in key prosodic features with
their contact languages.®

A further discourse-level borrowing phenomenon is the use of greet-
ings. Here too, we find considerable volatility in bilingual contexts. Ger-
man dialects have the forms ade, tschii, tschu and tschiify deriving from
French adieu ‘goodbye’. The Arabic greeting marhaba appears in Hausa
maraba and Turkish merhaba, among many others. Colloquial Hebrew
has hi and bye from English, ahlan from Arabic, and the combination yal-
lah bye! ‘bye, then!” from Arabic and English, which in turn is borrowed
into Palestinian Arabic. Urdu has Arabic shukriya for ‘thank you’, as does
Turkish (resekkiir), though middle-class, urban Turkish copies middle-
class urban Persian in using French derived merci. The reflexive-impera-
tive hadi is common throughout the Balkans.

Following on the scale, after greetings — which themselves constitute
speech acts — we find speech act markers, such as question and conditional
particles, as well as modal particles (cf. borrowing of Turkish question par-
ticles into minority languages such as Kurdish, Adyghe, and Romani; or
use of Slavic and Turkish conditional particles in various Romani dialects).
These are generally more prone to borrowing than particles that modify
content or meaning, e.g. negation or temporal particles.

The motivation to borrow discourse operators of these types arises
from their gesture-like and automatized use that is sensitive primarily to
changes in the overall interaction constellation and so susceptible toward
the more intuitive need to monitor and control the interlocutor’s partici-
pation and attitude to the speaker and the interaction as a whole, rather
than form part of the propositional content of utterances that are subject
to more analytical planning and control on the part of the hearer. This
automatized, intuitive reaction is prone to escaping the speaker’s control
over the selection and inhibition mechanism that regulates the choice of
context-appropriate structures within the linguistic repertoire. Essentially,
then, the procedure by which discourse-regulating elements are subjected
to production malfunctions is similar to the process that leads to fusion

3 Cf. the Manchester Romani Project online phrase documentation for Romani
dialects: http://romani.humanities.manchester.ac.uk/.
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around high-risk operators, as described above, the point in commop
being their proneness, for distinct reasons, to escape analytical control,

The discourse-clause-phrase continuum of borrowing is represented at
the level of syntactic convergence, as well:

(17)  clause linking > word morphology
(18) possessive construction > attributive construction

(19)  cxistential (copula) predication > lexical predication

Linguistic areas or cases of convergence of even just two languages will
rarely show convergence at the level of word morphemes unless they also
show convergence at the level of clause combining. This holds for groups
of languages that show similarities in the system of case representation,
such as the languages of Sri Lanka (cf. Bakker 2005), the Balkans, Siberia
(Anderson 2005), or Arnhem Land (Heath 1978), or in the system of
tense-aspect representation, such as the languages of Anatolia, South
Asia, or the Amazon Basin (Aikhenvald 2002): in all cases and in others,
these manifestations of morphological convergence are accompanied by
similar clause combining strategies.

At a somewhat more subtle level, convergence appears to begin with
relations among potentially more autonomous entities than among those
that are more closely interdependent. Evidence from a variety of lan-
guages such as Domari, Macedonian Turkish, Khuzistani Arabic, and
Romani suggests that representation of nominal attribution is more likely
to undergo structural convergence than that of adjectival attribution. The
existential predication, which invariably represents a linear arrangement
of at least two arguments, is more prone to convergence than the poten-
tially less complex lexical predication (cf. Matras 2008).

4. Conclusions: re-assessing borrowing

Before reviewing the patterns that emerge from the above survey of bor-
rowing universals, let us remind ourselves once more what, precisely, is
understood as the psychological mechanism of borrowing. In diachronic-
etymological terms, borrowing denotes that the origin of a word-form or
construction is from a donor language that has been in contact with the
recipient language sometime in its history. It is, in other words, an innova-
tion that owes its trigger to a particular sociolinguistic setting, one in which
at least some speakers of the recipient language have had at least some
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contact with the donor language (or an interim donor language; cf. bor-
rowing of Arabic words into English via Spanish and French, or via Turk-
ish and French, etc.), and where this sector of speakers was in a position to
propagate the replication of the structure in question throughout a sig-
nificant part of the speech community, whether bilingual or monolingual.
This, more or less, amounts to the generally agreed on diachronic charac-
terization.

In order to gain a deeper insight into the actual triggering of the bor-
rowing process, we need to zoom in on the initiation phase itself. Here, we
are dealing, prototypically at least, with a bilingual setting, that is, with a
setting where speakers interact in a variety of contexts and situations and
in which their choice of linguistic structures reflects the requirements and
expectations of those contexts and situations. The speakers on whom we
are focusing have, in other words, a complex and multi-layered repertoire
of linguistic structures, from which they select in order to accommodate to
the expectations of distinct audiences in a variety of interaction contexts
(relevant factors being addressee, setting, topic, and stylistic contrasts).
One might describe this state of affairs as the creation of a mental demar-
cation boundary within the linguistic repertoire, or even better as the acti-
vation of a kind of selection mechanism that controls the selection of
appropriate forms and inhibits the selection of others (cf. Green 1998;
Paradis 2004).

Borrowings have been referred to as “transfers” or “interferences”
(Weinreich 1953), not without reason. They emerge as carry-overs from
the set of structures normally reserved for a certain set of interaction con-
texts, into a different set of interaction contexts. In order to understand
what can be borrowed with what degree of relative ease, we must first
understand what borrowing entails, and why it occurs. The question we
address first is therefore: why should bilinguals act against the expecta-
tions regarding appropriate structure selection in a particular interaction
context, and disregard the mental demarcation line among repertoire
components or neutralize the mechanism that selects only appropriate
structures and inhibits those that are not appropriate in the ongoing inter-
action?

Most explanations of borrowing have highlighted the aspects of gaps
and prestige. In direct response to our question “why borrow?” the first —
the gap hypothesis — postulates that speakers have essentially no choice in
pursuit of certain communicative goals but to cross the mental demarca-
tion lines and disregard context-appropriateness. Such communicative
goals include making reference to concepts or objects that are normally
present only in some settings but not in others, and consequently lack
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well-established reference devices or labels in these settings. These are the
notorious cultural loans. The gap hypothesis might be extended to the
structural domain to account, for instance, for the extension of the pho-
neme inventory in response to the need to integrate new words that con-
tain new phonemes.

Note however that borrowing is not the only option in any of these
cases. It is possible to integrate loanwords phonologically, rather than
extend the phonological system to accommodate them; and it is possible
to coin new words for new objects rather than import word-forms from
another language. Borrowing thus entails a choice in favor of a strategy
that puts the effective use of the linguistic repertoire in its entirety in pur-
suit of certain communicative goals above the maintenance of demarca-
tion boundaries within the repertoire and the audience-oriented loyalty
that such boundaries serve to flag,

It is here that the role of prestige becomes of interest. It is often sug-
gested that speakers prefer to use items (word-forms, constructions) from
a language that symbolizes power, dominance, and success in order to cap-
italize on the symbolic association of their speech with that of a dominant
population sector. The most obvious indication that powerful languages
attract prestige is the willingness of speakers all around the globe to give
up loyalty to the languages of smaller groups, nations, or the family, and to
conduct most interactions just in the more prestigious language(s). None-
theless, the process of borrowing does not, of course, inevitably lead to
language shift, and it would be wrong to interpret borrowing as invariably
a first stage in the process of language shift. Borrowing is in many ways, in
fact, the opposite: a bundle of strategies that ensures that the weaker,
recipient language can continue to be used and to flag group-loyalty in
spite of the growing reliance on a dominant, donor language for a large
number of communicative purposes. Moreover, both the ‘gap hypothesis’
and the *prestige hypothesis’ fail to explain why speakers should prioritize
certain structures for borrowing based on semantic and grammatical
parameters rather than on parameters that are related to social and refer-
ential meaning. It is therefore necessary to re-assess the role of both refer-
ential gaps and social prestige in the process of borrowing.

Let us return to the question of where and why a speaker should
choose to generalize a single structure from within the complex linguistic
repertoire, rather than to ensure separation of repertoire subsets and
thereby act consistently in flagging loyalty to two separate linguistic iden-
tities. Phrased somewhat differently, we are looking for the conditions
under which the convenience of having just a single mode of expression
might override the principle of overt accommodation to the distinct inter-
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action context. Gap in this perspective means that the speaker prefers the
convenience of a single representation over the creativity that is needed
to accommodate to an audience by inventing a new term; and prestige
means that, for the sake of having the convenience of using just a single
form to represent a concept or grammatical operation, the speaker is
exploiting the status of one of the languages in the multilingual setting
and expecting the listener to accept the generalization of forms from this
language in all interaction contexts.

At this point we can return to the borrowing hierarchies discussed
above. By examining values of individual categories and category classes
in respect of their borrowing behavior, we have been able to isolate vari-
ous language-internal properties that facilitate or even promote borrow-
ing. Of those, some have to do with the content of the referent: tight asso-
ciations between the meaning of a word and a particular context in which
it is used may result in associating that word with a particular language
that is the preferred language of negotiating activity in that particular
context. Borrowing is in such instances a reflection of the diglossic special-
ization of languages in the multilingual repertoire. We have seen that this
feature applies to unique referents as well as to specialized professional
and cultural terminology. On the other hand, association with proximate
and intimate routines may act as a constraint against borrowing, In all
cases, borrowing is facilitated by structural detachability and semantic
transparency, but these are not a pre-condition for borrowing.

In general, interaction-level management of the discourse acts as a
motivating factor toward the fusion or non-separation of structures in the
repertoire and the generalization instead of just one item or set of items
for the function in question, regardless of interaction context. It was
argued that this non-separation around devices that manage the commu-
nicative interaction facilitates effective management, by removing the
need to select among structures in instances that require a high concentra-
tion effort. At the top of the scale are those devices that process an antici-
pated clash between the speaker’s speech activity and propositional con-
tent, and the listener’s expectations. But in general we saw that the level
of discourse interaction is particularly prone to convergence.

Control and management of the interaction can be said to constitute a
more automatized, instinctive or gesture-like operation, and is less subject
to analytical control. While interaction-level operators may appear in
some linguistic systems as less complex, uninflected, or clause-peripheral,
it is essentially their language-processing function that determines their
behavior, not their formal shape. It is quite possible that control over
interaction-level devices is subject to a different set of operational proce-
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dures at the neurophysiological level, as indicated by the behavior of
modal particles in the speech of aphasia patients, or by the production of
intonation and prosody (cf. Menn and Obler 1990; Friederici 2001; McMa-
hon 2005). We might even speculate further that those components of
speech that are designed to grab the hearer’s attention and direct the
hearer emotionally through the discourse represent a very archaic layer in
the architecture of the language faculty itself, one that is. more gesture-
oriented than analytical. In this respect, borrowing hierarchies might help
us gain insights into the more general hierarchical nature of grammar.

I have re-interpreted the notions of ‘gap’ and ‘prestige’, which are
widespread in the discussion of structural borrowing, and used them to
describe the speaker’s motivation to generalize just one structure for one
function, referent, or grammatical operation in the linguistic repertoire,
and the speaker’s ability to do so without loss of face and without causing
a breakdown in the communication. The borrowing of at least some oper-
ations displays a link with the speaker’s control over the language produc-
tion mechanism, and it is here that the question was raised whether this
link is in turn a by-product of the evolution of speech and the neurophys-
iological architecture of grammar. If this were indeed the case, then we
might need to face a somewhat embarrassing, and politically very incor-
rect conclusion, namely that the speech mechanism is set up to cater in the
first instance for monolingual speech production. Multilingual speech — |
the need to select among structures according to their context-appropri-
ateness — is a facility that is controlled by an analytical skill. When this skill
breaks down, the speaker ends up reverting to a state of affairs of non-
differentiation of linguistic systems, one that is typical of the more simplex
repertoires of monolinguals.

dul
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