BERNARD H. BICHAKJYAN

REDUPLICATIVES AND
THE EVOLUTION OF MORPHOLOGY

1. Armenian reduplicatives: An anachronistic development

Whereas speakers of English would use compound formations such as srow white or
pitch black, where the adjective is preceded by a quintessential illustration, speakers of
West Armenian would say, respectively, dZep-dzermag or sep-sev, using a reduplicative
process whereby the initial or only syllable of adjectives is given a more substantial coda
and prefixed to it. This process, which is consistently used with the primary colors is also
applied to a variety of adjectives, producing formations such as mas-makur ‘absolutely
clean' (< makur 'clean’), cop-cor ‘completely dry' (< éor ‘dry'), mis-minag ‘all alone’
(< minag 'alone’), etc.

The origin of this process seems to lie in the relatively recent history of the language.
Armenian, as it is well known, is an Indo-European language, which has split into two
standard variants, each with its array of dialectal vernaculars. The Eastern variant, spo-
ken by the inhabitants of the present-day Republic of Armenia and Nagorno Karabakh
and by the Armenian minorities of Iran, is associated with the monastical center of
E¢miadzin, the Armeman “Vatican,”located a few miles west of the capital city of
Erevan; the Western variant had its cultural epicenter in the former Constantinople, the
worthy heir of the Hellenistic Byzantium. It is spoken by the Armenian minorities of the
Middle East and members of the European and American diaspora. The two variants
must be said to be mutually understandable, though the speakers of one are confronted
with the task of processing significant differences in phonology, morphology and syn-
tax, and here and there in the lexicon. One of those differences concerns the above-
described reduplicatives - West Armenian uses them, East Armenian does not (see
Acharian 1954-65 1:117 for the dialects that belong to one variant but side the other
when it comes to this feature).

Though in the absence of other indices it could be surmised that reduplicatives were
ancestral to both variants and the Eastern one had phased them out, there are serious
indications that the process is an innovation of the Western branch. This paper will con-
cur with that interpretation, but argue that the process is indeed charactenstic of earlier
forms of grammar, and that the evolution of morphology has normally proceeded from
stem modulation processes, to suffixes, and thence to independent particles.
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2. A possible borrowing or possibly an areal feature

There are indeed serious indications that reduplicatives are a West Armenian innova-
tion, but their exact development is less sure. They could be the direct product of the
bilingualism that fell the lot of West Armenian speakers after they became subjected to
Turkish rule, but reduplicatives could also be an areal feature that permeated the lan-
guages of the Anatolian and Caucasian regions.

2.1. A direct product of bilingualism?

It must be observed first of all that in Classical Armenian, the fifth century ancestor
of the two modem variants, no examples of the above-described type of reduplication
have been found. Meillet states the case emphatically: “Die einzige Form der
Reduplikation, welche das Armenische in geschichtlicher Zeit frei gebraucht, ist
Wiederholung des ganzen Worts” (1913:42). The repetition of the entire word, the two
being written in one or two words and the former with or without a svarabhakti vowel,
was used either to express a distributive meaning, as in gownd gownd ‘in groups' (<
gownd 'group), also gowndfajgownd, or to denote a superlative degree of the adjective,
as in aragarag ‘very fast' (< arag 'fast') or dzerm{ajdzexm 'very hot’ (< dZerm ‘hot’). The
contrast between the Classical dZermadZerm and the Mod. W. Arm. dzep-dZermag ‘com-
pletely white' confirms Meillet’s observation that the only type of active reduplication
was that of the full repetition of the word and ipso facro suggests that the first syllable
repetition with a modified coda is a post classical development.

The West Armenian type of reduplicatives are indeed found in Turkish, where inten-
sives can be formed by duplicating the initial or only syllable of an adjective and by
changing at the same time the existing coda or by introducing one if there is none, as in
bom-bog ‘completely empty’ (< bos ‘empty’), tap-taze 'very fresh’ (< taze 'fresh’), yus-
yuvarlak ‘completely round' (< yuvarlak ‘round’), or ter-temiz ‘totally clean’ (< temiz
‘clean’). Jaklin Komnfilt who gives these examples stipulates further that “the issue of
how to determine the choice of the ... [coda] has not been fully resolved in the literature”
(1997:419). In Armenian the three possible codas of duplicate syllables are primarily -s
and -p and the rarer -m, but the factors that determine the choice of one over the other
have also remained elusive (Acharian 1954-65 1:114 and 119).

This narrow resemblance between the Turkish and West Armenian processes along
with the absence of such formations in the Classical language does suggest that the strat-
egy could have been borrowed from Turkish. Such a hypothesis is all the more plausible
since for nearly a millennium, West Armenian was generally spoken along with Turkish,
and the latter was the dominant language. This, in fact, is the view of the distinguished
Armenian linguist Hrachia Acharian (1954-65, 1:119), and the idea of a carryover from
the politically dominant language does stand to reason.
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2.2. An areal feature?

There is however another Turkish reduplicative process which deserves considera-
tion. This process consists of repeating a word with its initial consonant replaced with
an m- or with an m- added at the beginning if there is no initial consonant. This is done
to convey, on a somewhat disparaging tone, the meaning of ‘and suchlike' and by so
doing reinforce a negation as in telefon melefon ¢almiyor ‘there is no telephone or such
thing ringing’ (the example is from Komfilt, 1997:482; the translation is mine).

The same construction exists in West Armenian, but in this case the process was
already observed in the classical language. “Eine besondere Art der Gemination besteht
darin, da} der anlautende Konsonant des zweiten Wortes durch m- ersetzt wird; .. begin-
nt das betreffende Wort mit Vokal, so tritt das m- vor den Vokal des zweiten Wortes (Jensen
1959:47). The examples given are lowr mow# {< lowr ‘'silent’), sowr mowt (< sow! ‘false’),
alxfajmaix 'goods’ (< akx 'utensil’).

Since the Turkish and Armenian processes display great similarity, and since the
Armenian usage is documented long before the Turks arrived 1n the area, Armenian
could not have borrowed it from Turkish. That much is clear, but what is the explana-
tion for the similar usage being present in Turkish? Surely, such an m- insertion
reduplicative process is not a language universal. Could it be instead an areal feature?
It looks very much like it. Acharian points out (1954-65 /ntroduction, p. 407) that in
modern times, when expressing themselves in Russian, speakers of Caucasian lan-
guages carry over their commonly used native m- reduplication and produce sequences
such as xaro$o-moroso (< xoroso 'good, well'). For Riidiger Schmitt, who supports his
view with a reference to Deeters (1926/1927), the Classical Ammenian reduplicatives
are indeed the result of an influence coming from the South Caucasian languages
(1981:87). If so, could that influence also have been on the Turkish language when its
speakers arrived in the region, and the first syllable reduplicatives (Tu. tap-raze 'very
fresh' and W.Arm. tap-tats ‘completely wet') be also an areal feature with 1ts roots in
the South Caucasian vernaculars? Probably not in the case of Turkish, since first-syl-
lable reduplication also exists in other, more eastern Turkic languages (Acharian 1954-
65 1:119).

In Armenian there could be a number of contributing factors. There are indications
that Armenian was open to such a strategy. Though the word-formation process was no
longer active, the Classical language was replete with iteratives that had been formed by
duplicating the first syllable, such as p‘op'oxem (< p'oxem ‘to change'), dzgdzgem
(< dzgem ‘to pull’), tsitsalim (< tsalr 'laugh’). In addition to these verbs, Classical
Armenian had also compounds similar to the Engl. chir-chat, where the duplication
process is accompanied with a vowel change, as in sarsowf ‘shiver’ (< sarsem ‘to trem-
ble'), spafspowr ‘exhaustively' (< spar ‘entirely’), or kerfaJkawr ‘meal’ (< ker 'food’).
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Reduplicatives are also very common in Georgian, where they can be used to pro-
duce intensives, but like the Classical Armenian iteratives, the duplicate syllable is open,
and not closed like the Tu. rap-taze 'very fresh' and W.Arm. tap=tats ‘completely wet.’
The following examples are from Neisser (1953) and Vogt (1971:254).

p'ap ‘a ‘grandfather’ p'epera 'great grandfather’
berva 'blow, inflate’ bebreva ‘swell’

xula 'hut haystack' xuxula ‘hut, little house’

k*ir (kvirti) 'bud’ k'uk'uri (k'vikviri) 'sprout, bud’
basri ‘sharp’ babasili 'very bitter’

yud- 'to rise (dough)’ nidi ‘blister from a burn’
bic’ebi ‘boys’ bié" buc'ebi ‘street boys, gangs’
xevi ‘ravine’ xev-xuvi 'deep, dangerous ravine'

These alliterative compounds from Classical Anmenian and Modern Georgian do
suggest that while the West Armenian reduplicatives are indeed the result of a borrow-
ing from the politically dominant language, the Turkish strategy could be said to have
fallen on fertile ground since it was consistent with a word formation pattern that exist-
ed both in the ancestral language and the vemnaculars used in the region.

3. The evolutionary approach

Whatever the exact origin of the Turkish and West Armenian processes, reduplica-
tives are very old strategies, and for them to be properly understood they must be as-
sessed 1n an evolutionary perspective. The task of linguists must be in part similar to that
of anthropologists. The specialty of the latter is the study of Homo sapiens, but, if our
species has been so dubbed, it is largely because we are both faciens and loguens, and
therefore the artefacts of Homo loguens must be studied and assessed much like anthro-
pologists study and assess the artefacts of Homo faciens, that is, in an evolutionary per-
spective.

When looking at an Acheulean hand ax, we may marvel at the graceful shape of the
object, admire the near-symmetry of the two sides, and even envy the dexterity of the
prehistoric craftsman, but however favorable our impression may be, we must concede
that Acheulean hand axes are crude implements, representing a modest step in the long
line of development leading to the laser instruments used today in microsurgery. The
observation may seem trivial, but it must be borne in mind, and Basalla stated it clearly
when he wrote: “The modern technological world in all its complexity is merely the lat-
est manifestation of a continuum that extends back to the dawn of humankind and to the
first shaped artifacts” (1988:30-31). How many steps separate the hand axe from today’s
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advanced surgical instruments is open to interpretation. Certainly hafting - fitting a han-
dle to an otherwise hand-held tool - was a major one, and so was the discovery of the
wheel, around that time came the use of metal instead of stone, and the metallic imple-
ment was subsequently improved through mechanical engineering, and finally electrical
and electronic engineering brought it to its present level. What is undeniable, however,
1s that each new step brought about greatgr efficiency, either in reducing the expenditure
of energy, as in the case of hafting, or in improving the quality or the performance of the
implement, as in the replacement of stone with metal. Each time the new model was
more advantageous.

Though the steps observed in technology may not have their exact one-to-one equiv-
alent in linguistics, the artefacts of Homo loguens have evolved in similar fashion and
along similar lines as the artefacts of Homo faciens, and the Indo-European languages,
with their longest and most intensively studied history, provide clear and abundant data
suggesting the occurrence of an evolutionary process.

- The ancestral consonants, which were predominantly articulated with increased
subglottal pressure® were replaced with alternatives produced in the supraglottal or even
suprapharingeal part of the vocal tract;

- Fricatives, such as £ v, » and Z, developed and became part of the consonantal
system, while complex stops receded.

~ The number of vowels increased steadily, with modern inventions such as y and
g or # and A being introduced to replace the long-short distinction that had developed in
the aftermath of the elimination of laryngeals.

- Aspect and modality first used as a lame atternpt to indicate the time of the action
were largely replaced with temporal distinctions;

- Adjectives appeared and drove away verbs of state (cf. Lat. sened ‘to be old").

- Real-life acting roles such as agens and patient were gradually replaced with the
especially invented linguistic functions of subject and object;

- The passive voice developed, and the newly created active/passive dichotomy
largely supplanted the archaic distinction between active and middle (cf. Lat. dico vs.
loguor or fabulor);

- The technique of sentence embedding was gradually acquired and expended;

- Linguistic structures were gradually reorganized from the head-last to the head-
first mode! or from SOV to SVO.

" "Increascd subglottal pressurc” is a phonctic featurc uscd by Chomsky and Hallc (1968:326), whilc
Ladcfoged speaks “of an extra push from the respiratory muscles® for aspirates, and of “raising and constrict-
ing the wholc larynx® for cjectives (1971:10 and 25). Whatcver the bettcr characterization, the fact remains
that anccstral articulations had pul and glotialic components thai they have come to lose as consonantal

ds are produced with articulations that takc placc in the front part of the vocal tract.
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All these highly pervasive changes to a greater or lesser extent, at a faster or slower
rate, and in one form or another have occurred in the world’s languages during the last
10000 years (for a detailed presentation cf. Bichakjian 1999a and b). These gradual
developments clearly suggest that there is absolutely no empirical support for the steady
state conception that is inherent to the innatist scenario advocated by Chomsky (cf. e.g.
1980: 28) or in a revised form by Pinker and Bloom (1990:721). Neither is there empir-
ical support for Bickerton’s two-step saltationist model, which claims that, while our
species is genetically endowed with language and can thus produce coherent, hierarchi-
cally-structured sentences, earlier speakers were only endowed with a protolanguage
and could only string words together and jabber fragmentary utterances.

When persons, who are ill, exhausted, drunk or merely impatient speak in this frag-
mentary manner, they are simply using protolanguage rather than language (Bickerton,
1990:124).

Neither incipient speech strategies nor hand axes are the work of ill-like or drunk-
like individuals. The observational data strongly suggest instead that, like industry, lan-
guage is not a finite all-or-none entity spread on one or two plateaus, it is a developing
continuum, which started as a rudimentary implement of thought and communication,
and gradually developed into the increasingly powerful and efficient systems we are
using today. Like any other development, the development of language has not come to
a stop. Linguistic features are developing and will continue to develop, just as technol-
ogy will progress and biological evolution will pursue its course.

The empirical data linguists can gather and the ones they can reliably reconstruct
cover no more than 10000 years, and before that we have no data. Let that fact be stat-
ed unequivocally, but let it also be stated unequivocally that the clearly observed pattern
of developments toward ever more powerful and ever more efficient linguistic features
is like the tip of an iceberg. We do not see the submerged part, but we can surmise its
existence and its being identical in nature with the visible part. We have no possibility
of tracing the developments that led to the features found at the dawn of the empirical
period, but we have no reason to doubt that they were the product of steady develop-
ments of which the observed ones are the continuation. Just as there is a steady develop-
ment from the first projectile that was aimed at a target to today's ballistic missiles or
from the most primitive chopper to the most advanced surgical instrument (cf. Basalla,
quoted above), so is there a steady development from the most primitive linguistic
implements to today’s sophisticated systems.

4. The evolution of morphological features

In morphology the observational data reveal a continuum that displays a sequence
of three developmental steps. The first strategy for marking grammatical distinctions
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consisted of modulating the stem, the second of tagging suffixes to the root, and the
third and most modern one is to use independent words, especially earmarked for a
specific grammatical function. The sequence can be illustrated with the evolution of
the past tense of the verb 'to sing’ from Latin to French. The original Latin form for
'l sang’ was cecini. Since the present was cand, cecini represented a form of stem
modulation comparable with the West Armenian and Turkish reduplicatives quoted
above, with, moreover, the first syllable duplication triggering a sound change in the
stem. Since it had lost its stress, a had become i (cf. also pater, but fuppiter). But
early on, the pair cané/cecini had to compete with the pair canté/cantavi. Originally,
canto was the intensive form of cano, but that particular nuance was soon lost, and
the former intensive pair prevailed because cantavi was perceived as a modern form
- gone were the archaic first syllable reduplication, and replaced with the “modern”
suffix -dv-. Ablaut and stem reduplication were indeed set on a recessive course. But
what was then modern later fell out of grace, and suffixes were in wrn, at least par-
tially, replaced with independent words emptied out of their original lexical meaning
and converted into grammatical markers. Hence, the French j@i chanti, where the
Latin suffixes have been replaced with the independent words je ‘I’ and ai ‘have 15t
pers. sing.’

Obviously, vowel altemation is still to be found in extant languages (cf. Engl. sing,
sang, sung), and suffixation is quite common today, but there 1s no doubt that there is a
developmental sequence, and that sequence is (1) stem modulation, (2) suffixation (3)
use of independent words. The linguistic situation has its equivalent in biology, where
the co-existence of toads, turtles, and tigers does not invalidate the theory of evolution
that says that amphibians are ancestral to reptilians, and reptilians to mammals.

4.1. The incipient strategy

The observed developmental sequence is an indication of how Homo loguens has
tinkered grammatical markers. It is not surprising that the task of building a linguis-
tic system would start with coining words for objects or actions. The first words had
no doubt a strong iconic character, but, as the lexicon expanded, greater arbitrariness
became imperative and triggered a process of mutual fertilization between the
increasing arbitrariness of the lexicon and the increasing potential for abstraction in
the speakers. But the problem was how to produce the grammatical variants of words.
How, for instance, were the incipient speakers who had coined a word for ‘cutting’ to
make a distinction between a cutting that is completed (the perfective aspect and the
ancestor of the past tense) and a cutting that is in progress (imperfective aspect and
the ancestor of the present), or between “ordinary” cutting and the same action per-
formed with greater intensity? This is where stem modulation was pressed into serv-
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ice. By alternating the vowel or by repeating the initial syllable, incipient speakers
could give to words a different granmatical value or switch them to a different cate-
gory. The Engl. sing, sang, sung, on the one hand, and sing, song or Lat. fido 'to trust’
and foedus ‘treaty,' on the other, illustrate how vowel alternation could be put to use.
The other strategy was initial syllable or stem reduplication as in cano/cecini 'l sing/l
sang’ or Gk. grépho/gigrapha ‘1 write/l have written." Meillet gives the following
summary of the uses of reduplication: “Le redoublement indo-europeen est un
procéde grammatical employe dans le verbe soit pour renforcer le sens, soit pour mar-
quer la repetition ou la duree de I'action, soit enfin pour en indiquer l'achévement
complet ..." (1964:182).

Stem modulation is therefore probably one of the first strategies used by incipient
speakers to mark paradigmatic variants. The strategy is no doubt ingenious, but it has its
limitations. With stem duplication you can introduce only a binary distinction - absolute
vs. intensive grade, single vs. manifold occurrences, completed vs. not completed action
- but more than two-way distinctions, such as past/present/future, let alone, past/per-
fect/present/future are excluded. Vowel alternation offers more possibilities, but the cost
is high. Let us take the example of sing/sung/sung/sorg. At first look, the process also
looks ingenious, but if such a system were fully active in English, the vowels a, 4, and
o would be exclusively eannarked for the past tense, the past participle, and deverbal
nouns, respectively, and verbs such as pant, hunt, and prompt would be impossible.
Vowel alternation can work with a hmited lexicon, but it becomes a serious impediment
as the lexicon increases. Moreover, it should be noted that, while Ablaut can accommo-
date more distinctions than reduplication, its range also remains limited.

4.2. The development of suffixes

The first alternative to stem modulation was suffixation. The advantages of suf-
fixation are enormous - since one can practically form an unlimited number of suf-
fixes, suffixation can become the vector of an unlimited number of distinctions.
Suffixes easily meet the demands of rich inflectional systems, providing nouns and
adjectives with case, number and gender markers, verbs with mood, aspect, tense,
and person markers, adjectives with degree indicators, and every word with deriva-
tional extensions. Suffixation is so common today that we may be tempted to assume
that suffixes have always been there. Since every tool has a handle today, we may
also be tempted to think that handles have always been part of manual implements,
but the archaeological record tells us otherwise. In fact, hafting was a portentous
invention and a major technological advance, which came after some two million
years of toolmaking. Likewise, suffixation was a watershed moinent in the history
of grammar building.
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The significance of the development of suffixes emerges as we reconstruct the efforts
of Homo loguens to build an oral system of communication. The initial task was obvi-
ously to give a name to objects and actions. We have no way of reconstructing the first
vocabulary items, but it seems reasonable to assume that they were iconically inspired
before the pressure of an expanding lexicon introduced the need for increased and, even-
tually, nearly total arbitrariness in word forming. In this incipient phase of linguistic
development, stem modulation must have been a spontaneous way of supplying the
newly coined words with qualifying nuances - reduplicatives were naturally suited 1o
express intensity or repetition, while vowel alternation could provide the contrast
between a completed and ongoing action.

But given the limitations of stem modulation, a more productive way had be found
to make sure that the increasing number of distinctions were properly indicated. The log-
ical step was to use suffixes, but this was not a trivial event; 1t was an important innova-
tion and 2 major jump in abstraction, because up until then segmental morphemes were
exclusively content morphemes, representing objects and actions in real life, but the
invention of suffixes meant that a segmental morpheme could also be assigned to
abstract grammatical entities. Segmental morphemes could therefore be not only content
morphemes, but also function morphemes. The mental potential to assign label-like
forms to grammatical abstractions could be compared to hafting, whereby the relatively
abstract item that handles are, was added to the working part of tools.

It could be argued that instead of discussing the development of suffixes one should
speak instead of the development of affixes. The broader term could indeed be conven-
ient, but it must be borne in mind that, since the dominant word order is normally head-
last when languages shift from stem duplication to affixation, the bound morpheme
becomes placed after the stem because the grammatical marker is the head and the lex-
ical root the modifier. Hence the development of suffixes, and not prefixes.

Augments and the ge- of Dutch and German past participles do not constitute valid
counterexamples. The Greek augment is tense bound (it occurs only certain tenses), but it is
not a tense marker; the West Germanic ge- is also not the past participle marker. The past
participle is either marked through Ablaut or suffixation {cf. its total absence in otherwise
prefixed verbs, such as erschlagen, entwickeln, untersuchen, verfoigen, etc. The WGermc.
ge- is traced back to an ancestral ga-, which meant ‘together’ {(cf. Gebroder lit. 'co-broth-
ers’), and, as such, it had an adverbial meaning and was therefore the modifier of the stem,
not the head of the stem (cf. also muratis mutandis Sp. comer < Lat. cum + edere). From a
purely structural point of view ge-frunken could be analyzed like fully drunk, a head-last
structure in English, where drunk is the head and fuily the modifier.

The development of suffixes could be seen as step fwo in the evolution of mor-
phology. It was certainly a very important additign to linguistic systems, and one
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that is extensively used today. But suffixation could also present problems. Suffixes
stretch words and can give rise to a series of allomorphic variants, either by direct-
ly triggering sound changes or by first throwing off the accentuation pattern. In
English we have electric, electric-ity, public, public-ity, etc. with a k softening rule,
which however applies differently to duke, duchess and not at all to rock, rock-y or
chick, chick-en. Sometimes, allomorphism arises in the suffix itself, as in the Fr.
droit-ier, but gauch-er, respectively, ‘right-’ and ‘left-handed,’ or poir-ier, but orang-
er, respectively, '‘pear-’ and ‘orange-tree.’ Allomorphic variation produced by word
stress displacement is a common source of paradigmatic irregularity, as in the Fr. je
viens ‘I'm coming,’ but nous venons 'we are coming’ and also in derivational mor-
phology, as in jeu ‘game.’ but jouer 'to play.’ Suffixation is therefore a highly func-
tional process for marking grammatical distinctions, but the number of ad hoc
phonological rules gives rise to suggests that, while the overall balance may be pos-
itive, the debit part is less than negligible. it could be argued that such is the price
to pay for a system of communication endowed with a broad gamut of grammatical
distinctions. That is partially true, but the key to evolution is selection pressure, and
the pressure is always to achieve ever more, whila spending ever less. Hence the
quest of another solution.

4.3. The development of function words

The next solution, the one that would maintain the high functionality of suffixes
while eliminating the attendant disadvantages, was in line with the development that
had taken place up until then. Suffixation was the development of bound segmental
morphemes representing grammatical distinctions; the next step was the development
of free morphemes performing such functions. This has been done by coring out con-
tent words and reducing them to mere grammatical markers. That's how, for instance
verbs that meant ‘to catch’ or ‘to hold’ have become tense markers. The Lat. habeé
meaning originally ‘to hold’ has become an auxiliary in most romance languages;
Portuguese has gone a step further by replacing the reflex of the Lat. habed, with the
reflex of Lat. reneé ‘to hold, to hold out.’ In the Germanic languages, a verb akin to
the Lat. capié 'to catch’ has become the auxiliaries have, haben, etc. The Germanic
languages have also carved future markers out content words meaning ‘I want, |
ought to, I am turning to’ and produced, respectively, will in English, shall and
zal/zullen in English and Dutch, and werden in German. Likewise, a word in Classical
Armenian meaning 'it is necessary, fitting, important' (cf. Lat. oportet ‘id."), has
become the modern auxiliary bidi, which serves exclusively to mark the future tense
(Acharian 1954-65, Introduction, p. 210).

The advantages of function words over suffixes can be seen by comparing the acqui-
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sition of Russian, where suffixes play a major role, with English, where they have been
almost completely eliminated. Dan Slobin, the well-known American psycholinguist
and specialist of Russian child language, has observed a wide gap between the two. "The
Russian child does not fully master his morphology until he is several years older than
the age at which the American child is believed to have essentially completed his pri-
mary grammatical leamning” (1966:136). The observed difference implies that with func-
tion words instead of suffixes, speakers are spared not only a longer and time-consum-
ing learning process, but also a more onerous cerebral storage and a greater neuromus-
cular production and processing cost.

Since it is the latest step in the evolution of morphology, the hollowing out of content
words, unlike the formation of new suffixes or new vowel alternations, is a process that
is pursuing its course under our own eyes, as-languages renew their grammatical mark-
ers. English for instance is grooming the contracted forms of going to and got to into pos-
sible successors of shall and will, and must, respectively, though for the time being gonna
and gotta cannot be used in interrogatives. The Fr. aller is further along: it still has its
original semantic value, but it also has become a full-fledge marker of the future tense.

The case of the French je vais ucrire ‘I gonna write’ gradually replacing the trad:-
tional j'dcrirai is indicative of an important development. Unlike suffixes, which by
definition are “fixed” and “fixed" after the stem, 1.e., in a head-last position, function
words can be easily moved around and fitted into a head-last or head-first (SOV or
SVO) pattern. This is not to say that function words are to be found exclusively in
head-first languages. The Armenian postpositions (cf. e.g. dzarin vra lit. 'tree[GEN]
on') make it abundantly clear that SOV languages can have function words and place
them in a head-last pattern. But the same Armenian example and its Classical ances-
tor ¢ veraj tsafojn (lit. 'on up tree[GEN])’ also provide evidence that free grammati-
cal morphemes can be moved around as word order is changed. At the synchronic
level, German pre-poses auxiliaries in main clauses, where the order is SVO, and
post-poses them in subordinate clauses, where the order is SOV. But precisely
because they can be placed before the word they govern, function words can be con-
sistent with the SVO order, whereas suffixes are not.

Moreover, since, wherever word order has evolved without interference, the shitt has
been from SOV to SVO, the formation of free grammatical morphemes is not only a
more advantageous alternative to suffixation, but also a development consistent with,
and contributing to, the overall process of language evolution (Cf. Givyn, 1979:275-6
for the head-last nature of ancestral languages; Newmeyer, 1998 on the unidirectionali-
ty of the shift from SOV to SVO in normal circumstances; and Bichakjian, 1997 on the
aborted progress and course reversal in the evolution of the Armenian word order).
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4. 4. A step-by-step development

Joan Bybee and her associates, Revere Perkins and William Pagliuca, have recent-
ly published a study that deserves considerable credit (1994). It deserves credit for
the richness of the empirical data - 76 languages out of 75 phila - and for the word-
ing of the title. The book is calied The Evolution of Grammar. Such a title mutatis
mutandis would be commonplace in biology or physical anthropology, but in linguis-
tics, where the word evolution has been taboo for haif a century, the choice implies
commitment and indeed courage because the received view has been that linguistic
features do not evolve, but ride a perpetual merry-go-round (cf. Bichakjyan, 1993 for
a discussion of the taboo; and also Bichakjian 1988, where the word evolution is used
and the process advocated).

One could point out that there is more to evolution than unidirectionality (see § 5),
but the authors’ recognition and advocacy of unidirectionality is a major move and a sig-
nificant contribution to the understanding of language and linguistic features. In sub-
stance, what the authors argue is that grammatical markers are produced through a dou-
ble-track attrition process whereby content words are phonetically shortened and/or sim-
plified and semantically cored out and converted into a logicaily related grammatical
feature. That is how - the authors argue - grammatical features are produced, and the
process is not reversible.

The reasoning cannot be faulted, and the advocated process does account for the
evolution of function words - the examples are galore ~ and of some suffixes (cf. Fr.
j'aimer-ai ‘1 shall love' < Lat. amdre habed, habed being originally a content word
meaning ‘to hold’). But whether this process can account for the development of al/
suffixes and also of vowel alternation is less certain. It is cautiously hypothesized that
initial syllable reduplication (cf. e.g. Lat. cecidi, the perfect of cadd 'to fall down') is
a later product of earlier full word reduplication (1994:166; the Latin example is
mine). [n the case of the present example, cecidi would be the reflex of a hypothetical
cado cadé. What is more probable is that the technique of full word reduplication is
ancestral to the technique of syllable reduplication, which is not to say that cecidi
derived from a hypothetical cado cado through an attrition process. Whatever the
chronological place of full word reduplication, the historical data clearly suggest that
stem modulation, either in the form of partial reduplication, or vowel alternation, or
consonant gemination (cf. Ar. A0bat ‘he was striking,' 6bbat ‘he was striking hard’) is
an earlier and more rudimentary strategy for adding grammatical features to a lexical
item than segmental grammatical markers - be they suffixes or function words - that
have been carved out of content words.

The empirical record combined with the inference of a cross fertilization between
an increasing potential for abstraction and a greater use of mental objects suggests that

.
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the evolution of grammatical markers went through three major developmental phas-
es. First came perhaps full word reduplication followed by stem modulation, an
instinctively prompted process with Ablaut as its most advanced and most systematic
form; then came segmental markers with a specific linear signifiant linked to a given
grammatical value. These segments were suffixes, and there are at ieast two reasons
for their being indeed suffixes. First, because they probably developed out of some
form of stem modulation. The Lat. cané ‘to sing,’ for instance, had an intensive vari-
ant in the form of canto, where the intrusive stop was presumably the result of stem
modulation, but could also be seen as the forerunner of suffixes. Moreover, when lin-
ear grammatical morphemes emerged the languages were of the SOV type, and in such
languages suffixes, which by definition are head-last, are the appropriate form of
grammatical marking. The third phase in_the evolution of grammatical markers is
indeed the reduction of content words to function words along with the tendency of
placing them before the word they govern, an ordering that is consistent with the grad-
ual shift of languages from SOV to SVO.

5. The Armenian reduplicatives and their place in the evolution of morphology

The foregoing was an attempt to trace the evolutionary history of grammatical mark-
ers. Evolutionary studies endeavor to identify the ancestor of an extant form, show how
the prototype graded into its successive forms, and, last but not least, point out the selec-
tive advantages of each new form over its immediate ancestor. In section 3, it was argued
that, if the artefacts of Homo loguens are studied like the artifacts of Homo faciens,
major evolutionary developments become observable, especially in the Indo-European
family, which has such a well-documented history. Section 4 dealt specifically with mor-
phology, and the data suggested that the development probably started with stem modu-
lation, went through suffixation, and has now reached the use of function words. The
ancestral strategies have not completely disappeared, but their continued existence does
not contradict the evolutionary account any more than extant carps, crocodiles, and
cuckoo birds contradict the evolution of mammals. The observed evolution was also
explained by pointing out that suffixation is more advantageous than stem modulation,
and free particles more advantageous than bound morphemes.

Seen in an evolutionary perspective, West Armenian and Turkish reduplicatives
must be concluded to belong to an ancestral form of grammatical marking. The conclu-
sion, which mutatis mutandis also applies to the English vowel alternation of verbs such
as sing, sang, sung and the cognate noun song, is ineluctable and must simply be
accepted. But one must also point out that the reduplication process is perfectly ade-
quate for a dichotomous distinction between the absolute and the superlative forms of
adjectives, and moreover well-suited to convey in an expressive way the intensity of a
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superlative. With its function word, the E. Arm. /riv Zermak (lit. ‘fully white’), is indeed
more intellectual and displays a higher degree of linguistic evolution, but the more
zesty dzep-dzermag of West Armenian has the advantage of being more expressive.
The underlying conflict between intellect and emotions (also discussed in Jakobson,
1931) was elegantly captured by Pascal, when he wrote: “le coeur a ses raisons que la
raison ne connaot point.”

REFERENCES

Acharian, Hrachia H. 1954-65. Liakatar K 'erakanut'yun Hayoc' Lezvi, Hamematut'yamb 562
Lezuneri. 5 vol. Erevan: Armenian Academy of Sciences.

Basalla, George. 1988. The Evolution of Technology. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Bichakjian, Benard H. 1988. Evolution in Language. Ann Arbor, MI: Karoma.

1993. “Language Evolution: One Evolution that is Still Taboo."” The nineteenth LACUS Forum
1992. Ed. Peter A. Reich. Lake Bluff, IL: LACUS, pp. 425-35.
1997. “L'importance syntaxique des démonstratifs personnels du latin et de ’arménien et leur
rapport avec I'ordre des mots.”Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 50.35-52.
1999a. “Language Diversity and the Straight Flush Pattern of Language Evolution.” Target arti-
cle with discussion. Jazyk i rechevaja dejatelnost’ (Language and Speech Activity. The
Journal of the Linguistic Society of St. Petersburg). Vol. 2. 18-44.

- 1999b. “Language Evolution and the Complexity Criterion. Target article. Psychology
hitp://www.cogsci.soton.ac.uk/psyc-bin/newpsy?10.033.

Bickerton, Derck. 1990. Language and Species. Chicago: The Chicago Univ. Press.

Bybee, Joan, Revere Perkins and William Pagliuca. 1994. The Evolution of Grammar. Chicago:
The University Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 1980. Rules and Representations. Oxford: Blackwell.

Deeters, Gerhard D. 1926/1927. "Armenisch und Stidkaukasisch. Ein Beitrag zur Frage der
Sprachmischung * Caucasica 3:37-82 and 4:1-64. Also publ. m a book form. Leipzig: Verlag
der Asia major, 1927.

Givyn, Talmy. 1979. On Understanding Grammar. New York: Academic Press.

Jakobson, Roman.1931. “Prinzipien der historischen Phonologie.* Travaur du Cercle Linguistique
de Prague 4.247-67.

Jensen, Hans. 1959. Altarmenische Grammatik. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Komfilt, Jaklin. 1997. Turkish. London: Routtedge. )

Ladefoged, Peter. 1971. Preltminaries to Linguistic Phonetics. Chicago: The Univ. Press.

Meillet, Antoine. 1913, Altarmenisches Elementarbuch. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

~ 1964. Introduction a I 'etude comparative des langues indo-européennes. University, AL: Univ.
of Alabama Press [a rpt. of the 8th ed. Paris: Hachette, 1937}

7,y



http://www.cogsci.soton.ac.uk/psyc-bin/newpsy710.033.-

B. H. BICHAKJYAN

Neisser, Fricdrich. Studien zur georgischen Wortbildung. Wiesbaden: Steiner.

Newmeyer, Frederick J. 1998. “On the Reconstruction of Proto-World Word Order.” Paper present-
ed at the Second International Conference on the Evolution of Language. London.

Pinker, Steven and Paul Bloom. 1990. “Natural Language and Natural Selection.” Behavioral and
Brain Sciences 13.707-84.

Schmitt, Rudiger. 1981. Grammatik des Klassisch-Armenischen mit sprachvergleichenden
Erlauterungen. Innsbrucker Beitrage zur Sprachwissenschaft. Vol. 32.

Slobin, Dan 1. 1966. “The Acquisition of Russian as a Native Language." The Genesis of
Language: A Psycholinguistic Approach. Eds, Frank Smith and George A. Miller. Cambridge,
MA: The M.I.T. Press, pp. 129-48.

Vogt, Hans. 1971. Grammaire de la langue géorgienne. Oslo: Universitetsforiaget.

P. Phyuwliopul

UplGnepynGatpp L dLwpwGnpjwl qupquignilp
Udthnthnud

3Inndwép Gdhpdwo t hwjbkiphGh YpyGnipjnihGbph L Gpwig (Gquh dLwpwGuwlwb
quipqugdwG gnpépGpwgnid niibgwd wibnh L atiph paGnLpjwap: Iwzdh walbiny w)b
hwlqudwlpp, np YpyGmpyntGGbpG wluwphwpwpnud wewybjwwbu hwandy 66
wibidunwbw)GpGGhG (lunupp hwinywwbu Ybpwpbpau t uliqeGwdwilwhG YpytnipniG-
GEph0, ophGwy” Ghih—Bbpdwy, ubith-ubs L wyi6), L wplkdwwbhwbpbGo b qquith swihng
quilyt| t pnupplipth wqnbgnupjwh nnpunud, nphh by fuhuwn pGnpnp BG GdwG YnlGni-
pnLlGGPp bnhlwyp npwlp hwdwpnud t prippbinkGh wqnbignipywl wpnynuGp b nw-
Pwopwihl wrwGdGwhwwnynipinil: Ynyyuwuh L UGwwnnthwih plnpn; nwpwépuhl
Gplnyp t hwiwpydnud Gwl m-ny uluynn YpyGaegjniGGlipp, npnbp hwinlwwby plubig-
Und BG YndlwuywG wnpjniphg, pwih ap abaku hhG hwjbptilnid bnb) 66 Gowh YpLant-
pjntlGEp, hGgp pwgwenid b pruppwiwl wnpyniph hwdwlwywlnipnip: CGhwlwnw-
Ya, pnuppbiptiGnud GUwG YwantgGhph gnynupjnilp Ywpbih t pwgwnnti Ynyywuywo (k-
qnuGlph wqabgnipjwdp:

Innywénid pGonpjwh b6 wrlynid Gwk |kquh kwpwliwlwh qupqugiws wrwild-
OwhwinympinGGlpp, wyn pdmd thnpd t wpyaud apnzbim YphGmp)niGlbph tiwppbn
nbuwyGtph bwpwpbpwyws dwiwlwlwagpnip)nip:

UnwGéGugyntd t (Eqyp dbwpwiwlwi qupqugiw bpbp wunhGwo’ hhdpuyhG ihn-
ihntunipyniG0tp (wyn pynid Gul YpyGapymGibn L dw)Gnwnd), Ybppwowbgnud L wi-
Ywhu pwinbph qnpéwéntd, npnGp Ynswd LG Ywwnwpbine huwnlwbu phnwwiwlwi
qnpdwanyplbip:
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b. Buwoxdxcamn

Peaynnukauuu 1 passuie Mopgonoruu

Peaome

CraTba NOCBALIEHA HACNEAOBAHHIO NOBTOPOB B APMAHCKOM A3bIKe, WX MECTY U pOnH B
MOPQIONOrMUECKOM PaldBMTHM  A3blKa. YWWTbIBaA TO OBCTOATENbCTBO, 4TO. NOBTOPLI 8
awxapabape xapakTepHbl NPeMMYWECTBEHHO AN JanafHOAPMAHCKONO A3blka (peub unger,
B OCOBEHHOCTH, O nOBTOPax B HauanbHbiX cnorax, Hanpwmep, Ghh-Gbpdwly
“BenocHexHbin” ubith—-uli “uepHiowmni”) M 3aNAAHOAPMAHCKMI B 3HAYUTENLHOW CTENeHM
HaXoOAMTCA B chepe BAMAHWA TYPEUKOro A3biKa, ANA KOTOPOro BEChbMa XapakTepHbl
noAo6HbIE MOBTOPLI, ABTOP CHYHTAET WX Pe3yNbTAaTOM TYPEUKOrO BAHAHWA W apeansHOW
0COBEHHOCTHI0. ABTOP OTHOCHT K apeafnbHbiM AB. , Xapaktep Ana Kaekasza u
AHaTONMK, W NOBTOPbI, HAYMHAIOWMHE C M, KOTOPHIE HMEIOTCA HMEHHO B KABKA3CKMX AJbIKAX,
TaK Kak ewe B APeBHeapMAHCKOM Gbifi NOAOGHbIE NOBTOPDI, HTO HCK/IKOYAET BEPOATHOCTL
Typeukoro npomcxoxpenns. Haobopor, Hanuuue NOAOGHBIX KOHCTPYKUWH B Typeukom
MOXHO onac»mm B/IHAHWEM KaBKA3CKHMX A3bIKOB.

B cTatbe paccMartpuBaloTCA Takwe OCOBEeHHOCTH MOPONOTHYECcKOro Pa3BUTHA A3bIKa
B TOM YHCne [OenaeTca NonbiTKa yCTaHOBWTb OTHOCHTE/IbHYI0 XPOHOAOIMIO PA3HOPOAHbIX
noeTopos. Bbigensotca TpU ypoBHA MOPGONOrHUECKOro PaiBHTHA A3biKa (B TOM uucne -
nosTopbi, abnayT}, cyddukcauma U ynotpebnenne oTaenbHbIX CNOB, KOTOPbIE BbIAENAIOTCA
0COBBIMH FPAMMATHHECKHMH BYHKLMAMM.
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