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Call for papers

Workshop: ‘Grammaticalization and language contact’

Conveners: Björn Hansen (Regensburg) and  Björn Wiemer (Konstanz)

1. Introduction

There are at least three linguistic disciplines that deal with the rise, establishment, spread and changes of grammatical forms (paradigms) and their functions in speaker communities: (i) grammaticalization studies, (ii) studies on areal linguistics, (iii) sociolinguistics and dialectology (at least insofar as they have been studying the mutual influence of varieties of the same or different languages spoken in one geographic area). Until recently these disciplines did not take much (if any) notice of each other, and only a minority of researchers recognized that these disciplines could fruitfully interact in order to better understand why markers of grammatical categories are often so unevenly distributed over geographic areas (both on a macro- and on a micro-level), and why their skewed distribution and history can often better be explained by language contact (including, first of all, collective multilingualism) than by genetic affiliation and internal “laws” of linguistic development. It seems that only investigators of creoles really aware of the necessity to weigh internal and external factors in the rise and spread of grammatical forms and paradigms (regardless of how ‘grammaticalization’ should have been defined).

Pioneering works in building a theory of language-contact and the impact of areal linguistics on grammaticalization (or more generally: the spread and establishment of grammatical patterns) were, first of all, Masica (1976) and Thomason/Kaufman (1988), although they did not focus on grammaticalization in a narrower sense. Nor did Nichols (1992) in her pioneering book, in which she argued for viewing linguistic typology as a ‘population science’ and showed how her insights could work on a macro-level (indeed, a global level) with very coarsely defined grammatical patterns, extremely large areas (of continent size) and over enormously long time periods (counting in thousands, not even in hundreds of years). This, however, raises the question of how Nichols’ approach could be applied (maybe in some modified manner) to linguistic areas of a much smaller size and much less time-depth (cf. Wiemer 2004).


In fact, certain areas (of subcontinental and smaller size) have been investigated from the perspective of areal convergences, both in a synchronic and a diachronic perspective. The paradigm case is the so-called ‘Balkan Sprachbund’. Recently, the term ‘Contact Superposition Zone’ has been proposed by Koptjevskaja-Tamm/Wälchli (2001) for characterizing the often observed contact-induced convergent features in phonology, grammar and lexicon of the language varieties in the Circum Baltic Area. Similar situations have been observed elsewhere, e.g. in India, Mainland East Asia, Papua New Guinea, the Caucasus, Meso-America (cf., inter alia, van der Auwera 1998). Actually, the discussion concerning the history of some typologically remarkable features of West European languages, known since Whorf as SAE-features and investigated systematically by Haspelmath (1998; 2001), has brought to light convergent grammatical patterns. These at least partly represent paradigm cases of grammaticalization studies (e.g., auxiliarization of HAVE, relative nexus by pronouns, definite and indefinite articles), and their establishment can by no means be explained solely by internal (or universal) tendencies without recourse to long-lasting contacts between speaker populations.


However, among the first who explicitly began to link grammaticalization (or, more generally: the rise of grammatical patterns) with areal convergence (or biases) and language contact are, without doubt, Bisang and Stolz. In Bisang (1992; 1996) and a couple of subsequent publications it has been shown that verb serialization and the rise of other grammatically relevant patterns in Mainland East Asian languages can be explained, inter alia, only if we account for intensive language contacts involving speakers of often genetically unrelated languages. Stolz (1989/1990) argued that typological research should not by all means try to minimize effects of areally or genetically conditioned skews in language sampling, but rather make a virtue out of them: if we continued explaining grammatical patterns on the basis that the languages of the sample be to the least possible amount areally connected and/or genetically affiliated, we would actually pretend that the “normal” situation for languages (better: speaker communities of certain varieties) to “live and thrive” is a situation without external influences (multilingualism etc.). It would be unnatural (and thus inadequate for linguistic methodology) to presume that internal laws can be “filtered out” if we succeed in isolating structural facts beyond language-contact and genetic heritage. In fact, Stolz seems to have had in mind basically the same line of argument as did Nichols (1992). 


Contact induced language change and grammaticalization processes have often been treated as two quite divergent phenomena. Heine/Kuteva (2003), however, argue that the two are in no way mutually exclusive and try to show how grammaticalization can be triggered by language contact. Apart from that, they claim that contact induced grammaticalization cannot be identified with simple polysemy copying.

A further bundle of problems which only quite recently has begun to be taken seriously in both grammaticalization studies and typology is connected to the question of which varieties (or: types of speaker communities) have been made the basis for investigations (and generalizations derived from them): standard or non-standard varieties? Which of them have been compared to each other? Non-standards, which are more often than not varieties without any habits and norms of writing, may be subdivided into regional ones, i.e. traditional rural dialects (which usually mix up with each other), and colloquial (normally urban) ones. Methodological and other problems raised either by the neglect of non-standard varieties or by an (often unrecognised) comparison of standard varieties of a set A of languages with non-standard varieties of another set B, were made the subject of the collective volume Kortmann (ed., 2004). Many of the issues tackled there concern more or less central phenomena of grammaticalization, e.g. relative clauses, clausal negation, tense and aspect marker, definite articles, (pro)nominal gender and case marking.

As a matter of fact, a hitherto undiscovered wealth of data relevant for grammaticalization (both in a narrow and in a “looser” understanding) is waiting for detailed research in non-standard varieties, both urban and rural. Furthermore, bi- or multilingual environment has been the predominant situation over the globe probably for all times since the homo sapiens began to acquire language(s). Thus, collective multilingualism and substrata (i.e. the replacement of language L1 by L2 through a few generations of speakers, with L1 leaving its “traces” in L2) are to be considered a totally normal situation, which at all times must have had an impact on grammaticalization, too. The question is whether this impact is more noticeable in early stages of grammaticalization (when the pattern or the marker arises) or rather in its later stages (when it is being established, but still has not gone through sufficient sociolinguistic propagation) in the respective populations.

To acknowledge these things is essential. Consider the following: data from dialect speech, but also from other uncodified varieties seem to demonstrate that an unknown amount of structural properties is evolving constantly in unembellished, but pragmatically “loaded” speech, and such properties can often mark the beginnings of a grammaticalizing form (construction etc.) or its restructuring for functional reasons. Very often such a development is stopped very early by the exigencies (and prestige) of a codified norm. But quite often the speaker is influenced by another language (or language variety) used by him and his surroundings, and this variety (or: population) may trigger the acceptance and spread of an embryonically grammaticalized feature (property). If this development goes further, the form in its increasingly grammatical function begins to be propagated by the community of speakers. Often this spread remains “unnoticed” for the standard variety (and its codification), in other cases it may be the beginning of a new grammatical construction, conditioned by a substratum or adstratum. To understand and model such processes, principles of dialect geography can be of considerable help (as noticed already by Thomason/Kaufman 1988). Of no less help would be studies conducted in the vein of the ethnology of conversation and pragmatics.


To link grammaticalization phenomena with language contact is therefore necessary for at least two reasons:

1. Language contacts are most probably responsible for the spread (or hindrance) of morphosyntactic processes which in the last decades have been described as grammaticalization phenomena. Such phenomena are considered to be “plurigenetic”, i.e. they may occur potentially at any place (sc. in any speech community) of the world. Why is it, then, that they do not spread and establish themselves everywhere and always, even if structural conditions for the relevant development are favourable (comparable to situations in which grammaticalization did proceed)? 

2. A closer and systematic investigation of a diversity of grammaticalization processes happening in different kinds of speech communities and under various contact conditions is not only helpful, but even necessary as a verificational basis of the validity of tendencies (or rules) claimed to be general or even universal. Language contact is not just historically conditioned “noise” disturbing an otherwise rather neat picture of “laws” of linguistic development. Empirical studies in the influence of contact factors on grammaticalization processes can relativize claims about universal tendencies in structural evolution, but they can also become a basis for the formulation of regularities in the interplay between universal (or general) structural principles and the impact exerted by external factors, in particular language contact.
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2. Intended topics of the workshop

Ideally we would like to have contributions that would cover most of the following central issues:

1. In which way have language contacts contributed to the divergence of a formerly structurally homogeneous group of genetically related languages (Slavic, Germanic, Romance, Indo-Aryan, Uralic, Finno-Ugric, Turkic etc.) or their subgroups (e.g., West vs. East Slavic, Scandinavian vs. West Germanic, Ibero-Romance vs. Rumanian vs. the rest of Romance, etc.)? The categories may be chosen ad libitum.

2. It has been noticed that some languages are prone to far reaching grammati​calization processes, whereas others are characterised by grammaticalization processes which come to a relatively early halt and do not lead e.g. to the erosion of forms (cf. Hansen 2004). How is the conservatism of a language linked to language contact?

3. Which is the role played by the mixing of dialects and urban non-standard varieties (either among each other or with a roof variety, i.e. a super-regional standard, especially if these belong to different languages) in the propagation (spread and establishment) of grammaticalization phenomena? In particular, how can half-way grammaticalized properties or features in free variation become more grammaticalized (tightened etc.)?

4. In-depth studies of smaller communities of multilingual (or “multivarietal”) speakers, showing how grammaticalization can be triggered in an embryonic stage by contact conditions, so that the contact varieties converge. The kind of phenomena can be chosen ad libitum, as can the applied methodology (sociolinguistic, ethnology of conversation, or else).

5. Factors of contact influencing grammaticalization in creoles.

6. What are the methods for the description of contact areas?

7. Are there restrictions as regards the categories (or kinds of constructions, morphemes, etc.) which can or cannot be subject to grammatical convergence? Is there a hierarchy of properties (features or categories of different expression formats) to be graded as for their aptness to contact-induced change towards a greater degree of grammaticality? Does this depend on the type of language contact (different parameters may be posited: intensity, same or different social prestige of involved varieties, relative amounts of multilingual speakers, etc.) or rather on the type of category (their expression format, their cognitive affinity, the similarity / dissimilarity of their form:function relation in the involved languages, etc.)?

8. Kuteva (1998) proposes to analyse the preference for certain types of Basic Event Schemas to detect contact induced grammaticalization? Are there other ways to analyse this phenomenon?

3. Possible more specific topics

· SAE features – common IE. heritage or (rather) contact-induced areal spread?

· relation between external and internal factors w.r.t. specific (combinations of) grammatical categories/constructions from an areal perspective, e.g. auxiliaries, TMA-morphology, case systems, evidentials, clause connection, articles, passive (and other agent-demoting devices)

· particularly interesting areas: Balkans, Circum Baltic Area, Central Europe, Caucasus, India, Meso-America, Papua-New Guinea, Mainland East Asia, Himalaya, Near East.

4. Format of the workshop:

The NRG3 workshops have to be compatible with the main conference programme, so that participants can attend individual workshop presentations. This means half-hour presentations (20 min + 10 min discussion).

The workshop will thus comprise 

( an introductory paper by the conveners


( up to 6 papers (20 min. + 10 min. discussion)


( a final discussion (30 min. for all the participants of the workshop)

5. Deadlines

Abstracts should be sent by 31st March to:

Björn Wiemer

Universität Konstanz    
FB Sprachwissenschaft / Slavistik
Postfach 55 60, D 179
D- 78457 Konstanz
Tel.: ++49/ 7531/ 88 -2582
Fax: ++49/ 7531/ 88 -4007
e-mail: Bjoern.Wiemer@uni-konstanz.de


Björn Hansen

Universität Regensburg

Institut für Slavistik
D- 93040 Regensburg

Tel.:  ++49 +941 943 3361

Secr.: ++49 +941 943 3360

Fax.:  ++49 +941 943 1991

e-mail: bjoern.hansen@sprachlit.uni-regensburg.de

Upon acceptance of your abstracts, written papers should be handed in 20th June 2005 (to be distributed to all the participants).

For further information please contact the conveners or the organizing committee (gramma3@usc.es).

1

