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Grammatica ex nihilo?
Total reduplication and grammaticalisation

Thomas Stolz (University of Bremen)

Ever since Moravcsik's (1978) observation on thequity of total reduplication in the lan-
guages of the world, many linguists have takergfanted — e.g. Raimy (2000) — that total re-
duplication (as opposed to partial reduplicatianq iuniversal of human language. The exam-
ples below illustrate what is meant by total redigilon (the adjacency of two phonologi-
cally, morphologically and semantically identicghtactic words which together have a mea-
ning/function which is [sometimes only slightly]fidgirent from the one associated with the
“simplex”):

Simplex  Total Reduplication
Maltese bieb ‘door  bieb bieb ‘from door to door’
Basque handi ‘big’ handi handi ‘very big’
Italian li ‘(t)here’ li Ii ‘exactly here’

The universal distribution of total reduplicatias largely corroborated by Rubino’s
(2005a) survey of reduplication patterns in crogglistic perspective as several of his small
number of supposed reduplication-free areas orglblee have been shown to result from
methodological shortcomings of typological appracivhich rely entirely on the perusal of
one descriptive grammar per language. This is éalhetrue for the languages of Europe.
There is compelling evidence that the occurrendetaf reduplication in languages is uncon-
strained by genealogical and typological criteriaeveas areal factors may influence issues
such as frequency of use and employment for theesgn of categories (Stolz 2004). The
widely attested presence of total reduplicationeesdly in Creole languages (Kouwenberg
2003) additionally suggests that total reduplicai®a phenomenon which belongs to the ba-
sic equipment of human language(s).

In Stolz (2006), | have demonstrated that totdupdication qualifies for the status of
construction in terms of construction grammar. @itteat total reduplication is indeed a uni-
versal phenomenon, we are dealing with a phenomehah is in disagreement with Croft’s
(2001) assumption according to which the expresside of constructions is always lan-
guage-specific and thus does not lend itself topamative-typological investigations. Simpli-
fying, patterns of total reduplication resembleleather to such a degree that they can be
compared to each other crosslinguistically (St@l26). Since there are also clear indications
that the functional domain of total reduplicatiannot a random combination of disparate
categories (Rubino 2005b) but rather forms a canglation of conceptually related notions
(Stolz 2006, 2007), the construction calls for @sel look by typologists and universals re-
searchers.

Total reduplication also deserves the attentiostadents of grammaticalisation because
if the construction type is universal in the strsginse of the term (spatio-temporally con-
stantly available) the following problem arises.ni@ny languages world-wide, total redupli-
cation is employed as a means to express grammasitzgories (such as distributive [plu-
rals], prolative, iterative, frequentative, dimimut, intensification, etc.) on a par to other
morpho-syntactic strategies such as proper aftiratir periphrasis. What this means is that
total reduplication has grammatical functions samtio the ones expressed by techniques for
which grammaticalisation paths can be reconstrudtedvever, in contrast to the latter, total
reduplication ideally has been there all the timéheowt prior grammaticalisation processes of
the “classic” type described by Lehmann’s paranseieehmann 1995).
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In my talk, | address the issue of how to deahwite potential universality of total re-
duplication, its employment for properly grammaitiianctions and its apparent exemption
from the usual grammaticalisation processes.
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