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The Multiple Facets of Papiamentu v *

lundi 29 janvier 2007, par Lefebvre Claire, Therrien Isabelle

0. Introduction

The idea that the genesis of pidgin and creole languages constitutes a particular case of second
language acquisition has been in the literature for some time (e.g. Alleyne 1971, 1981 ; Andersen
1980 ; Mufwene 1990 ; Schumann 1978 ; Thomason and Kaufman 1991 ; Valdman 1980 ; etc.).
Authors agree that pidgin and creole languages emerge in multilingual communities where speakers
of the substrate languages generally have rather limited access to the superstrate language. The
presence of substratal features in creoles has long been attributed to transfer from the mother tongue
(L1) (e.g- Andersen 1983a ; Mufwene 1990 ; Siegel 1995, to appear ; etc.). The degree of exposure of
substrate languages speakers to the superstrate language has been used as a measure of the
radicalness of a creole. The less exposure to the superstrate, the more transfer will be manifested in
the creole, and conversely, the more exposure to the superstrate language, the less transfer from the
substrate languages will be manifested. Radical creoles are those which most resemble their
substrate languages, while non-radical creoles are those which most resemble their superstrate
languages (see e.g. Andersen 1983a ; Baker 1993 ; Baker and Corne 1982 ; Bickerton 1977 : 55;
Thomason and Kaufman 1991 ; Valdman 1978, 1993).

The creation of radical creoles involves massive transfer. In Lefebvre (1998, and the references
therein), it is hypothesized that the creators of radical creoles use the properties of their own lexicons
in creating a creole lexicon, the parametric options of their own languages in establishing those of a
creole, and the semantic principles of their own grammar in concatenating morphemes and words.
This hypothesis is similar to the Full Access Full/Transfer Hypothesis in second language acquisition
studies (see Schwartz and Sprouse 1996 ; Schwartz to appear ; Sprouse to appear). The similarity
between the two hypotheses is striking, given that they have been formulated independently.

As was pointed out in Lefebvre (1998 : 3), however, the notion of transfer does not predict the precise
characteristics of the lexicons of radical creoles. Indeed, radical creole lexicons are not formed by an
arbitrary mixture of properties of the lexicons of the languages present at the time they are being
created. Rather, they appear to involve a principled contribution from the source languages. The
general pattern that emerges is the following : while the forms of the lexical entries of a radical creole
are derived from the superstrate language, the syntactic and semantic properties of these lexical
entries are derived from the substrate languages (see e.g. Adam 1883 on French Guyanese Creole ;
Huttar 1971 and Migge 1998 on Ndyuka ; Lefebvre 1998 and Sylvain 1936 on Haitian Creole ;
Voorhoeve 1973 on Sranan and Saramaccan ; Keesing 1988 on Solomons Pidgin, etc.). This process
has been termed relexification (e.g. Naro 1978 ; Muysken 1981).

Relexification is a cognitive process that essentially consists in assigning a lexical entry of a language
L1 a new label drawn from a language L2. It is semantically driven. As was pointed out in Muysken
(1981), the two lexical entries that are associated in the process must have some semantics in
common. In fact, the process of relexification reduces to relabeling (see Lefebvre and Lumsden 1994 ;
Lefebvre 1998, 2005), represented in (1). Given the lexical entry in (1)a from a language i, associate
with this lexical entry a new phonological representation drawn from another language j, as in (1)b,
and eventually abandon the original phonological representation. The resulting lexical entry in (1)c has
the semantic and syntactic properties drawn from the original lexical entry, and a label drawn from
another language.

(1)
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The process of relexification/relabeling thus creates new lexical entries that draw their properties from
both their source languages in a principled way [1]. The relexification/relabeling of different substrate
lexicons on the basis of a single superstrate lexicon provides the speakers of several substrate
lexicons with a common vocabulary, thus with a /ingua franca (Lefebvre and Lumsden 1994).

The aim of this paper is threefold : to illustrate how relexification/relabeling applies in creole genesis ;
to illustrate the methodology for documenting it (from Lefebvre 1998, and the references therein) ; and
to show how other processes interact with relexification/relabeling in the further development of a
creole. The discussion will be based on the case study of the properties of v in Papiamentu.

Papiamentu, henceforth Pp, is a creole spoken mainly in Aruba, Bonaire and Curagao. lts lexifiers or
superstrate languages are Iberian languages, Portuguese and Spanish (60%), and Dutch (30%)
(Maurer 19886). Its substrate languages are those that were spoken on the Slave Coast in the

17th/1gth century (Parkvall 2000), among which were the Gbe languages. This claim is congruent with
Postma (1990) who shows that the majority of the slaves (56%) who were sent to Curacao prior to
1700 were from the West African Slave Coast, the coast bordering the Bight of Benin to the Gulf of
Guinea. It should be noted that, unlike the other Caribbean creoles, Pp is not a plantation creole (see
e.g. Fouse 2002). It is not a radical creole either.

The properties of the Pp form kv provide us with the opportunity to discuss several questions and
issues related to relexification/relabeling. By definition, relexification applies to lexical entries. A first
issue then consists in defining what constitutes a lexical entry in the mental lexicon. In line with current
views, we assume that, along with major category lexical items —such as nouns, verbs, prepositions,
adjectives, adverbs—, minor functional category lexical items and derivational affixes —such as
determiners, tense-mood-aspect markers, complementizers, etc—~ as well as unpredictable
compounds and other idiosyncrasies are listed in the lexicon. The question of how multifunctional
lexical items are represented in the lexicon is of primary importance. For example, the Pp form v has
several functions ; it may be used as a preposition, a conjunction, or a complementizer. This situation
raises the question of whether kv is the label of a single lexical entry, or more than one. This question
bears on the monosemy/polysemy debate. In section 0, we argue that the properties of Au require two
lexical entries : kuy, which encompasses its functions as a preposition and a conjunction, and Aus,,

which describes its function as a complementizer.

A second issue has to do with how Pp lexical entries acquired their properties. The majority of radical
creole lexical entries acquire their properties through relexification/relabeling (see e.g. Lefebvre 1998,
and the references cited therein, based on Haitian Creole). However, Pp is not as radical a creole as
Haitian Creole or Saramaccan. Nevertheless, in section 0, it will be shown that the properties of Pp
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