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Total reduplication: syndetic vs
asyndetic p attern s in E urope 1
Thomas Stolz
University of Bremen
Abstract. The paper reviews the distribution of syndetic and asyndetic reduplicative
patterns in the languages of Europe. It is argued that there is an areal logic behind the
distribution as languages in the south and west behave differently from the languages
in the north and east of the continent.
Syndetic and asyndetic reduplicative patterns are shown to be largely
functionally equivalent although syndesis is far less grammaticalised than asyndesis.
The data are drawn from two large parallel literary corpora. The evaluation
procedure is based on statistics.
Keywords. Areal linguistics, asyndesis, Europe, functional equivalence, parallel
corpora, syndesis

1. Introduction
For two centuries, the term reduplication has been used in general-comparative
linguistics and many other philological disciplines without ever being defined
explicitly in such a way that the adherents to different schools-of-thought agree with
the definition wholeheartedly. In point of fact, the relatively recent attention paid to
reduplication phenomena by linguists of all kinds of scientific convictions has revea
led that there still is a great deal of uncertainty and disagreement as to what
phenomena count as instances of reduplication and what others fail to qualify for the
status of reduplication. This incertitude is amply documented by the many
contributions to the collection of articles edited by Hurch (2005)z. The problematic12

1 This study forms part of the project on “Totale Reduplikation - die Areallinguistik eines
Universales” (“Total reduplication - the areal linguistics of a universal”) financed by the
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) at the university of Bremen. I am grateful to the
organisers of the 2nd Conference on Reduplication in Graz to suggest to me the publication of
my paper in Grazer Linguistische Studien. 1 also feel ingratiated to my discussants who made
me reconsider a number of issues of my original presentation. The members of my projectteam -Andreas Ammann, Tamar Khizanishvili, Nataliya Levkovych, Aina Urdze, and
Elisabeth Verhoeven - helped me count the instances of syndesis and asyndesis in our parallel
corpus - a tedious task for which they deserve a word of thanks, too. Nevertheless, the
contents of the final version of my paper are entirely my own responsibility.
2 The various hypotheses are taken up in Stolz (2007a) where I review them critically and
suggest that a prototype definition of reduplication is the best solution.
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points are among others the proper way of distinguishing reduplication from
repetition and the minimal degree of (phonological and/or semantic) similarity that is
required of segmental chains to justify their being classified as reduplicative patterns
(Stolz 2007a). Total reduplication poses the additional problem of whether the
construction is a (morphologically complex, compound-like) word or a syntagm of
sorts. In this contribution, I highlight an interesting but hitherto largely neglected
aspect associated with total reduplication, namely the co-existence of two different
construction types which, for convenience, are labelled asyndetic and syndetic pat
terns (their definitions are given in section 2 below). The two constructions differ
such that asyndetic patterns are generally more in line with the prototype of
reduplication whereas syndetic patterns deviate from this yardstick especially as to
the formal criteria applying to the expression side. As a rule of thumb, I assume that
asyndetic patterns instantiate reduplication while the proper place of syndetic
patterns in the phenomenology of reduplication remains doubtful. Syndetic patterns
behave like borderliners, in a manner of speaking. In what follows, I look at the
differences and similarities of the two patterns and discuss their implications for the
theory of reduplication. With a view to have a handy empirical basis for my line of
argumentation, I restrict my study to the languages of Europe and draw my examples
from a large (literary) parallel text corpus3.

2. Asyndesis vs syndesis
Be asyndesis the label used to identify those putatively reduplicative constructions
which consist ideally of
• two syntactically adjacent phonologically, morphologically and semantically
identical chains of segments
• each of which is a fully acceptable word-form or syntagm when used in
isolation and
• between which there is no (major) syntactic boundary and
• their combination is assigned a meaning which is not absolutely identical
with the one associated with the individual components of this combination
Example (1 ) illustrates the use of an asyndetic pattern in Maltese4, the Afro-Asiatic
language of Malta5 (Maltese [Ba 81]):

’ The relevant information about the parallel corpus is provided in Stolz (2007b).
4 My Maltese colleagues Ray Fabri and Anna Zammit confirmed that my reading of the
Maltese example is correct.
5 In the sentential examples, boldface marks the relevant parts which represent syndetic or
asyndetic patterns. Throughout the exemplification 1 use the spelling conventions of my
sources or the commonly accepted systems of transliteration for languages written with a nonLatin-based alphabet. The abbreviations used in the transmorphemisations are spelled out in
the appendix. The square brackets contain the identification of the literary text from which the
example is drawn.
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(1 )

Kienet
be.Perf:3.S.F

qieghda
Prog:F

tirrakkuntalu
3.S.F:tell.Imperf:10.3.S.M

dak
Dem.M.D

li
Rel

kien
ghadda
minn ghaliha ghodu
ghodu
be.Perf pass.PA from for:3.S.F morning morning
'She was telling him what he went through on her behalf very early in
the morning.
The construction ghodu ghodu consists of two syntactically adjacent phonologically,
morphologically and semantically identical chains of segments. In isolation, ghodu is
a fully acceptable word-form with the meaning ‘morning’. Between ghodu ghodu,
there is no (major) syntactic boundary. Together, the two instances of ghodu
constitute an adjunct phrase with the function of a time adverbial. The combination
ghodu ghodu is assigned a meaning (Aquilina 1990: 1 0 0 2 ) which is not absolutely
identical with the one associated with the individual components of this combination
(‘very early in the morning’ vs ‘morning’).
Be syndesis the label used to identify those putatively reduplicative con
structions which consist ideally of
• two phonologically, morphologically and semantically identical chains of
segments
• each of which is a fully acceptable word-form when used in isolation and
• which are connected to each other by additional phonological material to
form a bipartite syntactic unit and
• their combination is assigned a meaning/connotation which is not absolutely
identical with the one associated with the individual components of this
combination.
The Latvian example (2 ) contains a construction of the syndetic kind6 (Latvian [HP I
Latvian, 81]):
(2)

Jaunais
new:NOM.M.DEF
m a z-ak
little-COM P

pazipa
acquaintance:NOM

vinam
he:DAT

patika
appeal:PRET.3

arvien
alw ays

un
an d

m az-ak
little-COMP
‘He liked his new acquaintance less a n d le ss.’

The combination mazak un mazak comprises two phonologically, morphologically
and semantically identical chains of segments (mazak and mazak) which are
connected to each other by additional phonological material (un) to form a bipartite
syntactic unit (an adjunct phrase with the function of a manner adverbial). The two
items mazak and un are each fully acceptable word-forms when used in isolation
(m azak = ‘less’; un = ‘and’). The combination mazak un mazak is assigned a
6 Aina Urdze - a native-speaker linguist of Latvian - kindly discussed my interpretation of this
example with me whereby she corroborated my intuition.
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meaning which is not absolutely identical with the one associated with the individual
components of this combination (‘ever less’ vs ‘less’).
The two examples differ from one another in the following ways: In the Maltese
example (1), it is not possible to use only one component of the asyndetic
reduplication alone: *ghodu on its own would produce an ungrammatical sentence fil-ghodu ‘in the morning’ would be the correct form which then invites a slightly
different reading. In the Latvian example (2), the conjunction and the second co
ordinated comparative form are optional i.e. one m a za k alone would not alter the
meaning of the sentence because of the presence of arvien ‘always’; without arvien
however, m azak cannot be used on its own - only m a za k un m a za k makes sense
in the absence of arvien.
These observations suffice to help me develop a working hypothesis. Asyndetic
and syndetic reduplicative patterns differ from each other as to their affinity to
strictly rule-dependent phenomena and stylistic devices, respectively. Asyndetic
reduplicative patterns associate more directly with grammar whereas syndetic
reduplicative patterns have more in common with figures of speech. The two patterns
fulfil the parameters of grammaticalisation differently, too. As to their degree of bon
dedness, asyndetic patterns are more closely bonded whereas syndetic patterns tend
to be only loosely bonded, if at all. Thus, in terms of Walchli’s typology (2005
[developed for “co-compounds”]), asyndesis represents tight reduplication whereas
syndesis is an instance of loose reduplication. The question arises whether or not
syndetic patterns can be subsumed under the heading reduplication. If treating them
as (perhaps only atypical or “bad”) reduplication makes sense, it remains to be seen
whether or not all kinds of syndetic patterns behave the same.
With a view to contributing to the clarification of these questions, I have a
closer look at the relation of asyndesis and syndesis in Europe in section 3.

3. Europe - paradise of syndesis
According to Rubino (2005a-b), Europe is the only reduplication-free area on the
world map. However, total reduplication of the asyndetic type is common especially
in southern Europe and tends to be employed for grammatical purposes there (Stolz
2002, 2004). Moravcsik (1978) considers asyndetic total reduplication a universal
phenomenon - and Rubino (2005a-b) corroborates the near-ubiquity of asyndetic total
reduplication without specifying whether asyndetic total reduplication is part of
grammar or of style. In this contribution, I cannot make the necessary adjustments
for all languages of the world. What I can ask nevertheless is the following pair of
questions: What happens in those parts of Europe where asyndetic total reduplication
is indeed rare? Does syndetic reduplication take over there? If it can be shown that
there is a division of labour among the two patterns along the lines of European subareas, chances are that asyndesis and syndesis are two functionally equivalent ways
of expressing a given concept.
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3.1. A provisional test case
The above questions call for a study based on a parallel corpus because asyndetic and
syndetic patterns are often left unmentioned in the extant descriptive material and. in
addition, working with questionnaires dealing with reduplication has been too
frustrating. At the university of Bremen, we usually work with a collection of texts
comprised of the original and the translations of Antoine de Saint-Exupéry’s Le Petit
Prince. For the present purpose, I rely on a European sample of 82 languages and
regional varieties for which versions of Le Petit Prince were handy. Note that my
“interpretation” of Europe includes the entire national territory of Turkey, the
Transcaucasus and the westernmost part of Kazakhstan.
As starting point, I have chosen a sentence from the French original in which a
typical case of syndesis is employed. The English translation of (3) follows the French
lead in so far as the French syndetic pattern is translated by an English syndetic
pattern (French [LPP French, VI.2]):
(3)

Petit prince
Little Prince

j’
I

ai
have:lSG

compris
understand:PP

p eu
little

à
to

peu
little

ainsi
ta
petite
vie
mélancolique,
thus
younF little:F life
melancholy
‘Little Prince, b it by b it I came to understand the secrets of your sad little
life.’
French peu à p eu and English bit by bit are candidates for being classified as
instances of syndetic reduplication as the constructions fulfil the basic criteria: they
consist each of two phonologically, morphologically and semantically identical chains
of segments which are connected to each other by additional phonological material to
form a bipartite syntactic unit; each of the components is a fully acceptable wordform when used in isolation and their combination is assigned a meaning which is
not absolutely identical with the one associated with the individual components of
this combination.
With these observations as background information, I can tackle the following
empirical question: Do the languages of Europe translate French peu à peu by (a)
similarly syndetic constructions or (b) asyndetic reduplicative patterns or (c) units
which escape being classified as reduplications (even in the most tolerant reading of
the term)?

3.2. The data
I begin with the documentation of those languages which deviate from the syndetic
pattern exemplified by French in (3) above. For the sake of brevity, I refrain from
illustrating those cases where neither syndesis nor asyndesis applies as the solutions
are too variegated to allow a clear-cut definition of the class itself. Table I surveys the
languages of my sample which opt for asyndetic patterns in their translations of
French peu à peu. The languages are presented in alphabetic order. The relevant
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construction is given in the centre column. In the rightmost column, the genetic
affiliation of the sample language is specified. The three stars *** indicate where the
classification of a language is controversial in terms of the syndesis-asyndesis
opposition.
Table I: Asyndetic patterns translating peu à peu
language
Abkhaz
Aramaic (Turkey)
(East) Armenian
Azeri
Basque
Bergamasco
Bolognese
Bosnian***
Chechen
Corsican
Croatian***
Georgian
(Modern) Greek
Hungarian
Italian
Kurdish
Lovari
Maltese
Moldavian
Sardinian
Surmeiran
Turkish
22 languages

construction

xdyc 'y-xayc ’(-la)
hedí hedí
k ic -k ’ic '
yava§ yava§
poliki poliki
a poc apoc
(d)in man in man
malo-pomalo
zim-zim(-a)
piano-pianu
malo-pomalo
nel-nel(a)
sigá-sigá
egy-egy
a poco a poco
hin hi hin bi
jek-jek
(b)il-mod il-mod
trepat-trepat
abellu abellu
plang plang
yava$ yavaf

phylum
Northwest Caucasian
Afro-Asiatic/Semitic
Indo-European/Armenian
Turkic
Isolate
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Slavic
Northeast Caucasian
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Slavic
South Caucasian
Indo-European/Greek
Uralic/Ugric
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Iranian
Indo-European/Indic
Afro-Asiatic/Semitic
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Romance
Turkic
7 major phyla + 1 isolate

In table II, I present the data from those languages w hose structural solutions are in
line w ith the French pattern as they instantiate syndesis. Single underlining
highlights the elem ent w hich serves as connector of the tw o segm entally identical
parts of the construction.
Table II: Syndetic patterns translating peu a peu
language
Albanian (Gheg)
Albanian (Tosk)
Aranese***
Asturian
Breton
Catalan
Czech
Danish
English
Extremadura
French

construction

pak nga pak
pak nga pak
poga poc
pasu ente pasu
tamm-ha-tamm
de mica en mica
kousek po kousku
lidt efter lidt
bit by bit
pocu a pocu
peu a peu

phylum
Indo-European/Albanian
Indo-European/Albanian
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Celtie
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Slavic
Indo-European/Germanic
Indo-European/Germanic
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Romance
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Galego
Gascon
German
(Swiss) German (Berne)**
Gherdeina
Kölsch
Languedocien
(South) Limburghian
Letzebuergesh
Macedonian
Norwegian
Provençal
Rumanian
Spanish
Surselvan
Vallader
27 languages
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pouquino a poco
chic a chic
nach und nach
naadisnaa
do y do
noh un noh
pauc a pauc
(zoe) mit en mit
lues a lues
malku po malku
litt etter litt
pau à cha pau
pufin cite pupn
poco g poco
plan a plan
plaun a plaun

Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Germanic
Indo-European/Germanic
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Germanic
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Germanic
Indo-European/Germanic
Indo-European/Slavic
Indo-European/Germanic
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Romance
Indo-European/Romance
1 major phylum

The 33 languages w ith “alternative solutions” i.e. w hich em ploy neither syndesis

asyndesis are:
• Indo-European (= 26 languages)
• Germanic (= 9): Alsatian, (West) Frisian, Dutch, Faroese, Icelandic,
(North) Limburghian, Low German, Swedish, Yiddish
• Romance (= 4): Aragonese, Franco-Provençal, Friulan, Portuguese
• Slavic (= 10): Bielarusian, Bulgarian, Croatian (Burgenland), Polish,
Russian, Serbian, Slovak, Slovenian, (Upper) Sorbian, Ukrainian
• Baltic (= 2): Latvian, Lithuanian
• Celtic (= 2): Irish, Welsh
• Non-Indo-European (= 6 languages)
• Uralic (= 4): Estonian, Finnish, Saami, Udmurt
• Turkic (= 2): Kazakh. Tatar
The distribution of languages over types - with a type being defined by the kind of
construction that is employed to translate French peu à peu - is such that asyndesis
occurs in 27% of the sample languages, syndesis applies in 33% of the languages
whereas 40% of the languages do not make use of reduplication-like constructions.
This translates into a 60% majority of reduplication-like constructions i.e. there is a
tendency for European languages to prefer syndesis/asyndesis over alternative
solutions. Syndesis is the more frequent of the two reduplication-like options
although asyndesis is numerically rather strong.
The next question to be addressed is the genealogical correlations of the above
statistics. In table III, I check which construction type occurs with what frequency in
the languages of a given phylum. In this way, it can be decided whether or not the
preference for a construction type is a potential candidate for a heritage from the
common past, in a manner of speaking. I use boldface to mark “interesting” absolute
values.

Thomas Stolz

106

Table III: Distribution of patterns over phyla
phylum
Indo-European

Caucasian

Afro-Asiatic
Turkic
Uralic
Isolate
Sum

subphylum
Romance
Slavic
Germanic
Armenian
Greek
Indie
Iranian
Albanian
Celtic
Baltic
Northeast
Northwest
South
Semitic
Ugric
Finnic

asyndetic
7
2
0
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
1
1
1
2
2
1
0
1
22

syndetic
14
2
8
0
0
0
0
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
27

other
4
to
9
0
0
0
0
0
2
2
0
0
0
0
2
0
4
0
33

sum
25
14
17
1
1
1
1
2
3
2
1
1
1
2
4
1
4
1
82

Asyndesis occurs in the largest number of genetic groups (13 out of 18), whereas
syndesis (with 5) and absence of reduplication-like patterns (with 7) are minority
solutions. Asyndesis occurs in all Caucasian and in all Afro-Asiatic languages of the
sample. Syndesis is attested exclusively in members of the Indo-European phylum.
Absence of reduplication-like patterns is preponderantly an Indo-European affair but
occurs also quite often in Uralic and Turkic languages. Phyla with more than two
members may behave heterogeneously: Romance and Slavic languages have
representatives in all three categories. Germanic, Turkic and Uralic distribute their
members over two categories. Asyndesis is overwhelmingly associated with Romance
languages (asyndesis is attested for 56% of all Romance languages and of all
languages attesting asyndesis 51% belong to the Romance phylum). Absence of redu
plication-like patterns is typical of Slavic (71% of the Slavic languages avoid re
duplication, Slavic languages account for 30% of all reduplication avoiding languages)
and to a lesser degree also of Germanic languages (53% of the Germanic languages
lack reduplication, Germanic languages have a share of 27% in the category without
reduplication), too. The highest score of absence can be ascribed to Finnic languages
( 1 0 0 % of all Finnic languages), though.
Thus, there is a certain genetic component to the distribution of construction
types over languages. However, the phyla do not always behave homogeneously as
they often attest splits, meaning members of one and the same phylum may opt for
different solutions. If these differences escape an internal genealogy-based
explanation, areal factors are to be taken into account.

Total reduplication

107

3.3. Geography
If one divides the European map very superficially into four quadrants according to
the major directions, the following picture emerges:
• practically all languages equipped with asyndesis are located in the south,
• the vast majority of the languages which attest syndesis are located in the
west, whereas
• the bulk of the languages without reduplicative patterns is found in the east
and the north.
This geolinguistic situation is captured by map I. Abbreviated glossonyms7 printed in
boldface and positioned between the dotted lines indicate languages which employ
asyndesis. Underlining marks languages which have syndetic patterns. Their area is
additionally bounded by the simple line. The remaining languages are in italics w ith
out additional boundary symbols because the constructions are too heterogeneous to
make these languages form a class.
Map I: Geolinguistic distribution
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Areal clustering is potentially indicative of diffusion via language contact or conver
gence. The preference for certain construction types or expressions is diachronically
explicable as the result of the constant interaction of speakers of different but geogra
phically neighbouring languages independent of their genealogical and typological
background. Even closely related languages or regional varieties may differ as to
their preferences. According to my above findings, this applies inter alia to North vs
South Limburghian, German and Low German, Norwegian and Swedish, Czech and
Slovak, Croatian and Burgenland Croatian, Croatian and Serbian, Bulgarian and
Macedonian, Portuguese and Spanish, Moldavian and Rumanian, Breton and Welsh,
etc. Where unexpected divergence of this kind occurs, it is very often the case that
The glossonyms are given in full in the appendix.
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the genetically related languages which are at odds with each other associated with
their genetically less closely related or unrelated next-door neighbours, for instance:
North Limburghian fits in with Dutch whereas South Limburghian behaves like the
Rhenish neighbour Kölsch. Breton follows French (and thus deviates from Welsh),
Czech goes along with German but Slovak is in line with Polish, Bulgarian agrees
with Serbian whereas Macedonian is similar to the two Albanian varieties. Thus,
areality may be held responsible for the disagreement between languages which
otherwise share a common genetic background.

3.4. Equivalence
The fact that some languages employ asyndetic patterns to translate what in other
languages is expressed by syndetic patterns suggests that the two types of redupli
cation-like constructions are potentially functional equivalents of each other and thus
both varieties belong to the continuum of the formal means used to express a given
meaning (in the above case: extension over time of a process which develops stepwise
in relatively small intervals). Does this potential equivalence translate into statistical
equivalence?
A check of 38 European languages for which a version of Joanne Rowling’s Harry-Potter vol. 1 (usually some 225 pages long) was available is meant to reveal
whether or not asyndesis and syndesis are just two sides of the same coin. In table 4,
I provide the absolute number of attestations and percentages of syndesis and asynde
sis in the translations and the original of the sample text. The languages are ordered
according decreasing syndesis. Where the percentages are identical, the language
with the higher absolute number of attestations precedes the language with the
corresponding lower ones. Boldface singles out the languages with a percentage for
syndesis up to 29%, italics are used to identify languages whose share of syndetic
constructions is located between 30%-59%.
Table 4: Syndesis vs asyndesis in Harry Potter vol.
language

relative
100%
oo

English
Faroese
Norwegian
Danish
Swedish
Dutch
Icelandic
Portuguese
Finnish
Croatian
Slovenian
Spanish
Polish
German
Low German

syndesis
absolute
64
47
38
37
35
29
23
17
15
15
15
15
7
4
71

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
98.61%

1

asyndesis
absolute
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

relative
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
1.39%

total
100%
64
47
38
37
35
29
23
17
15
15
15
15
7
4
72
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French
Latvian
Serbian
Rumanian
Czech
Estonian
Galego
Bulgarian
Albanian
Irish
Macedonian
Catalan

41
43
11
55
27
9
34
8
50
25
4
53

97.6%
93.5%
91.66%
90.12%
90%
90%
83%
80%
74.62%
67.56%
66.66%
61.27%

1
3
1
6
3
1
7
2
17
12
2
33

Lithuanian
Georgian
Ukrainian
Russian
Italian
Welsh
Slovak

19
59
12
19
16
5
12

59.37%
53.63%
44.44%
44.18%
37.2%
31.25%
30.76%

13
51
15
24
27
11
27

Greek
Hungarian
Basque
Turkish

7
5
12
1

29.1%
17.85%
3.44%
1.13%

17
23
337
88

2.4%
6.5%
8.34%
9.88%
10%
10%
17%
20%
25.38%
32.44%
33.34%
38.73%
41.63%

42
46
12
61
30
10
41
10
67
37
6
86

46.37%
55.56%
55.82%
62.80%
68.75%
69.10%

32
110
27
43
43
16
39

70,90%
81.15%
96.56%
98.87%

24
28
349
89

These values can be used as the input for another European map. Map II reflects the
areal distribution of the three groups distinguished above according to the percentage
calculated for syndesis. The three groups are high-degree syndesis (= 100%-60%),
middle-degree syndesis (= 59%-30%) and low-degree syndesis (= 29%-0%). The langua
ges belonging to the group characterised by high-degree syndesis are surrounded by a
line (“isogloss”) on the map. The two other groups are not separated from each other
by lines. However, italics are used to mark middle-degree syndesis and boldface iden
tifies low-degree syndesis.
Map II: High (100%-67%), middle (66%-34%), low (33%-0%) syndesis

Geo

Thomas Stolz

110

Map II clearly shows that the percentages do not distribute randomly over languages.
There is a pronounced difference which separates languages located on the margins
of the continent from those which are spoken in the centre. The 25 languages with
high-degree syndesis cluster in the centre where they cover a large and uninterrupted
area which reaches from the European north down to the Balkans in the southeast
and to the Iberian peninsula in the southwest. With the exception of Finnish and
Estonian, all of the languages with high-degree syndesis happen to be members of the
Indo-European macrophylum (Germanic, Romance, Slavic, Celtic and Baltic). The
languages with high-degree syndesis are always neighbours of other languages with
the same property whereas some of their genealogical next-of-kin may belong to a
different group (this applies to Latvian and Lithuanian, Bulgarian and Macedonian,
Czech and Slovak, Irish and Welsh, for instance).
Languages which display middle or low degrees of syndesis are found on the
margins of the continent. This division into a rather large nucleus and a relatively
tiny periphery is reminiscent of many other maps drawn by students of European
areal linguistics (e.g. Haspelmath 2 0 0 1 , Stolz 2006). There usually is an extended area
in the centre surrounded by a varying number of smallish sub-areas or individual
solutions on the outskirts. Thus, the above observations as to the preferences and
dislikes of my European sample languages corroborate the general tendency for the
linguistic landscape of Europe to split into various sub-areas with a relatively
constant (but internally variable) core-periphery dichotomy. Mutatis mutandis, a high
degree of syndesis might turn out to be a characteristic feature of Standard Average
European languages and their immediate neighbours.
Apart from these areal-linguistic assumptions, what we can see from the above
is the following:
• For all languages of my European sample which instantiate asyndesis, there
is also evidence for the use of syndesis.
• For all languages of my European sample which avoid reduplication-like
constructions in the test case, there is also evidence for the use of syndesis
elsewhere in the corpus.
• The reverse of these patterns does not hold, thus:
• The use (or occasional avoidance) of syndesis does not allow us to
conclude anything about the presence or absence of asyndesis.
• Syndesis tends to be the less restricted phenomenon and is thus perhaps
entitled to the status of a potential universal.
The status of potential universal of syndesis does not tell us exactly what kind of
universal we are facing. Owing to the reported functional equivalence of syndesis
and asyndesis, it looks like both are entitled to the label of grammatical construction.
Whether this is valid for each and every instance of syndesis/asyndesis is a matter to
be discussed on another occasion. For the present purpose, it is important to note that
syndesis seems to be particularly easy to accommodate to any kind of morphosyntactic structure. At the same time, the syntagmatic dimension of syndesis especially of those cases which operate on the basis of and-conjunction - allow for a
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certain degree of disposability (at least of parts of the whole construction) and thus
make syndesis stylistically employable.

4. Outlook
This paper has not solved the problems posed by the potential functional equivalence
of syndesis and asyndesis. Reduplication researchers are required to investigate more
closely the relationship, the functional domains and the distribution profiles of both
patterns. For the presence or absence of asyndesis for instance, it is additionally
important to see whether juxtaposition is a legitimate means of “encoding”
grammatical relations at all in the languages which avoid asyndesis. Moreover, the
cartography of the features under review calls for two necessary follow-up studies,
namely one which relates the above findings directly to isoglosses postulated in other
areally-minded projects and the other dedicated to the diachronic developments
which have yielded the present situation. Clearly, these and other related
investigations must be based on a quantitatively more solid empirical foundation.
One sentence surely is not enough to enable the linguist to build an entire theory
upon. Nevertheless, section 3 suggests that it makes sense for areal linguists,
typologists and reduplication researchers to continue this kind of study to gain
valuable insights into the nature of reduplication as an areal and as a universal
phenomenon.

5. Sources
[Ba] = Pawlu Mifsud.
Enterprises Group.

1998. Il-Bambin ta
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[LPP French] = Antoine de Saint-Exupéry. 1946. Le Petit Prince. Paris: Gallimard.
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7. Appendix
7.1. Transm orphem isation
Comp = comparative, D = distal, Dat = dative, Def = definite, Dem = demonstrative, F
= feminine, IO = indirect object, M = masculine, Nom = nominative, PA = active
participle, Perf = perfective, Pret = preterit, Rel = relative, S = subject

7.2. Glossonyms
Abk = Abkhaz, Alb = Albanian, Als = Alsatian, Aram = Aramaic, Ara = Aragonese,
Aran = Aráñese, Arm = Armenian, Ast = Asturian, Azeri = Azerbaidjani, Bas =
Basque, Berg = Bergamasco, Bern = Berne German, Bie = Bielarusian, Bol =
Bolognese, Bos = Bosnian, Bre = Breton, Bui = Bulgarian, Burg = Burgenland
Croatian, Cat = Catalan, Chech = Chechen, Cor = Corsican, Cro = Croatian, Cz(e) =
Czech, Dan = Danish, Du(t) = Dutch, Eng = English, Est = Estonian, Ext = Extremaduran, Far = Faroese, Fin = Finnish, FP = Franco-Provencal, Fr = French, Fri = Frisian.
Friu = Friulan, Gal = Galego, Gas = Gascognian, Geo = Georgisch, Ger = German.
Gheg = Gheg Albanian, Gher = Gherdeina, Gr = Greek, Hun = Hungarian, Ice =
Icelandic, Ir = Irish, It(a) = Italian, Kaz = Kazakh, Köl = Kölsch, Kur = Kurdish, Lan =
Languedocien, Lat = Latvian, Letz = Lethebuergesh. LG = Low German. Lit =
Lithuanian, Lov = Lovari, Mac = Macedonian, Mai = Maltese, Mol = Moldavian, NL =
North Limburghian, Nor = Norwegian, Pol = Polish, Por « Portuguese, Pro =
Provencal, Rum = Rumanian, Rus = Russian, Saa = Saame, Sar = Sardinian, Sel = Surselvan. Ser = Serbian, SL = South Limburghian, Slk = Slovak, Slo(v) = Slovenian, Sor
- Sorbían, Sp = Spanish, Sur = Surmeiran, Swe = Swedish, Tat = Tatar, Tosk = Tosk
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Albanian, Tur = Turkish, Udm = Udmurt, Ukr = Ukrainian, Val = Vallader, W =
Welsh, Yid = Yiddish

