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In this paper, | will look at the syntactic structure of an Bia(stable) pidgin, Turku, and compare
it with the syntax of a modern Arabic colloquial, specifigaltairene Arabic. With this comparison,
| would like to investigate the syntactic feasibility of \éeegh's (1984) proposal that the modern
Arabic colloquials developed from pidginized and credlizarieties of Classical Arabic. For the
comparison, | will use a syntactic model based on Chomsk®51L91 will introduce the relevant
aspects of this model in this paper.

Versteegh (1984) claims that the modern Arabic collogudalgeloped through a process of pidgin-
isation, creolisation and decreolisation: his idea is thatArabic spoken by the Arab conquerors was
pidginised when the conquered people needed to communiithteheir conquerors. In the following
step, the pidgins that had developed became the input fortioemw children of mixed parents, who
as a result developed creole varieties of Arabic. After,thantinued contact with speakers of the
“original” Arabic lead to a process of decreolisation, inigfhthe creole varieties slowly lost many of
their creole properties.

In this paper, | argue that from a syntactic point of view theces Versteegh describes may not
be theoretically impossible, but it is actually quite uelk The reason for this is twofold: first,
the striking similarities of the (main-stream) Arabic cajuials, (reference)! and second, the large
differences that | will argue must exist between the collabdialects and the pidgins that Versteegh
claims they derive from. The latter fact makes it unlikelgttn all the places where an Arabic pidgin
developed, the decreolisation process lead to such unifesmits.

In order to demonstrate the major differences that existéen the syntax of Arabic colloquials
and Arabic pidgins, | will compare Cairene Colloquial Aralvith Turku, an Arabic-based pidgin,
spoken in Chad and perhaps in the Central Africal Republibén19th and early 20th century. The
pidgin was originally described in a work written by one @asMuraz, a colonial medical com-
mander, around the year 1930. | will base my discussion opaper by Tosco and Owens (1993)
(henceforth T&O), who have analysed the (unpublished) tmokiuraz.

Although Turku is obviously not an example of the pidginst thersteegh claims must have ex-
isted in the centuries after the Arabic conquests, we captheless take it as a reasonable model of
those pidgins, because the syntax of the Arabic colloquéslembles the syntax of the spoken Arabic
at the time of the conquestsAnother reason of course to take a modern pidgin as modehisath

lwith “main-stream”, | refer to the dialects spoken in whahisv seen as the Arabic World. On the periphery of the
Arabic World, one can find languages that appear to have agArabic influence, but in many ways differ drastically from
main-stream colloquials.

2There is much discussion in the literature whether thisegaiof Arabic was basically what we now know as Classical
Arabic, or whether it was a dialect (or group of dialects} thiiered from Classical Arabic. For the present pointstimatter
is irrevelant, because we can safely assume that the gesyeralctic structure of Classical Arabic, modern collotgiia



have no data on Arabic pidgins that may have been spokenyshfigr the conquests.
(outline of the paper)

1 The syntactic mode

The syntax model that | use in this paper is based on the miisinmodel developed in Chomsky
(1995) and subsequent work. In this model, the basic clansetgre can be represented as in (1):

1) CP

subjeet A
/\.
V object

In this structure, V indicates the position of the lexicathve Subjectand object indicate the
positions of the noun phrases that express the subject arabjbct of the verb. It is assumed that the
subject originates in the VP, and then moves to the positidicated?

T carries the features for tense and aspect. In many intatfmes of the model, T is split up into
two or more different heads, with at least one for tense aedanaspect and possibly others as well.
(See for example Cinque 1999 and Giorgi and Pianesi 1997endfis used as a short-hand for the
more elaborate structure. The tense and aspect featurég caarked in the sentence by independent
elements (as is the case in many creoles), or by affixes ondtestem, like in many European
languages. Sometimes a tense or aspect marker is actuadlgd'f with the verb stem, as is the case
in Arabic. The assuption is that if such markers appear orvéhnle stem, the lexical verb V moves
to the position of T. Apart from housing tense and aspecufeat, T also mediates in verb-subject
agreement. The subject moves from the position in whichgeiserated, the specifier position of VP
(spec,VP for short), to spec, TP, which creates a configurati which the verb in T and the subject
in spec, TP can agree.

The head C is the location of the complementizer (in the cdsemibedded clauses) and of
sentence-introducing particles, such as Ardinica. Its specifier position (spedn the tree in (1))
can for example be filled by a fronted (topicalized) elemértie C element is taken to express the
forceof the clause, i.e., whether the clause is declarativerrogative, imperative etc. Like the head
T, C is often considered to be a shorthand for a number ofrdiffeforce markers, such as Foc (focus
markers), Top (topic markers), Q (question words), etc.

and possible ancient colloquials was by and large identesgpecially when compared to the syntactic breakdown and
restructuring that normally takes place in pidginisatiod areolisation processes.

3In fact, this is a somewhat simplified version of the usual elogrhich claims the presence of a transitivisor or predi-
catorv. The details of the model are not relevant here, so | will bgestmplified version.



The assumption is that the structure in (1) is present inldngse in any natural, native language.
Pidgins, however, are characterised by the lack of a camiserbal system for marking tense and
aspect (Holm, 2000). One way to describe this in the curresdehwould be to say that everything
above VP, the so-called functional shell, is simply absent:

)] VP
/\
subject \Y

/\.
V object

However, if it is true that the structure in (1) is universalseems impossible that the fuctional
heads C and T are just not present. In Kremers (2003), | takenawhat different view of the func-
tional shell around lexical items, which could explain thedngruity. Following Chomsky (1995), |
assume that a functional shell contains a number of feattieegtures are formal syntactic properties
such as tense, aspect, mood, number, gender, and for n@ae)definiteness, etc. In principle, each
feature can project its own functional head, which will afsgake place in a fixed order. However, it
is notnecessaryor each feature to project a separate head. Itis also peskdt two or more features
are projected onto a single head.

Another way of phrasing this is to say that the functionallshiimally contains one head, with
a number of features. If necessary, this head can be spfdrromultiple heads, each projecting its
own syntactic feature. What we see in pidgin languages te@n;ombined head that expresses all the
features of the functional complex. That is, one should keetructure of the verb phrase as follows:

3) RP
/\
spec K

/\
Fr VP

N
V  comp

In (3), the only two remaining heads are V, the lexical verig &,, the verbal functional complex.
Both these heads can, if necessary, project extra headsn@/idiis assumption, we can say that the
difference between natural, native languages and pidgitist a native language splits its functional
heads in a consistent manner, whereas a pidgin does notafjgrsgiit the functional head, or does
so on a completely ad hoc basis.

2 A casestudy: Turku

Let us now take a look at Turku, to make the above remarks nwrerete. In section 7 of their paper,
T&O discuss the tense marking on the verbs in Turku. The\catdithat there is no formal indication
of tense or aspect in the clause in Turku, not with verbal esfinor with preverbal markers. They
claim that the only consistent exception is the imperativgch generally lacks a subject, which they
claim can be considered a formal marker of the imperdtive.

“Although their paper contains an example of an imperatith wi2nd person pronoun, and it also contains an example
of a verb with an understood but not expressed 3rd personjacsuivhich is obviously not an imperative. The lack of the
subject, then, cannot be seen as a formal marker of the itiygera



The following pair of examples can serve to illustrate theklaf tense marking:

(4) a. mataimanbéji shrebblta da
whenthey comedrink pondthis
‘when did they come drink from this pond?’ (p. 216)
b. hubéji salamana
he comegreet me
‘he is coming to greet me’ (p. 216)

Note that these and all other examples are taken from Murazkwthe translations are from
T&O, who have translated Muraz’ original translations frénench.

In (4), the verbbéji ‘to come’ is used in two different tenses: in the past tens@la), and in
the present (progressive) in (4b). There is no formal markin the verbs, however. The following
example shows that the future tense does not require aniabperking either:

(5) a. humashigidam anina
hewalk in front us
‘he is walking in front of us’ (p. 194)
b. batanintukummashifi frans
againyouprL walk toFrance
‘you will return to France’ (p.194)

(5a) contains an example with the variashi‘to walk’ in the present progressive, (5b) has the
same verb with a future tense meaning. Note that the wat@h cannot be taken as a marker of the
future tense. The wordgaincan well be used with a past tense verb {o€&n | went to France agajn
Presumably, in the current context (which is absent from J&@&&n would have been enough to
indicate the future tense, but this does not mean it shoutdksn as a formal marker.

Another element that is consistently absent form verbs irk(lis person marking, or subject
agreement. The examples given above may serve to show this: (4a) hasdgpiison plural subject,
(4b) and (5a) both have a third person masculine singulgesyland (5b) has a second person plural
subject. The verb form is the same in the (a) and (b) examplestb, however. For another example,
take the following:

(6) a. fisharimanarfu intukumafya
so they knowyou well
‘so that they know you are well’ (p. 195)
b. anaarfu same(...)
I knowwell (...
‘I know well (that...)’ (p. 265)

In (6), we see the verhrfu used with a third person plural subject and a first personusing
subject, without any formal marking on the verb.

However, T&O also make clear that there are some markersrkuTiat do unequivocally des-
ignate aspect or tense. The most obvious of theggésl/gahedwhich indicates “an imminent,
continuous or recurrent action” (p. 216):

SAll the page references given with the examples are to Tosddavens (1993).
50bject agreement is also consistently absent, but Arablioqoals have no object agreement either, so | will not
consider it here.



@) a. yaodamatragahedbégji
beholdrain CONTcome
‘there the rain is coming’ (p. 216)
b. al-nédem gaed béji
PART-ManCONT come
‘the man who is coming’ (p. 216)

It should be noted that the particghedis certainly not obligatory. The bare verb stem can
occasionally also express a continuous or imminent action.

T&O mention a few other particlekulyum‘always’ andyaoda‘’behold’, and elements likamis
‘yesterday’, ambukra‘tomorrow’ etc., but | would consider them adverbials. Thag not purely
functional markers that indicate tense or aspect. Theyoolsly have a descriptive content of their
own. There is, however, one other particle which occurseveis a separate word and three times as
(presumably) a bound morpheme in Muraz’ text. This is thegnteal particlebe

(8) doktorbe-shifual-doro
doctor FUT-see PART-want
‘the doctor will see those who want (to be seen)’ (p. 217)

When this markebe-occurs, the verb is translated with a future tense. We shuatiel, however,
that just likegahed this particle is apparently not used obligatorily, beeatl® source also contains
examples of future tense clauses that lack this marker.

We can explain this variation in the manner described abdlgecan assume that pidgin speakers
have available to them the same clausal structure as doesgeafia native language, if only because
they are native speakers of some language themselves. lierantake the additional assumption that
the functional complex is collapsed into one head, and gpliy isto multiple heads when required,
we can say that in a phrase such as (9a), the functional ésatlar not project:

9) a. humashigidamanina
hewalk in front us
‘he is walking in front of us’ (p. 194)
b. TopP

T

D Top
|
s T/\
op VP
/\
v PP
| T~

mashi gidam anina

In (9b), | have placed the subject in a topic position ratiemntin spec,VB,in analogy with
the example in (10). It is not unlikely that the subject ingiits generally is a topic: topics have
a tendency to be subjects, and pidgins lack the syntacticraomghological machinery needed to
distinguish topics and (syntactic) subjects properly.

If we now take an example with the markgahedwe can say that the structure contains a T
projection:

"One would normally assume the presencerofin spec,VP in this case, but | leave it out for convenience.



(10) a. yaodamatragahedbéji
beholdrain coNTcome
‘there the rain is coming’ (p. 216)
b. CP

RN

C TopP
|
yaoda Top
|
matra  Top TP

N
T VP

| |
gahed V

b('|3ji

Here, the elemengahedoccupies the T position. This is an important point: undemegal
assumptions, if a natural language projects T in one claus| do so in every clausé. Pidgins are
different, however. A head such as T can be projected on amaddsis: in other words, it can be
present in one clause and absent in another.

Another observation that speaks in favour of the assumgtan functional features are only
projected on amd hocbasis is the fact that Turku does not show case. This is seeaxample, in
the pronominal system. Table 1 lists the pronouns that T&@:gi

person| singular | plural

1 ana anina

2 inte /tu | intukum /intokum / intekum
3 ha/ G/ hia Umun / Gman

Table 1: Personal pronouns

The data show that these forms are used for both subject gadt,obnd also after prepositions.
In other words, there are no case distinctions, as would peatad from a pidgin:

(12) a. anadrdu inte
| expellyou
‘I'll send you out’ (p. 195)
b. weédianafi forsambo
sendme to Fort Archambault
‘Send me to Fort Archambault’ (p. 195)
c. humashigidam anina
it walksin front us
‘itis going in front of us’ (p. 194)

In generative syntax models, case is assigned either bpémdient agreement heads (AgrS for
subject agreement, AgrO for object agreeméra),by functional projections that are not specific to

80r at least in every clause of the same type.
%There is a distinction between so-called structural cabé&comprises nominative and accusative, and inhereet cas



case but perform a sort of double role. T, for example, is gdlyeregarded as the head that assigns
nominative case. In either version of the model, howeveragsumption that functional heads are not
present predicts that case will not be marked.

To summarise, the basic clause structure for Turku is (12):

(12) TopP
DP Top
|
subject Top VP
/\
V DP
verb object

3 Modern Arabic colloquials

Having developed a model of the clause structure of Turkwderow look at Cairene Arabic, being
a model for the modern colloquials. The first thing to noteht the clause structure must be more
elaborate.

(13) a. huwwabi-yiktib kutub gam 1la
he HAB-he.writesbooksbeautiful
‘he writes beautiful books’

b. TopP
D Top
WWa - rop TP
D T
|
ro
P T AspP
|
bi-yiktib T
Asp VP
[IMPF] DP

| T~
KTB  kutub gamila

First of all, colloquial Arabic has consistent tense/aspearking. This means that a T head is
consistently present. In all likelihood, T is not the onlyétional head, because there are actually two
functional morphological elements on the verb: the prifixand the imperfective marking consisting

which comprises the other cases that exist in language h@adth it is often argued that genitive must be considered a
structural case as well.) Only structural case is assiggetb heads.



of the personal prefix and the vowel pattéfn.

Because the verb stem, the imperfective marking and thee tprefix form one phonological
complex, it is said that the verb in V moves to Asp and then ®oTthat the morphological elements
can be joined into one form. Such movement is typical for legge, but it is generally absent in
pidgins. In Turku, movement cannot take place for the simggeson that the heads to which V would
move are not projected. Even in the cases where T or someloghdris projected (as is the case in
the example in (10) where T is present in the fornyahed no movement takes place, since the verb
is still morphologically independent from the element in T.

Another indication of the existence of functional headshis fact that pronouns in colloquial
Arabic take different form depending on their case: nonieapronouns are independent forms,
which accusative (and genitive) pronouns are suffixes. $hggests that they are assigned case,
which requires the presence of functional heads.

We see, then, that the differences between the clausewtuat Turku and that of colloquial
Arabic is substantial. However, we also see that the clatgetsre of Turku is very basic, broken
down to the absolute minimum. This means that it is not dgtireconceivable that reconstruction
of the clause structure — through creolisation and demattin — leads to something close to an
Arabic colloquial. To see why this process is nonetheledigeln to have taken place, we must look
at the domain of the noun phrase.

4 Thenoun phrase

The noun phrase, like the verb phrase, is composed of a ledds plus a functional shell. The
lexical base in this case is N, the noun. A typical exampléheffinctional shell of a noun phrase is
(14):

(14) DP

T

speg D’

D PossP

N

spee Pos$
Poss NP

/\
spec N

N
N gen

The head D stands for the determiner, i.e., it is a projeatiche definiteness feature. Poss is the
marker of possession: if a noun is possessed (i.e., if it g@p@ive/possessive complement) this head
represents the possessive marker. There are other featuhesnoun phrase that are often assumed
to project heads. These are case, number and g€héfer. some, demonstratives form another class

1%The exact labelling of these elements is a topic that | witigminto here. | will just assume that the imperfective form
is an aspect marker and that the prdfixis a tense prefix, although it is obvious that the matter ishattsimple.

Hclassifiers are also sometimes considered to be separatiofual projections. Others, however, equate the classifie
with D.



of functional projections, while others claim they are Dnedmts.

We can describe the functional shell of the noun phrase irsdinee way as the functional shell
of the clause: it contains a number of syntactic featuredctwhre all able to project but do not
necessarily do so. In a pidgin, we predict that some featmags be present, but not in a consistent
manner.

If we look at the Turku data again, we in fact see this patt@inere are a number of syntactic
features that can be expressed in noun phrases, and we segitheip occasionally, but by no means
obligatorily or consistently.

Perhaps the most salient functional element in the nounsphisathe determiner. Turku has
something that looks like a determiner, the elem#mt? T&O remark that it is not entirely clear
whether this element should be seen as a definite deternriasraodemonstrative: Muraz sometimes
translatesla as a determiner, with Frendd, la, and sometimes as a demonstratee cette

(15) a. fihile da mardannum fi  wal
in village DEF sick  sleepexistQ
‘is there sleeping sickness in the village?’ (p. 206)
b. ameda awan
waterDEF bad
‘this water is bad’ (p. 207)

Like all functional elementsjais optional. This is demonstrated by the following examplkich
directly precedes (14a) in the original text, and in which slhme wordhile ‘village’ is used without
da

(16) bojinifi  geribhile wala
tsetseexistnear village Q
‘are there tsetse flies near the village?’ (p. 202/207)

Here, the nouthile must be definite, since itis the only sensible interpretatibthe sentence, but
this definiteness is not marked. T&O do note that indefinitensoare never modified lnja.

But more important than its exact meaning is the placemedtolt always appears at the end of
the noun phrase, following even relative clausés:

(A7) car al-gahed Dbéji da
mMonthPART-CONT COMeDEF
‘the coming month’ (p. 208)

The placement oflais quite remarkable. The general idea on noun-final detenmiis that they
appear as suffixes on the noun, and therefore could not falynother material, such as adjectives
or relative clauses. (See, e.g., Cinque, 1996) There iseWenyan interesting parallel here with
the clause-final interrogative marker that we met in the iptey section. It is often claimed (see,
for example, Abney (1987) or Szabolcsi (1994) for such psag) that there is a parallel between
functional elements in the noun phrase and in the clause. idiben be the parallel of &

If we assume that the elemewéla is a force marker and that it appears in C position, we can
relate the positioning ofla to the positioning ofwala. In an abstract way, these elements are of a

12T&0 indicate that there is one instancedsfida

30n the markeal-, see below, section 4.3.

¥There are also claims that D is in fact the parallel of T, arad there is a case projection, sometimes abbreviated as K,
that is the noun-phrase equivalent of C.



similar type, and there is a tendency in Turku to place elésehthis type at the end of the phrase
that they are part of. This is, of course, a tendency that ikeddy different from Classical Arabic
and the modern Arabic colloquials, which show a strong teogdor placing such elements before
the phrase they modify.

4.1 Possessives

Turku has a possessive marlkgra Practically all possessives are marked with it. T&O say there
are only two examples of an unmarked posse$or:

(18) a. hile intokum
village you.pL
‘your (pl) village’ (p. 206)
b. kanamayeéshrafi bakanana

goats  ten existplace my
‘there are ten goats at my place’ (p. 211)

The possessive phrase wihafollows after the possessed noun:

(19) limpoananademwaid
tax of man one
‘the tax of one man’ (p. 205)

In Kremers (2003) | argue that there are basically threestyfgenitive/possessive contructions.
The first one uses an overt Poss head. The second makes usewdraRoss head that assigns
(usually overt) genitive case. This genitive case can bé&eablby a case ending, or by a preposition-
like dummy case marker. The third method consists of usingedigative genitive markef

The data are very limited, which means that a proper analbysist possible. However, we can get
some indication of the type to whia@nabelongs. Let us first take a quick look at colloquial Arabic,
before discussingna

Colloquial Arabic dialects usually have two types of posse=genitive marking. The first is
generally known as the construct state. In this, the head (i@, the possessed noun) takes a special
form. The noun does not take a definite article, and words &féminine ending change this ending
from -a to -it. The modifying noun (the possessor) immediately followesshiead noun. One can say
that it is assigned abstract genitive case. Abstract, lsecihdoes not show on the noun itself.

In Kremers (2003) | analyse the construct state as a steicmtaining a Poss head, which also
contains definiteness features. This Poss head has somef sdfixal phonological form, which
causes the head noun to move to it. Poss also assigns geaitiedo the possessor.

The second possessive construction that colloquial Attadrcuses a predicative genitive marker.
In Egyptian Arabic, this idta®. There are two characteristics of predicative genitivekew. First,

BThere is, however, another example in their paper:

0] shili rangaydaamwadinanapokteranina
takebasket meatother of porter our
‘take some baskets of meat of our porters’ (p. 203)

It is not impossible, though, that the foraminais ambiguous between a personal and a possessive pronowgazf
tion 4.2.

18 will not go into the different characteristics and propestof each here. For an extensive discussion, see Kremers
(2003).
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they sometimes agree with the head noun in gender and nuamtksecond, they can be used across
a copula. Egyptiatta® shows both characteristics.

There is at least one example in the corpus that indicatdsatiais a predicative possessive
marker:

(20) agabdadal da ananas hile
rest remainDer of peoplevillage
‘the rest that remains belongs to the villagers’ (p. 208)

The subject in (20) ifigaba &dal da which contains a nourggaba plus a relative clause (here
unmarked) consisting of only a verfidal The predicate is the sequeraea nas fie, ‘of the vil-
lagers’!’ The head of this predicate &3, the possessive marker. This construction is very similar
to the following structure in Egyptian Arabic:

(21) il-kitab da bt&-i
the-bookthis of-me
‘this book is mine’

In Kremers (2003) | claim that this construction is indigatof a predicative genitive marker. For
this reason, | will assume thahais of this type.

4.2 Possessive pronouns

Turku has a set of possessive pronouns. T&O give a table sétlvehich | quote in table &

person| singular | plural

1 anai / anahi ?

2 ana-ki ana-kum

3 ana-hu | ana-hum /anam

Table 2: Possessive pronouns

The possessive pronouns always appear after the noun:

(22) a. geshana-ki
strawyour
‘your straw’ (p. 205)
b. pokteranah-iwaid
portermy one
‘one of my porters’ (p. 204)

There are in principle a number of ways to classify possgsieaouns such as those in table 2,
depending on their behaviour and properties. A first politgibé that these pronouns are genitive
forms of the personal pronoun. However, in a pidgin, whiak$acase marking, such a classification
is unlikely.

An alternative is to assume that the personal pronouns afi@irD elements. In English, for
example, the possessive pronoumyg, your, his, heretc. are of this type: they take the position of

"The noun combinationas hilecan be considered a compound. T&O show that these are notumao in Turku.
18No form has been attested for the first person plural. As Iciatgid earlier, it may be the case that the femmais
ambiguous between a personal and a possessive pronoun.
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the determiner. This means for one that the determiner amghdisessive pronouns are mutually
exclusive: they cannot co-occur.
This is true for English, but it does not seem to be true fokliugiven the following example:

(23)  kantonanakida
districtyour DEF
‘your district’ (p. 204)

This example contains both a possessive pronoun and a defetiérminet? It seems implausi-
ble, then that we must really analyse the possessive preremib elements.

The final possibility is that these possessive pronouns radiqative possessive markers, similar
to the Englishmine, yours, his, hersetc. This makes sense for at least two reasons. First afall,
have already seen that the possessive mankais best analysed as a predicative possessive marker.
The forms in table 2 are obviously relatedana Second, a predicative possessive marker is not a
functional element, contrary to a possessive D elementgctwisi more in line with the nature of a

pidgin.

4.3 Rdative clauses

A relative clause in Turku can be marked with the formal magtebut does not have to be. It does
not seem to be the case, however, tlainly appears when the head noun is definite, nor is it the case
that italwaysappears when the head noun can be considered definite. frootiee as already noted
above, the definite article or demonstratileecan appear after the relative clause, if the head noun is
definite.

A typical relative clause is (24):

(24) car al-gahed béji da
monthAL-CONT COMeDEF
‘the coming month’ (p. 208)

In this example, botlal andda are present. Given the fact, however, tHatalso appears as a
definite marker in noun phrases that do not have a relativeseld will assume thata does not have
any special function when a relative clause is present.

The only relative marker, then, &. To get a more complete picture of this element, it is impor-
tant to note that the same element also introduces headlagise clauses. T&O give the only two
examples found in the corpus:

(25) a. doktombe-shifual-doro
doctor FUT-see AL-want
‘the doctor will see those who want (to be seen)’ (p. 207)
b. fishanarfu al-déro sao asker
so thatknow AL -wantmakesoldier
‘so that he knows who can become a soldier’ (p. 207)

Furthermore, T&O give an example af marking an adjective, the only token in the corpus:

%We have seen that the elemelst sometimes has the value of a demonstrative, and it truertsirne languages the
demonstrative and a possessive D element can co-occurife@ermandieses meines Bucthis my book’), but since the
translation of the current example does not use a demomstratvill assume thaal is simply a determiner here.

12



(26) kUtual-awansik
put al-bad apart
‘put the bad ones apart’ (p. 207)

The adjective here is used without a noun, that is, it is usedsabstantive. In order to do this, the
adjective must apparently be marked with?° In this way,al differs fromilli in colloquial Arabic,
which cannot be used as in (26).

As T&O note, all relative clauses have a subject or locatixteaetion site, and do not have a
resumptive pronouft It is not certain what conclusion must be drawn from that.fatte data show
that a subject pronoun can sometimes be dropped if the efisrebvious from the context. It could
be that that is what happens in (subject) relative clauses.

Alternatively, it is possible that the relative clause inrkd behaves more like relative clauses
in European languages. In for example English, the relatiaeker is (generally) avh-element that
moves from the extraction site to clause-initial positiganerally assumed to be spec,CP:

(27)  this book, gp which [¢ 0 ] | wrote ¢; two years ago] ...

English has another structure: instead of usingherelative marker, it can usthat Here it is
assumed that there is a phonologically null operator, iisdakignated wittOP, that moves from the
extraction site to spec,CP, whereas the C position is fillgl that: 22

(28) the book gp OR, [¢ that ] | wrotet; two years ago ] ...

The structure that colloquial Arabic dialects use is sormawlifferent, although based on the same
elements. The relative markidli is in C position, like the English elemetiitat There is, however, no
extraction: the operator that is generated in the relataese is instantiated as a resumptive pronoun
in the position in which it is generated. To take an Egyptisaneple:

(29) il-kitab [cp0[cilli ]katabt-u min sanaten ]
the-book that |.wrote-it beforetwo-years...
‘the book that | wrote two years ago’

From the data it seems that the Turku construction most fglssrthe English structure withat
Like Englishthat it can be left out, and there is no resumptive pronoun. If wéhermore take into
account thatl is not restricted to nor obligatory with definite head nouikg Englishthat, we can
see that the parallel is very strof).

20ct. English, where an adjective alone can also not be usestantively: it requires the addition ohe
2IThe only exception to both statements is the following examp

0] nas mardan-irmmabadoro-um
peoplesick-PL  notwant-them
‘as for the sick people, we don't want them’ (p. 194)

This example is typically not pure pidgin, but contains edeis of colloquial Arabic. Among these are the plural ending
onmardanin the verbal prefiba- and suffix pronourum Since Tosco and Owens (1993, 217) note that Muraz’ data show
variation between an acrolect (Sudanese Arabic) and aebasgilurku), which are sometimes mixed, | will not take such
data into account.

2Note thatthat can also be left outthe book OF) | wrote ¢; two years ago. .

ZAlthough we must not forget that the scantness of the evigldoes not allow us to draw too strong conclusions.
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4.4 Noun-phrase structure

Let us now look at the structure that is needed to describ@hiraomena discussed in the previous
sections. We have seen that the order of the noun phrasefsitiveing:?*

(30) noun - possessor - relative clause - determiner

I will assume that the structure does not overtly project asPwead, since there is no strong
evidence that there is one, and because it seems unlikdlg fhidgin would. The possessor then is
just a complement of the noun, marked waiiia. The relative clause is adjoined to the noun, forming
the NP. Then the determiner takes this NP as a complemeatjrgehe following abstract structure:

(31) DP
NP D
A |
NP cp da
/\
NP PP
| N
N P DP
|
ana

The reader will notice that the tree in (31) is left-branchirThis is the only way in which the
structures presented here can be described. The struétive moun phrase in Turku is such that all
types of modifiers are placed after the noun. This is not aniy for the modifiers discussed in this
paper, but also for other types, such as adjectives and rilsner

If we apply this to some concrete examples, we get the foligwi

(32) a. car al-gahed béji da
monthAL-CONT COMeDEF
‘the coming month’ (p. 208)

2This structure is taken from T&O, who actually present a sehs more complicated structure, taking also adjectives
and numerals into account. T&O actually put the possesser thie relative clause, but they give no example on which thi
ordering is based.
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b. DP

T

NP D
/\ |
NP CP da
| A
N oPR c
|
car C/\TP
| P
al T VP
| |
gahed V
|
béji

(32) contains a noun phrase with a relative clause. The elaself is right-branching, but the
noun phrase is left-branching, which gives the somewhatiooking tree structure.

(33) a. kantbranakida
districtyour DEF
‘your district’ (p. 204)
b. DP

T

NP D
/\ |
NP A da

N anaki
kanton

(33) is simpler in structure. The predicative possessiveidw| have labeled A foadjective is
adjoined to the NP. Again we see that the structure is lefiiining.
If we take a noun phrase from Egyptian Arabic for comparisemsee a number of differencés:

(34) a. bet il-ragil il-kabir
housethe-manthe-big
‘the man’s big house’

ZThe structure given here is based on the structure that issuKremers (2000b) for Standard Arabic.
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b. DP

T

Dposs NP
|_ /\
bet NP AP
/\ A_
N DP il-kabir
=
bet il-ragil

The major difference between Turku and colloquial Arabithesfact that Turku is predominantly
left-branching, whereas colloquial Arabic is predomimamight-branching?® This left-branching
property of Turku, however, is not a typical pidgin featuRidgins tend to be right-branching lan-
guages(reference)

Another difference between Turku and colloquial Arabidis tise of a Poss feature. In a construct
state in colloquial Arabic, such as the example given hlagshead noun moves to the D position. This
D position contains not only abEF feature, but also aFosg feature, hence the subscriposs?’
Turku makes no use of any syntactic Poss feature. It usesiecatiee marker to express possession.

| could also quickly mention the fact that Turku has no agresinbetween the head noun and the
adjective?® | will not go into this matter here. (See Kremers (2000a) fafiscussion of adjective
agreement in Arabic.)

5 A pidgin/creoleorigin of Arabic colloquials

In order to understand if Arabic colloquials could have deped from creoles and ultimately pid-
gins, we need to establish if the pidgin structure could ingiple develop into the structure of the
colloquial given in the previous section.

There are some substantial differences between the twaistes. The colloquial structure projects
a number of syntactic features onto separate heads, maiicglly, tense and aspect. Furthermore,
| have assumed thatis present in the structure. Apart from the presence of thesels, which do
not (obligatorily) occur in the pidgin structure, there i®¢her difference between the two structures.
Arabic colloquials make use of movement: the verb movesdcorjporate tense and aspect features,
the subject and the object move so that they can be assigeed This movement is in fact the way
in which the model describes complex word forms. A verb foan contain markers for tense, aspect
and agreement because it can move.

It is in principle not impossible that a pidgin structure d®ps into something more elaborate.
In fact, a creolization process is exactly that. A pidgin gaoject syntactic features more or less
at random. In a “native” language, that is, a language whidik& a pidgin has native speakers,
the features that project independent heads and the acomalitinder which they do so are fixed. For
example, in an English main clause, T is always projectedthEtmore, in interrogative clauses, C

%To be more precise: in Turku, heads follow their complementeereas in (colloquial) Arabic, heads precede them. In
both languages, specifiers and adjuncts always follow tesds.

Z’More accurately, this position should be labeled Rgsbecause | believe it is primarily a Poss head, which is also
marked for definiteness.

2T&O remark that there are cases of such agreement in the sdpptithey show the characteristics of acrolect influ-
ences.
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is always projected. A creolization process can be destrsefixing these charactgeristics of the
language: which features can project independent headsjrater which conditions do they do so.

Theoretically, then, it is not impossible that modern Acatiblloquials have developed through a
creolization/decreolization process. However, if we l@abkhe actual language forms, we must say
that such a development is in fact highly unlikely.

In the previous sections, we have seen that the structureidiTdiffers considerably from its
source language (colloquial) Arabic. The clausal striectfr Turku is typical for a pidgin: it lacks
obligatory expression of functional elements, it lacks kimg of agreement and case marking, all of
which are present in the superstrate. In the noun phrasky Blmows much substrate influence. The
noun-phrase structure is not typical for pidgins, esphbcialits left-branching character, but seems
strongly influenced by substrate languages. We see, thenTdinku is in fact a mix between typical
pidgin strategies and substrate influence.

A creole based on such a pidgin would most likely show veryilamfeatures’® Now considering
the large area in which Arabic colloquials have develope@ @an only assume that the pidgins and
creoles on which these colloquials are supposedly basetiaus shown an enormous variety. Like
Turku, all of these pidgins/creoles would have shown a migypical pidgins/creole properties and
substrate influences, but all in a very different manner.

We know that the modern Arabic colloquials are all very simih structure. In fact, the clausal
structure of Egyptian Arabic given in (13) is typical for [mmuials in general. This presents an
important incongruity in the pidginization/creolizatiadgheory: how is it that a group of languages
with such a striking structural similarity has grown out dfiat must have been such a diverse group
of creoles. This becomes even more surprising if we takeantmunt that not only the creole base
would have differed, but also the decreolization procesgtook place in the various countries must
have differed. This would be an extra source for divergerateséen the various colloquials.

To make these comments more concrete, let us take a shoratdbk verbal system. A typical
creole verbal system (see, e.g., Holm, 2000) is charaetkby an invariable verbal stem and a small
set of verbal prefixes, basically a grammaticalization ofitwve have seen for Turku. A typical
colloquial Arabic verbal system has two verb stems, whiegh@mjugated for person. One of these
verb stems has verbal prefixes.

These differences between the two systems are very ob\atitere are a few others which are
less obvious. First, the prefixes of a creole verbal systemusaally be combined. However, the
prefixes of the verbal system of an Arabic dialect cannot Inebdoed. An imperfective verb has only
one prefix, it cannot have two.

Another difference is that the unmarked verb form in a créthlat is, the form without any pre-
fixes) has no fixed temporal reference. As Holm (2000, 175-4#kes clear, the tense interpretation
of an unmarked verb depends on the context and on the lexizahimg of the verf?

If we equate the verbal prefixes of the imperfective in caliafjArabic, with the verbal prefixes
of creoles, as | have done here for the sake of argument, tieecowld consider the perfective of
colloquial Arabic the parallel of the unmarked verb form cd@es. However, we see that the use of
the perfective in colloquial Arabic is rather differentiinche use of the unmarked verb in creoles.

There is another aspect that is important. As | just statédirabic colloquials have verbal

2In fact, the Arabic creole Nulfreference!) is (presumably?) based on pidgin varieties that show munhasity with
Turku, and the two languages are indeed very alike.

%0That is, in a narrative context which is known to be in the ppast tense does not have to be marked. Furthermore,
unmarked forms of stative verbs tend to be interpreted aepteéense, because a state is ongoing, whereas unmarkes for
of eventive verbs tend to be interpreted as past tense, $eecaevent takes place at a specific point in time.
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prefixes that combine with the imperfective. In this, they structurally very similatl However, the
specific prefixes that are used, that is, their phonologmah$, differ from one dialect to another.

The difference in phonological form indicates that the masi dialects developed relatively inde-
pendently. This is not unexpected, given the large arealamthtk of means of mass communica-
tions, such as we have today. The structural similaritycatis that the development of the different
dialects, although independent, took place in very sinfdahion.

It does not seem clear, however, how such a large number epémient developments could
have resulted in such similar structures for the variousoqaials if their starting points, that is,
the pidgins/creoles that supposedly formed the input ferdivelopment, were most likely so very
different.

This combination of independent developments and simifactiral output seems to be possi-
ble only if boththe circumstanceand the starting points of the developmental processes atugrio
locations were similar to a large extent. This is much momesistent with a situation such as that
proposed by¥mohammed!), who argues that the modern colloquials are the result oftapa suc-
cessful attempt at unguided second language learning diié&kay the original inhabitants of the
conquered lands.

The input for such a process of unguided second languageingas the Arabic spoken by the
Arab conquerors. Their Arabic was by any assumption muckerapiform than a large collection of
creole languages would have beén.

6 Summary

In this paper, | have given an analysis of the Arabic-basddipiTurku. | have shown that the structure
of Turku differs considerably from colloquial Arabic. Indtclause, Turku has typical pidgin-like
features. They also show up in the noun phrase, but therénfthence from substrate languages is
more clear.

| have described the structure of the pidgin with a chomskmandel, which makes the extra
assumption that each grammatical feature can project mfiatthead, but does not have to. In this
way, the structure of Turku can be described as a speciabfasmore general grammatical structure,
rather than as something completely different from “regunguages.

Finally, | have argued that it is unlikely that all modern Aracolloquials have a pidgin/creole
origin. The structural similarities suggest that the stgrpoint for the development of the colloquials
was much more uniform than a large collection of creoles ditikely be.
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