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SPECIFICITY OF CONTRASTIVE FOCUS REDUPLICATION (CR) IN MODERN ENGLISH

The article explores a relatively new and understudied phenomenon of contrastive focus reduplication (CR), its essence and typical
features as well as specificity of its use in a language regarding socio-linguistic and socio-cultural aspects. The author clearly distinguishes
between the notions of “pure” reduplication and CR, as the latter refers us to a certain “default” category to which an object belongs.
In writing CR is represented as one word, reduplicated items can be spelt with a hyphen or capital letters, CR instances can be given in
quotation marks, or any of the above-mentioned graphical means can be combined. Structurally, CR targets nouns, verbs, adjectives,
adverbs, prepositions, pronouns and lexicalized expressions or whole phrases.

The paper has determined that the prototypical understanding of the objects mentioned in such constructions may differ in various
cultures, bordering with the stereotypical perception of these objects. Sometimes it proves impossible to find out the exact difference between
the prototype and stereotype. It has been established that CR gradually transgresses the bounds of usage exceptionally in the colloquial
language, and now is more and more used in the written sources. In perspective, it seems promising to single out socio-cultural and
structural differences of this phenomenon in English and Ukrainian, as well as to specify its pragmatic potential in both languages.
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Kozym Cséimnana Bacunigna,
Kanouoam Qinono2iuHux Hayk, OoyeHm Kapeopu aneniicovkoi ginonoeii,
Jlvgiscokuii Hayionanvuul ynieepcumem im. 1. @panka

OCOBJIMBOCTI KOHTPACTUBHOI PEAYIIIIKAIIl B CYUACHI AHIVIIACBKIN MOBI

Y cmammi posenanymo sionocho Hoge 1t manooocniodcere asuge konmpacmuenoi pedynuixayii (KP), tioeo cyms i xapakmepHi pucu,
a makodic cneyuiky 1020 SUKOPUCIAHHSL 8 MOBI 3 YPAXYBAHHAM COYIONIHSGICMUYHUX MA COYIOKYIbMYPHUX ACNEeKmis. Aemop uimko pos-
MedHcogye nonsimms “‘uucmoi’”’ pedynuikayii i KoHmpacmugnoi pedyniikayii, OCKinbKu came OCManHs iocunae 0o max 36anoi “oegponmmuoi’”
Kame2opii, 00 Kol Harexcums nesHuti 00 ’exm. Ha nucemi konmpacmugna pedyniikayis npeocmagiena 00HUM CLO80M, PeOVIIIKOSAHUMU
eneMenmamu uepes oeqhic, HanUCana GeNUKUMU NIMePaAMU, MAIeHbKUMU JTMepamu Kypcuom, 63ma 8 IAnKu 4u 6UKOPUCMOBYEMbC KOMOI-
Hayis OeKibKOX 13 nepeiiyenux spapiunux 3acoois. CmpykmypHo KOHMpAcMuHa pedyniikayis. OXONII0€ IMEHHUKU, OIECI08d, NPUKMENHU-
Ku, NPUCTIBHUKU, NPUUMEHHUKY, 3AUMEHHUKY, d MAKOIIC JIeKCUKANIZ308aHI CIOB0CNONYYEeH s YU Yili ¢pasu.

Bemanosneno, wo npomomunne yasnenns npo 06 ’€kmu, SKi 32a0YI0MbCsl Y Yux KOHCMPYKYIAX, MOICE GIOPIZHAMUCS 6 PI3HUX KVIbIY-
Pax, MedCYIodU 3i CIepeomuntuM YaeieHHsIM npo yi 06 ekmu. 3’scysamu yimky 6IOMIHHICIb MIdC NPOMOMUNOM MA CMepeomunom iHooi
ne moocaugo. Konmpacmusna pedyniuikayiss Rocmynogo guxoO0ums 3i cghepu 621CUBAHHS GUKTIOUHO 8 POZMOSHIN MOSI | 3apa3z éce Oinbute 3a-
CMOCOBYEMBCS HA NUCLMI. Y nepcnekmusi 6U0aemvcsi Yikasum 3 ’acy8amu COYioKYIbmMypHi ma CmpyKmypHi 6i0MiHHOCII 00CIIOHCYBAHO2O
ABUWA 8 AHTTUCHLKIN MA YKPATHCHKIL MOBAX, BUSHAYUMU 020 NPAZMAMUYHUL NOMeHYIal 8 000X MOBAX.

Kniouosi cnosa: peoynnixayis, konmpacm, npomomun, kamezopis, cyoKxame2opis, po3MOGHA AHSNIUCLKA MOBd.

Certain phenomena in modern linguistics arise due to constant development of languages as “living organisms” which evolve
virtually every day. Some phenomena remain within one language, whereas others spread, growing into language universals. Scholars
exploring modern English claim that constructions known as contrastive focus reduplication (CR henceforth) have exceeded the
limitations of a single language and can now be found in English, German, Italian, Ukrainian and many other languages.

CR is a relatively new phenomenon since the earliest examples from the corpus with these language units in British and
predominantly American English date back to the 1990s (Hohenhaus, 2004; Kajitani, 2005; Widlitzki, 2016), and the term itself
was coined in the early 2000s in a Boston university paper appropriately nicknamed “the salad-salad paper” by J. Ghomeshi, R.
Jackendoff, N. Rosen and K. Russell (Ghomeshi et al., 2004). Unfortunately, we have no exact data as to when CR appeared in other
languages, because there are practically no studies into it, for instance, in the Ukrainian language. Therefore, the aim of this paper
is to determine what CR is, to analyze its structure, to examine peculiar cases when CR is applied and the limitations of its use,
as well as to explore the pragmatic potential of reduplicated units and socio-cultural implications of using them. In this paper our
observations will be exemplified with instances of CR found in contemporary TV series and everyday life conversations, and the
Corpus of English contrastive focus reduplications, compiled in 2014.

When it comes to reduplicating certain elements, we have to clarify the difference between ‘pure’ reduplication and CR. Thus,
E. Moravcsik defines reduplication as “a pattern where the double or multiple occurrence of a sound string, syllable, morpheme, or
word within a larger syntagmatic unit is in systematic contrast with its single occurrence, with the iterated elements filling functionally
non-distinct positions” (Moravesik, 1992: 323). In other words, we can either have a repetition of the whole meaningful constituent
(total reduplication) or a repetition of part of a constituent (partial reduplication). Examples of the former include such lexical items
as boo-boo, yum-yum, etc., and the latter can be illustrated with lexemes like flip-flop, zigzag, knick-knack etc. Apparently, the
repeated language units perform their primary function of intensity and iteration. Cross-linguistically, reduplication may typically
serve to make plurals, to show distributivity, continuous or habitual aspect, to express variety, augmentativity and diminutivity or to
convey various other kinds of derivational meaning (e.g. agentive nominal) (Moravcsik, 1992: 323).
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Meanwhile, CR (otherwise called “the double construction” by N. Dray, “identical constituent compounds” by P. Hohenhaus,
“lexical cloning” by Y. Huang, “CF-reduplication” by M. Song and C. Lee etc.) can be defined as a considerably more complex
notion. First and foremost, it does not simply boil down to technical repetition of some elements. Thus, CR is determined as “a
phenomenon of colloquial English, denoting the prototypical instance of the new reduplicated expression or singling out a member
of subset... that represents a true, real, default or prototypical instance” (Song, Lee, 2011: 444), as illustrated in (1):

(1) I’'ll make the tuna salad, and you make the salad-salad. (Ghomeshi et al., 2004: 308)

In fact, the classical definition of CR associating it predominantly with the colloquial use of a language seems to be rather
categorical, since recently we have come across a number of CR examples even in written sources:

(2) Himenpka sk iHO3eMHA BHKIIQJAETHCS TUTBKU B aJaNTaIlifHAX KiacaX, B PEryJsIPHUX II€ 3BHYAiHA «HIMEIbKa-HIMEI[bKaY,
Maibke 6e3 rpamaruku). [German as a foreign language is taught only in adaption classes, in regular ones this is common “German-
German”, virtually with no grammar] (Cmipina)

The given example (2) provides a rather clear explanation of what “German-German” is about, employing a typical structural
CR pattern — “X, not XX”. Thus, by this the author of the blog wants to make sure people understand here that they will learn
conversational German, not grammar. Interestingly, another contextual interpretation of “German-German” is eliminated here
thanks to this “X, not XX”-model, meaning that the German language spoken, for instance, in Switzerland or Austria is clearly not
even to be considered here.

Graphically, CR can be marked in various ways (to collect the examples from TV shows the subtitles were used). The database
of examples that we have at our disposal includes a bulk of hyphenated samples (the overwhelming majority of cases) or reduplicated
elements spelt as one word. I some cases we can have single words reduplicated, while many others have whole phrases used for CR:

(3) Could you please write it down? But please, use paper-paper, not your computers. (from a lesson in the US)

(4) A: It happened just the same, but this time it was dumping rain and there was a lion.

B: Whoa. A lionlion?

A: Yes, Dorothy, and it was roaring in my face. (The Manifest, season 3, episode 9)

(5) ...after we had finally BROKE-IT-OFF-broke-it-off, | found out he had bought me an engagement ring. (Corpus)

Sometimes phrases containing CR are spelt with capital letters (6), the first element can be even used with inverted commas (7)
or we may even have a combination of both (8):

(6) Wait, is that a CANNON cannon? (The Resident, season 5, episode 13) [a real cannon is meant]

(7) A: Conrad confessed to everything to Daniel before the interview.

B: “Everything” everything? (Revenge, season 1, episode 18) [‘everything’ refers to the whole truth]

(8) A: I’'m thinking of the beach.

B: OK, a beach. OK, well, what kind of a beach?

A: It’s a— you know, the — a BEACH-beach. (Corpus) [a typical beach]

Structurally, CR targets virtually every part of speech — nouns (9), verbs (10), adjectives (11), adverbs (12), pronouns (13),
proper names (14), lexicalized expressions and even whole phrases (15):

(9) He’s my brother. Well, not my BROTHER-brother. (Corpus) [a fraternity brother is meant]

(10) A: You should still go rock climbing without me. Because 1’1l pray you don’t fall and shatter every bone in your body.

B: I never fall! I mean ‘fall-fall’. (The Resident, season 6, episode 5) [to fall means ‘to break something’]

(11) That’s OK. I’'m familiar with these young ladies. Well, I'm not FAMILIAR-familiar... I know them. (Corpus) [being familiar
means to know about someone, not being introduced to them]

(12) A: Take this down to graphics and add it to my chart, all right?

B: After I...

A: Now.

B: What about the...

A: Hey, NOW-now, man. (Corpus) [immediately, not later]

(13) Like many, I’ve fallen into an Internet romance — many compelling e-mails and instant messages exchanged with an
attractive, captivating woman.... She confesses to loving the literary me, but not the ME-me. (Corpus) [not a real me, someone
artificial or embellished]

(14) A: Jared is dating Sarah.

B: Sarah-the-Major ’'s-daughter-Sarah?

A: Yeah. (The Manifest, season 3, episode 8) [specifying that it was the woman mentioned previously, dating whom was highly
unlikely for Jared]

(15) A: I’ve come up with a ten-point plan for getting her [A’s ex-girlfriend] back.

B: What, like revenge?

A: No, getting her back. Not GETTING HER BACK-getting her back. Getting her back. Number one: take her on holiday.
(Corpus) [being a couple again]

In some cases we can even come across grammatical changes to the second reduplicated item, for instance the plural (friend-
friends) or adding the -s ending in the third person singular (die-dies).

Since the time when the notion of CR was first introduced in the scholarly papers, there has been a debate between scholars
with two views on the nature of CR. Some researchers claim that CR forms express the prototypical instance of a property or some
individual concepts (‘salad-salad’ referring to a green salad) (Song, Lee, 2011; Ghomeshi et al., 2004; Bross, Fraser, 2020; Lee, Lee,
2007). Meanwhile, the others point out that the prototype-based interpretation of CR can fall short in several aspects. For instance,
L. Whitton proves that the same CR items may have different meanings in different contexts (Whitton, 2006). Moreover, this
means that the context-related nature of CR makes it inconsistent with the prototype-based analysis. In many cases it proves really
challenging to determine which exemplar(s) of a category should be viewed as prototypical. For example, let us analyze a Ukrainian
sentence with CR (16):
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(16) Bona taka disuunxa-oisuunxa! [She is a girl-girl!]

As a matter of fact, this sentence serves as a perfect illustration of another crucial aspect of CR, namely the socio-cultural element
of such lexical items. Thus, does the interpretation of what a prototypical girl is differ in various cultures? In our survey, we have
asked native American and Ukrainian speakers what their understanding of a prototypical girl was and, surprisingly, the answers
differed. In Ukrainian culture, we typically perceive “a girl girl” as someone who likes pink, wears cute dresses and usually plays
with dolls. Meanwhile, the Americans would imagine “a girl girl” as the one having typical female romantic interests, someone
dating men. In other words, default notions to which the speakers refer by saying “a girl girl” may vary significantly.

Furthermore, here arises an extremely interesting question as to whether contrastive focus reduplication refers us to a prototype
or a stereotype, as far as the perception of a typical female is very much culture-bound. All the answers given by the native Ukrainian
and American speakers as to their interpretation of this word can hardly lead us to a clear-cut differentiation between a prototype of
a girl and a stereotypical perception of a representative of this gender.

Therefore, one can make a logical conclusion that CR cannot refer us to a prototype that is constant and unchangeable, and the
interpretation of cases with CR proves to be largely context-dependent. Moreover, according to M. Song and C. Lee, “even without
a particular context, CF-reduplications have their own denotation(s) based on common beliefs of the speech community in default
contexts, which enables us to analyze the semantics of the phenomenon” (Song, Lee, 2011: 446).

Apart from that, the scholars doubt the dimensions of CR, claiming them to be “ad hoc and weak” (Song, Lee: 446). However, we
are not inclined to agree with such generalizations, we would rather specify that the dimensions of CR “in many cases are ad hoc and
weak”. In other words, if we compare the following examples we will definitely see that in (17) there must be only one underlying
dimension (as far as the place referred to as “here” cannot have multiple interpretations and is available from the context, as shown
in curly brackets in (17)), whereas in (18) one could have a number of them (e.g. a building of a bank vs an online bank or a bank
vs an ATM machine):

(17) a. {She was here, in this room, in this house.

b. She was here, but not here-here exactly. (The Manifest, season 4, ep. 14.)

(18) Do you want to go to the BANK-bank? (Corpus)

Analyzing what CR is associated with we can arrive at a conclusion that CR can either refer to a category as a whole or
a subcategory of a category. For instance, in this dialogue between a married couple, recently separated and now living apart,
‘COFFEE-coffee’ denotes a category of a ‘beverage brewed from roasted coffee beans’, the context being clear:

(19) A: Maybe you’d like to come in and have some coffee?

B: Yeah, I’d like that.

A: Just COFFEE-coffee, no double meanings. (Corpus)

/CONTEXT 1: a process of Context 2: a romantic Context 3: a discussion \
drinking coffee relationship

a beverage
brewed from

an opportunity to
discuss important

a reason fo invite
somebody to

your place matters while

drinking coffee

roasted coffee
beans

- /

Figure 1. Prototype structure of a ‘COFFEE’ category.

On the contrary, there prove to be numerous examples with CR that refer us to a number of categories of a category, as in (20):

(20) A: Do they have food over there?

B: Sure, they’ve got chocolate over there, but not real FOOD-food. (Corpus)

Thus, ‘FOOD-food” here definitely denotes something you can satisfy your hunger with (a nutritious substance) rather than sweet
things that can give you only a short-term relief from hunger.

CAT: FOOD
SUBCAT: SUBCAT:
a something
nutritious sweet
substance

Figure 2. Prototype structure of a “FOOD” category
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Therefore, analyzing the nature and representation of the phenomenon of contrastive focus reduplication in English, we have
come to a conclusion that it has an enormous potential in the sphere of colloquial language, but at the same time is exceeding its
boundaries and spreading into written language, especially blogs or newspaper and magazine articles. Moreover, the use of CR
raises a controversial question as to what CR refers to — a prototype or a stereotype. Whereas structural specificity of CR seems to be
rather transparent and relatively well-researched, the pragmatic nature as well as its socio-linguistic and socio-cultural implications
(especially in contrast with other languages rather than English) are still to be explored.
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