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The current paper examines lexical doublets — synonymous pairs derived from different 

lexifier languages — in seven established mixed languages. It addresses four research 

questions: whether doublet frequency can serve as a quantitative measure of lexical mixture; 

what the semantic distribution of doublets (measured against WOLD borrowed scores) reveals 

about their status; to what extent doublet frequency correlates with the degree of grammatical 

mixing; and how the social functions of doublets vary across different patterns of language 

emergence. Table 1 below provides examples of doublets found in the mixed languages 

discussed in this study. 

Table 1: Doublets in Mixed Languages 

Semantic 

Field 

(WOLD)  Meaning French Cree Michif 

Quantity ‘all’ tout kahkiyaw kuhkiyaw / tout 

Semantic 

Field 

(WOLD)  Meaning Kriol Gurindji Gurindji Kriol 

The body ‘foot’ fut jamana fut / jamana 

Kinship ‘woman’ woman kirri kirri / woman 

Semantic 

Field 

(WOLD)  Meaning Local Quechua Spanish Media Lengua 

Animals ‘dog’ ashku perro ashku / pirru 
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Semantic 

Field 

(WOLD)  Meaning Russian Aleut Medny Aleut 

Quantity ‘one’ один атаӄан odin / ataqan 

 

The study draws on the Swadesh‑100 list as a uniform diagnostic tool for seven mixed 

languages: Angloromani, Media Lengua, Medny Aleut, Old Helsinki Slang, Michif, Light 

Warlpiri, and Gurindji Kriol. The Swadesh list, despite its limitations in part-of-speech 

distribution — a relevant factor for Michif, for instance — provides a cross-linguistically 

comparable lexical sample. Moreover, its use does not imply the application of comparative-

historical methods, which yield misleading results when applied to contact languages. Lexical 

information was gathered from specialised dictionaries, descriptive studies, and previously 

published Swadesh lists. The investigation proceeds along four analytical dimensions: (i) 

establishing doublet frequencies; (ii) assessing their semantic distribution via WOLD 

Borrowed Scores; (iii) examining correlations with grammatical mixing typologies; (iv) 

interpreting sociolinguistic functions. 

The results fall into the core observations. First, the proportion of doublets is consistently 

predicted by how the language came into being, not by how long ago it emerged — a finding 

at odds with Auer’s (1999) diachronic model. The highest figures belong to Gurindji Kriol and 

Light Warlpiri, both developed from code‑switching. Michif, a product of language 

intertwining, shows a moderate level. The lowest range characterises languages shaped by 

relexification or its mirror‑opposite variant1 — Media Lengua, Angloromani, and Medny 

Aleut. Old Helsinki Slang falls between the latter two, reflecting its interpretation as 

paralexification. Second, doublets do not distribute evenly: they cluster precisely in those 

semantic domains known to resist lexical borrowing, such as body parts and kinship 

terminology (WOLD scores 0.17–0.23). This inverse relation to general borrowability suggests 

that doublets are not fleeting borrowings but entrenched elements of the core lexicon. Third, 

the incidence of doublets tracks the depth of structural mixing. Languages with substantial 

grammatical input from both sources display high doublet counts; those with a sharp division 

                                                
1 I use the term ‘mirror-opposite relexification’ following Croft [2003] and Chlenov [2021] to describe the pattern 

observed in Angloromani and Medny Aleut, where — in contrast to classical relexification (lexical replacement 

with grammatical retention) — the lexicon of the ancestral language is preserved. I have discussed this 

terminological choice in more detail in a previous study [Gridneva: forthcoming], arguing that it captures the 

systematic relationship between these languages and the better-known relexification type. 



between grammar and lexicon show few. This pattern extends to the pragmatic level (iv): in 

code‑switching‑derived varieties doublets function as active sociolinguistic resources, while in 

relexification‑derived systems they remain largely inert. 

The findings indicate that lexical doublets are not marginal or irregular phenomena, but rather 

systematic features of mixed languages. Their frequency and distribution are shaped by the 

specific historical and sociolinguistic conditions under which a given language emerged, and 

remain stable once the variety has been conventionalised. This does not support Auer’s (1999) 

hypothesis that lexical variation necessarily diminishes over time. The analysis suggests that 

doublet patterns can serve as a diagnostic tool for the typological classification of mixed 

languages.  
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