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Sandra Birzer

7. Competing constructions and language contact: Slavic discourse-
structuring elements on the basis of non-finite verba dicendi

Abstract: Based on corpus data from Croatian, Czech, Polish and Russian, this paper explores the role of language
contact in the historical development of “discourse structuring elements” (DSEs) based on non-finite verba dicendi
such as Croatian iskreno.ADV govoreci. AP ‘frankly speaking’ or Czech uprimné.ADV Feceno.PTCP.SG.N ‘honestly
speaking (lit. spoken)’ and assesses the development with regard to grammaticalization, lexicalization and
pragmaticalization. All four languages feature two non-finite verb forms as formants. One of them is the adverbial
participle, which functions as a formant in all four object languages and may thus be considered the originary
Slavic construction. The second verbal formant, namely the past participle passive in Croatian and Czech (e.g.
Croatian iskreno.ADV receno or Czech upiimné.ADV receno ‘frankly speaking) and the infinitive in Russian (e.g.
tak skazat’ ‘so to say’) has arisen via pattern replication from the source languages German and French
respectively. Polish, in contrast, features the perfective adverbial participle as a second formant, but in earlier
stages used matter replication from Latin (e.g. generalnie. ADV vs. ogdlnie. ADV mowigc ‘generally speaking’) to
fill the adverbial slot of the construction.

In all object languages, only one of the two verbal formants is part of a semi-productive construction. Which
construction becomes semi-productive depends on language-internal factors.
On the synchronic level, the DSEs fulfill four domains of function:

a) pragmatic (e.g. Russian cestno govorja ‘frankly speaking’);

b) contextualization (e.g. Czech receno jazykem teologie ‘speaking (lit. said) in the language of theology’);

¢) quotative indexing with the prototypical construction govoreci / receno + noun.ins+ noun.gen (e.g. Croatian

govoreci rjecnikom sv. Pavla ‘lit. speaking in the language of St. Paul’);

d) direct speech marking with the help of “plain” govoreci, which only occurs in Croatian.
The DSEs with contextualising or quotative functions predominantly show a behaviour that is indicative of a
grammaticalization process, whereas the DSEs from the pragmatic domain display a behaviour typical of
lexicalization with regard to integrity and paradigmatization. Their paradigmatic and syntagmatic variability and
the leap-like increase of DSEs in the 18% and 19" centuries neatly fits in with co-optation, but rather not with
grammaticalization (which Heine 2013 claims to necessarily follow co-optation). Since the development of the
DSEs based on non-finite verba dicendi as an entire group cannot be encompassed by the analytical apparatus of
grammaticalization, lexicalization and pragmaticalization research so far, we propose to apply Beijering’s (2012)
model of composite change. This model allows to form four clusters of DSEs, whose features are characteristic
for grammaticalization, lexicalization, pragmaticalization and co-optation respectively, with the latter forming the
interface between the clusters.

Keywords: discourse-structuring elements, Croatian language, Czech language, Polish language, Russian
language, grammaticalization, lexicalization, pragmaticalization, co-optation, corpus-based study

0 Introduction

The study of discourse-structuring elements (DSEs) — known in the respective individual Slavic
philologies under such different terms as Polish komentarz metatekstowy ‘metatextual
comment’, Croatian diskursivan marker ‘discourse marker’, Czech diskurzni marker ‘discourse
marker’ or diskurzni castica ‘discourse particle’ or Russian modal 'naja castica ‘modal particle’
— has a long tradition in Slavic studies. This contribution focuses on a specific subtype of
discourse-structuring elements, namely those with a non-finite verbum dicendi as basis, and
addresses the role of language contact in their historical development. To this end, we will relate
Czech data from the historical subcorpora of the Czech National Corpus (henceforth CzNC) to
the results of previously conducted studies on Russian (Birzer 2012, 2013), Polish (Birzer
2017a, b) and Croatian (Birzer 2018a).

This paper is structured as follows: Section 1. provides a cross-linguistic survey of the
distinctive features of DSEs, whereas section 2. addresses methodological issues. Section 3.
explains how the DSEs for this study were identified in the individual object languages and
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what con- and divergencies they display. On this basis, we will draw conclusions on the role of
language contact in their historical development (section 4.) and finally, we will discuss
whether the emergence of this specific type of DSEs can be characterised as a process of
grammaticalization, lexicalization or pragmaticalization (section 5.).

1 Discourse-structuring elements on the basis of non-finite verba dicendi

Metatekst and discourse are probably the two buzz words that mark the beginning of this branch
of research. At the same time, they stand symbolically for the orientation of Eastern (cf. the
seminal publication Wierzbicka 1971) and Western linguistic schools (cf. Schiffrin 1987). To
make things worse, a multitude of terms circulate for the object of study — e.g. discourse marker,
discourse particle, Polish komentarz metatekstowy ‘metatextual comment’, Croatian
diskursivan marker ‘discourse marker’, Czech diskurzni castica ‘discourse particle’ or Russian
modal’naja castica ‘modal particle’, to name but a few. As these terms are sometimes
ambiguous and do not offer any coherent defining criteria,' delimiting the object of study is a
challenge. Consequently, we have chosen to refer to our object of study as discourse structuring
elements (DSEs) and to develop a catalogue of criteria for identifying DSEs. We have opted
for this term as element neither implies membership in a particular word class nor a specific
syntagmatic size; at the same time, discourse-structuring covers the following usage contexts
(cf. the case study Birzer 2015a):

- the marking of reformulations within the narration (cf. del Saz and Fraser 2003),

- the distinction between actual narration and the speaker’s attitude to events in the

narration, introduced by a reformulation marker,

- the distinction between narration and quotations embedded in it,

- marking the resumption of narrative strands or the introduction of digressions.
All the units termed so differently (for the different terms and the underlying line of
argumentation cf. e.g. Fraser 1996, 1999; Fischer 2006; Grochowski 1986a, 1986b, 1998;
Grochowski, Kisiel and Zabowska 2014 to mention just a few) occur in these contexts. The
term DSE is thus to be understood as a neutral term, which is not restricted to our object of
investigation in the narrower sense, i.e. DSEs based on non-finite verba dicendi, but also
includes the units previously referred to as discourse markers, pragmatic markers or discourse
particles (and their translation equivalents in various Slavic languages).

The characteristic features for identifying DSEs are graded into a) general features that apply
to all kinds of DSEs and b) features that are specific to DSEs based on non-finite verba dicendi.
The latter derive from the (morpho)syntactic specificities of this subgroup. The general features
largely correspond to the features described by Rathmayr (1985) for particles in the function of
pragmalexemes. In their discussion we will also draw parallels to approaches from general
linguistics or to linguistic research on other, non-Slavic object languages.

General features of DSEs are:
a) syntactic integration into an utterance (host utterance).

This criterion is important to set off DSEs from clauses or sentences with discourse
structuring function: Fischer (2006: 8-9) points out that even whole sentences can have

! As an example of ambiguity, consider the statement in Grochowski, Kisiel and Zabowska (2014: 26—27): “Nalezy
jeszcze raz podkresli¢, ze partykulami w przyjetym tu rozumienui nie sg tym samym wyrazy i morfemy figurujace
na listach “partykut” w gramatykach szkolnych” [It should be stressed once again that particles in the sense applied
here do not equal to the words and morphemes included in the lists of “particles” in school grammars — translation
S.B.]”. Since the various terms used in the respective national philologies and their implications are discussed in
Birzer (2012) for Russian, Birzer (2018a) for Croatian and Birzer (2017a) for Polish, we will refrain from
discussing them here.



discourse structuring functions and thus the total set of all discourse structuring constructions
is theoretically infinite. Fraser (2006: 189) also mentions syntactic integration as a fundamental
characteristic. Two features proposed by Rathmayr (1985), namely irrelevance to the
proposition and the lacking possibility to function as answer of focus questions, imply that
Rathmayr also assumes syntactic integration as general feature of DSEs.

However, it must be pointed out that syntactic integration is only a relative one, as can be
seen in the positioning of enclitics: In Croatian, enclitics display the so-called second position
placement, i.e. they follow after the first syntagma. If the syntagma consists of several (stressed)
elements, an enclitic may also split it and the enclitic will follow after the first stressed word.
The latter is recommended in the Croatian standard; however, as Reinkowski (2001) shows, the
implementation is subject to variation. Exceptions also apply to clause-initial phrases, since
enclitics cannot be attached to elements that are separated by an intonation pause — represented
by a comma on the orthographic level — from the rest of the clause (Reinkowski 2008: 132).
Likewise, enclitics cannot be placed after long initial phrases (‘heavy constituent constraint’
according to Radanovi¢-Koci¢ 1996: 435). Since this syntactic behaviour is relevant for DSEs
in general and applies to our subgroup in particular, one may expect that DSEs do not host
enclitics, which in turn can be taken as an indication for weak syntactic integration. The data
from the HNK 30 corpus (http:/filip.ffzg.hr/cgi-bin/run.cgi/first form) support this
assumption: The clitic reflexive pronoun se does not occur after the DSE, but another phraseme
(1). Similarly, only the full forms of personal pronouns occur after the DSE (2-3), while the
clitic forms follow another phraseme (4); the same behaviour is found with the clitic forms of
auxiliaries (3, 5):

(1) Croatian
Iskreno govoreéi  mi se bunimo protiv toga predsjednika ...
frankly speaking we.NOM  REFL  rebel.PRS.1PL  against this president

‘Frankly speaking, we are rebelling against this president.’
(HNK 30 corpus, text f02003br61¢c11517)

(2) Croatian
On je tamo sasvim zadovoljio, ali iskreno govoredi, njega
he was quite satisfied there, but frankly speaking him.FF
bismo vise voljeli vidjeti u veznom redu, jer su mu kapaciteti mnogo veci.
we would prefer to see in the midfield because his capacities are much higher
‘He was quite satisfied there, but frankly speaking, we would prefer to see him in the
midfield because his capacities are much higher.’
(HNK 30 corpus, text gs20030502sp20088)

(3) Croatian
Iskreno receno, meni je na neki nacin drago da se ovdje stalno nesto dogada -
honestly spoken me.FF  It’s dear in a way that something is happening all the time
rekla nam je ta starija gospoda.
this elderly lady told us
‘Honestly, it’s dear to me in a way that something is happening all the time — this elderly
lady told us’
(HNK 30 corpus, text gs200207110s12181)

(4) Croatian
Iskreno govoreci ve¢ me Jjako dugo neki roman nije tako uzbudio
honestly speaking  yet me.CF  how long some novel has not excited so much



pa jos prvijenac.
and it’s still the first novel

(5) Croatian
Iskreno receno, nadali SMo se pobjedi, ...
honestly spoken hope.PTCP.PL  AUX.IPL REFL.ACC.CLITIC  victory.DAT

‘To be honest, we hoped for a victory, ...”
(HNK 30 corpus, text vj20001023sp02).

Czech clitics, in contrast, behave differently from the Croatian ones, as they take the position
immediately after the DSE, both in intrasentential (6) and sentence-initial position (7). Quite
interestingly, our corpus research provided roughly ten times more matches of non-detached
DSEs than DSEs detached from its host clause via punctuation (8-9).2 One may cautiously
interpret this as an indication that the Czech DSEs are possibly integrated more closely into
their host clause than the DSEs in the remaining object languages:

(6) Czech
A pak, kdyz zatarasi cestu automobilu, maji moznost chytit bud amerického turistu,
and then , when they block the path of a car , they have the opportunity to catch either

amerického turistu, nebo bohatého jehoz predkove, mirné Feceno,
Spanéla,

an American tourist or a rich Spaniard whose ancestor.NOM.PL  mildly spoken
se meéli chovat lip.

REFL.ACC.CF have.PTCP.PL behave better

‘And then, when they block the path of a car, they have the opportunity to catch either
an American tourist or a rich Spaniard whose ancestors, to put it mildly, should have
behaved better.’

(Bradbury, Ray. 1989. Kaleidoskop a jiné povidky.)

(7) Czech
Piesné receno, mé Zeny moc nepritahuji.
strictly spoken ~ me.ACC.CF woman.NOM.PL very not_attract.PRS.3PL

‘Strictly speaking, I’'m not really attracted to women.’
(Murakami, Haruki. 2015. Bezbarvy Cukuru Tazaki a jeho 1éta putovani).

(8) Czech
Up¥imné ieceno  mi pripada, Ze je z tebe cela rozrusenda.
honestly spoken =~ me.DAT.CF  seem.PRS.3SG Sshe’s upset with you.
‘Honestly, I think she’s upset with you.’
(Cole, Martina. 2013. Bestie)

2 Examples are taken from the syn2020 subcorpus of the Czech National Corpus with the help of the following
queries:

[tag="D.*"] [word="tfeCeno"] [word="se"]

[tag="D.*"] [word="tfeCeno"] [word=","] [word="se"]

[tag="D.*"] [word="tfeCeno"] [word=","] [tag=".H.*"] 4 matches

[tag="D.*"] [word="tfeCeno"] [tag=".H.*"]44 matches

[tag="D.*"] [word="se"] [word="feceno"] and [tag="D.*"] [tag="_H.*"] [word="teCeno"] gave no matches
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(9) Czech
Upiimné ieceno mé to fakt vystrasilo.
honestly spoken me.ACC.CF DET.NOM.SG.N indeed scare.PST.SG.N

‘Honestly, it really scared me.’
(LaBanova, Elizabeth. 2014. Esej o tragédii.).

Now, with regard to the criterion of phrasal length in particular, one could argue that it has no
informative value with regard to syntactic integration, since phrasal length does not generally
correlate with the degree of syntactic integration.

In this context, the data on the Polish enclitic conditional marker by are very valuable, since
in Polish initial phrasemes do not show deviant behaviour and phraseme length also has no
effects (cf. Hansen 2010: 345 on the positioning of the conditional marker by). In relation to
DSEs, by shows the same behaviour (10) as Croatian clitics:*

(10) Polish
Prawde mowigc nigdy by-m tam nie chodzit ...
truth.Acc speak.AP never COND-1SG not go there

‘Honestly speaking, I would never go there.’
(NKJP, R. Dudek. 1997. Migsny ksiaze.).

We may deduce from the discussion that in all object languages, syntactic integration into the
utterance can be observed for DSEs, but is actually weak. A possible explanation is provided
by the two following features:

b) irrelevance to the proposition and, consequently, the possibility of syntactic elimination (cf.
Rathmayr 1985: 42).

This feature is also mentioned by Fraser (2006: 189), which underlines its general validness
beyond Slavic data.

c¢) Impossibility to function as an answer to a focus question (cf. Rathmayr 1985: 72).

Within the group of generally valid features of DSEs, features a)—c) once again form a
subgroup of their own, since they are valid without restriction, while the following three
features d)—f) are also generally valid, but individual groups of DSEs require their differentiated
consideration.

d) Lack of negatability (cf. Rathmayr 1985: 72)

It is important to note that DSEs based on verba dicendi comprise several components, so in
theory, different negation scoptis are possible — on the one hand, over the DSE as a whole and,
on the other hand, over one of the DSE components. If, in addition to the verbum dicendi, at
least one more component is autosemantic — as is the case with the constructions ADVERB +
ADVERBIAL PARTICIPLE, ADVERB + PARTICIPLE E and ADVERB + INFINITIVE — a partial negation
scopus is indeed possible (Polish mowigc nie delikatnie, a szczerze ‘speaking not mildly, but
frankly’ resp. Croatian ne blago, a iskreno receno ‘speaking (lit. said) not mildly, but frankly’
resp. Russian ne mjagko, a cestno skazat’ “speaking (lit. to speak) not mildly, but frankly’).*

e) DSEs cannot be under stress (cf. Rathmayr 1985: 72).

Most possibly, Rathmayr’s work on particles inspired her to develop this criterion: Particles
usually have relatively little phonological substance, which favours the absence of stress (which
in turn is a feature of cliticization; several particles, e.g. Russian Ze ‘yet’ have undergone
cliticization). When it comes to DSEs based on verba dicendi, their mere phonological

3 Unless otherwise noted, all data on Polish come from the Polish National Corpus (NKJP, www.nkjp.pl).
4 For a detailed explanation see Birzer (2018, 2017b).
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substance alone allows to presume the existence of secondary stress. This becomes even more
apparent when we take into account the potential involvement of partial negation, which puts
the focus and, consequently, stress on the DSE constituent introduced by a “but’, e g. mowige
nie delikatnie, a szczerge “speaking not muldly, but frankly’.

f) Acumulation with other DSEs (cf. Rathmayr 1985: 72).

Just like particles, DSEs may also accumulate. Especially noteworthy 1s the function of
concretizer (Konkretizator) described by Mendoza (2009: 983), which secondary connectors,
mcluding DSEs, may assume in relation to primary, multifunctional cojunctions. This function
mvariably leads to the accumulation of DSEs (in connective function) and may also encompass
conjunctions proper. Likewise an accumulation of DSEs and particles is also possible_ cf (11)7

(11) Polish
Szczerze mowige  fo chyba nie ma sensu ...
honestly ADV  speak AP thisNOM  probably PART doesn’t make sense
“To be honest (lit. honestly speaking), this probably doesn’t make sense. .’

(NKJP, Trybuna Slaska, 2002-05-21).

2 Methodology

To understand how the chosen methodology 1s motivated and how it shapes the research object
(cf. section 3.), 1t 1s necessary to give a brief outline of the state of research.

The existing literature on DSEs can be roughly divided into three main streams. While
Western literature 1s mainly interested in pragmatics (see, for example, Fraser 1996, 1999,
2006), hingwstic schools from Eastern Europe, especially from Poland (cf, among others,
Wierzbicka 1971; Grochowski 1983, 1986a) are rather concerned with aspects of text
linguistics. Due to the proximity between pragmatics and semantics, 1t 15 hardly surprising that
m the field of system linpwistics attention 1s paid primanly to semantic issues (cf eg
Mosegaard-Hansen 2006; Nyan 2006). Morphosyntactic aspects, on the other hand, are either
not addressed at all or are described in an madequate manner (the analyses of on the one hand
— on the other hand by Fraser (2006) and of fechnically by Itam (1995) are symptomatic).

Since this contribution pursues a panchronic approach and traces how parenthetical DSEs
based on mfinite verba dicendi developed, morphosyntactic and semantic aspects play a central
role: Synchronically, the DSEs present themselves as (predomunantly) multifunctional
parentheses whose individual functions are closely linked to specific syntactic and semantic
contexts. In addition, the explications for the mdividual functions are linked to one another by
semantic bridges, so semantic maps (cf. Birzer 2015a) can be drawn. The syntactic development
of DSEs 1s characterized by the loss of clause status, for which the loss of subject co-reference
or control 1s symptomatic. Finally, historical language contact lead to replicated constructions
m all the languages studied. However, with regard to morphosyntax, the resulting constructions
differ depending on the specific contact situation.

We may state that a morphosyntactic description of DSEs 1s still lacking for both synchrony
and diachrony. Their historical semantic and pragmatic development has hardly been addressed
as well. In Slavic historical linguistics, only Nikolaeva (2008) on the development of particles
deserves mention. Furthermore, hingwistic typology has begun to study discourse-structuring
parentheses in more detail only a short time ago (cf. Dehé and Kavalova 2007; Kaltenbéck,
Heine, and Kuteva 2011).

We opted for a corpus-based approach to analyse the DSEs based on non-fimte verba
dicendi. Usmg corpora 1s indispensable as the relevant contexts for describing the development

? For details on Russian and Polish, see Birzer (2015a); on Croatian, see Birzer (2018).



of DSEs can hardly be found in dictionaries or grammars: On the morphosyntactic level, the
loss of clause status is the main characteristic of non-finite verba dicendi developing towards
DSEs. Thus, it is essential to find bridging contexts in which the morphosyntactic behaviour of
the respective verba dicendi oscillates between that of a clausal predicate and the component
of a DSE. However, instances of oscillating behaviour are hardly represented in grammars and
dictionaries since grammars and dictionaries with their inherent normativity usually provide
only prototypical examples.

The number of annotateddiachronic corpora varies for our object languages, as does the
coverage of centuries and the amount of tokens available for each century. For Russian and
Czech we used the diachronic subcorpora of the respective National Corpora, for Polish we
used the PolDi and the KorBa corpus and a plain text collection from Bibliotheka pisarzy
staropolskich (http://www.staropolska.pl/bibliografia/bps/index.html). For Croatian we used
the historical subcorpora of the Croatian National Corpus and the CroDi corpus. Plain texts can
be used because the texts need to be searched for a very limited number of non-finite forms of
the respective verba dicendi in order to trace the development of the DSEs based on them.

Consequently, corpus data form the main source of our database, but traditional, qualitative
sources such as dictionaries or grammars are also consulted as supplementary resources.

3 Constructions studied in the object languages

In the following, we will discuss the properties of the constructions to be studied and their
relevance for methodological and theoretical issues. Mainly data from Russian will be adduced
as illustrative material; the data from Polish, Czech and Croatian display similar behaviour, so
the findings on Russian can be generalised.

The first reason for choosing DSEs based on SAY or SPEAK is frequency, which in turn is
linked to the productivity of the respective construction and the degree of its “constructiveness”.
Thus, in Russian, in addition to the DSEs based on skazat’ ‘say.INF’ and govorja ‘speak.AP’,
there are other DSEs with non-finite bases such as zabegaja (e.g. zabegaja vpered ‘jumping
ahead [lit. running ahead]’), rezjumiruja ‘summarize.AP’ or podvedja (itog) ‘draw.AP (a
conclusion)’, of which rezjumiruja can be considered a verbum dicendi in the broadest sense.
A search query targeting these DSEs in the osnovnoj korpus (main subcorpus) of the Russian
National Corpus yields an exorbitantly higher token frequency of DSEs based on SAY and
SPEAK (Tab. 1).°

¢ The constructions shown in the table were also searched in reverse linearity of the components. The query for
rezjumiruja ‘summarize.AP’ deliberately contained no object, since a previous query had shown that the adverbial
participle with object complement occurs only in the function of secondary predication. With regard to sentence
position, the default setting was that the queried string of elements must be framed by a punctuation mark
immediately preceding respectively following the string. This ensured the parenthetical status of the matches and
excluded as much data noise as possible. Since this query provided only one match for rezjumiruja, another query
was made with only one punctuation mark immediately preceding the adverbial participle. Because the queries
were intended to give a first, rough picture of the data, we refrained from manual postprocessing as the query
syntax ensured a low proportion of data noise. Since all queries were conducted in the same corpus, the conversion
to wpm was dispensed with.
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IAbsolute token frequency
ADV + skazat® ‘say.INF’ 4389
IADV + govorja ‘speak.AP’ 6550
zabegaja ‘run.AP’ + ADV 149
podvedja ‘draw.PFV.AP’ + ACC 17
podvodja ‘draw.IPF.AP’ + ACC 31
rezjumiruja ‘summarize.Ap’ 128

Table 1. Absolute token frequency in the osnovnoj korpus of the Russian National Corpus

Furthermore, if we consider the items represented by each variable (e.g. ADV), more than 40
adverbials form DSEs based on skazat’ ‘say.INF’ (cf. Birzer 2013) and over 100 adverbials form
DSEs based on govorja ‘speak.AP’ (cf. Birzer accepted, where a similar ratio is also described
for Polish, and Birzer 2018a for Croatian). In contrast, for zabegaja ‘run.AP’ only the
collocation zabegaja vpered ‘jump.AP (lit. run.AP) ahead’, possibly modified by neskol ko
‘somewhat’, nemnogo ‘a bit’, sil 'no ‘strongly’ etc. and for podvedja ‘draw.PFV.AP’ the doublets
podvedja.PFV.AP |/ podvodja.lPF.AP itog.GEN.PL / itogi.ACC.PL ‘drawing conclusions’ are
attested. In the case of rezjumiruja ‘summarize.AP’, we are even not so much dealing with
collocations but rather with a wide range of syntagms that co-occur with the adverbial participle
(12—14). It is also noteworthy that rezjumiruja has obviously not (yet) abandoned co-reference
with the first argument of the matrix sentence, although impersonal matrix sentences like (12)
are also possible. Thus, the range of syntagms co-occurring with rezjumiruja cannot be
explained by the fact that rezjumiruja is part of a discourse-structuring construction with high
productivity, but by its status as a secondary predicate, whose arguments are realized in various
syntactic forms. In contrast, the DSEs based on SPEAKING and SAYING form a
(semi)productive subgroup of all DSEs, and for this very reason their analysis is much more
promising:

(12)  Russian
Rezjumiruja izloZennoe vysSe, prichoditsja priznat’, cto problema stracha smerti u
podrostkov i junoSej poka ostaetsja ves 'ma zaputannoj.
‘Summarising the above, it must be acknowledged that the problem of death in
adolescents and young people is still very confusing.’
Summarising the above, it must be acknowledged that the problem of death in
adolescents and young people is still very confusing

(13) Russian
Rezjumiruja ne sliskom veselye promeZutocnye itogi analizov izotopnogo sostava
vody v kometach, avtory stat’i v Science resilis’ sdelat’ ves’'ma otvetstvennoe
umozakljucenie: ...
‘Summing up the rather unpleasant interim results of analyses of the isotopic
composition of water in the comets, the authors of the article in Science dared to draw
a highly responsible conclusion: ...’
(T. Oganesjan. Tajna zemnych okeanov // “Ekspert”, 2015)

(14) Russian
Kak by rezjumiruja vse éti fakty, odin iz ispolnitelej zakljucaet: ...



‘As if to summarise all these facts, one of the performers concludes: ...’
(Zapis’ LiveJournal (2004)).

Let us now also consider the loss of co-reference in the two other DSE types discussed above.
For podvodja/podvedja itog/i ‘drawing conclusions’, the majority of instances features
impersonal matrix clauses or matrix verbs with a non-canonical subject (15); there are also
srather rare cases where co-reference is at least doubtful (16).” We may interpret this as
evidence that podvodja/podvedja itog/i is loosing clause status. In the case of zabegaja ‘jump.AP
(lit. run)’, co-reference with the first argument of the matrix clause exists no more (17), as is
also the case with the DSEs based on SPEAKING and SAYING:

(15) Russian

Podvedja itogi, nuzno skazat’, ¢to kazdoe vystuplenie soprovozdalos’ burej suetlivogo
vostorga i optimisticeskim gromom aplodismentov, ¢to, estestvenno, svidetel stvuet o
polnom edinodusii prisutstvujuscich.

‘To summarise, each presentation was accompanied by a storm of frantic enthusiasm
and optimistic thunder of applause, which naturally indicated complete unanimity
among those present.’

(S. Dovlatov. Remeslo. Povest’ v dvuch &astjach. Cast’ 1. Nevidimaja kniga (1976))

(16) Russian

. on i formuet éti mini-modeli, a podrucnye potom uvelic¢ivajut ix do razmerov
gigantskix kamennyx orjasin. Kamorka ego tesnaja, pod masstab figurok. U steny,
kak glavnyj naturscik, beleet ogromnyj cerep mamonta s malen’kimi dyrami glaznic i
Cej-to pozvonok razmerom v umyval nuju rakovinu. Eto XX vek, podvodja itogi,
uprjamo i skrupulezno iscet svoju ideju, naxodit provaly, zaciscaet nerovnosti gipsa
skal ’pelem.
‘So he shapes these mini-models, and his assistants then scale them up to the size of
giant, clumsy stone figures. His closet is cramped, to the scale of the figures. By the
wall, like his main artistic model, a huge mammoth skull with small holes in its eye
sockets and some vertebra the size of a washbasin are gleaming white. It is the
twentieth century, summing up, stubbornly and scrupulously searching for its idea,
finding the gaps, mending the unevenness of the plaster with a scalpel.’
(A. Voznesenskij. Na virtual'nom vetru (1998))

(17)  Russian
1, zabegaja vperéd — éto byl pervyj i poslednij incident s mestnym naseleniem za vsju
nasu poezdku.
‘And, jumping ahead — this was the first and last incident with locals on our entire
trip.’
(Otc¢ét o velosipednom pochode (2001)).

Thus, the loss of clause status is a criterion for demarcating core and periphery among the DSEs.
The semi-productive constructions on the basis of SPEAKING and SAYING form the core.

If it comes to verb semantics, rezjumiruja ‘summarize.AP’ is used in its direct meaning,
whereas podvodja | podvedja ‘draw.AP’ and zabegaja ‘jump.AP (lit. run)’ are instances of
metaphorical use. When SPEAKING and SAYING occur as element of DSEs, their original

7 In example (16) it remains unclear whether the narrator draws the conclusion that the situation in the artist’s
closet represents the state of affairs by the end of the 20" century — which would be an instance of lacking co-
reference — or whether the (anthropomorphized) 20 century, looking back and taking stock, re-evaluates ideas
etc.
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semantic component ‘oral articulation’ erodes (for more details, see Birzer 2012a). Both
metaphorical use and semantic erosion are indicative of a grammaticalization process. Thus,
analysing verb bases exhibiting semantic erosion will also be instructive for grammaticalization
theory.

Verb semantics is also indicative of the registers the respective DSEs are used in. The verb
rezjumirovat’ ‘summarize’ itself as well as the DSE rezjumiruja ‘summarize.AP’ are typically
used in texts representing the concept of written form (“konzeptuelle Schriftlichkeit” according
to Koch and Oesterreicher); the same also applies to the DSEs based on zabegaja and podvedja
/ podvodja. Yet the DSEs based on SPEAKING and SAYING are not restricted in their usage
contexts. A restricted usage context also seems to correlate with a limited number of functions:
while the former DSEs serve primarily topic management, most of the latter are polyfunctional
(cf. the explanations below and Birzer 2015a).

Summing up the findings from the previous paragraphs, we may conclude that the DSEs
based on SPEAKING and SAYING form the core of the DSEs based on non-finite verba
dicendi, as they combine high usage frequency, (semi)productivity, polyfunctionality and the
loss of clause status. From the perspective of Construction Grammar, the core DSEs are an
interesting research object because of their (semi)productivity and the competition between two
construction types (in Russian the two types feature the non-finite bases skazat’.INF ‘say’ and
govorja.AP ‘speak’ respectively), which will be explained in more detail below. In the light of
grammaticalization theory, the observed loss of clause status as well as the semantic erosion
are worthwhile investigating.

In addition to the theoretic considerations, the core DESs also lend to a diachronic corpus
study much better than the DSEs from the periphery: The verbs with the meaning SPEAK and
SAY, beginning with Old Church Slavonic glagolati ‘speak’ and resti ‘say’, are consistently
attested on the historic stages of all object languages and can be traced even in an untagged
corpus. Thus, they offer the possibility of an encompassing panchronic analysis.®

As mentioned above, we may observe two different morphosyntactic patterns for the DSEs
at the synchronic level of each object language. The representatives of the two formation
patterns compete with each other; one of the two patterns is semi-productive and has a higher
number of representatives. Formations with the imperfective adverbial participle occur in all
four object languages. In Russian, they represent the more productive pattern compared to
formations with the infinitive (i.e. kstati govorja.AP vs. kstati skazat’.INF ‘by the way (lit. by
the way speaking / to say’); in Polish, they are semi-productive in contrast to isolated lexicalised
items featuring the perfective adverbial participle (e.g. prawde mowigc.AP.IPF ‘honestly said
(lit. telling the truth)’ vs. prawde powiedziawszy.AP.PFV ‘honestly said (lit. having said the
truth)’). Croatian DSEs based on the imperfective adverbial participle compete with those based
on the past participle passive (e.g. iskreno govoreci.AP.IPF ‘honestly speaking’ vs. iskreno
receno.PTC.PASS ‘honestly said’); the pattern with the passive participle is semi-productive. The
situation in Czech resembles that in Croatian, but in a more pronounced form: the imperfective
adverbial participle (called transgressive in Czech grammaticography) has been retained in a
single lexicalized DSE, namely tak rikajic.AP ‘so to say (lit. saying so)’, whereas the
construction based on the past participle passive is the productive pattern for all other DSEs
(e.g. uprimné Feceno.PTCP.PST.PASS ‘frankly speaking (lit. spoken)’ or jinak
Feceno.PTCP.PST.PASS ‘in other words (lit. otherwise spoken)’, but also tak
FFeceno.PTCP.PST.PASS ‘so to say (lit. said s0)’).° The role of language contact in the development
of this competitive situation will be discussed in section 4.

8 Whenever the term DSE will be used in the following, it will refer to the DSEs based on non-finite forms of SAY
and SPEAK, unless indicated otherwise.

° For our corpus analysis we used the syn2020 subcorpus of the Czech National Corpus. The query for identifying
DSEs matching the pattern ADV + 7ikajic.AP was [tag="D.*"] [word="tikajic"]; the second, very simple query
[word="tikajic"] confirmed that tak rikajic is the only DSE based on #ikajic and that #ikajic occurs almost
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At the synchronic level, the functional areas of the DSEs can be roughly divided into
connectivity, the expression of speaker’s stance, topic management (e.g. the introduction of
digressions) — which will be summarised below under the label pragmatic functions —, the
discursive contextualization of (parts of) a statement, the marking / ascription of quotations
(quotative function) and the use as a filler. Constructions with morphosyntactically different
modifiers are prototypical for specific functional areas (Table 2).!°

functional area(s) prototypical construction
pragmatic functions ADV + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI
connectivity (17)

expression of speaker’s stance (18)
topic management (19)

filler (20)

discursive contextualization of (parts of) a ADJ.INST + LANGUAGE.INST + NON-FINITE
statement (21) VERBUM DICENDI

marking / ascription of quotations (quotative | LANGUAGE.INST + PROPER_NAME.GEN +
function) (22) NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI

Table 2. Assignment of prototypical construction patterns to the functional areas of DSEs

(17) Croatian
... nacionalizacija, konfiskacija, eksproprijacija . . . ukratko receno — ozakonjena
otimacina, [se] rastegnula na mnoge hektare najbolje zemlje ...
“... nationalization, confiscation, expropriation ... in short — legalized seizure, has
extended itself over many hectars of best land.”

(HNK 30, text gs20021023sb14745)

(18) Polish
Malownicza zakopianska zima przerodzita sie w wiosenne roztopy. Szczerze
mowiqc, wole skrzypigcy snieg pod stopami niz bloto ...
“The picturesque Zakopane winter has turned into a spring melt. To be honest, I
prefer the creaking snow underfoot to the mud ...
(NKJP, My “Polish Diary” // Dziennik Polski, 2002-02-01)

(19) Russian

Ja ... byla preprovozdena v vannuju komnatu. — Kran sil 'no ne otkryvajte, — velela
Anja, — zabryzgaete vse, i mylo akkuratno poloZite. Ja ogljadela vystroennye po
ranziru, ideal’no vytertye banocki i flakonciki, polotenca, strogo parallel’no
visjascie na suske, fen, pomescennyj v special nuju podstavku, i ponjala: sud’ba
zanesla menja k klassiceskoj staroj deve. Voob§ce govorja, damy, nikogda ne
vychodivsie zamuz, ne imevsie ni detej, ni ljubovnikov, k opredelennomu vozrastu
raspadajutsja na neskol’ko grupp. Odni pylajut strasnoj nenavist’ju ko vsemu
Zivomu ... Drugie, naoborot, prevrascajutsja v cadoljubivych tetusek,
vospityvajuscich plemjannikov. Tak vot, vtorye, kak pravilo, bodrye optimistki,
naplevatel ’ski otnosjasciesja k domasnemu chozjajstvu. ... Zato pervye prevrascajut
Cistotu v fetis.

exlusively as part of this DSE, i.e. the function of secondary predicate is defunct. DSEs with the pattern ADV +
FeCeno.PTCP.PST.PASS were searched with the query [tag="D.*"] [word="tfeCeno"]. The search was conducted in
March 2023.

10 Here “prototypical” means that the given construction fulfills this function in the majority of or even all object
languages, although it is not necessarily the construction used most frequently for expressing the given function
in the respective object language.



‘I ... was escorted to the bathroom. — “Don’t open the tap too much”, Anja told me,
“you’ll splash everything, and place the soap carefully”. I looked at the ranked,
perfectly wiped pots and bottles, at towels, hanging strictly parallel on the dryer, a
hair dryer, placed in a special stand, and realized: fate has brought me to a classic
old maid. Generally speaking, ladies who have never married, had no children, no
lovers, and are of a certain age fall into two groups. Some are blazing with a terrible
hatred for all living things ... Others, on the contrary, turn into child-loving aunts
raising their nephews. Well, the latter tend to be cheerful optimists who don’t give
a damn about the household. ... But the former turn cleanliness into a fetish.’
(RNC, Dar’ja Doncova. Dollary carja Gorocha (2004)).

(20) Russian
Nu tuut vspominaetsja legenda/ vob§ce grja o samane// éta legenda u kogo/ u
évenkov po-moemu/ u kakich-to severnych narodnostej//
‘Well, there’s a legend that comes to mind // generally speaking about a shaman//
that legend is of whom / of the Evenki I think / of some northern peoples //°
(RNC, Beseda ob oborotnjach // Zivaja re&’ ural’skogo goroda, 1989).

(21) Polish
Jako bardzo wazna persona, a wiec mowigc dzisiejszym jezykiem — VIP, odtqd
wszedzie mial mu towarzyszy¢ ochroniarz.
‘As a very important person and therefore, speaking in today’s language, a VIP, he
was henceforth to be accompanied everywhere by a bodyguard.’
(NKJP, Janusz Rolicki. 2002. Edward Gierek: zycie i narodziny legendy).

(22) Czech
Tento zZivocich byl ,,problémovy krokodyl“, Fe¢eno jazykem urednikii.
“This animal was a “problem crocodile”, in the language of the officials.’
(CzNC, TextID nati1909:2).

The DSEs with the functions of discoursive contextualization and marking / ascription of
quotations are monofunctional (in the sense that they feature no pragmatic functions), have a
compositional semantic structure and feature specific prototypical constructions. In contrast,
many DSEs of the type ADV + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI combine several functions and are
semantically rather opaque. Quite noteworthy, this dichotomy also continues when it comes to
the functions of larger classes of DSEs: the function of quotation marking (and possibly also
that of quotation contextualization) relates to quotativity, i.e. a grammatical category, while the
other functions are pragmatic in nature. This raises the question whether the exponents of the
respective functions result from different processes of language change, namely
grammaticalization, lexicalization or pragmaticalization, or whether they represent a process
that combines elements of grammaticalization and lexicalization (cf. Beijering 2012). This will
be discussed in section 5.

The range of pragmatic functions a DSE can fulfill is determined by the meaning of its non-
verbal element — prototypically an adverb. In each of the object languages the respective
(semi)productive construction that forms DSEs with pragmatic functions has produced around
100 DSEs. In order to grasp how semantics and pragmatic functions correlate, semantic
explications for all DSEs of the type ADV + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI were created following
the model of the Moscow Semantic School (this and the following cf. Birzer 2018b).
Additionally, the non-verbal elements of the DSEs were grouped into semantic hyperclasses.
In the literature on discourse and pragmatic markers, there is disagreement as to whether all
pragmatic functions of a DSE can be derived from one semantic explication, or whether each



pragmatic function requires a semantic explication of its own (for a more detailed account of
the problem, see Birzer 2015a). Since our explications only served to identify subgroups of
DSEs with the same pragmatic function, we opted for one (schematised) explication per DSE.
Given around 100 DSEs with pragmatic functions in each object language, even this was not
feasible for all object languages. Since new pragmatic functions often arise in oral language
use, we used Polish DSEs with pragmatic functions to exemplify our approach, since Polish is
one of the object languages whose national corpora also features a sub-corpus of oral texts.

It turned out (cf. the online available explications in Birzer 2018c) that the non-verbal
elements can be assigned to four semantic hyperclasses RELATION, EVALUATION,
COMPARISON and STRUCTURE, with each semantic hyperclass providing a specific range
of functions. Thus, DSEs of the hyperclass COMPARISON have connective function, while
the representatives of the hyperclass STRUCTURE combine the functions of topic management
and the expression of speaker’s stance. The hyperclass EVALUATION has the functions of
connectivity and expressing speaker’s stance; in addition to these functions the hyperclass
RELATION may also serve topic management (cf. Diagram 1).!!

Functional topic reformulating speaker’s stance
sphere management connective
Individual introduction; introduction hedging filler
functions EXCUrsus; evaluation of

introduction a situation

of additional

information;

resumption of

a topic
Semantics Pand Qshare Pand Qrelate evaluationQ  evaluation Q @
(P and Q are features to each other relatesto P is not
variables generally valid
representing
semantic
arguments in
the
explication)
Semantic STRUCTURE COMPARISON  STRUCTURE
hyperclass [—r e ————— »—

EVALUATION
M — — — — — — — O — — »
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Diagram 1. Relationship between the functions of pragmatic DSEs and the semantic
superclasses of their non-verbal elements.

4 Language contact

As has been mentioned above, language contact is the most likely reason why two (competing)
patterns for the formation of DSEs exist at the synchronic stage of all object languages. As a
rule, one patterns is (semi)productive and has a higher number of representatives. As
constructions with the imperfective adverbial participle occur in all object languages (albeit
with varying functions and usage frequency), they can be considered to be of genuinely Slavic
origin. In Russian, they represent the (semi)productive pattern compared to formations with the

' For details refer to the case study Birzer (2015a), in which a representative of the semantic hyperclass
RELATION, namely Polish ogdlnie mowigc ‘generally speaking’ and its Russian counterpart voobsce govorja
‘generally speaking’, were analyzed for their polyfunctionality.



infinitive; the latter offers a parallel to the contact language French, where DSEs are also formed
on the basis of infinitives, e.g. a vrai dire.INF ‘honestly speaking’ (lit. ‘to say honestly’).

In Polish, the construction with the imperfective adverbial participle is also (semi)productive
in contrast to the formation pattern (a)by X powiedzie¢.INF ‘in order to say X’ and isolated
lexicalised formations based on the perfective adverbial participle (e.g. prawde mowigc.AP.IPF
‘speaking honestly (lit. speaking the truth)’ vs. prawde powiedziawszy.AP.PFV ‘honestly said
(lit. having told the truth)’). German, which has been in contact with Polish for centuries,
features the construction um nicht zu sagen X ‘not to speak about X’ (lit. ‘in order not to say
X”), which can also be traced back to a final clause construction exploiting the infinitive.

In Croatian, DSEs based on the imperfective adverbial participle compete with those based
on the past participle passive (e.g. iskreno govoreci.AP.IPF ‘honestly speaking’ vs. iskreno
receno.PTCP.PST.PASS ‘honestly speaking (lit. said)’); the latter pattern is the (semi)productive
one. German is also an important contact language for Croatian. Quite noteworthy, the situation
in the two languages is parallel: German also has DSEs based on the past participle passive
(ehrlich / kurz / genauer gesagt PTCP.PST.PASS ‘honestly / briefly / more precisely speaking (lit.
said)’ etc.), which is the (semi)productive pattern for forming DSEs in German.'?

A similar pattern can be observed with Czech and its contact partner German. The
construction based on the past participle passive is the (semi)productive pattern in Czech (e.g.
uprimné receno.PTCP.PST.PASS ‘frankly speaking (lit. spoken)’ or jinak receno.PTCP.PST.PASS
‘in other words (lit. otherwise spoken)’ and displays a structural parallel to its German
counterpart. Czech is probably the Slavic language that has had the longest and most extensive
contact with German (cf. among others Berger 2014). In the following, we will use Czech data
to illustrate how the influence of language contact can be traced.

For reasons of space, we will restrict our literature survey to the role of language contact in
the development of DSEs. Since DSEs are characterised by specific morphosyntactic properties
and, in addition, the question of whether their development is a case of grammaticalization,
pragmaticalization or lexicalization is to be investigated, we chose the replication model
(originally designed by Heine and Kuteva 2005) from a multitude of language contact models
(for an overview from a Slavicist perspective cf. Rabus 2013: 36-56). It explicitly adresses the
relation of language contact phenomena to grammaticalization theory (Heine and Kuteva 2003).
Sakel (2007) develops the model further by distinguishing pattern replication — the equivalent
of Heine and Kuteva’s grammatical replication — from matter replication and by discussing
possible interactions between both types of replication. Finally, using typological data, Matras
(2007a) provides borrowing hierarchies for function word types, e.g. for conjunctions, and the
markers of grammatical categories.

Studies from general linguistics show that language contact exerts significant influence on
the inventory of discourse markers (cf. foremost Matras 1998, 2007b). For items with
connective function — a property of many DSEs — Matras observes the following behaviour in
language contact situations:

a. Connective particles are prone to direct borrowing (i.e. replication of form), particularly
from a dominant language [...].

b. Connectivity structures that operate at the level of the entire organization of the complex
clause are prone to replication of that organization pattern. Such convergence or pattern
replication occurs under the influence of a dominant language, but also in linguistic areas
(where relations of prestige and dominance may not be obvious). What is replicated here
is primarily the rules of form-function mapping, the ordering of elements and their
grammatical meaning. In other words, we are dealing here with the replication or fusion of

12 Ttalian is also an important contact language for Croatian. In the present case, however, it is more likely that
German was the decisive contact language, since the Croatian and German constructions are identical in function
and morphosyntax: both are based on the participle passive, while their Italian equivalent, exemplified e.g. by a
dire.INF il vero ‘actually (lit. to say the truth)’, is based on the infinitive.



constructions (in the sense of Construction Grammar; cf. Goldberg 1995; Croft 2001).
(Matras 2007b: 68).

From a formal point of view, the DSEs under investigation undoubtedly belong to Matras’s
type b. However, it needs to be clarified whether the respective DSEs are the result of language
contact and, if so, whether they actually constitute pattern replications. In general, historical
pattern replications in Slavic have received greater attention rather recently. For example,
Wiemer and Hansen (2012) offer a first overview of contact-induced grammaticalization in
Slavonic. Berger (2009) on the absentive as a result of German-Czech language contact and
Zumstein (2012) on the con- and divergences between Old Church Slavonic and Greek passive
constructions show that replicated constructions may be object both to a a narrowed range of
use (Berger 2009) and a further differentiation of their functions (Zumstein 2012). The volume
Mendoza and Birzer (2022a) presents instances of contact between the Slavic vernaculars and
the biblical languages Greek, Latin and Old Church Slavonic.

Many language contact models have in common that language contact is assumed to take
place in a face-to-face situation. This assumption also applies to the replication model and to
Matras’ studies of DSEs in language contact situations. This can be explained by the fact that
that these contact models stem from the realm of language typology. They are grounded in the
synthesis of data collected from languages of particular typological interest, often
encompassing less(er)-known languages with scant, if any, written records. Consequently,
researchers rely on synchronous (oral) data to construct models. This weakness is already
pointed out by Rabus, who notes that

Situationen denkbar und auch im hier interessierenden Bereich historisch attestiert [sind], in
welchen die Bedingung der direkten Interaktion mehrsprachiger Sprecher auf Diskursebene nicht
gegeben ist, aber trotzdem kontaktinduzierter Sprachwandel festzustellen ist. [...] Die Ursache
hierfiir ist der Kontakt der Zielsprache mit einer kulturell und soziolinguistisch dominanten
Schriftsprache, auch im Rahmen von Ubersetzungen.

[Situations can be imagined and have been historically attested in our area of interest [inner-Slavic
language contact — S.B.] to which direct interaction of multilingual speakers at the discourse level
does not apply as condition, but in which contact-induced language change can nevertheless be
observed. [...] The reason lies in the contact of the target language with a culturally and
sociolinguistically dominant written language, also in the context of translations. [translation —
S. B.] (Rabus 2013: 66).

In the case of contact between the Slavic languages and representatives of other language
families, this type of language contact is even more pronounced. In the following, we will use
the term “literacy contact” proposed by Verkholantsev (2008) and refined by Rabus (2013),
which denotes “language contact caused not by oral interaction but by the transmission and
reception as well as translation of written texts [...]” (Rabus 2013: 66). Mendoza and Birzer
(2022b) is a first attempt to systematize the the various settings and outcomes of literacy contact
in Slavic in a coherent approach.

Our present study may be considered a fragment in the larger mosaic of (historical) literacy
contact. Its contribution to theoretical questions is rather limited. As previously mentioned, our
primary hypothesis revolves around whether the competitive dynamics between constructions
for forming DSEs can be interpreted as a consequence of language contact.

Rabus (2013: 64) posits that language contact can also amplify “certain developments,
certain internal linguistic predispositions in the target language.” We will explore this
phenomenon, known as the catalyst effect, in our data: after the replication of DSE-specific
constructions, which lead to competition between the originary Slavic and the replicated
construction, the number of DSEs based on these constructions increases drastically around the



turn of the 19th century (Birzer 2012a, 2017b, 2017c). We hypothesize that this increase is an
instance of the catalyst effect.

4.1 Historical development of DSEs and the role of language contact

There is a historical explanation for the competition of constructions on the synchronic stage in
which language contact and extralinguistic factors play a decisive role. Before the results of
language contact are compared across languages, we will give a brief outline of the historical
development in Russian, Polish and Croatian; Czech data will be discussed in more detail, as it
has not been considered in previous publications.

Already in Old Church Slavonic a construction consisting of two verba dicendi serves to
mark rendered speech and quotations. One verbum dicendi is semantically complex and denotes
the manner of articulation (e.g. moliti sja ‘to pray’), while the second one is semantically less
complex (glagolati ‘to speak’ and resti ‘to say’, ‘to speak’) and marks the beginning of the
speech rendition or the quotation. The second verbum dicendi may bear the form of participle
(to be reanalysed as adverbial participle much later in the individual Slavic languages) or aorist
(mainly of resti ‘say’). One may assume that the influence of Greek has fostered the
establishment of this construction, since syntactic and morphological similarities can be found
in Old Church Slavonic and Greek parallel texts (cf. Birzer 2012b).

(23) | a. | Greek
Ko avoi&og 10 oToua a0TOD
CONJ open.PTCP.AOR.NOM.SG.M DET.ACC | mouth.ACC | his
£01daoKeV avTovg | Aéyav,
teach.IMPERF.3SG | them say.PTCP.PRS.NOM.SG.M

b. | Old Church Slavonic

i otvr-z- ousta SV0e

CONJ open.PTCP.PST.NOM.SG.M mouth.ACC REFL.POSS.ACC
oucaase Jja gle: ... (Codex Zographensis)
teach.IMPERF.3SG | them | say.PTCP.PRS.NOM.SG.M

‘And he opened his mouth, and taught them, saying: ... > (Matthew 5:2; King
James version)

4.1.1 Russian

In Common East Slavic and Middle Russian the situation is quite similar to that in Old Church
Slavonic, but first signs of the further development can be observed in Middle Russian: Deictic
adverbs are attested as modification of the second verbum dicendi and in some cases, the second
verbum dicendi “detaches” from its partner and moves into the clause or sentence which it
marks as rendered speech or quotation, i.e. if it constitutes a non-finite verb form its status as
secondary predicate is lost (for this and the following cf. Birzer 2012a):

(24) | Common East Slavic [assumptions about when the end of the world will approach]
A spizavyj ., Zr-calo”, | to jako gadaniem- | poloZi;
and | write.PTCP.PST.NOM.SG | “Zr-calo” | as guessing assume.3SG
7000 let, | glagoljaj sice: Po domyslu ubo réSay
7000 years | speak.AP SO by conjecture | for decide.PST.3PL
Mnozix, glagoljusce;: poneze v- 6 dnej s-tvoren- byst’ mir- sej,
many.NOM | speak.PTCP.PRS.NOM.PL | because this world was created in 6 days




i skoncavaemé ubo Sestoj tysjasci byti i skoncanie miru:

the end of the sixth millenium must also be the end of the world
sl-gasax Ze ti, rece;.
lie.PST.3PL but those speak.AOR.3SG
‘Guessing, the author of “Zr-calo” presumes 7000 years, saying: ‘“Reasoning
deductively, many had decided that, as the world had been created within six days, the
end of the sixth millenium must also be the end of the world; yet they lied, he said [...]””
(Poslanie Gennadija loasafu)

Over the time, the verbal forms that can be used as markers narrow down to the imperfective
adverbial participle: In the 18th century, the verb resci ‘to say’, ‘to speak’ falls out of use
altogether; the adverbial participle glagolja ‘saying’ is used only in archaic texts to mark direct
speech and eventually gets out of use completely. By that time, the adverbial participle govorja
‘speaking’ occurs not only with deictic adverbs, but can also be modified with a limited number
of other adverbs. These adverbs show a semantic parallel to the adverbs used in French to form
DSEs based on the infinitive parler ‘to speak’. At the same time, Russian DSEs based on the
infinitive skazat’ ‘to say’ are attested for the first time, which can be interpreted as a pattern
replication from French (cf. Birzer 2013). The contact modes with French were both literacy
contact and, to a more limited extent, face-to-face contact, so the bilingual persons very likely
had receptive and productive skills in both oral and written form (the relevant literature often
points out that French educators and correspondence in French were quite common in Russian
upper-class circles, cf. Offord, Ryazanova-Clarke, Rjéoutski and Argent 2015 among others).
Consequently, there is reason to assume that the bilingual persons were — at least to some extent
— aware of the morphological and (morpho)syntactic di- and convergences in French and
Russian, which possibly lead to a catalyst effect on the morphosyntactic level. In the 19th
century, the type and token frequencies (graphs 2 and 3 respectively) for DSEs based on the
adverbial participle increase, while the frequencies for infinitive-based DSEs stagnate (cf.
Birzer 2012: 239-242 for a detailed discussion). We may deduce that the replication of the
French pattern served as a catalyst for the expansion of the genuinely Slavic construction
pattern.
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Graph 2: Type frequencies for DSEs based on the adverbial participle or infinitive (data basis
from the Russian National Corpus; cited after Birzer 2012: 242).
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Graph 3: Token frequencies for DSEs based on the adverbial participle or infinitive (data
basis from the Russian national corpus; cited after Birzer 2012: 241).

By analogy to the construction ADV + AP, the contextualising DSEs of the type ADJ.INST +
LANGUAGE.INST + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI and the quotative DSEs of the type
LANGUAGE.INST + PROPER_NAME.GEN + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI emerge in the 19th
century.

4.1.2 Czech

Since Czech was not included in any of the previous studies on DSEs, this section is somewhat
more comprehensive than those on the other languages.

Research on discourse markers and discourse connectives has quite a tradition in Czech
linguistics (for a short outline of the research history cf. Rysova 2018: 41-44). With the rise of
large annotated text corpora, corpus-based approaches especially to discourse connectives have
moved into the focus of research (cf. Rysovd 2012; Zikanova, Hajicova, Hladka, Jinova,
Mirovsky, Nedoluzhko, Polakova, Rysova, Rysova and Vacl 2015; Poldkova 2015; Rysova and
Rysova 2015; Mirovsky, Synkova, Rysova and Polakova 2017).

Discourse connectives are divided into primary and secondary connectives (cf. Rysova and
Rysova 2018). The latter include DSEs of the type ADV + receno (cf. Rysova 2012: 2804;
Polakové 2015: 54).!% The distinction between primary and secondary connectives is made not
solely on morphological grounds — petrified univerbations are considered to be primary
connectives and “fixed phrases (both grammatically and lexically restricted) that are fully
frozen [...] or that enable only a slight modification” (Rysovéa and Rysova 2014: 454; cf. also
Danlos, Rysova, Rysova and Stede 2018: 73—74) to be secondary ones — but also takes into account
the ability to “express the reference in the surface” (Rysova and Rysova 2014: 456; cf. also
Rysova 2012: 2802), i.e. to syntactically conjunct two sentences or even clauses (instead of
establishing reference to a preceding context of any syntactic size; for a list of all distinctive
characteristics cf. Rysova and Rysova 2014: 458). Usage frequency is not explicitly mentioned
as criterion, but it is striking that the core and periphery according to usage frequency coincides

13 Quite interestingly, Rysova’s (2014) study on the connective usage of verbs of saying does not consider the verb
Fict ‘say’.



with the status of primary vs. secondary discourse connective (cf. Rysovd and Rysova 2018:
28).

There have been only a few investigations on the historical development of discourse
markers and connectives: Based on data from historical dictionaries and the DIAKORP corpus,
Doischer (2015) analyses the development of vzdyt’ ‘after all’. In one of the introductory
chapter Doischer discusses what distinguishes grammaticalization from pragmaticalization, but
does not analyse the development of vzdyt’ from this perspective. Rysova (2017) examines the
historical development of some very frequent primary connectives in Czech and English (with
some references to German) and discusses whether secondary connectives can develop into
primary ones. The DSEs of the type ADV + Feceno are not explicitly addressed. Both questions
are also examined from the perspective of grammaticalization theory; pragmaticalization as a
further explanatory approach is not considered.

Let us now turn to our corpus-based study of the historical development of DSEs in Czech.
The data stem from the following subcorpora of the Czech National Corpus: Diakorp6, KH
Noviny and KH Dopisy as additional ressources for the 19" century and Speeches.

Of the four languages discussed, Czech is the only one where the competition between the
two non-finite verb forms exists already in the first attestations of both forms in discourse
structuring function.' In the 14" century, the present participle active (as predecessor of the
adverbial participle, i.e. transgressive in Czech linguistic terminology) of 7ict ‘say’ occurs as
marker of direct and indirect speech (25). In several cases the participle is modified by tak(to)

3 2

SO

(25) | Old Czech

O tom také pise Nikodemus v svém cteni
about this | also write.PRS.3SG | Nikodemus.NOM in his reader
a tak 7ka, jez dva syny Simeonova,

CONJ | s0.ADV | say.PTCP.PRS.ACT.NOM.SG.M | COMP | two sons of Simon,
Karinus a Alerchius , jsta z mrtvych s Jezukristem vstala ....

Karinus and Alerchius, resurrected from the dead together with Jesus Christ
‘Nikodemus also writes about this in his reader, saying so that two sons of Simon,
Karinus and Alerchius, resurrected from the dead together with Jesus Christ ...’
(X: Pasiondl muzejni (Muz II1 D 44) (R) (1350-1400))

As in the other languages discussed, the modification by tak(o) is the point of departure towards
the development of DSEs, as example (26) impressively shows: the adverb zvldsce ‘especially,
particularly’ expresses the narrator’s conviction that the following quote is the actual wording
and may thus be considered a predecessor of DSEs expressing speaker’s stance:

(26) | Old Czech

Jezis matcé odpoviedase a zvldsce
Jesus.NOM mother.DAT | answer.AOR.3SG | CONJ | in_particular.ADV
takto rka: Matko ma mild, ...

50.ADV say.PTCP.PRS.ACT.NOM.SG.M | my dear mother

b

‘Jesus gave an answer to his mother speaking in particular so: “My dear mother, ...”
(X: Pasional muzejni (Muz 111 D 44) (R) (1350-1400))

14 A favoring factor for the early attestations is the fact that the diachronic subcorpus of the Czech National Corpus
is more comprehensive than the diachronic (sub)corpora that cover the period from the 14th—17th century for the
other languages studied.
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It is worth highlighting that representatives of other discourse structuring functions are also
attested as early as in the 14™ century. (27) is an example of reformulation, and (28-29)
illustrate the first step towards the contemporary reformulation marker cesky receno ‘in plain
words (lit. speaking Czech)’. It is quite noteworthy that in example (26) the reformulation is
integrated into the direct speech, although it provides the Czech equivalent to the original
address and thus constitutes metatext. Quite often, the past participle passive still occurs with
an auxiliary, i.e. as element of a composite final verb form (25-26).

(27) | Old Czech

Ni v Cechdch, ni u Moravé, JjakzZto uceni mistri pravie,

neither in Bohemia, nor in Moravia, as the learned masters say,

ni v Rakusiech, ni v Uhriech, ni u Bavoriech ani v Rusiech,

nor in Austria, nor in Hungary, nor in Bavaria, nor in Russia,

ni u Polaniech, ni v Korutaniech — pravet vesde jeho jmé svetie,

nor in Poland, nor in Carinthia — everywhere his holy name is to reign
kratcé Fkuce, po vSem svété —

more shortly. ADV | say.PTCP.PRS.SG.F | on the whole world —
nikdieZ jemu nenie rovne ...

nowhere is an equal one to him

‘Neither in Bohemia, nor in Moravia, as the learned masters say, nor in Austria, nor
in Hungary, nor in Bavaria, nor in Russia, nor in Poland, nor in Carinthia - his holy
name is to reign everywhere, in short, all over the world - there is none equal to him.’
(X: Mastickar muzejni (R) (1350-1400)

(28) | Old Czech
Tehda krestené [...] jemu jmé vzdeli Prisporeny.
then the Christians gave him the name Prispofeny [endowed with wealth]

To je Ceskym obycéjem

DET.SG.N | AUX.PRS.3SG Czech.ADJ.INST | custom.INST

Feceno Sbozny.

say.PTCP.PST.PASS.SG.N Sbozny

‘Then the Christians [...] gave him the name Pfispofeny. In Czech words, that is
Sbozny.’

(X: Pasional muzejni (Muz III D 44) (R) (1350-1400))

(29) | Old Czech

[...] oni Féchu: | “Rabi, to Jjest Feceno,

they said Rabbi.vOC | DET.SG.N | AUX.PRS.3SG | say.PTCP.PST.PASS.SG.N
mistre, kde bydlis?”

master.voC where do you live?

‘[...] they said: “Rabbi, that is master, where do you live?””’
(X: Zivot Krista Pana (UK XVII A 9) (R))

Instances of textual reference are attested as well (30).

(30) | Old Czech

A to proto, jakZ Jjest diéve
and this is for the reason how AUX.PRS.3SG | earlier.ADV
Feceno, aby za ny vSichni svéti pred bohem prosili.

say.PTCP.PST.PASS.SG.N | that for them all saints would beg before God




‘And this is so for the reason, as has been said before, that for them all saints would
beg before God.’
(X: Pasional muzejni (Muz III D 44) (R) (1350-1400))

From the 15™ century onwards the present participle active of #éci / Fict ‘say’ is attested only
as marker of speech rendering, in some cases modified by the adverb tak(f0) ‘so’. Its usage
frequency declines sharply in the 17" c. Instead, the present participle active of Fikat, the
imperfective aspectual partner of 7%éci / Fict ‘say’, occurs in a discourse-structuring function for
the first time in the 16 century. It marks speaker’s stance (31); in the 17" century it also
functions as a quotation marker of the type s.PREP PROPER NAME.INST Fikajic ‘speaking in the
words of person X (lit. speaking with person X)* (32):1

(31) | Middle Czech
[...] toliko pochovavati mrtvé jest | jako rikajic

to bury so many dead is how say.PTCP.PRS.ACT.F/N
prace nesnesitedina, |...]

an unbearable work

‘Burying so many dead is, so to say, an unbearable task.’

(Hostounsky, Baltazar: Obraceni pohaniiv v Japoné (1585))

(32) | Middle Czech

Téste se, 0, Zeny pocestné, jistou pritomnosti boZi, Fikajice

Rejoice, oh, honorable women, in the sure presence of God, | say.PTCP.PRS.ACT.PL
s Davidem z Zalmu 73:

with | David.INST from psalm.GEN 73

Podlé rady své ved’ mne, BoZe, a potom v slavu prijmes mne.

According to your counsel lead me, oh God, and then you will receive me in glory.
‘Rejoice, oh, honourable women, in the sure presence of God, saying with David in
Psalm 73: According to thy counsel lead me, oh God, and then you will receive me in
glory.’

(Zalansky-Phaeton, Havel: O ctnych manzelkach téhotnych a rodikach kiestanskych
(Strah. knih., BT VIII 6) (1615))

The distribution of functions in the 16" and 17" centuries results from the development of
verbal aspect into a grammatical category:'® the rendered speech acts are part of the narration;
they are episodic (and thus also semelfactive) and are therefore marked by the participle of the
perfective verb #éci / Fict ‘say’. In the 18" century, the present participle of 7*éci / Fict ‘say’ as
marker of rendered speech is out of use. This correlates with the development of binding rules
for punctuation. Speaker’s stance (hedging, i.e. the usage of a downtoning formulation in order
to avoid loss of face on the speaker’s or addresse’s side, forms an aspect of speaker’s stance in
a broader sense) and references to the sources of quotations, on the other hand, do not form part
of the narration, i.e. they are not episodic, and are therefore conveyed with imperfective 7ikajic.
From the 18" century on, the present participle respectively transgressive of #ikat is used
exclusively as hedge in collocation with fak ‘so’, but up to and even in the 19" century it

15 fikajic is used as a proxy for all inflectional forms of the present participle, since the hedging function crystallizes
on rikajic later on.

16 According to Kosek (2014: 158), the development of aspect towards a grammatical category has its climax in
the 15% c.



featured different inflectional forms. The crystallization to the petrified (and sometimes
univerbated) tak Fikajic “so to say (lit. saying so)’ is a result of the 20® century.!”

The functions attested for Feceno “said’ in the 14-16™ centuries remain stable over the centuries.
In the 19% century, as in the other languages studied, the number of DSEs of the type adv +
Feceno mcreases.

If we now compare the Czech structures with those in its contact langnage German, the
following parallels stand out: in German and m Czech, the DSE with hedging function 1s formed
with the equivalent adverbs Czech fak ‘so’ and GER so “so’, respectively. The non-fimte verb
form used — the transgressive in Czech and the infimtive in German — differs from the
mflectional form used in both languages for the (semu)productive formation pattern: both
languages use the participle passive for the latter purpose. The German hedge sozusagen “so to
speak’ results from the univerbation of the three constituents so. zu and sagen;'® in Czech, the
umverbation takfikajic “so to speak’ exists alongside the separate spelling. These parallels in
form and function make it very likely that the Czech DSEs are pattern replications of the
German models.

4.1.3 Croatian

In modemn Croatian, the imperfective adverbial participle govoreci ‘speaking’ occurs n two
major contexts: a) as element of the DSE types ADV + AP and ADIINST + LANGUAGE INST +
NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI and b) in unmodified form as marker of direct speech (22; for this
and the following cf. Birzer 2018a).

(33) Croatian
Pokraj wje bila su prevrnuta djecja kolica, a djevojcica NOM je. AUX.35G
plakala 1LPTCP.5G govoredi AP: “Sto si napravio mojoj mami!?”

'Tn the syn2020 corpus only fak Fikajic is attested, the other two inflectional forms of the transgressive fak + Fikaje

/ Fikajice do not occur.

18 The “Deutsches Textarchiv™ (https://www deutschestextarchiv.de/) contains texts of the New High German

period from the 17% to the 20t century. Our query showed that sozusagen “so to say” — still in the separate spelling

— was used in hedging (1) and reformulation (2) function already in the 17% century. The first instances of

univerbation are documented in the 1840s_ cf (3), well before the first evidence in Czech and still at a time of

intensive (literacy) contact between Czech and German. The last evidence for the separate spelling in German

dates back to 1910.

(1) Diethelm fiihite, was es heifit, sich in schwankender oder gar in verzweifelter Lage zu befinden, da muff man
sich so tn sagen iibers Ohr hauen lassen und thun als ob nichis geschehen wdre, nur um AufSehen und genauere
Nachforschung zu vermeiden.

‘Diethelm felt what it means to be in a shaky or even desperate situation, where you have to let yourself be
taken for a ride, so to speak and act as if nothing had happened, just to avoid a fuss and a more detailed
investigation ”

{Auerbach, Berthold: Die Geschichte des Diethelm von Buchenberg. In Deutscher Movellenschatz. Hrsg. von
Paul Heyse und Hermann Eurz. Bd. 7. 2. Aufl. Berlin. [19107).

Die Zitationen sind so fibernommen wie sie im Korpus gegeben wurden Sie kibnnen gemne der Einheitlichkeit
halber angepasst oder geldscht werden.

(2) In beiden Stdnden der Mensch nur gedacht als Person, so weit er besitzt, eine Darstelling gewissermafen des
fliichtigen Lebensgeistas, der aus der Scholle aufsteiet, die Repréisentation, so 1 sagen, des Ackerdufies.

‘In both states man 15 thought of only as a person, given he has possessions, a representation, in a sense, of the
ephemeral spirit of life that rises from the soil, the representation, so to speak, of the scent of the field.’
{Immermann, Karl: Der Carneval und die Sommambiile. In Deutscher Novellenschatz. Hrsg. von Paul Heyse
und Hermann Kwrz. Bd. 5. 2. Aufl Berlin [1910], 139-273).

(3) Solche psychische Dispositionen kommen unzweifelhaft angeboren, und namentlich angeerbi, sozusagen
hiufig eben als Trdger der Hereditdt des Irreseins, vor[.. ]

.Such mental dispositions are undoubtedly innate, and especially inherited, and so to speak occur frequently as
cammiers of the heredity of insanity.’ (Griesinger, Wilhelm: Die Pathologie und Therapie der psychischen
Krankheiten, fiir Arzte und Studierende. Stuttgart. 1845).
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‘Next to her the pram was turned over, and the girl crnied, saying: “What have you
done to my mama!?”’
(HNK._ w25 subcorpus, gs20050702ck42973)

Until the nuddle of the 17th century, prototypical govoreci AP “speaking’ and 1ts (still existing
participial) varnants 15 used exclusively as a marker of direct and indirect speech as well as
quotations. It occurs a) in the construction with two verba dicendi (34) and b) as a syntactically
mdependent parenthesis within or at the end of the rendered speech or quotation (35), 1.e. the
status of the secondary predicate gets lost gradually:

(34)

(33)

Middle Croatian

... kamenovahu Stiepana zovecega 1 govorecega:
lapidate MPERF 3P Stiepan ACC cryPTCPACT.ACC and speak PTCP ACT.ACC
Giie Jesuse, primi duha moga.

Lord Jesus, accept my soul.

*. .. they lapidated Stiepan, who was crying and speaking: “Lord Jesus, accept my soul ™’
(Kasié, Dj 7:58/Acts 7:59)

Middle Croatian

On ju fifeci tisuckrat i fisuc milo pritiskajuci
he her consoleAP thousand times and thousand heartily press. AP
celunu: - Nemaoj se - govoreci - duSice moja, rascviljevati.

kiss. 3s¢  donot speak AP my darling, moan

‘Consoling and a thousand and thousand times pressing her heartily, he kissed her:
“Don’t,” saying, “my darling, moan. ™’
(HNK klasic1 subcorpus, Zorani¢ P. Planine. 1569).

In the 18th century, govoreci retains the described functions, but it also sporadically occurs in
the construction type ADV + AP (36). In addition, the constructions with the past participle
passive receno ‘said’, still as a predicate nominal with auxihiary, are attested (37). They express
speaker’s stance:

(36)

37N

Middle Croatian

... skoro sasvim nista ne valjade. Al po  dusi naski

-.. nearly n general nothing turs around.  but by soul DAT ADJIPOSSDAT
govoreci, umrit cemo, ...

speak AP we will die

‘... nearly i general nothing turns around. But speaking according to our soul, we will
die ..’

(HNK klasic1 subcorpus, Relkovic, M. A Satir iliti divji ovik. 1762)

Middle Croatian

Pode s ovoga svita kralj slovinski isto vrime udari na Ljutovida neizbrojena vojska cesara
Ludovika, kojoj ne moguci Ljutovid odoliti, pobiZe u srbsku zemlju i bi primljen od
vojvode srbskoga u dvor svoj; ali se Ljutovid ukaza nepoznan i Zestoko neharan, jer
pogubivii svoga dobrocasnika ucini se gospodar od njegova grada i svega bogatstva.
Pravo.ADV je. AUX.35G receno.PTCP.PASS.SG: “Ne cini dobra nepoznanu, da te zlo ne
nade .

“The Slavic king [1e. Borna — SB.] had departed from this world and at that time
uncountable armed forces of Emperor Ludovik made an attack aganst Ljutovid, and
Ljutovid, unable to resist them, fled to the Serbian lands and was recerved by the Serbian
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duke in his court; but Ljutovid turned out unthankful and terribly disrespectful, because
having killed his benefactor he made himself sovereign of his city and all riches. Rightly
is said: “Don’t do good to an unknown person, so evil will not find you.””

(HNK klasici subcorpus, Kac¢i¢-Miosi¢, A. Razgovor ugodni naroda slovinskoga. 1759)

The structural parallel with German DSEs of the type ADV + PTCP.PST.PASS like ehrlich / kurz
gesagt ‘honestly / briefly said’ etc. as well as the increasing influence of German on Croatian
in the 18th century suggest a pattern replication from German (cf., among others, Rammelmeyer
1975; Stebih 2003; Golubovi¢ 2007; Jernej, Glovacki-Bernardi and Sujoldzi¢ 2012; on the role
model of Czech for replications from German in other Slavonic languages, among them
Croatian, cf. Turk and Sesar 2003). In the 19th century, receno lost its predicative status and
became the preferred non-finite verb form for forming DSEs. By analogy with the DSEs of the
type ADV + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI, the contextualising DSEs of the type ADJ.INST +
LANGUAGE.INST + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI and the citation-marking DSEs of the type
LANGUAGE.INST + PROPER NOUN.GEN + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI evolved. Unmodified
govoreCi.AP ‘speaking’ becomes restricted to marking direct speech. In parallel with Czech (and
in contrast to Russian and Polish), the replicated construction is the (semi)productive pattern
for forming DSEs in Croatian (cf. Chart 1). This is likely to be the starting point for a
crystallization of functions: Constructions with receno function as DSEs, while govoreci
prototypically occurs as a marker of direct speech.
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Chart 1. Histogram of type and token frequencies in the HNK25 corpus for the DSEs based on
govoredi and receno (cited from Birzer 2018a: 229)."

Of all the language contact situations investigated in our study, the contact between Croatian
and German probably has the second-highest degree of intensity (after Czech, cf. Thomas
2003), since it must be assumed that, at least in the cities, relatively broad sections of the
population had receptive and productive skills in oral and written German (cf. Jernejetal- Jernej,
Glovacki-Bernardi and Sujoldzi¢ 2012: 333—336). The Croatian pattern replication also testifies
to the awareness of morphosyntactic con- and divergences. Even a catalyst effect in the
crystallization of the functions cannot be excluded: Croatian speakers may have been aware
that the German construction ADV + gesagt.PTCP.PASS ‘said’ does not function as marker of
rendered speech, which possibly drove the specialization of govoreci. AP ‘speaking’ in a marker
of direct speech.

4.1.4 Polish

1 The classes were created automatically on the basis of the data of the more infrequent govoreci.
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The Iustorical development of Polish DSEs (cf. Birzer 2017b) 1s sumilar to that i Russian.
Constructions for marking rendered speech and quotations are also the first to be attested in
Polish. Congruent structures can be observed foremost in relipious Latin-Polish parallel texts.
In earhier periods of Polish, it 1s often impossible to distinguish between direct and reported
speech ?® while Latin uses the Acl as specialized construction to mark reported speech.

In the period of macaromsm, Polish replicates the syntactic pattern of the AcI —the Acl may
be formed with both Latin and / or Polish lexical matenial — so orafio recta and obliqua can
now be distinpgmshed (37; for this and the following, cf. Birzer 2015b):

(37) Middle Polish

_.przeto  Orpheus powiedzial, [Jovem byc masculum
therefore  Orpheus NOM sayPST.35GM  Jupiter NOM beINF  man ACC
et Jfeminam]ac

and woman ACC
¢... therefore Orpheus said that Jupiter was at the same time man and woman ’
(Gornicki. 1566. Dworzanin Polski )

Latin insertions also occur m the quotative function, which develops from speech marking If
the original language of the quotation 1s Latin, this 1s not surprising, but Latin insertions also
occur in contexts in which the information about the quoted author 1s so sparse that the original
language of the quotation cannot be deternuned. Therefore, it must be assumed that Latin
msertions serve to distinguish between the actual narration (1n Polish) and quotation (or indirect
speech — which 1s also a kind of quotation — 1n Latin) and can thus be described as functional
code switches (cf. Riehl 2004: 23; Pahta and Nurnu 2011). The Acl got out of use at the turn
of the 18th to the 19th centuries, 1e. at a ftme when punctuation was becoming increasmgly
standardised and direct speech as well as verbatim quotations could be clearly identified by
means of punctuation (cf. Birzer 2015b).

Latin lexical material was also used to form DSEs of the type ADV + AP. Gradually, the
lexical material became integrated morphologically and finally, some mdividual DSEs were
replicated using the Polish equivalents for the borrowed Latin matenal (e.g. mowige in
particulari > partykularnie mowigc = scisle(j) | konkremie(j) | dokladnie(j) mowigc ‘(more)
exactly speaking™). Replacing the borrowed material by its Polish equivalents 1s a case of matter
replication. The replication acts as a catalyst for the consolidation of the gemunely Slavic
construction ADV + AP.

Thus, in the development of Polish discourse structures the replication of both matter (in the
DSEs) and pattern (the AcI in quotative function) took place (cf. Birzer 2017b).

The contact between Polish and Latin has to be classified as intensive literacy contact. Two
products of language contact testify to the awareness of morphosyntactic con- and divergences
typical of intensive literacy contact: firstly, the replication of the Acl and secondly the
morphological mtegration of the borrowed Latin matter into the Polish orthographic and
morphological system, which reflects the Latin morpheme boundaries !

4.2 Cross-linguistic analysis: the role of language contact and extralinguistic factors

2 In earlier periods of Polish, complementizers may mark both direct and reported speech. If the respective speech
act contains a pronoun and the context makes clear that the pronoun shift typical for reported speech has taken
place, it is clear that we are dealing with an instance of reported speech. However, in many instances the context
does not allow to establish whether the (third person) pronoun in the speech act is the result of pronoun shift or
not.

A This is supported by the colloquial matter replication baks “dollar’ in Modern Russian, which results from a
language contact situation of considerably less intensity and does not reflect the morphological segmentation of
buck-s.
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Comparmg the historical development of DSEs in Czech, Croatian, Pohsh and Russian, a
number of similarities and differences can be found. All four languages share the following
charactenistics: a) the contemporary DSEs developed from the same construction for speech
marking, which occurs frequently in religious texts. b) They all feature a construction type
based on the imperfective adverbial participle, which competes with another construction type
based on another non-finite verb form_ ¢) Language contact exerted influence on the historical
development of the DSEs based on non-fimte verba dicendi: It produced a catalytic effect that
lead to the firm rooting of one of the competing construction types into the linguistic system.
On the smaller scale, however, the effects of language contact differ greatly.

In Polish, language contact leads to the borrowimng of lexical material which fills the adverb
position of the genmnely Slavic construction ADV + APIPF (and to the temporanly used
replication of the AcI), whereas in Russian as well as Czech and Croatian it results in the
borrowing of a discourse-structuring construction from French (based on the infimitive) and
German (based on the past participle passive) respectively. This 1s remarkable since Matras
(2007b: 68) concludes from his typological data that pattern replication occurs with connective
constructions, to which many DSEs with pragmatic functions belong, whereas matter
replication occurs only with discourse-structuring particles. The intensity of language contact
explains why the borrowed construction forms only isolated lexicalised representatives m
Russian, but 1s (senu-)productive mn Czech and Croatian: In Russia, only the educated classes
had knowledge of French and /iteracy contact was probably more pronounced than face-to-face
contact, whereas in Bohemia and Moravia as well as m Croatia, as historical-political entities
of the Habsburg Empire, contact with German took place face-to-face in many areas of
everyday life, but also in the form of /iteracy contact especially in the official domain (cf Jernet
et-al—Jernej. Glovacki-Bernardi and Sujoldzié¢ 2012; Newerkla 2022 159-162), in Bohemia and
Moravia even to a greater extent than m Croatia (cf. Nuckols 2003: 117; Thomas 2003: 206—
207). Additionally, Czech and Croatian witnessed literacy contact via mutual translations of
mainly literary works (cf. Stehlik 2019: 57-59) and, to a smaller extent, face-to-face contact
due to Czech migration mamly to Slavoma (cf. Stehlik 2019). Tlus possibly served as additional
catalyst for the for the consolidation of DSEs based on the past participle passive in both
languages.

Specifically for Croatian, the estabhshment of the replicated construction with the past
participle passive as the (semu-)productive one possibly served as the starting point for the
preservation of unmodified govoreci as marker of direct speech, which consequently resulted
mn the crystallization of functions (marking of direct speech vs. discourse structure).

At the same time, our data show that the replication of patterns cannot be explamed by a gap
mn the hingmstic system of the replicating language, since a genunely Slavie construction for
marking discourse-structuring functions 1s present m all four languages.

Rather, extralingumistic factors, namely stylistic and literary fashions, play a role in the
consolidation of the constructions studied. In the 19th century, the number of DSEs grew
rapidly mn all four languages. At the same time, the new narrative techmique of so-called
“experienced speech™ ("erlebte Rede”) emerges, which “jene Stellen in einem schriftlichen oder
miindlichen Text [bezeichnet], die in emer gegebenen Rede die Frage aufkommen lassen, wer
da “eigentlich” spricht (denkt/wahrmmmt). Also: E R [erlebte Rede — S B.] als Irnitation der
Redeinstanz und in deren Folge: ER. als Form der Interferenz von Primir- und Sekundéartext
[refers to those passages in a written or oral text that raise the question of who 1s “actually™
speaking (thinking/percerving). Thus: experienced speech as an irnitation of the speech instance
and 1 1ts wake: experienced speech as a form of interference of primary and secondary text —
translation S B.]” (Hodel 2001: 49). Several (secondary) characteristics of experienced speech
have a direct relation to one of the functions performed by the DSEs under study-

(a) The “wertungsmaéssige [evaluative — translation S B.]” orientation (cf. Hodel 2001: 45)
imphies the differing evaluation of one and the same situation and parallels the discourse-



structuring function of speaker’s stance, prototypically expressed by the construction ADV
+ NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDL

(b) Contextualization within a discourse and its prototypical construction ADJ.INST +
LANGUAGE.INST + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI can be regarded as an “antidote” to the
irritation caused by the unmarked interference of primary and secondary text. The
contextualizing construction indicates the primary text parts of which have been transferred
into the secondary text.

(c) The spectrum of the so-called “zitierende (citatnaja) Rede reicht von einzelnen Lexemen
bis zu ‘subjektiven Redemassiven’ [quotative (citatnaja) speech ranges from single lexemes
to ‘subjective speech massives’ — translation S.B.]” (Hodel 2001: 32). In quotative speech
the “Enunziator EN [ist] eine von der Sprecherinstanz SI zu unterscheidende
AuBerungsinstanz, die anhand unterschiedener sprachlicher Manifestationen bestimmbar ist
[enunciator EN [is] the instance of utterance that has to be distinguished from the speaker
instance SI; the enunciator can be identified by their characteristic linguistic instantiations
— translation S.B.]” (Hodel 2001: 39). The same distinction is made by the construction
LANGUAGE.INST + proper noun.GEN + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI, which serves as
marker of quotations (and their sources).

The described parallels between the narrative technique of experienced speech and the DSEs

studied make it highly likely that the emergence of experienced speech caused the above-

mentioned rise in type and token frequency of the DSEs.

The borrowing of Latin lexical material for the Polish DSEs can be explained in a similar
way: at the time of their replication, “macaronism” was in vogue, so again an extralinguistic
factor lead to the consolidation of a linguistic structure.

So far, only sociopragmatic changes (cf. for example the model in Kuf3e 2009: 50) have been
considered as extralinguistic factors, but, to the best of our knowledge, literary devices such as
narrative techniques have not been addressed as extralinguistic factors fostering language
change. Interestingly, sociopragmatic change has oral communication as point of departure, yet
narrative techniques used in the belles lettres presuppose written media. Therefore, one may
hypothesize that face-to-face and literacy contact respectively are influenced by different
extralinguistic factors.

5 Grammaticalization, lexicalization and pragmaticalization

In recent years some studies appeared that treated Slavic DSEs of different morphological form
from the perspective of pragmaticalization (cf. Pekelis 2020 on the Russian particle Ze, Benigni
2020 on Russian uze ‘already’, Bobrik 2021 on the Russian farewell formula scastlivo and
Vinogradova 2023 on constructions containing the preposition po ‘by, through’; for Polish
Pastuch 2022 discusses the discourse function of the imperative stuchaj ‘hear’ and Kubicka
2017, 2018 even treats DSEs based on mowigc.AP ‘speaking’, however focussing on issues of
synonymy in a very general sense). However, none of the papers contributes to the further
development of the theory, i.e., specifically to the question of how the development of DSEs
relates to the theoretical concepts of grammaticalization, lexicalization, and pragmaticalization.

5.1 State of research

Considering grammaticalization, lexicalization and pragmaticalization in order to assess the
historical development of DSEs is motivated as follows: two of the three constructions that
form DSEs, namely the constructions based on the adverbial participle or infinitive respectively,
behave morphosyntactically like the prepositions that developed from adverbial participles (e.g.
Russian spustja ‘later’ or Croatian zahvaljujuci ‘thanks to’): their co-reference with the first



argument of the matrix clause is lost. Since the development of the aforementioned prepositions
is a case of grammaticalization (Gxn) (cf. Birzer 2010: 243-250), it is obvious to verify whether
the development of the DSEs also constitutes a Gxn process. Another fact makes the
verification advisable as well:

For all non-finite verb forms that serve as DSE bases, by default the speaker becomes the

covert (and, with the past participle passive, also the demoted) first argument of the verbum
dicendi. This can be interpreted as a case of subjectification (cf. Traugott and Dasher 2002),
whose relation to Gxn is described by Traugott as follows:

subjectification and intersubjectification are independent of grammaticalization. However,
since grammaticalization involves the development of markers of speaker attitude towards
the ideational component and towards textual connectivity (among many other things),
there is inevitably a close interaction between grammaticalization and subjectification.
(Traugott 2010: 60).

This raises several theoretical issues:

a)

b)

d)

Is the development of the described DSEs a case of Gxn, since the speaker as the covert
first argument of the non-finite verbal bases indicates subjectification, and subjectification
in turn closely interacts with Gxn?

Does the subjectification occur independently of a Gxn process and is the development of
the DSEs consequently to be understood as a lexicalization process (Lxn process)? An
argument in favour is Birzer’s (2010: 261-264) finding that the semantic processes in Gxn
and Lxn partially correspond, as the development of adverbs and prepositions out of
adverbial participles shows.

Finally, we need to pay attention to Diewald’s (2011) position that pragmaticalization (Pxn;
for a short history of pragmaticalization research cf. Heine 2013: 1217-1220) is a specific
subtype of Gxn, since the discussion about the link between subjectification and Gxn has
gained new momentum through this approach. Drawing on Diewald (2011), Beijering
(2012) identifies overlaps between Gxn, Pxn and Lxn, which leads her to propose the
following model:**

A unified account of language change centred on the notion of a composite change. A composite
change is composed of formal reanalysis and semantic reinterpretation, accompanying primitive
changes at different linguistic levels (phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics, discourse /
pragmatics), and the concomitants of these changes. These (micro-)changes cluster with respect
to their converging properties (=interfaces), but stand out in case they are diverging properties
(=unique properties). [. . .] It has been shown that primitive changes tend to form clusters in terms
of reduction or expansion (e.g. semantic bleaching versus enrichment, morphological fusion
versus separation) or no change at all. These clusters may correspond to changes traditionally
labelled ‘grammaticalization’, ‘lexicalization’ or ‘pragmaticalization’, but changes may also
cluster in alternative ways. (Beijering 2012: 225).

The development of DSEs is an instance of co-optation, as proposed by Heine (2013).
The cooptation hypothesis posits that DSEs arise through a process of cooptation followed
by a grammaticalization process.

Cooptation is defined as follows:

Cooptation is a fully productive operation whereby a chunk of sentence grammar, such as a word,
a phrase, a reduced clause, a full clause, or some other piece of text, is deployed for use on the
metatextual level of discourse processing, thereby turning into a thetical. Its functions are

22 For a detailed discussion of the approaches of Diewald and Beijering, see Birzer (2012a, 2015a).



deternuned by the situation of discourse, serving (a) to overcome constraints imposed by
linearization in structuring texts, (b) to provide the source of information, (c) to place a textin a
wider perspective, e g. by elaborating, proffering an explanation, a comment or supplementary
information, (d) to descnibe the attitudes of the speaker, and/or (e) to interact with the hearer.
(Heine and Kaltenbéck 2021: 7)

Discussing the cooptation approach 1s important because three of the six English comment
clause types analyzed by Heine and Kaltenbock (2021) as instances of cooptation are
structurally similar to the Slavic DSEs under mvestigation i this paper.

Heine and Kaltenbock’s type (v) m English incorporates an “-ing clause (speaking as a
layman)” (Heme and Kaltenbock 2021: 2). The -ing form 1s lhughly polyfunctional and serves
as an adverbial participle (cf. Kortmann 1995), making type (v) the structural equivalent of
Slavic DSEs based on the adverbial participle.

Type (v1) “take[s] an -ed clause (stated bluntly)” (Hemne and Kaltenbdck 2021: 2). In this
context, -ed has the function of participle passive, and type (v1) may thus be regarded as the
structural equivalent of the Czech and Croatian DSEs based on the passive participle i -no.

Type (1v) “take[s] a fo-infimtive (fo be honest)” (Heine and Kaltenbock 2021: 2) and displays
the lowest degree of structural convergence. Of the four languages analyzed, only Russian
features DSEs based on the infimtive skazat’ “say’.

Heine identifies spontaneity, scope, syntax, semantics, morphophonology, prosody, and
word order as features distinguishing cooptation from grammaticalization (Heine 2013: 1222—
1223). Since our findings for syntax, semantics, morphophonology, and prosody coincide with
Heine’s observations, we will take a closer look only at spontaneity, scope, and word order.

We will begin with scope and word order. Heine claims that “grammaticalization tends to
lead to a restriction in the (semantic-pragmatic) scope of the umit undergoing the process,
whereas cooptation entails an increase in scope™ (Heme 2013: 1222). He further suggests that
“[u]nits coopted as theticals [.. ] tend to be freed of constramnts on placement [ .. _], even if there
usually 1s some preferred position™ (Heme 2013: 1223). However, Birzer (2015) shows for the
Polish and Russian DSEs under investigation that they seem to be free of placement constraints
only on first sight; in fact, each function of these polyfunctional items requires a specific
placement and correlates with a specific scope that may range from one wordform in syntactic
contact position up to utterances/paragraphs or even whole texts. Thus, these two features apply
to the DSEs under consideration only 1n a limited manner.

Heine states that “[c]ooptation, by contrast [to grammaticalization — S B ], 1s spontaneous
rather than gradual; it can take place any time and mn any situation” (Kaltenbock, Hemne and
Kuteva etel 2011: 874-875). The formulation seems to imply that apart from completely
spontaneous instances of cooptation, there may also occur “more gradual” ones. Unfortunately,
it remains unclear which “degree of gradualness™ is still acceptable for cooptation and which
degree 1s mdicative of grammaticalization, which 1s always gradual. Thus 1ssue 1s crucial for the
DSEs under investigation, as our data from four languages shows that the development of the
DSEs 15 gradual and follows a certain path. Only the increase mn type frequency in the 19th
cenfury 1s leap-like. We may describe this leap also as a nise in productivity. Heme describes
extension as a process where “[t]he thetical 1s used frequently and mn more contexts™ (Heme
2013: 1223). Thus rather implies a more frequent usage of one — lexicalized — DSE 1in various
contexts and not a rise in construction productivity. Instead, the increased productivity of our
DSEs may be considered an instance of extension, which Heine attnbutes to the
grammaticalization following the cooptation. As our data shows, the DSEs of the type ADV +
PTCP.PASS enter Czech and Croatian rather “spontaneously” and are most likely the result of



language contact with German. Thus, the theoretical question arises whether cooptation may be
contact-induced and in which ways it differs from contact-induced grammaticalization.?®

5.2 Application to the DSEs under investigation

Lehmann’s (2002) parameters of grammaticalization serve as the basis for the following
discussion. In case the DSEs with pragmatic, contextualising or quotative functions differ in
their behaviour with respect to a given parameter, they will be discussed individually with
regard to that parameter. In all other cases they are treated together.

Since Diewald’s (2011) parameters of pragmaticalization are variations of Lehmann’s
parameters, they will be dealt with — if relevant to our question — following Lehmann’s
corresponding parameter. The insights gained will then be related to the properties of Lxn
processes, with Brinton and Traugott (2005) in particular serving as a basis, and to Heine’s co-
optation hypothesis.

5.2.1 Integrity

Lehmann (*2002: 112) distinguishes between semantic and phonological integrity; in the course
of'a Gxn process, semantic erosion and possibly phonological attrition takes place. With regard
to semantic erosion, one may state that with all DSEs based on verba dicendi the semantic
component ‘oral articulation’ erodes. At the same time, however, the new semantic component
‘the speaker’ emerges, caused by the specification of the speaker as the covert first argument
of the non-finite verbum dicend.

This is in line with Heine’s finding that “coopted units [...] have non-restrictive or
metacommunicative meaning that is not part of the sentence meaning” (Heine 2012: 1222), but
one may question whether successive desemanticization takes place, i.e. the loss of “most or all
of the lexical-conceptual meaning it [the DSE — S.B.] may have had in favor of discourse-
organizing functions” (Heine 2013: 1223). The latter is typical of the grammaticatilization
process following cooptation, but is more pronounced with the hedging or filler function of
some DSEs and less pronounced with discourse structuring functions.

Croatian unmodified govoreci deserves explicit mention, as it retains the semantic
component ‘oral articulation’. Although co-reference with the first argument of the matrix
sentence is temporarily no more obligatory even at a rather early stage of development (38), the
speaker does not by default become the covered first argument of govoreci, as can be seen from
the contemporary example (39):

(38) Croatian
Govoreci  tako: da Ce svih zgubiti ki ne htiSe, kako on  rece.
speak.AP  so coMPL that he will kill how he say.AOR.3SG
‘Saying so: that he will kill [another possible interpretation would be izgubiti
‘lose’] all who do not want, as he said.’
(HNK Maruli¢, Judita)

(39) | Croatian
Pokraj nje bila su prevrnuta djecja kolica, a djevojcica | je
next to her the pram was turned over and girl.NOM AUX.3SG
plakala govoreci: “Sto si napravio mojoj mami!?”
Cry.PTCP.SG.F | speak.AP What have you done to my mama!?

23 Castle’s (2021) dissertation on structural transfer in Czech-English language contact bears the verb co-option in
the title, but in the text body co-option is neither defined nor used. Judging from the content, co-optioning is
equaled to structural replication in the sense of Heine and Kuteva (2008).
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‘Next to her the pram was turned over, and the girl cried, saying: “What have you
done to my mama!?”’

(HNK_v25, £s20050702ck42973)

If quotative govoreci were to be considered a case of Gxn, the restoration of co-reference and
thus the return to the starting point of development would contradict the proposed
umdirectionality of Gxn processes.

Phonological reduction can be observed only for DSEs with pragmatic functions and, as a
rule, it occurs only with a few lghly frequent DSEs. Reduction takes place in two steps. In the
first step, the verbal element, 1e. the adverbial participle (40) or passive participle (41), 1s
omutted:

(40) Polish
... kazdy czlowiek ma elementy — geny, hormony, cechy psychiczne - meskie i Zenskie
lub, ogolniej, aktywne i pasywne ...
“... every person has elements — genes, hormones, mental traits — male and female
or, more generally, active and passive ones ._.°

(NKJP, J. Prokopmuk. 2007. Dusza ludzka — os swiata )

(41) Croatian
Prof. dr. Vinko Candrli¢ sa suradnicima predlaZe da se Jadranska autocesta vodi od
granicnog prijelaza Rupe do Grobnickog polja gdje bi se ukljucila u Autocestu
Rijeka-Zagreb, a od sadasnjeg évora Vrata (FuZine) da se napravi spoj do Zute Lokve
i dalje trasom autoceste Zagreb-Split kroz Liku kao Sto se i sluzbeno predlaZe. Tako
bismo imali gotovu trasiranu autocestu Sto vodi od Trsta do Atene. Time bi se i Gorski
kotar priblizio moru. Ukratko, Jadransko-jonska autocesta ,,zaobisla “ bi grad Rijeku
i ne bi devastirala primorska turisticka podrucja.
‘Prof. Dr. Vinko Candrli¢ and his colleagues propose that the Adriatic Motorway be
led from the border town of Rupe to Grobmic¢ko polje, where it would join the Rijeka-
Zagreb Motorway, and from the current hub Vrata (FuZine) that a connection be made
to Zuta Lokva and then along the Zagreb—Split Motorway through Lika, as 1s also
proposed by the services. So we would have a ready-made motorway route from
Trneste to Athens. This way the Gorski kotar region would also become closer to the
sea. In short, the Adnatic-Ioman motorway would bypass the city of Rijeka and
would not devastate the coastal tourist areas.”
(HNK._v30, text CW080199908271601hr).

With still a smaller number of DSEs an addifional reduction of the non-verbal element 1s
attested, e_g. Russian voobsce > voosce ‘generally’ (the reduced form 1s even noted down 1n the
oral sub-corpus of the Russian National Corpus).

If we were dealing with a Gxn process, phonological erosion should occur with all (or a large
part of) DSEs. However, this expectation 1s not fulfilled: Firstly, the omussion of the verbal
element exclusively takes place in DSEs based on the adverbial participle or the participle
passive, but elision does not occur with DSEs employing the infimtive. Secondly, the elision of
the verbal element co-occurs only with some specific funtions of certain DSEs, but 1s not their
umversal trait.

Rather, the selective elision of the adverbial participle or participle passive may be
considered an instance of clipping in the sense of Brinton and Traugott (2005: 40—41), which
15 typical for lexicalization.



5.2.2 Paradigmatization

In all our object languages, a construction for marking speech acts, typically containing an
(adverbial) participle, forms the point of departure for the development of DSEs based on non-
finite verba dicendi. This construction may be regarded as genuinely Slavic. In its original
function as speech act marker, various verba dicendi could fill the slot of the adverbial
participle, but in the course of development only one verb lemma remained in each object
language to fill the slot, namely Russian govorja ‘speaking’, Croatian govoreci ‘speaking’ and
Czech rikajic ‘speaking’. One can argue whether the restriction to one verb lemma constitutes
a narrowing of the paradigm in the sense of Gxn theory. If it were not for the alleged spontaneity
of co-optation, there were more reason to regard the process as the co-optation of a specific
inflectional form of a specific verb lexeme. The situation in Polish is slightly different: in
addition to the semi-productive construction with the imperfective adverbial participle mowigc
‘speaking’, a few collocations based on the construction with the perfective adverbial participle
powiedziawszy ‘having said’ have been preserved. The latter all have pragmatic functions. In
Polish, the perfective adverbial participle as such is generally in decline. Thus, the petrification
of these collocations can be seen as instances of lexicalization. A parallel can be discerned to
Russian adverbs that constitute petrified adverbial participial forms based on unproductive
suffixes (cf. Birzer 2010: 114-186). Polish even features a limited number of doublets such as
prawde mowigc.AP.IPF / powiedziawszy.AP.PFV ‘frankly speaking (lit. speaking / having said the
truth)’, which speaks against grammaticalization at work.

Another argument against grammaticalization is the fact that in each object language,
language contact resulted in the competition between two functionally equivalent construction
types or, in the case of Polish, in constructional doublets (generalnie vs. ogolnie mowigc
‘generally speaking’). This can be understood as a relatively recent formal widening of the
paradigm.

It should also be noted that — in contrast to thepragmatic function — the contextualising and
the quotative function are both bound to one specific morphosyntactic construction, namely
LANGUAGE.INSTR + PROPER.NAME.GEN + AP. Overall, paradigmaticity is more pronounced in
DSEs with contextualising or quotative functions than in DSEs with pragmatic functions.

5.2.3 Paradigmatic variability

Lehmann (*2002: 124) links the parameter of paradigmatic variability with the measurement
criterion of obligatoriness, which Diewald (2011: 368) in turn splits up into intra-linguistic and
communicative obligatoriness. She considers the latter to be typical of Pxn processes and

intended to capture the fact that many categories are obligatory in the sense that they have to be
realised in the relevant position, i.e., the speaker cannot leave them unspecified if s/he does not
want to produce incorrect utterances, but the choice among the paradigmatic members of the
category is not determined by language internal features but by the communicative intentions of
the speaker (Diewald 2011: 368).

Intralinguistic obligatoriness, which usually finds its expression at the level of morphology or
morphosyntax, does not apply to any single group of DSEs, since the insertion of a DSE is
neither morphologically nor morphosyntactically necessary.

Communicative paradigmaticity and thus obligatoriness requires a more differentiated
discussion, as explained in Birzer (2012a): although it is possible to form grammatically correct
sentences without using a DSE, the individual groups of DSEs nevertheless exhibit varying
degrees of communicative obligatoriness: two subgroups of DSEs with pragmatic functions,
namely DSEs with a connective or topic management function, make information structures
explicit; thereby they promote information processing and thus contribute to communicative



success. A third subgroup of DSEs with pragmatic function, namely the DSEs with hedging
function, contribute to communicative success, as hedging may help to prevent a loss of face.
DSEs with contextualismg or quotative mnformation also contribute to the explicitness of
mformation structures as they mark that the speaker relates part of their utterance to another
discourse or has mserted an element from another source into their utterance; however, this
does not necessanly enhance information processing. Finally, DSEs with the pragmatic
function of filler words cannot be ascribed any of the properties mentioned.

As Birzer (2015a) illustrates with Russian voobsce govorja “generally speaking” and Polish
ogolnie mowigc ‘generally speaking’, many DSEs incorporate a whole range of pragmatic
functions which differ in communicative obligatoriness and thus with regard to communicative
paradigmaticity. Smce Diewald (2011) developed her parameters on analysing modal particles,
1.e. a group of homogeneous and monofunctional elements, she did not encounter the problem
of polyfunctional elements and accordingly does not address 1t.

If the functions of one DSE vary with regard to obligatoriness, 1t 1s difficult to attribute the
given DSE a general degree of Gxn or Pxn.

Varying obligatoriness does not contradict co-optation. Consequently, one mught raise the
question whether the DSEs under mnvestigation have undergone -co-optation, but
grammaticalization 1s only at an mmtial stage Additionally, one mmght discuss whether co-
optation 15 necessanly followed by grammaticalization (Heine 2013 and Heine and Kaltenbock
2021 do not discuss the option of co-optation without grammaticalization).

5.2.4 Scope, bondedness and syntagmatic variability

Since these three parameters interact, we will treat them together.

Regarding bondedness, it suffices to mention that in general DSEs are neither bound nor do
they have clitic status.

Concerning scope and syntagmatic vanability, DSEs with pragmatic functions display a
behaviour pattern different from those with contextualising or quotative functions.

At first sight, DSEs with multiple pragmatic functions seem to be unrestricted in their
syntagmatic vanability. However, as the case study (Burzer 2015a) shows, this 1s not true;
rather, polyfunctional DSEs feature a well-defined syntagmatic position and scope for each
mdividual function. The filler word function 1s an exception, since filler words can occur in any
posttion, yet they do not have any scope at all. In fact, it 15 the nussing scope that makes absolute
syntagmatic variability possible in the first place.

DSEs with contextualising or quotative function are usually placed in preposition to the
element they scope over. Their extension of scope, however, 1s somewhat diffuse, as 1t cannot
extend beyond a sentence but may vary below this threshold.

To summarize, the syntagmatic vanability of the filler word function corresponds with
Heine’s word order feature charactenistic for co-optation, whereas the syntagmatic behaviour
of all other functions 1s rather typical of grammaticalization.

6. Conclusion

In conclusion, one may state that the DSEs with contextualising or quotative functions
predonunantly show a behaviour that 1s mndicative of a Gxn process, whereas the DSEs with
pragmatic functions display a behaviour typical of Lxn with regard to integnity and
paradigmatization. Their paradigmatic and syntagmatic variability and the leap-like merease of
DSEs in the 18% and 19% centuries neatly fits in with co-optation, but rather not with
grammaticalization (Heine 2013 claims the latter to necessanly follow co-optation).



Thas leads us to reconsider an assumption already made in Burzer (2015a), namely that the

development of the DSEs based on non-fimite verba dicendi as entire group cannot be
encompassed by the analytical apparatus of Gxn, Lxn and Pxn research available so far. Instead
it should be interpreted with the help of Beyjering’s model of composite change (2012).
This model allows to form one grammaticalization cluster comprising the DSEs with
contextualising or quotative functions. We may then assume that the grammaticalization cluster
has an interface with the co-optation cluster formed by DSEs with pragmatic functions, whose
mdividual functions comply with a varying range of Gxn parameters. Finally, the co-optation
cluster also provides an mterface to the lexicalization cluster characterized predominantly by
paradigmatic variability and phonetic erosion.
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