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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 govoreći.AP ‘frankly speaking’ or Czech upřímně.ADV řečeno.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 rečeno or Czech upřímně.ADV řečeno ‘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. ogólnie.ADV mowiąc ‘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 čestno govorja ‘frankly speaking’); 
b) contextualization (e.g. Czech řečeno jazykem teologie ‘speaking (lit. said) in the language of theology’); 
c) quotative indexing with the prototypical construction govoreći / rečeno + noun.ins+ noun.gen (e.g. Croatian 

govoreći rječnikom sv. Pavla ‘lit. speaking in the language of St. Paul’); 
d) direct speech marking with the help of “plain” govoreći, 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 18th and 19th 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 diskurzní marker ‘discourse 
marker’ or diskurzní častica ‘discourse particle’ or Russian modal’naja častica ‘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 

https://govore�i.AP


 

 

                 
             

                
      

 
 

          
 

                
                

            
                 

        
           
              
                

               
               

                
            

       
              
              

      
          
            

               
           

            
                   

              
             
         

               
                  

             
               

             
           

      
        

               
             

                                                           

          
          

           
              
           

               
   

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 diskurzní častica ‘discourse particle’ or Russian 
modal’naja častica ‘modal particle’, to name but a few. As these terms are sometimes 
ambiguous and do not offer any coherent defining criteria,1 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 Żabowska 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 

1 As an example of ambiguity, consider the statement in Grochowski, Kisiel and Żabowska (2014: 26–27): “Należy 
jeszcze raz podkreślić, że partykulami w przyjętym tu rozumienui nie są tym samym wyrazy i morfemy figurujące 
na listach “partykuł” 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 Radanović-Kocić 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 govoreći 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 fo2003br61cl1517) 

(2) Croatian 
On je tamo sasvim zadovoljio, ali iskreno govoreći, njega 
he was quite satisfied there, but frankly speaking him.FF 
bismo više voljeli vidjeti u veznom redu, jer su mu kapaciteti mnogo veći. 
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 rečeno, meni je na neki način drago da se ovdje stalno nešto događa -
honestly spoken me.FF It’s dear in a way that something is happening all the time 
rekla nam je ta starija gospođa. 
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 gs20020711os12181) 

(4) Croatian 
Iskreno govoreći već me jako dugo neki roman nije tako uzbudio 
honestly speaking yet me.CF how long some novel has not excited so much 



 

 

  
  

 
  

      
       
  
  

 
           

   
   

      
      

  
 

  
  
   
 

 
  

      
    
    
   

  
 

  
 

  
      
      
   
  

 
  

     
     
  
  

 

                                                           
             

  
   
    
      
    
         

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

(5) Croatian 
Iskreno rečeno, nadali smo 
honestly spoken hope.PTCP.PL AUX.1PL 
‘To be honest, we hoped for a victory, ...’ 

se 
REFL.ACC.CLITIC 

pobjedi, ... 
victory.DAT 

(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, když zatarasí cestu automobilu, mají možnost chytit buď amerického turistu, 
and then , when they block the path of a car , they have the opportunity to catch either 

amerického turistu, nebo bohatého 
Španěla, 

jehož předkové, mírně řečeno, 

an American tourist or a rich Spaniard whose ancestor.NOM.PL mildly spoken 
se měli chovat líp. 
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 povídky.) 

(7) Czech 
Přesně řečeno, mě ženy moc nepřitahují. 
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. Bezbarvý Cukuru Tazaki a jeho léta putování). 

(8) Czech 
Upřímně řečeno mi připadá, že je z tebe celá rozrušená. 
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="řečeno"] [word="se"] 
[tag="D.*"] [word="řečeno"] [word=","] [word="se"] 
[tag="D.*"] [word="řečeno"] [word=","] [tag=".H.*"] 4 matches 
[tag="D.*"] [word="řečeno"] [tag=".H.*"]44 matches 
[tag="D.*"] [word="se"] [word="řečeno"] and [tag="D.*"] [tag=".H.*"] [word="řečeno"] gave no matches 

https://me.DAT.CF


 

 

      
      
      
  
  

 
                  

             
       

                 
               

                
          

 
  

      
      
  
  

 
         

             
     
           

    
               

   
             

                
              

          
 

        
               

            
               

                
            

           
           

        
     

   
             

            
     

                                                           
          
       

(9) Czech 
Upřímně řečeno mě to fakt vystrašilo. 
honestly spoken me.ACC.CF DET.NOM.SG.N indeed scare.PST.SG.N 
‘Honestly, it really scared me.’ 
(LaBanová, 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:3 

(10) Polish 
Prawdę mówiąc nigdy by-m tam nie chodził ... 
truth.ACC speak.AP never COND-1SG not go there 
‘Honestly speaking, I would never go there.’ 
(NKJP, R. Dudek. 1997. Mięsny książę.). 

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 scopūs 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 mówiąc nie delikatnie, a szczerze ‘speaking not mildly, but 
frankly’ resp. Croatian ne blago, a iskreno rečeno ‘speaking (lit. said) not mildly, but frankly’ 
resp. Russian nе mjagkо, а čеstnо skаzаt’ ‘speaking (lit. to speak) not mildly, but frankly’).4 

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 žе ‘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). 

www.nkjp.pl


 

 

    
     

    
  

         
          

        
   
         

         
 

  
      
      
   
  

 
 

  
 

               
                

               
             

            
            
              

               
           

                  
                

             
             

         
            

               
              

                 
           
          

        
                

            
              

          
              

    
       

       

                                                           
                      

s u bst a n c e al o n e all o ws t o pr es u m e t h e e xist e n c e of s e c o n d ar y str ess. T his b e c o m es e v e n m or e 
a p p ar e nt w h e n w e t a k e i nt o a c c o u nt t h e p ot e nti al i n v ol v e m e nt of p arti al n e g ati o n, w hi c h p uts 
t h e f o c us a n d, c o ns e q u e ntl y, str ess o n t h e D S E c o nstit u e nt i ntr o d u c e d b y a ‘b ut ’, e. g. m ó wi ą c  
ni e d eli k at ni e, a sz cz erz e ‘s p e a ki n g n ot mil dl y, b ut fr a n kl y’. 

f) A c u m ul ati o n wit h ot h er D S Es ( cf. R at h m a yr 1 9 8 5 : 7 2). 
J ust li k e  p arti cl es,  D S Es  m a y  als o  a c c u m ul at e.  Es p e ci all y  n ot e w ort h y  is  t h e  f u n cti o n  of 

c o n cr eti z er ( K o n kr eti z at or) d es cri b e d b y M e n d o z a ( 2 0 0 9: 9 8 3), w hi c h s e c o n d ar y c o n n e ct ors, 
i n cl u di n g D S Es, m a y ass u m e i n r el ati o n t o pri m ar y, m ultif u n cti o n al c oj u n cti o ns. T his f u n cti o n 
i n v ari a bl y l e a ds t o t h e a c c u m ul ati o n of D S Es (i n c o n n e cti v e f u n cti o n) a n d m a y als o e n c o m p ass 
c o nj u n cti o ns pr o p er. Li k e wis e, a n a c c u m ul ati o n of D S Es a n d p arti cl es is als o p ossi bl e , cf. (1 1 ):5 

( 1 1) P oli s h 

t h e ms el v es as ( pr e d o mi n a ntl y) m ultif u n cti o n al 
p ar e nt h es es w h os e i n di vi d u al f u n cti o ns ar e cl os el y li n k e d t o s p e cifi c s y nt a cti c a n d s e m a nti c 
c o nt e xts. In a d diti o n, t h e e x pli c ati o ns f or t h e i n di vi d u al f u n cti o ns ar e li n k e d t o o n e a n ot h er b y 
s e m a nti c bri d g es , s o s e m a nti c m a p s ( cf. Bir z er 2 0 1 5 a) c a n b e dr a w n. T h e s y nt a cti c d e v el o p m e nt 
of D S Es is c h ar a ct eri z e d b y t h e l oss of cl a us e st at us, f or w hi c h t h e l oss of s u bj e ct c o -r ef er e n c e 
or c o ntr ol is s y m pt o m ati c . Fi n all y, hist ori c al l a n g u a g e c o nt a ct l e a d t o r e pli c ate d c o nstr u cti o ns 

S z cz erz e m ó wi ą c  t o c h y b a ni e m a s e ns u ... 
h o n estl y .A D V s p e a k. A P t hi s.N O M pr o b a bl y. P A R T d o es n’t m a k e s e ns e 
‘ T o b e h o n est (lit. h o n estl y s p e a ki n g), t his pr o b a bl y d o es n’t m a k e s e ns e...’ 
( N KJ P, Tr y b u n a Śl ąs k a, 2 0 0 2-0 5 -2 1) . 

2 M et h o d ol o g y 

T o u n d erst a n d h o w t h e c h os e n m et h o d ol o g y is m oti v at e d a n d h o w it s h a p e s t h e r es e ar c h o bj e ct 
( cf. s e cti o n 3.), it is n e c es s ar y t o gi v e a bri ef o utli n e of t h e st at e of r es e ar c h. 

T h e e xisti n g lit er at ur e o n D S Es c a n b e r o u g hl y di vi d e d i nt o t hr e e m ai n str e a ms. W hil e 
W est er n lit er at ur e is m ai nl y i nt er est e d i n pr a g m ati cs (s e e, f or e x a m pl e, Fr as er 1 9 9 6 , 1 9 9 9 , 
2 0 0 6), li n g uisti c s c h o ols fr o m E ast er n E ur o p e, e s p e ci all y fr o m P ol a n d ( cf., a m o n g ot h ers, 
Wi er z bi c k a 1 9 7 1; Gr o c h o ws ki 1 9 8 3 , 1 9 8 6 a) ar e r at h er c o n c er n e d wit h as p e cts of t e xt 
li n g uisti cs. D u e t o t h e pr o xi mit y b et w e e n pr a g m ati cs a n d s e m a nti cs, it is h ar dl y s ur prisi n g t h at 
i n t h e fi el d of s yst e m li n g uisti cs att e nti o n is p ai d pri m aril y t o s e m a nti c iss u es ( cf. e. g. 
M os e g a ar d -H a ns e n 2 0 0 6 ; N y a n 2 0 0 6). M or p h os y nt a cti c as p e cts, o n t h e ot h er h a n d, ar e eit h er 
n ot a d dr ess e d at all or ar e d es cri b e d i n a n i n a d e q u at e m a n n er (t h e a n al ys es of o n t h e o n e h a n d 
– o n t h e ot h er h a n d b y Fr as er ( 2 0 0 6) a n d of t e c h ni c all y b y It a ni ( 1 9 9 5) ar e s y m pt o m ati c ). 

Si n c e t hi s c o ntri b uti o n p urs u es a p a n c hr o ni c a p pr o a c h a n d tr a c es h o w p ar e nt h eti c al D S Es 
b as e d o n i nfi nit e v er b a di c e n di d e v el o p e d , m or p h o s y nt a cti c a n d s e m a nti c as p e cts pl a y a c e ntr al 
r ol e: S y n c hr o ni c all y, t h e D S Es pr es e nt 

i n all t h e l a n g u a g es st u di e d. H o w e v er, wit h r e g ar d t o m or p h os y nt a x, t h e r es ulti n g c o nstr u cti o ns 
diff er d e p e n di n g o n t h e s p e cifi c c o nt a ct sit u ati o n. 

W e m a y st at e t h at a m or p h os y nt a cti c d es cri pti o n of D S Es is still l a c ki n g f or b ot h s y n c hr o n y 
a n d di a c hr o n y. T h eir hist ori c al s e m a nti c a n d pr a g m ati c d e v el o p m e nt h as h ar dl y b e e n a d dr ess e d 
as w ell. I n Sl a vi c hist ori c al li n g uisti cs, o nl y Ni k оl а е v а ( 2 0 0 8) o n t h e d e v el o p m e nt of p arti cl es 
d es er v es m e nti o n. F urt h er m or e , li n g uisti c t y p ol o g y h as b e g u n t o st u d y dis c o urs e -str u ct uri n g 
p ar e nt h es es i n m or e d et ail o nl y a s h ort ti m e a g o ( cf. D e h é a n d K a v al o v a 2 0 0 7; K alt e n b ö c k , 
H ei n e , a n d K ut e v a 2 0 1 1). 

W e  o pt e d  f or  a  c or p us -b as e d  a p pr o a c h  t o  a n al ys e  t h e  D S Es  b as e d  o n  n o n -fi nit e v er b a 
di c e n di . Usi n g c or p or a is i n di s p e ns a bl e as t h e r el e v a nt c o nt e xts f or d es cri bi n g t h e d e v el o p m e nt 

5 F or d et ails o n R u ssi a n a n d P olis h, s e e Bir z er (2 0 1 5 a); o n Cr o ati a n, s e e Bir z er ( 2 0 1 8) . 



 

 

      
      

    
   

    
 

      
     
       

    
 

  
         

   
 

   
 
 

       
 

   
         

              
        

                  
              
               

              
           

              
               

              
   

                                                           
            

            
            

           
          

              
         

          
           

      

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). 6 

6 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. 

https://summarize.AP


 

 

    

     

     

     

     

     

   
              

 
             

         
            

              
           

             
         

               
               

             
              

             
              

               
             

               
 

 
  

    
 

    
 

        
 

 

  
        

       
 

   
   

 
   

 

  
    

Absolute token frequency 

ADV + skazat‘ ‘say.INF’ 4389 

ADV + 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.IPF.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 
Rеzjumiruja izlоžеnnое vyšе, prichоditsja priznаt’, čtо prоblеmа strаchа smеrti u 
pоdrоstkоv i junоšеj pоkа оstаеtsja vеs’mа zаputаnnоj. 
‘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 
Rеzjumiruja nе sliškоm vеsеlyе prоmеžutоčnyе itоgi аnаlizоv izоtоpnоgо sоstаvа 
vоdy v kоmеtаch, аvtоry stаt’i v Science rеšilis’ sdеlаt’ vеs’mа оtvеtstvеnnое 
umоzаključеniе: ... 
‘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: …’ 
(Т. Оgаnеsjan. Таjnа zеmnych оkеаnоv // “Ėkspеrt”, 2015) 

(14) Russian 
Каk by rеzjumiruja vsе ėti fаkty, оdin iz ispоlnitеlеj zаključаеt: ... 



 

 

  
   

 
                 
          

            
            

              
                
           

 
  

    
   

 
    

     
 

    
 

  
     

  
   

  
   

 
      

      
     

      
    

 
  

 
  

    
 

     
 

  
 

                 
             

               
             

             
                                                           
            

               
             

   

‘As if to summarise all these facts, one of the performers concludes: …’ 
(Zаpis’ 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).7 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 
Pоdvеdja itоgi, nužnо skаzаt’, čtо kаždое vystuplеniе sоprоvоždаlоs’ burеj suеtlivоgо 
vоstоrgа i оptimističеskim grоmоm аplоdismеntоv, čtо, еstеstvеnnо, svidеtеl’stvuеt о 
pоlnоm еdinоdušii prisutstvujuščich. 
‘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. Dоvlаtоv. Rеmеslо. Pоvеst’ v dvuch čаstjach. Čаst’ 1. Nеvidimаja knigа (1976)) 

(16) Russian 
… on i formuet ėti mini-modeli, a područnye potom uveličivajut ix do razmerov 
gigantskix kamennyx orjasin. Kamorka ego tesnaja, pod masštab figurok. U steny, 
kak glavnyj naturščik, beleet ogromnyj čerep mamonta s malen’kimi dyrami glaznic i 
čej-to pozvonok razmerom v umyval’nuju rakovinu. Ėto XX vek, podvodja itogi, 
uprjamo i skrupulezno iščet svoju ideju, naxodit provaly, začiščaet 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.’ 
(А. Vоznеsеnskij. Nа virtuаl'nоm vеtru (1998)) 

(17) Russian 
I, zаbеgаja vpеrёd – ėtо byl pеrvyj i pоslеdnij incidеnt s mеstnym nаsеlеniеm zа vsju 
nаšu pоеzdku. 
‘And, jumping ahead – this was the first and last incident with locals on our entire 
trip.’ 
(Оtčёt о vеlоsipеdnоm pоchоdе (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 20th century – which would be an instance of lacking co-
reference – or whether the (anthropomorphized) 20th century, looking back and taking stock, re-evaluates ideas 
etc. 

https://summarize.AP


 

 

            
            

           
 

                 
            

            
                

                
              

              
       

               
               

           
               

            
              

               
              

   
                

                
             

                 
            

         
            

                
            

            
               

                
           

             
             

            
           

               
            

              
               

         
          
               

          

                                                           
             

     
              

        
             

/ 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 rešti ‘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. 8 

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. prawdę mowiąc.AP.IPF ‘honestly said 
(lit. telling the truth)’ vs. prawdę 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 govoreći.AP.IPF ‘honestly speaking’ vs. iskreno 

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 

rečeno.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 říkajíc.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. upřímně řečeno.PTCP.PST.PASS ‘frankly speaking (lit. spoken)’ or jinak 
řečeno.PTCP.PST.PASS ‘in other words (lit. otherwise spoken)’, but also tak 
řečeno.PTCP.PST.PASS ‘so to say (lit. said so)’).9 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. 
9 For our corpus analysis we used the syn2020 subcorpus of the Czech National Corpus. The query for identifying 
DSEs matching the pattern ADV + říkajíc.AP was [tag="D.*"] [word="říkajíc"]; the second, very simple query 
[word="říkajíc"] confirmed that tak říkajíc is the only DSE based on říkajíc and that říkajíc occurs almost 

https://��kaj�c.AP
https://��kaj�c.AP
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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).10 

functional area(s) prototypical construction 
pragmatic functions 
connectivity (17) 
expression of speaker’s stance (18) 
topic management (19) 
filler (20) 

ADV + NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI 

discursive contextualization of (parts of) a 
statement (21) 

ADJ.INST + LANGUAGE.INST + NON-FINITE 
VERBUM DICENDI 

marking / ascription of quotations (quotative 
function) (22) 

LANGUAGE.INST + PROPER_NAME.GEN + 
NON-FINITE VERBUM DICENDI 

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

visjaščiе nа suškе, fеn, pоmеščеnnyj v spеciаl’nuju pоdstаvku, i pоnjalа: sud’bа 
zаnеslа mеnja k klаssičеskоj stаrоj dеvе. Vооbščе gоvоrja, dаmy, nikоgdа nе 
vychоdivšiе zаmuž, nе imеvšiе ni dеtеj, ni ljubоvnikоv, k оprеdеlеnnоmu vоzrаstu 
rаspаdаjutsja nа nеskоl’kо grupp. Оdni pylаjut strаšnоj nеnаvist’ju kо vsеmu 
živоmu .... Drugiе, nаоbоrоt, prеvrаščаjutsja v čаdоljubivych tеtušеk, 
vоspityvаjuščich plеmjannikоv. Tаk vоt, vtоryе, kаk prаvilо, bоdryе оptimistki, 
nаplеvаtеl’ski оtnоsjaščiеsja k dоmаšnеmu chоzjajstvu. … Zаtо pеrvyе prеvrаščаjut 
čistоtu v fеtiš. 

exlusively as part of this DSE, i.e. the function of secondary predicate is defunct. DSEs with the pattern ADV + 
řečeno.PTCP.PST.PASS were searched with the query [tag="D.*"] [word="řečeno"]. 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. 

(17) Croatian 
… nacionalizacija, konfiskacija, eksproprijacija . . . ukratko rečeno – ozakonjena 
otimačina, [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 zakopiańska zima przerodziła się w wiosenne roztopy. Szczerze 
mówiąc, wolę skrzypiący śnieg pod stopami niż błoto ... 
‘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 … bylа prеprоvоždеnа v vаnnuju kоmnаtu. ― Krаn sil’nо nе оtkryvаjtе, ― vеlеlа 
Аnja, ― zаbryzgаеtе vsе, i mylо аkkurаtnо pоlоžitе. Ja оgljadеlа vystrоеnnyе pо 
rаnžiru, idеаl’nо vytеrtyе bаnоčki i flаkоnčiki, pоlоtеncа, strоgо pаrаllеl’nо 



 

 

      
      

        
   

  
        

    
     

 
   

 
  

  
 

  
 

   
 

  
    

 
    

  
  

 
  

   
   
  

 
             

           
          

               
             

             
             

               
          

         
            

     
               

              
           

             
               

         
            

               
              

‘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, Dаr’ja Dоncоvа. Dоllаry cаrja Gоrоchа (2004)). 

(20) Russian 
Nu tuut vspоminаеtsja lеgеndа/ vоbščе grja о šаmаnе// ėtа lеgеndа u kоgо/ u 
ėvеnkоv pо-mоеmu/ u kаkich-tо sеvеrnych nаrоdnоstеj// 
‘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, Bеsеdа оb оbоrоtnjach // Živаja rеč’ urаl’skоgо gоrоdа, 1989). 

(21) Polish 
Jako bardzo ważna persona, a więc mówiąc dzisiejszym językiem – VIP, odtąd 
wszędzie miał mu towarzyszyć 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: życie i narodziny legendy). 

(22) Czech 
Tento živočich byl „problémový krokodýl“, řečeno jazykem úředníků. 
‘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 



 

 

               
              

              
               

              
               
               

            
          

           
            
            
             

            
         

 

 

            
     

 
 

   
 

               
                 

             
            

               
             

                                                           
           

           
      

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). 11 

Diagram 1. Relationship between the functions of pragmatic DSEs and the semantic 
superclasses of their non-verbal elements. 

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 

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 

11 For details refer to the case study Birzer (2015a), in which a representative of the semantic hyperclass 
RELATION, namely Polish ogólnie mówiąc ‘generally speaking’ and its Russian counterpart voobšče 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. à 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 powiedzieć.INF ‘in order to say X’ and isolated 
lexicalised formations based on the perfective adverbial participle (e.g. prawdę mowiąc.AP.IPF 
‘speaking honestly (lit. speaking the truth)’ vs. prawdę 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 govoreći.AP.IPF ‘honestly speaking’ vs. iskreno 
rečeno.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.12 

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. 
upřímně řečeno.PTCP.PST.PASS ‘frankly speaking (lit. spoken)’ or jinak řečeno.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 Italian 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. 



 

 

            
   

 
              

                 
             
            
            

              
              

            
             

   
 

              
             

          
     

  
  

     
       

 
     

       
      

         
 

        
              

              
                

            
     

 
         

               
          

              
              

       
  

         
    

    
   

       
      

        
    

    

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 
hierfür ist der Kontakt der Zielsprache mit einer kulturell und soziolinguistisch dominanten 
Schriftsprache, auch im Rahmen von Übersetzungen. 
[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 

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 

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 rešti ‘to say’, 
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 

‘to speak’) and marks the beginning of the 

influence of Greek has 

(23) a. Greek 
καὶ ἀνοίξας τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ 
CONJ open.PTCP.AOR.NOM.SG.M DET.ACC mouth.ACC his 
ἐδίδασκεν αὐτοὺς λέγων,
teach.IMPERF.3SG them say.PTCP.PRS.NOM.SG.M 

of rešti ‘say’). One may assume that the 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). 

b. Old Church Slavonic 
i оtvr-z- оusta svoě 
CONJ open.PTCP.PST.NOM.SG.M mouth.ACC REFL.POSS.ACC 
оučaaše ją ҃glę: … (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- položij 

and write.PTCP.PST.NOM.SG “Zr-calo” as guessing assume.3SG 
7000 lět, glagoljaj sice: Po domyslu ubo rěšak 

7000 years speak.AP so by conjecture for decide.PST.3PL 
mnozik, glagoljušček: poneže v- 6 dnej s-tvoren- byst’ mir- sej, 
many.NOM speak.PTCP.PRS.NOM.PL because this world was created in 6 days 



 

 

  
  
      
      
      

      
                  

   
 

                 
                 

               
               

                
                 

                 
                 

              
               

               
              

         
                 

             
               
                
           

               
              
  

 

 

               
          

 

i skončavaemě ubo šestoj tysjašči byti i skončanie miru: 
the end of the sixth millenium must also be the end of the world 
sl-gašak že tii, rečej. 
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 Ioasafu) 

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 rešči ‘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. 

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). 



 

 

 

              
           

 
                

            
           

 
 

  
 

                 
         

        
     

    
  

      
      

             
        

        
      

     
         

       
       

    
          

         
         

                                                           
             

   

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. Rysová 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. Rysová 2012; Zikánová, Hajičová, Hladká, Jínová, 
Mírovský, Nedoluzhko, Poláková, Rysová, Rysová and Václ 2015; Poláková 2015; Rysová and 
Rysová 2015; Mírovský, Synková, Rysová and Poláková 2017). 

Discourse connectives are divided into primary and secondary connectives (cf. Rysová and 
Rysová 2018). The latter include DSEs of the type ADV + receno (cf. Rysová 2012: 2804; 
Polaková 2015: 54).13 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” (Rysová and Rysová 2014: 454; cf. also 
Danlos, Rysová, Rysová and Stede 2018: 73–74) to be secondary ones – but also takes into account 
the ability to “express the reference in the surface” (Rysová and Rysová 2014: 456; cf. also 
Rysová 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. Rysová and Rysová 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, Rysová’s (2014) study on the connective usage of verbs of saying does not consider the verb 
říct ‘say’. 



 

 

        
 

              
             
              

         
              

             
            

                
            

        
                 

              
              

                
               

              
             

                
 

 
  

         
         
         
         
            
            
  

  
    

 
                
             

             
            

 
      

      
      
       
      
        
     

 

                                                           
             
        

  

with the status of primary vs. secondary discourse connective (cf. Rysová and Rysová 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 vždyt’ ‘after all’. In one of the introductory 
chapter Doischer discusses what distinguishes grammaticalization from pragmaticalization, but 
does not analyse the development of vždyt’ from this perspective. Rysová (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 + řečeno 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 19th 

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.14 In the 14th 

adverbial participle, i.e. transgressive in Czech linguistic terminology) of říct ‘say’ occurs as 
marker of direct and indirect speech (25). In several cases the participle is modified by tak(to) 
‘so’: 

century and Speeches. 

century, the present participle active (as predecessor of the 

(25) Old Czech 
O tom také píše Nikodemus v svém čtení 
about this also write.PRS.3SG Nikodemus.NOM in his reader 
a tak řka, jež dva syny Simeonova, 
CONJ so.ADV say.PTCP.PRS.ACT.NOM.SG.M COMP two sons of Simon, 
Karinus a Alerchius , jsta z mrtvých 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: Pasionál muzejní (Muz III D 44) (R) (1350–1400)) 

As in the other languages discussed, the modification by tak(to) is the point of departure towards 
the development of DSEs, as example (26) impressively shows: the adverb zvlášče ‘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 
Ježíš matcě odpoviedáše a zvlášče 
Jesus.NOM mother.DAT answer.AOR.3SG CONJ in_particular.ADV 
takto řka: Matko má milá, … 
so.ADV say.PTCP.PRS.ACT.NOM.SG.M my dear mother 
‘Jesus gave an answer to his mother speaking in particular so: “My dear mother, …” ’ 
(X: Pasionál muzejní (Muz III 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. 

https://function.14


 

 

             
                
             

               
              

              
            

 
  

           
             
  
  
             
                
        
         
   
  
      

   
     

  
 

  
         
            
     
     
   
    
     

 
    

 

   
   
   
   

 
         

 
     

     
     
   
   

  
       
      

It is worth highlighting that representatives of other discourse structuring functions are also 
attested as early as in the 14th century. (27) is an example of reformulation, and (28–29) 
illustrate the first step towards the contemporary reformulation marker česky řečeno ‘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 Čechách, ni u Moravě, jakžto učení mistři pravie, 
neither in Bohemia, nor in Moravia, as the learned masters say, 
ni v Rakúsiech, ni v Uhřiech, ni u Bavořiech ani v Rusiech, 
nor in Austria, nor in Hungary, nor in Bavaria, nor in Russia, 
ni u Polaniech, ni v Korutaniech – právěť vešde jeho jmě světie, 
nor in Poland, nor in Carinthia – everywhere his holy name is to reign 
krátcě řkúce, po všem světě – 
more_shortly.ADV say.PTCP.PRS.SG.F on the whole world – 
nikdiež jemu nenie rovně … 
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: Mastičkář muzejní (R) (1350-1400) 

(28) Old Czech 
Tehda křesťené […] jemu jmě vzděli Přispořený. 
then the Christians gave him the name Přispořený [endowed with wealth] 
To je českým obyčějem 
DET.SG.N AUX.PRS.3SG Czech.ADJ.INST custom.INST 
řečeno Sbožný. 
say.PTCP.PST.PASS.SG.N Sbožný 
‘Then the Christians […] gave him the name Přispořený. In Czech words, that is 
Sbožný.’ 
(X: Pasionál muzejní (Muz III D 44) (R) (1350-1400)) 

(29) Old Czech 
[…] oni řěchu: “Rabi, to jest řečeno, 
they said Rabbi.VOC DET.SG.N AUX.PRS.3SG say.PTCP.PST.PASS.SG.N 
mistře, kde bydlíš?” 
master.VOC where do you live? 
‘[…] they said: “Rabbi, that is master, where do you live?” ’ 
(X: Život Krista Pána (UK XVII A 9) (R)) 

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

(30) Old Czech 
A to proto, jakž jest dřéve 
and this is for the reason how AUX.PRS.3SG earlier.ADV 
řečeno, aby za ny všichni světí před 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: Pasionál muzejní (Muz III D 44) (R) (1350-1400)) 

From the 15th century onwards the present participle active of řéci / říct ‘say’ is attested only 
as marker of speech rendering, in some cases modified by the adverb tak(to) ‘so’. Its usage 
frequency declines sharply in the 17th c. Instead, the present participle active of říkat, the 
imperfective aspectual partner of řéci / říct ‘say’, occurs in a discourse-structuring function for 
the first time in the 16th century. It marks speaker’s stance (31); in the 17th century it also 
functions as a quotation marker of the type s.PREP PROPER_NAME.INST říkajíc ‘speaking in the 
words of person X (lit. speaking with person X)’ (32):15 

(31) Middle Czech 
[…] toliko pochovávati mrtvé jest jako říkajíc 
to bury so many dead is how say.PTCP.PRS.ACT.F/N 

práce nesnesitedlná, […] 
an unbearable work 

‘Burying so many dead is, so to say, an unbearable task.’ 
(Hostounský, Baltazar: Obrácení pohanův v Jáponě (1585)) 

(32) Middle Czech 
Těšte se, ó, ženy počestné, jistou přítomnosti boží, říkajíce 
Rejoice, oh, honorable women, in the sure presence of God, say.PTCP.PRS.ACT.PL 
s Davidem z žalmu 73: 
with David.INST from psalm.GEN 73 
Podlé rady své veď mne, Bože, a potom v slávu přijmeš 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.’ 
(Žalanský-Phaeton, Havel: O ctných manželkách těhotných a rodičkách křesťanských 
(Strah. knih., BT VIII 6) (1615)) 

The distribution of functions in the 16th and 17th centuries results from the development of 
verbal aspect into a grammatical category:16 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 řéci / říct ‘say’. In the 18th century, the present participle of řéci / říct ‘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 říkajíc. 
From the 18th century on, the present participle respectively transgressive of říkat is used 
exclusively as hedge in collocation with tak ‘so’, but up to and even in the 19th century it 

15 říkajíc is used as a proxy for all inflectional forms of the present participle, since the hedging function crystallizes 
on říkajíc later on. 
16 According to Kosek (2014: 158), the development of aspect towards a grammatical category has its climax in 
the 15th c. 



 

 

           
                

               
                   

  
                

                
               
                

            
               

                
             

                
  

 
  

 
            

                 
                

      
 

  
  

  

                                                           
                  

   
             

                      
                        

                
                   

    
                     

                              
    

                     
                              

 
             

             
                 

      
                    

       
                             

              
                  

              
          

        
                         

          
       

f e at ur e d diff er e nt i nfl e cti o n al f or ms. T h e cr yst alli z ati o n t o t h e p etrifi e d (a n d s o m eti m es 
u ni v er b at e d) t a k ří k ají c  ‘s o t o s a y (lit. s a yi n g so) ’ is a r es ult of t h e 2 0 t h c e nt ur y. 1 7 

T h e f u n cti o ns att est e d f or ř e č e n o  ‘s ai d’ i n t h e 1 4 -1 6 t h c e nt uri es r e m ai n st a bl e o v er t h e c e nt uri es. 
I n t h e 1 9 t h c e nt ur y, as i n t h e ot h er l a n g u a g es st u di e d, t h e n u m b er of D S Es of t h e t y p e a d v + 
ř e č e n o  i n cr e as es. 

If w e n o w c o m p ar e t h e C z e c h str u ct ur es wit h t h os e i n its c o nt a ct l a n g u a g e G er m a n, t h e 
f oll o wi n g p ar all els st a n d o ut: i n G er m a n a n d i n C z e c h, t h e D S E wit h h e d gi n g f u n cti o n is f or m e d 
wit h t h e e q ui v al e nt a d v er bs C z e c h t a k ‘s o’ a n d G E R s o ‘s o’, r es p e cti v el y. T h e n o n -fi nit e v er b 
f or m us e d – t h e tr a ns gr essi v e i n C z e c h a n d t h e i nfi niti v e i n G er m a n – diff ers fr o m t h e 
i nfl e cti o n al f or m us e d i n b ot h l a n g u a g es f or t h e (s e mi) pr o d u cti v e f or m ati o n p att er n: b ot h 
l a n g u a g es us e t h e p arti ci pl e p assi v e f or t h e l att er p ur p os e. T h e G er m a n h e d g e s oz us a g e n ‘s o t o 
s p e a k’ r es ult s fr o m t h e u ni v er b ati o n of t h e t hr e e c o nstit u e nts s o, z u a n d s a g e n ;1 8 i n C z e c h, t h e 
u ni v er b ati o n t a kří k ají c ‘s o t o s p e a k’ e xist s al o n gsi d e t h e s e p ar at e s p elli n g. T h es e p ar all els i n 
f or m a n d f u n cti o n m a k e it v er y li kel y t h at t h e C z e c h D S Es ar e p att er n r e pli c ati o ns of t h e 
G er m a n m o d el s. 

4. 1 .3 C r o ati a n 

I n m o d er n Cr o ati a n, t h e i m p erf e cti v e a d v er bi al p arti ci pl e g o v or e ći  ‘s p e a ki n g’ o c c ur s i n t w o 
m aj or c o nt e xts: a) as el e m e nt of t h e D S E t y p es A D V + A P a n d A DJ .I N S T + L A N G U A G E. I N S T + 
N O N -FI NI T E V E R B U M DI C E N DI a n d b) i n u n m o difi e d f or m as m ar k er of dir e ct s p e e c h (2 2; f or t hi s 
a n d t h e f oll o wi n g cf. Bir z er 2 0 1 8 a ). 

( 3 3) Cr o ati a n 
P o kr aj nj e bil a s u pr e vr n ut a dj e čj a k oli c a, a dj e v oj či c a .N O M j e.A U X . 3S G 

pl a k al a .L P T C P .S G g o v or e ći .A P : “ Št o si n a pr a vi o m oj oj m a mi! ? ”  

1 7 I n t h e s y n 2 0 2 0 c or p us o nl y t a k ří k ají c is att est e d, t h e ot h er t w o i nfl e cti o n al f or ms of t h e tr a n s gr es si v e t a k + ří k aj e 
/ ří k ají c e d o n ot o c c ur. 
1 8 T h e “ D e uts c h es  T e xt ar c hi v ” (htt p s:// w w w. d e ut s c h e st e xt ar c hi v. d e /)  c o nt ai n s  t e xts  of  t h e  N e w  Hi g h  G er m an 
p eri o d fr o m t h e 1 7 t h t o t h e 2 0t h c e nt ur y. O ur q u er y s h o w e d t h at s o z u s a g e n ‘s o t o s a y’ – still i n t h e s e p ar at e s p elli n g 
– w as  u s e d  i n  h e d gi n g  ( 1)  a n d  r ef or m ul ati o n  ( 2)  f u n cti o n  alr e a d y  i n  t h e  1 7 t h c e nt ur y.  T h e  first  i n st a n c e s  of 
u ni v er b ati o n ar e d o c u m e nt e d i n t h e 1 8 4 0 s , cf. ( 3), w ell b ef or e t h e first e vi d e n c e i n C z e c h a n d still at a ti m e of 
i nt e nsi v e (lit er a c y)  c o nt a ct b et w e e n C z e c h a n d  G er m a n. T h e l ast e vi d e n c e  f or  t h e s e p ar at e  s p elli n g i n G er m a n 
d at es b a c k t o 1 9 1 0. 
( 1) Di et h el m f ühlt e, w a s es h ei ßt, si c h i n s c h w a n k e n d er o d er g ar i n v e rz w eif elt e r L a g e z u b efi n d e n, d a m u ß m a n 

si c h s o z u s a g e n ü b ers O h r h a u e n l a ss e n u n d t h u n als o b ni c hts g es c h e h e n w ä r e, n u r u m A ufs e h e n u n d g e n a u er e 
N a c hf o rs c h u n g z u v e r m ei d e n . 
‘ Di et h el m f elt w h at it m e a n s t o b e i n a s h a k y or e v e n d es p er at e sit u ati o n, w h er e y o u h a v e t o l et y o ur s elf b e 
t a k e n  f or  a  ri d e,  s o  t o  s p e a k,  a n d  a ct  as  if  n ot hi n g  h a d  h a p p e n e d,  j ust  t o  a v oi d  a  f u ss  a n d  a  m or e  d et ail e d 
i n v e sti g ati o n.’ 
(A u er b a c h, B ert h ol d: Di e G es c hi c ht e d es Di et h el m v o n B u c h e n b er g. I n D e uts c h er N o v ell e ns c h at z. Hr s g. v o n 
P a ul H e ys e u n d H er m a n n K ur z. B d. 7. 2. A ufl. B erli n. [ 1 9 1 0] ). 
Di e Zit ati o n e n si n d s o ü b er n o m m e n, wi e si e i m K or p u s g e g e b e n w ur d e n. Si e k ö n n e n g er n e d er Ei n h eitli c h k eit 
h al b er a n g e p as st o d er g el ö s c ht w er d e n. 

( 2) I n b ei d e n St ä n d e n d er M e n s c h n u r g e d a c ht als P ers o n, s o w eit er b esit zt, ei n e D a rst ell u n g g e wiss e r m a ß e n d es 
fl üc hti g e n L e b e n s g eist es, d er a u s d er S c h oll e a ufst ei gt, di e R e p r ä s e nt ati o n, s o z u s a g e n , d es A c k er d uft es. 
‘I n b ot h st at e s m a n i s t h o u g ht of o nl y as a p er s o n, gi v e n h e h as p o ss es si o ns, a r e pr es e nt ati o n, i n a s e ns e, of t h e 
e p h e m er al s pirit of lif e t h at ris es fr o m t h e s oil, t h e r e pr es e nt ati o n, s o t o s p e a k, of t h e s c e nt of t h e fi el d.’ 
(I m m er m a n n, K arl: D er C ar n e v al u n d di e S o m n a m b ül e. I n D e uts c h er N o v ell e ns c h at z. Hr s g. v o n P a ul H e ys e 
u n d H er m a n n K ur z. B d. 5. 2. A ufl. B erli n . [ 1 9 1 0], 1 3 9– 2 7 3 ). 

( 3) S ol c h e  p s y c his c h e  Dis p o siti o n e n  k o m m e n u n z w eif el h aft  a n g e b o r e n,  u n d  n a m e ntli c h  a n g e e r bt, s o z us a g e n 
h ä ufi g e b e n als Tr ä g er d er H e r e dit ät d es I rr es ei n s, v o r [ …] 
‚ S u c h m e nt al di s p o siti o n s ar e u n d o u bt e dl y i n n at e, a n d es p e ci all y i n h erit e d, a n d s o t o s p e a k o c c ur fr e q u e ntl y as 
c arri er s  of  t h e  h er e dit y of  i n s a nit y.’ (Gri esi n g er,  Wil h el m:  Di e  P at h ol o gi e  u n d  T h er a pi e  d er  p s y c hi s c h e n 
Kr a n k h eit e n, f ür Är zt e u n d St u di er e n d e. St utt g art. 1 8 4 5 ). 

https://www.deutschestextarchiv.de


 

 

  
  

  
 

     
       

    
         

  
 

  
       
      
      
       
                            
  

 
  

         
         
           
        
        

   
  

 
               
               

               
   

 
  

           
            
     
     
            

 
  

 
  

      
     

      
     

       
 

            
     

      

‘ N e xt t o h er t h e pr a m w a s t ur n e d o v er, a n d t h e girl cri e d, s a yi n g: “ W h at h a v e y o u 
d o n e t o m y m a m a! ? ” ’ 
( H N K _ v 2 5 s u b c or p us, gs 2 0 0 5 0 7 0 2 c k 4 2 9 7 3) 

U ntil t h e mi d dl e of t h e 1 7t h c e nt ur y, pr ot ot y pi c al g o v or e ći .A P ‘ s p e a ki n g’ a n d it s (still e xisti n g 
p arti ci pi al)  v ari a nts  is  us e d e x cl usi v el y as  a  m ar k er  of  dir e ct  a n d  i n dir e ct  s p e e c h  as  w ell  as 
q u ot ati o ns. It o c c urs a) i n t h e c o nstr u cti o n wit h t w o v er b a di c e n di ( 3 4) a n d b) as a s y nt a cti c all y 
i n d e p e n d e nt p ar e nt h esis wit hi n or at t h e e n d of t h e r e n d er e d s p e e c h or q u ot ati o n ( 3 5), i. e. t h e 
st at us of t h e s e c o n d ar y pr e di c at e g ets l ost gr a d u all y : 

( 3 4) Mi d dl e Cr o ati a n 
…  k a m e n o v a h u Sti e p a n a z o v e ć e g a  i g o v or e ć e g a : 
l a pi d at e.I M P E R F. 3P L Sti e p a n. A C C cr y. P T C P .A C T .A C C a n d s p e a k. P T C P .A C T .A C C 

G ñ e J es us e, pri mi d u h a m o g a. 
L or d J es us, a c c e pt m y s o ul. 
‘ … t h e y l a pi d at e d Sti e p a n, w h o w as cr yi n g a n d s p e a ki n g: “ L or d J es us, a c c e pt m y s o ul. ” ’ 
( K aši ć, Dj 7: 5 8/ A cts 7: 5 9) 

( 3 5) Mi d dl e Cr o ati a n 
O n j u ti š e ći ti s u ć kr at i ti s u ć mil o pritis k aj u ći  
h e h er c o ns ol e. A P t h o us a n d _ti m es a n d t h o us a n d h e artil y pr ess. A P 

c el u n u: - N e m oj s e - g o v or e ći  - d uši c e  m oj a, r as c vilj e v ati. 
kiss. 3 S G d o n ot s p e a k. A P m y d arli n g, m o a n 
‘C o ns oli n g  a n d  a  t h o us a n d  a n d  t h o us a n d  ti m es  pr essi n g  h er  h e artil y,  h e  kiss e d  h er: 
“ D o n’ t, ” s a yi n g, “ m y d arli n g, m o a n. ” ’ 
( H N K _ kl asi ci s u b c or p us, Z or a ni ć P. Pl a ni n e. 1 5 6 9) . 

I n t h e 1 8t h c e nt ur y, g o v o r e ći  r et ai ns t h e d es cri b e d f u n cti o ns, b ut it als o s p or a di c all y o c c urs i n 
t h e c o nstr u cti o n t y p e A D V + A P ( 3 6). I n a d diti o n, t h e c o nstr u cti o ns wit h t h e p ast p arti ci pl e 
p assi v e r e č e n o  ‘s ai d ’, still as a pr e di c at e n o mi n al wit h a u xili ar y, ar e att est e d ( 3 7). T h e y e x pr ess 
s p e a k er ’s st a n c e: 

( 3 6) Mi d dl e Cr o ati a n 
... s k or o s as vi m ništ a  n e v alj a d e. Al p o d u ši  n aš ki  
… n e arl y i n g e n er al n ot hi n g t ur ns ar o u n d. b ut b y s o ul. D A T A DJ .P O S S .D A T 

g o v or e ći , u mrit ć e m o,  ... 
s p e a k. A P w e will di e 
‘... n e arl y i n g e n er al n ot hi n g t ur ns ar o u n d. B ut s p e a ki n g a c c or di n g t o o ur s o ul, w e will 
di e .... ’ 
( H N K _ kl asi ci s u b c or p us, R el k o vi ć, M. A. S atir iliti di vji č o vi k. 1 7 6 2) 

( 3 7) Mi d dl e Cr o ati a n 
P o đ e  s o v o g a s vit a kr alj  sl o vi ns ki ist o vri m e  u d ari  n a Lj ut o vi d a n eiz br oj e n a v ojs k a c es ar a 
L u d o vi k a,  k oj oj  n e  m o g u ći  Lj ut o vi d  o d oliti,  p o biž e  u  sr bs k u  z e mlj u  i  bi  pri mlj e n  o d  
v oj v o d e  sr bs k o g a  u  d v o r  s v oj;  ali  s e Lj ut o vi d  u k az a  n e p oz n a n  i  ž est o k o  n e h ar a n,  j er 
p o g u bi vši  s v o g a  d o br o č as ni k a  u či ni  s e g os p o d a r  o d  nj e g o v a  gr a d a  i  s v e g a  b o g atst v a. 
Pr a v o. A D V j e.A U X . 3S G r e č e n o. P T C P .P A S S .S G : “ N e  či ni  d o br a  n e p oz n a n u,  d a  t e  zl o  n e  
n a đ e ” . 
‘T h e  Sl a vi c  ki n g  [i. e.  B or n a – S. B.]  h a d  d e p art e d  fr o m  t hi s  w orl d  a n d  at  t h at  ti m e 
u n c o u nt a bl e  ar m e d  f or c es  of  E m p er or  L u d o vi k  m a d e  a n  att a c k  a g ai nst  Lj ut o vi d,  a n d 
Lj ut o vi d, u n a bl e t o r esist t h e m, fl e d t o t h e S er bi a n l a n ds a n d w as r e c ei v e d b y t h e S er bi a n 

https://re�eno.PTCP.PASS.SG
https://govore�i.AP


 

 

   
 

 
  

 
                

                
              

          
             

                
                

              
            
         

             
             
                  

           
        

 

 

                 
        

 
               

           
                 

                
          

              
             

              
             

   
 

  
 

                                                           
        

Croatian, cf. Turk and Sesar 2003). In the 19th century, rečeno 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 
govoreći.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 rečeno function as DSEs, while govoreći 
prototypically occurs as a marker of direct speech. 

Chart 1. Histogram of type and token frequencies in the HNK25 corpus for the DSEs based on 
govoreći and rečeno (cited from Birzer 2018a: 229). 19 

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 

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, Kačić-Miošić, 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; Štebih 2003; Golubović 2007; Jernej, Glovacki-Bernardi and Sujoldžić 2012; on the role 
model of Czech for replications from German in other Slavonic languages, among them 

population had receptive and productive skills in oral and written German (cf. Jernej et al. Jernej, 
Glovacki-Bernardi and Sujoldžić 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 govoreći.AP ‘speaking’ in a marker 
of direct speech. 

4.1.4 Polish 

19 The classes were created automatically on the basis of the data of the more infrequent govoreći. 

https://govore�i.AP


 

 

               
               

            
               

             
                  

                  
            

 
  

        
       
   
   
  
  

 
              

                
                 

              
              

                   
                   

                
              

      
                   

           
             
            

               
              
     

                
             

                
             

              
            
         

 
           

 

                                                           
                          

                 
                             

                         
 

                         
             

 

T h e hist ori c al d e v el o p m e nt of P oli s h D S Es ( cf. Bir z er 2 0 1 7 b) is si mil ar t o t h at i n R ussi a n. 
C o nstr u cti o ns f or m ar ki n g r e n d er e d s p e e c h a n d q u ot ati o ns ar e als o t h e first t o b e att est e d i n 
P oli s h. C o n gr u e nt str u ct ur es c a n b e o bs er v e d f or e m ost i n r eli gi o us L ati n -P oli s h p ar all el t e xts. 
I n e arli er p eri o ds of P oli s h, it is oft e n i mp ossi bl e t o disti n g uis h b et w e e n dir e ct a n d r e p ort e d 
s p e e c h, 2 0 w hil e L ati n us es t h e A cI as s p e ci ali z e d c o nstr u cti o n t o m ar k r e p ort e d s p e e c h. 

I n t h e p eri o d of m a c ar o ni s m, P oli s h r e pli c at es t h e s y nt a cti c p att er n of t h e A cI – t h e A cI m a y 
b e f or m e d wit h b ot h L ati n a n d / or P oli s h l e xi c al m at eri al – s o or ati o r e ct a a n d o bli q u a c a n 
n o w b e disti n g uis h e d (3 7 ; f or t hi s a n d t h e f oll o wi n g, cf. Bir z er 2 0 1 5 b) : 

( 3 7) Mi d dl e P olis h 
... prz et o Or p h e us p o wi e dzi ał,  [J o v e m b y ć  m as c ul u m 
t h er ef or e Or p h e us. N O M s a y. P S T . 3S G .M J u pit er. N O M b e. I N F m a n. A C C 

et f e mi n a m]A cI . 
a n d w o m a n. A C C 

‘ … t h er ef or e Or p h e us s ai d t h at J u pit er w as at t h e s a m e ti m e m a n a n d w o m a n.’ 
( Gór ni c ki. 1 5 6 6. D w or z a ni n P ols ki .) 

L ati n i ns erti o ns als o o c c ur i n t h e q u ot ati v e f u n cti o n, w hi c h d e v el o ps fr o m s p e e c h m ar ki n g. If 
t h e ori gi n al l a n g u a g e of t h e q u ot ati o n is L ati n, t hi s is n ot s ur prisi n g, b ut L ati n i ns erti o ns als o 
o c c ur i n c o nt e xts i n w hi c h t h e i nf or m ati o n a b o ut t h e q u ot e d a ut h or is s o s p ars e t h at t h e ori gi n al 
l a n g u a g e of t h e q u ot ati o n c a n n ot b e d et er mi n e d. T h er ef or e, it m ust b e ass u m e d t h at L ati n 
i ns erti o ns s er v e t o disti n g uis h b et w e e n t h e a ct u al n arr ati o n (i n P oli s h) a n d q u ot ati o n ( or i n dir e ct 
s p e e c h – w h i c h is als o a ki n d of q u ot ati o n – i n L ati n) a n d c a n t h us b e d es cri b e d as f u n cti o n al 
c o d e s wit c h es ( cf. Ri e hl 2 0 0 4 : 2 3 ; P a ht a a n d N ur mi 2 0 1 1 ). T h e A cI g ot o ut of us e at t h e t ur n 
of t h e 1 8t h t o t h e 1 9t h c e nt uri es, i. e. at a ti m e w h e n p u n ct u ati o n w as b e c o mi n g i n cr e asi n gl y 
st a n d ar dis e d a n d dir e ct s p e e c h as w ell as v er b ati m q u ot ati o ns c o ul d b e cl e arl y i d e ntifi e d b y 
m e a ns of p u n ct u ati o n ( cf. Bir z er 2 0 1 5 b) . 

L ati n l e xi c al m at eri al w as als o us e d t o f or m D S Es of t h e t y p e A D V + A P . G r a d u all y, t h e 
l e xi c al m at eri al b e c a m e i nt e gr at e d m or p h ol o gi c all y a n d fi nall y, s o m e i n di vi d u al D S Es w er e 
r e pli c at e d usi n g t h e P oli s h e q ui v al e nts f or t h e b orr o w e d L ati n m at eri al ( e. g. m ó wi ą c  i n 
p arti c ul ari > p art y k ul ar ni e m ó wi ą c  > ś ciśl e(j)  / k o n kr et ni e(j) / d o kł a d ni e(j)  m ó wi ą c  ‘( m or e) 
e x a ctl y s p e a ki n g’). R e pl a ci n g t h e b orr o w e d m at eri al b y its P oli s h e q ui v al e nts is a c as e of m att er 
r e pli c ati o n. T h e r e pli c ati o n a cts as a c at al yst f or t h e c o ns oli d ati o n of t h e g e n ui n el y Sl a vi c 
c o nstr u cti o n A D V + A P . 

T h us, i n t h e d e v el o p m e nt of P oli s h dis c o urs e str u ct ur es t h e r e pli c ati o n of b ot h m att er (i n t h e 
D S Es) a n d p att er n (t h e A cI i n q u ot ati v e f u n cti o n) t o o k pl a c e ( cf. Bir z er 2 0 1 7 b ). 

T h e c o nt a ct b et w e e n P oli s h a n d L ati n h as t o b e cl a ssifi e d as i nt e nsi v e lit er a c y c o nt a ct. T w o 
pr o d u cts of l a n g u a g e c o nt a ct t estif y t o t h e a w ar e n ess of m or p h os y nt a cti c c o n - a n d di v er g e n c es 
t y pi c al of i nt e nsi v e lit er a c y c o nt a ct: firstl y, t h e r e pli c ati o n of t h e A cI a n d s e c o n dl y t h e 
m or p h ol o gi c al i nt e gr ati o n of t h e b orr o w e d L ati n m att er i nt o t h e P olis h ort h o gr a p hi c a n d 
m or p h ol o gi c al s yst e m, w hi c h r efl e cts t h e L ati n m or p h e m e b o u n d ari es. 2 1 

4. 2 C r oss -li n g uisti c a n al ysi s: t h e r ol e of l a n g u a g e c o nt a ct a n d e xt r ali n g uisti c f a ct o rs 

2 0 I n e arli er p eri o d s of P olis h, c o m pl e m e nti z er s m a y m ar k b ot h dir e ct a n d r e p ort e d s p e e c h. If t h e r es p e cti v e s p e e c h 
a ct c o nt ai ns a pr o n o u n a n d t h e c o nt e xt m a k es cl e ar t h at t h e pr o n o u n s hift t y pi c al f or r e p ort e d s p e e c h h as t a k e n 
pl a c e, it is cl e ar t h at w e ar e d e ali n g wit h a n i nst a n c e of r e p ort e d s p e e c h. H o w e v er, i n m a n y i nst a n c e s t h e c o nt e xt 
d o es n ot all o w t o est a blis h w h et h er t h e (t hir d p er s o n) pr o n o u n i n t h e s p e e c h a ct i s t h e r e s ult of pr o n o u n s hift or 
n ot. 
2 1 T his is s u p p ort e d b y t h e c oll o q ui al m att er r e pli c ati o n b a ks ‘d oll ar ’ i n M o d er n R u ssi a n, w hi c h r es ult s fr o m a 
l a n g u a g e c o nt a ct sit u ati o n of c o nsi d er a bl y l es s i nt e nsit y a n d d o es n ot r efl e ct t h e m or p h ol o gi c al s e g m e nt ati o n of 
b u c k -s. 

https://boundaries.21


 

 

         
            

          
             
          

        
           

           
     

           
          

         
         

          
             

        
           

          
          

          
       

            
                

        
    

   
           

      
       
 

    
                

      
      

                  
             

         
              

              
               

         
             

           
    

     
   

            
        

               
           

             

r e pli c ati o n  of  t h e  A cI), w h er e as i n R ussi a n as  w ell  as  C z e c h  a n d Cr o ati a n it r es ult s i n t h e 
b orr o wi n g of a dis c o urs e -str u ct uri n g c o nstr u cti o n fr o m Fr e n c h ( b as e d  o n  t h e  i nfi niti v e) a n d 
G er m a n ( b as e d  o n t h e p ast  p arti ci pl e p assi v e) r e s p e cti v el y. T his is r e m ar k a bl e si n c e M atr as 
( 2 0 0 7 b: 6 8) c o n cl u d es fr o m his t y p ol o gi c al d at a t h at p att er n r e pli c ati o n o c c urs wit h c o n n e cti v e 
c o nstr u cti o ns , t o w hi c h m a n y D S Es wit h  pr a g m ati c  f u n cti o ns  b el o n g , w h er e as m att er 
r e pli c ati o n o c c urs o nl y wit h dis c o urs e -str u ct uri n g p arti cl es. T h e i nt e nsit y of l a n g u a g e c o nt a ct 
e x pl ai n s  w h y t h e b orr o w e d c o nstr u cti o n f or ms o nl y is ol at e d l e xi c ali s e d r e pr es e nt ati v es i n 
R ussi a n, b ut is (s e mi -)pr o d u cti v e i n C z e c h a n d Cr o ati a n : I n R ussi a, o nl y t h e e d u c at e d cl ass es 
h a d k n o wl e d g e of Fr e n c h a n d lit er a c y c o nt a ct w as pr o b a bl y m or e pr o n o u n c e d t h a n f a c e-t o-f a c e 
c o nt a ct , w h er e as i n B o h e mi a a n d M or a vi a as w ell as i n Cr o ati a, as hist ori c al -p oliti c al e ntiti es 
of t h e H a bs b ur g E m pir e, c o nt a ct wit h G er m a n t o o k  pl a c e f a c e-t o-f a c e i n m a n y ar e as of 
e v er y d a y lif e, b ut als o i n t h e f or m of lit er a c y c o nt a ct es p e ci all y i n t h e offi ci al d o m ai n (cf. J er n ej 
et al. J er n ej, Gl o v a c ki -B er n ar di a n d S uj ol d ži ć 2 0 1 2; N e w er kl a 2 0 2 2 : 1 5 9 – 1 6 2), i n B o h e mi a a n d 
M or a vi a e v e n t o a gr e at er e xt e nt t h a n i n Cr o ati a (cf. N u c k ols 2 0 0 3 : 1 1 7 ; T h o m as 2 0 0 3 : 2 0 6– 
2 0 7 ). A d diti o n all y, C z e c h a n d Cr o ati a n wit n ess e d lit er a c y c o nt a ct vi a m ut u al tr a nsl ati o ns of 
m ai nl y lit er ar y w or ks ( cf. St e h lí k 2 0 1 9 : 5 7 – 5 9) a n d, t o a s m all er e xt e nt, f a c e -t o-f a c e c o nt a ct 
d u e t o C z e c h mi gr ati o n m ai nl y t o Sl a v o ni a ( cf. St e h lí k 2 0 1 9 ). T his p ossi bl y s er v e d as a d diti o n al 
c at al yst  f or  t h e  f or t h e  c o ns oli d ati o n  of  D S Es  b as e d  o n  t h e  p ast  p arti ci pl e  p assi v e  i n  b ot h 
l a n g u a g es. 

S p e cifi c all y  f or  Cr o ati a n,  t h e  est a blis h m e nt  of  t h e  r e pli c at e d  c o nstr u cti o n  wit h  t h e  p ast 
p arti ci pl e  p assi v e  as  t h e  (s e mi -) pr o d u cti v e  o n e  p ossi bl y  s er v e d as t h e st arti n g p oi nt f or t h e 
pr es er v ati o n of u n m o difi e d g o v or e ći  as m ar k er of dir e ct s p e e c h, w hi c h c o ns e q u e ntl y r es ult e d 
i n t h e cr yst all i z ati o n of f u n cti o ns ( m ar ki n g of dir e ct s p e e c h vs. dis c o urs e str u ct ur e). 

At t h e s a m e ti m e, o ur d at a s h o w t h at t h e r e pli c ati o n of p att er ns c a n n ot b e e x pl ai n e d b y a g a p 
i n t h e li n g uisti c s yst e m of t h e r e pli c ati n g l a n g u a g e, si n c e a g e n ui n e l y Sl a vi c c o nstr u cti o n f or 
m ar ki n g dis c o urs e -str u ct uri n g f u n cti o ns is pr es e nt i n all f o ur l a n g u a g es. 

R at h er, e xtr ali n g uisti c f a ct ors, n a m el y st yli sti c a n d lit er ar y f as hi o ns, pl a y a r ol e i n t h e 
c o ns oli d ati o n of t h e c o nstr u cti o ns st u di e d. I n t h e 1 9t h c e nt ur y, t h e n u m b er of D S Es gr e w 
r a pi dl y i n all f o ur l a n g u a g es. At t h e s a m e ti m e, t h e n e w n arr ati v e t e c h ni q u e of s o-c all e d 

C o m p ari n g t h e hist ori c al d e v el o p m e nt of D S Es i n C z e c h,  Cr o ati a n,  P oli s h  a n d R ussi a n, a 
n u m b er of si mil ariti es a n d diff er e n c es c a n b e f o u n d. A ll f o ur l a n g u a g es s h ar e t h e f oll o wi n g 
c h ar a ct eristi cs: a) t h e c o nt e m p or ar y D S Es d e v el o p e d fr o m t h e s a m e c o n str u cti o n f or s p e e c h 
m ar ki n g, w hi c h o c c urs fr e q u e ntl y i n r eli gi o us t e xts.  b) T h e y  all f e at ur e  a  c o nstr u cti o n  t y p e 
b as e d o n t h e i m p erf e cti v e a d v er bi al p arti ci pl e, w hi c h c o m p et es wit h a n ot h er c o nstr u cti o n t y p e 
b as e d o n a n ot h er n o n -fi nit e v er b f or m. c) L a n g u a g e c o nt a ct e x ert e d i nfl u e n c e o n t h e hist ori c al 
d e v el o p m e nt of t h e D S E s b as e d o n n o n -fi nit e v er b a di c e n di : It pr o d u c e d a c at al yti c eff e ct t h at 
l e a d t o t h e fir m r o oti n g of o n e of t h e c o m p eti n g c o nstr u cti o n t y p es i nt o t h e li n g uisti c s yst e m. 
O n t h e s m all er s c al e, h o w e v er, t h e eff e cts of l a n g u a g e c o nt a ct diff er gr e atl y . 

I n P oli s h, l a n g u a g e c o nt a ct l e a ds t o t h e b orr o wi n g of l e xi c al m at eri al w hi c h fills t h e a d v er b 
p ositi o n  of  t h e g e n ui n el y Sl a vi c c o nstr u cti o n A D V + A P .I P F ( a n d  t o  t h e  t e m p or aril y  us e d 

“ e x p eri e n c e d s p e e c h ” (’erl e bt e R e d e ’) e m er g es, w hi c h “ j e n e St ell e n i n ei n e m s c hriftli c h e n o d er 
m ü n dl i c h e n T e xt [ b e z ei c h n et], di e i n ei n er g e g e b e n e n R e d e di e Fr a g e a uf k o m m e n l ass e n, w er 
d a “ ei g e ntli c h ” s pri c ht ( d e n kt/ w a hr ni m mt). Als o: E. R. [ erl e bt e R e d e – S. B.] als Irrit ati o n d er 
R e d ei nst a n z u n d i n d er e n F ol g e: E. R. als F or m d er I nt erf er e n z v o n Pri m är - u n d S e k u n d ärt e xt 
[r ef ers t o t h os e p ass a g es i n a writt e n or or al t e xt t h at r ais e t h e q u esti o n of w h o is “ a ct u all y ” 
s p e a ki n g (t hi n ki n g/ p er c ei vi n g). T h us: e x p eri e n c e d s p e e c h as a n irrit ati o n of t h e s p e e c h i nst a n c e 
a n d i n it s w a k e: e x p eri e n c e d s p e e c h as a f or m of i nt erf er e n c e of pri m ar y a n d s e c o n d ar y t e xt – 
tr a nsl ati o n S. B.] ” ( H o d el 2 0 0 1: 4 9). S e v er al (s e c o n d ar y) c h ar a ct eristi cs of e x p eri e n c e d s p e e c h 
h a v e a dir e ct r el ati o n t o o n e of t h e f u n cti o ns p erf or m e d b y t h e D S Es u n d er st u d y: 
( a) T h e “ w ert u n gs m ässi g e [e v al u ati v e – tr a nsl ati o n  S. B.]” ori e nt ati o n ( cf. H o d el 2 0 0 1 : 4 5) 

i m pli es t h e diff eri n g e v al u ati o n of o n e a n d t h e s a m e sit u ati o n a n d p ar all els t h e dis c o urs e -



 

 

        
   

         
             

           
        

    
           

          
         
     

     
            

         
           

     
 

            
             

    
                 

         
         

              
     

         
         
        

         
  

 
 

     
 

 
       

      
     

      
   

     
     

 
 

    
 

    
      

          
      
          

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

(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 (citаtnаja) Rede reicht von einzelnen Lexemen 
bis zu ‘subjektiven Redemassiven’ [quotative (citаtnаja) 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 
Äußerungsinstanz, 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 Kuße 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 že, Benigni 
2020 on Russian uže ‘already’, Bobrik 2021 on the Russian farewell formula sčastlívo and 
Vinogradova 2023 on constructions containing the preposition po ‘by, through’; for Polish 
Pastuch 2022 discusses the discourse function of the imperative słuchaj ‘hear’ and Kubicka 
2017, 2018 even treats DSEs based on mówiąc.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 zahvaljujući ‘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, 

(Traugott 2010: 60). 

This raises several theoretical issues: 
a) 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? 

b) 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 
adverbial participles shows. 

c) 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 

gained new on Diewald (2011), Beijering 

following model: 

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 

‘lexicalization’ or ‘pragmaticalization’, but changes may also 

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. 

the development of adverbs and prepositions out of 

subtype of Gxn, since the discussion about the link between subjectification and Gxn has 
momentum through this approach. Drawing 

(2012) identifies overlaps between Gxn, Pxn and Lxn, which leads her to propose the 
22 

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 

labelled ‘grammaticalization’, 
cluster in alternative ways. (Beijering 2012: 225). 

d) 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). 



 

 

      
               

         
     

  
 

           
        

 
        

     
       

 
               

             
 

            
     

   
   

 
         

 
       

          
     

    
   

      
      

            
      
 

   
               
       

         
          

     
   

             
         

       
               
              

     
      

             

as  a n  a d v er bi al  p arti ci pl e  ( cf.  K ort m a n n 1 9 9 5 ),  m a ki n g t y p e  ( v)  t h e  str u ct ur al  e q ui v al e nt  of 
Sl a vi c D S Es b as e d o n t h e a d v er bi al p arti ci pl e. 

T y p e ( vi) “ t a k e[ s] a n -e d cl a us e ( st at e d bl u ntl y )” ( H ei n e a n d K alt e n b ö c k 2 0 2 1: 2). I n t hi s 
c o nt e xt, -e d h as t h e f u n cti o n of p arti ci pl e p assi v e, a n d t y p e ( vi) m a y t h us b e r e g ar d e d as t h e 
str u ct ur al e q ui v al e nt of t h e C z e c h a n d Cr o ati a n D S Es b as e d o n t h e p assi v e p arti ci pl e i n -n o . 

T y p e (i v) “ t a k e[ s] a t o-i nfi niti v e (t o b e h o n est)” ( H ei n e a n d K alt e n b ö c k 2 0 2 1: 2) a n d dis pl a ys 
t h e  l o w est  d e gr e e  of  str u ct ur al  c o n v er g e n c e.  Of  t h e  f o ur  l a n g u a g es  a n al y z e d,  o nl y  R ussi a n 
f e at ur es D S Es b as e d o n t h e i nfi niti v e s k az at’  ‘s a y’. 

H ei n e  i d e ntifi es  s p o nt a n eit y ,  s c o p e,  s y nt a x,  s e m a nti cs,  m or p h o p h o n ol o g y,  pr os o d y,  a n d 
w or d or d er as f e at ur es di sti n g uis hi n g c o o pt ati o n fr o m gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n ( H ei n e 2 0 1 3: 1 2 2 2 – 
1 2 2 3). Si n c e o ur fi n di n gs f or s y nt a x, s e m a nti cs, m or p h o p h o n ol o g y, a n d pr o s o d y c oi n ci d e wit h 
H ei n e’s o bs er v a ti o ns, w e will t a k e a cl os er l o o k o nl y at s p o nt a n eit y, s c o p e, a n d w or d or d er. 

W e will b e gi n wit h s c o p e a n d w or d or d er. H ei n e cl ai ms t h at “ gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n t e n ds t o 
l e a d  t o  a  r estri cti o n  i n  t h e  (s e m a nti c-pr a g m ati c)  s c o p e  of  t h e  u nit  u n d er g oi n g  t h e  pr o c es s, 
w h er e as c o o pt ati o n e nt ails a n i n cr e as e i n s c o p e ” (H ei n e 2 0 1 3: 1 2 2 2). H e f urt h er s u g g ests t h at 
“ [ u] nits c o o pt e d as t h eti c als [ …] t e n d t o b e fr e e d of c o nstr ai nt s o n pl a c e m e nt [ …], e v e n if t h er e 
us u all y is s o m e pr ef err e d p ositi o n ” ( H ei n e 2 0 1 3: 1 2 2 3). H o w e v er, Bir z er ( 2 0 1 5) s h o ws f or t h e 
P oli s h a n d R ussi a n D S Es u n d er i n v esti g ati o n t h at t h e y s e e m t o b e fr e e of pl a c e m e nt c o nstr ai nt s 
o nl y  o n  first  si g ht;  i n  f a ct,  e a c h  f u n cti o n  of  t h es e  p ol yf u n cti o n al  it e ms  r e q uir es  a  s p e cifi c 
pl a c e m e nt a n d c orr el at es wit h a s p e cifi c s c o p e t h at m a y r a n g e fr o m o n e w or df or m i n s y nt a cti c 
c o nt a ct p ositi o n u p t o utt er a n c es/ p ar a gr a p hs or e v e n w h ol e t e xts. T h us, t h es e t w o f e at ur es a p pl y 
t o t h e D S Es u n d er c o nsi d er ati o n o nl y i n a li mit e d m a n n er. 

H ei n e st at es t h at “ [ c] o o pt ati o n, b y co ntr ast [t o gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n – S. B.], is s p o nt a n e o us 
r at h er t h a n gr a d u al; it c a n t a k e pl a c e a n y ti m e a n d i n a n y sit u ati o n ” (K alt e n b ö c k , H ei n e a n d 
K ut e v a et  al. 2 0 1 1:  8 7 4 – 8 7 5).  T h e  f or m ul ati o n  s e e ms  t o  i m pl y  t h at  a p art  fr o m  c o m pl et el y 
s p o nt a n e o us i nst a n c e s of c o o pt ati o n, t h er e m a y als o o c c ur “ m or e gr a d u al ” o n es. U nf ort u n at el y, 
it r e m ai ns u n cl e ar w hi c h “ d e gr e e of gr a d u al n ess ” is still a c c e pt a bl e f or c o o pt ati o n a n d w hi c h 
d e gr e e is i n di c ati v e of gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n, w hi c h is al w a ys gr a d u al. T his iss u e is cr u ci al f or t h e 
D S Es u n d er i n v esti g ati o n, as o ur d at a fr o m f o ur l a n g u a g es s h o ws t h at t h e d e v el o p m e nt of t h e 

d et er mi n e d  b y  t h e  sit u ati o n  of  di s c o urs e,  s er vi n g  ( a)  t o  o v er c o m e  c o nstr ai nt s  i m p os e d  b y 
li n e ari z ati o n i n str u ct uri n g t e xt s, ( b) t o pr o vi d e t h e s our c e of i nf or m ati o n, ( c) t o pl a c e a t e xt i n a 
wi d er p ers p e cti v e, e. g. b y el a b or ati n g, pr off eri n g a n e x pl a n ati o n, a c o m m e nt or s u p pl e m e nt ar y 
i nf or m ati o n, ( d) t o d es cri b e t h e attit u d es of t h e s p e a k er, a n d/ or ( e) t o i nt er a ct wit h t h e h e ar er. 
( H ei n e a n d K alt e n b ö c k 2 0 2 1: 7) 

Dis c ussi n g t h e  c o o pt ati o n  a p pr o a c h  is i m p ort a nt b e c a us e  t hr e e  of  t h e  si x  E n gli s h  c o m m e nt 
cl a us e  t y p es  a n al y z e d  b y  H ei n e a n d K alt e n b ö c k  ( 2 0 2 1)  as  i nst a n c es  of  c o o pt ati o n  ar e 
str u ct ur all y si mil ar t o t h e Sl a vi c D S Es u n d er i n v esti g ati o n i n t his p a p er. 

H ei n e a n d K alt e n b ö c k’s  t y p e  ( v)  i n  E n gli s h  i n c or p or at es  a n “ -i n g cl a us e  ( s p e a ki n g  as  a 
l a y m a n) ” ( H ei n e a n d K al t e n b ö ck 2 0 2 1: 2). T h e -i n g f or m is hi g hl y p ol yf u n cti o n al a n d s er v es 

D S Es is gr a d u al a n d f oll o ws a c ert ai n p at h.  O nl y t h e i n cr e as e i n t y p e fr e q u e n c y i n t h e 1 9t h 
c e nt ur y is l e a p -li k e. W e m a y d es cri b e t hi s l e a p al s o as a rise i n pr o d u cti vit y. H ei n e d es cri b es 
e xt e nsi o n as a pr o c ess w h er e “ [t] h e t h eti c al is us e d fr e q u e ntl y a n d i n m or e c o nt e xts ” (H ei n e 
2 0 1 3: 1 2 2 3). T his r at h er i m pli es a m or e fr e q u e nt us a g e of o n e – l e xi c ali z e d – D S E i n v ari o us 
c o nt e xts a n d n ot a ris e i n c o nstr u c ti o n pr o d u cti vit y. I nst e a d, t h e i n cr e as e d pr o d u cti vit y of o ur 
D S Es  m a y  b e  c o nsi d er e d  a n  i nst a n c e  of  e xt e nsi o n,  w hi c h  H ei n e  attri b ut es  t o  t h e 
gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n f oll o wi n g t h e c o o pt ati o n. As o ur d at a s h o ws, t h e D S E s of t h e t y p e A D V + 
P T C P .P A S S e nt er C z e c h a n d Cr o ati a n r at h er “ s p o nt a n e o usl y” a n d ar e m ost li k el y t h e r es ult 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.23 

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 (22002: 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 dicendi. 

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 govoreći 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 govoreći, as can be seen from 
the contemporary example (39): 

(38) Croatian 
Govoreći tako: da će svih zgubiti ki ne htiše, kako on reče. 
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_Marulić, Judita) 

(39) Croatian 
Pokraj nje bila su prevrnuta dječja kolica, a djevojčica je 
next to her the pram was turned over and girl.NOM AUX.3SG 
plakala govoreći: “Što 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). 

https://grammaticalization.23


 

 

  
  

  
 

                
            

    
              

      
      

 
 

  
    

 
    

   
    

 
  

 
   

      
  

          
  

 
         

    
       

             
            

         
            

 
  

 
               

          
        

               
   

    
  

      
 

            
            

    
 

‘ N e xt t o h er t h e pr a m w a s t ur n e d o v er, a n d t h e girl cri e d, s a yi n g: “ W h at h a v e y o u 
d o n e t o m y m a m a! ? ” ’ 
( H N K _ v 2 5, gs 2 0 0 5 0 7 0 2 c k 4 2 9 7 3) 

If q u ot ati v e g o v or e ći  w er e t o b e c o nsi d er e d a c as e of G x n, t h e r est or ati o n of c o -r ef er e n c e a n d 
t h us t h e r et ur n t o t h e st arti n g p oi nt of d e v el o p m e nt w o ul d c o ntr a di ct t h e pr o p os e d 
u ni dir e cti o n alit y of G x n pr o c ess es. 

P h o n ol o gi c al r e d u cti o n c a n b e o bs er v e d o nl y f or D S Es wit h pr a g m ati c f u n cti o ns a n d, as a 
r ul e, it o c c urs o nl y wit h a f e w hi g hl y fr e q u e nt D S Es. R e d u cti o n t a k es pl a c e i n t w o st e ps. I n t h e 
first  st e p,  t h e  v er b al  el e m e nt,  i. e.  t h e  a d v er bi al  p arti ci pl e  ( 4 0)  or  p assi v e  p arti ci pl e  ( 4 1),  is 
o mitt e d : 

( 4 0) P oli s h 
... k aż d y czł o wi e k m a el e m e nt y – g e n y, h or m o n y, c e c h y ps y c hi cz n e - m ęs ki e i ż e ńs ki e 
l u b, o g ól n i ej, a kt y w n e i p as y w n e ... 
‘… e v er y p ers o n h as el e m e nts – g e n es, h or m o n es, m e nt al tr ait s – m al e a n d f e m al e 
or, m o r e g e n e r all y , a cti v e a n d p assi v e o n es … ’ 
( N KJ P, J. Pr o k o pi u k. 2 0 0 7. D us z a l u d z k a – oś ś wi at a.) 

( 4 1) Cr o ati a n 
Pr of. dr. Vi n k o Č a n drli ć s a s ur a d ni ci m a pr e dl až e d a s e J a dr a ns k a a ut o c est a v o di o d 
gr a ni č n o g  prij el az a  R u p e  d o  Gr o b ni č k o g  p olj a  g dj e  bi  s e  u klj u čil a  u  A ut o c est u  
Rij e k a -Z a gr e b, a o d s a d aš nj e g č v or a Vr at a ( F uži n e)  d a s e  n a pr a vi s p oj  d o Ž ut e L o k v e  
i d alj e tr as o m a ut o c est e Z a gr e b -S plit kr oz Li k u k a o št o s e  i sl už b e n o pr e dl až e. T a k o 
bis m o i m ali  g ot o v u tr asir a n u  a ut o c est u št o v o di o d  T rst a d o At e n e.  Ti m e  bi s e  i G ors ki 
k ot ar pri bliži o m or u. U kr at k o , J a dr a ns k o-j o ns k a a ut o c est a „ z a o bišl a “  bi gr a d Rij e k u 
i n e bi d e vasti r al a pri m ors k a t uri sti č k a p o dr u čj a.  
‘Pr of. Dr. Vi n k o Č a n drli ć a n d his c oll e a g u es pr o p os e t h at t h e A dri ati c M ot or w a y b e 
l e d fr o m t h e b or d er t o w n of R u p e t o Gr o b ni č k o p olj e, w h er e it w o ul d j oi n t h e Rij e k a-
Z a gr e b M ot or w a y, a n d fr o m t h e c urr e nt h u b Vr at a ( F u ži n e) t h at a c o n n e cti o n b e m a d e 
t o Ž ut a  L o k v a a n d t h e n  al o n g t h e Z a gr e b– S plit M ot or w a y t hr o u g h Li k a, as is als o 
pr o p os e d  b y  t h e  s er vi c e s.  S o w e  w o ul d  h a v e  a  r e a d y -m a d e  m ot or w a y  r o ut e  fr o m 
Tri est e t o At h e ns. T his w a y t h e G ors ki k ot ar r e gi o n w o ul d als o b e c o m e cl o s er t o t h e 
s e a. I n  s h o rt ,  t h e  A dri ati c-I o ni a n  m ot or w a y  w o ul d  b y p ass  t h e  cit y  of  Rij e k a  a n d 
w o ul d n ot d e v ast at e t h e c o ast al t o urist ar e a s. ’ 
( H N K _ v 3 0, t e xt C W 0 8 0 1 9 9 9 0 8 2 7 1 6 0 1 hr). 

Wit h  still  a  s m all er  n u m b er  of  D S Es a n a d diti o n al r e d u cti o n of t h e n o n -v er b al el e m e nt is 
att est e d, e. g. R ussi a n v o o bš č e  > v o oš č e  ‘ g e n er all y’ (t h e r e d u c e d f or m is e v e n n ot e d d o w n i n t h e 
or al s u b -c or p us of t h e R u ssi a n N ati o n al C or p us). 

If w e w er e d e ali n g wit h a G x n pr o c ess, p h o n ol o gi c al er osi o n s h o ul d o c c ur wit h all ( or a l ar g e 
p art of) D S Es.  H o w e v er, t hi s e x p e ct ati o n  is  n ot  f ulfill e d: Firstl y, t h e o mi ssi o n of t h e v er b al 
el e m e nt  e x cl usi v el y  t a k e s  pl a c e  i n  D S Es  b as e d  o n  t h e  a d v er bi al  p arti ci pl e  or t h e p arti ci pl e 
p assi v e, b ut eli si o n d o es n ot o c c ur wit h D S Es e m pl o yi n g t h e i nfi niti v e. S e c o n dl y, t h e eli si o n of 
t h e v er b al el e m e nt c o -o c c urs o n l y wit h s o m e s p e cifi c f u nti o ns of c ert ai n D S Es, b ut i s n ot t h eir 
u ni v ers al tr ait.  

R at h er , t h e s el e cti v e  eli si o n  of t h e a d v er bi al p arti ci pl e or p arti ci pl e p assi v e m a y b e 
c o nsi d er e d a n i nst a n c e of cli p pi n g i n t h e s e ns e of Bri nt o n a n d Tr a u g ott ( 2 0 0 5: 4 0 – 4 1), w hi c h 
is t y pi c al f or l e xi c ali z ati o n. 



 

 

  
 

              
         

         
 

    
        

       
           

      
     

           
             

         
           

              
    

           
        

 
   

    
      

      
 

           
           

           
            

 
   

 
            

           
             

 
                  

                
              

              
     

 
            
              

     
         

              
             

           
            
           

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 govoreći ‘speaking’ and 
Czech říkajíc ‘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 mówiąc 
‘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 
prawdę mówiąc.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. ogólnie mówiąc 
‘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 (22002: 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 



 

 

              
              

            
          

        
            

             
            

            
       

        
             

 
           

  
    

     
   

      
   

 
      

 
      

             
    

             
         

        
            

            
              

              
      

            
     

 
         

  
 

 
 

  
 

              
             

       
       

    
 

s u c c ess. A t hir d s u b gr o u p of D S Es wit h pr a g m ati c f u n cti o n, n a m el y t h e D S Es wit h h e d gi n g 
f u n cti o n, c o ntri b ut e t o c o m m u ni c ati v e s u c c ess, as h e d gi n g m a y h el p t o pr e v e nt a l oss of f a c e. 
D S Es wit h c o nt e xt u ali si n g or q u ot ati v e i nf or m ati o n als o c o ntri b ut e t o t h e e x pli cit n ess of 
i nf or m ati o n str u ct ur es as t h e y m ar k t h at t h e s p e a k er r el at es p art of t h eir utt er a n c e t o a n ot h er 
dis c o urs e or h as i ns ert e d a n el e m e nt  fr o m  a n ot h er s o ur c e  i nt o t h eir utt er a n c e; h o w e v er, t hi s 
d o es n ot n e c ess aril y  e n h a n c e  i nf or m ati o n pr o c essi n g. Fi n all y, D S Es wit h t h e pr a g m ati c 
f u n cti o n of fill er w or ds c a n n ot b e as cri b e d a n y of t h e pr o p erti es m e nti o n e d. 

As Bir z er ( 2 0 1 5 a) ill ustr at es wit h R ussi a n v o o bš č e  g o v orj a ‘ g e n er all y s p e a ki n g’ a n d P oli s h 
o g ól ni e m ó wi ą c  ‘ g e n er all y  s p e a ki n g’, m a n y D S Es i n c or p or at e a w h ol e r a n g e of pr a g m ati c 
f u n cti o ns w hi c h diff er i n c o m m u ni c ati v e o bli g at ori n ess a n d t h us wit h r e g ar d t o c o m m u ni c ati v e 
p ar a di g m ati cit y. Si n c e Di e w al d ( 2 0 1 1) d e v el o p e d h er p ar a m et ers o n a n al ysi n g m o d al p arti cl es, 
i. e. a gr o u p of h o m o g e n e o us a n d m o n of u n cti o n al el e m e nts, s h e di d n ot e n c o u nt er t h e pr o bl e m 
of p ol yf u n cti o n al el e m e nts a n d a c c or di n gl y d o es n ot a d dr ess it. 

If t h e f u n cti o ns of o n e D S E v ar y wit h r e g ar d t o o bli g at ori n ess, it is diffi c ult t o attri b ut e t h e 
gi v e n D S E a g e n er al d e gr e e of G x n or P x n . 

V ar yi n g o bli g at ori n ess d o es n ot c o ntr a di ct c o -o pt ati o n. C o ns e q u e ntl y, o n e mi g ht r ais e t h e 
q u esti o n  w h et h er t h e  D S Es  u n d er  i n v esti g ati o n  h a v e  u n d er g o n e  c o-o p t ati o n,  b ut 
gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n  is  o nl y  at  a n  i niti al  st a g e. A d diti o n all y,  o n e  mi g ht  dis c uss  w h et h er  c o -
o pt ati o n is n e c ess aril y f oll o w e d b y gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n ( H ei n e 2 0 1 3 a n d H ei n e a n d K alt e n b ö c k 
2 0 2 1 d o n ot dis c uss t h e o pti o n of c o -o pt ati o n wit h o ut gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n). 

5. 2. 4 S c o p e , b o n d e d n ess a n d s y nt a g m ati c v a ri a bilit y 

Si n c e t h es e t hr e e p ar a m et ers i nt er a ct, w e will tr e at t h e m t o g et h er. 
R e g ar di n g b o n d e d n ess, it s uffi c es t o m e nti o n t h at i n g e n er al D S Es ar e n eit h er b o u n d n or d o 

t h e y h a v e cliti c st at us. 
C o n c er ni n g  s c o p e a n d s y nt a g m ati c v ari a bilit y, D S Es wit h pr a g m ati c f u n cti o ns dis pl a y a 

b e h a vi o ur p att er n diff er e nt fr o m t h os e wit h c o nt e xt u alisi n g or q u ot ati v e f u n cti o ns. 
At  first  si g ht, D S Es wit h m ulti pl e pr a g m ati c f u n cti o ns s ee m  t o  b e  u nr estri ct e d  i n t h eir 

s y nt a g m ati c v ari a bilit y. H o w e v er, as t h e c as e st u d y ( Bir z er  2 0 1 5 a) s h o ws, t hi s is n ot tr u e; 
r at h er, p ol yf u n cti o n al D S E s f e at ur e a w ell -d efi n e d s y nt a g m ati c p ositi o n a n d s c o p e f or e a c h 
i n di vi d u al f u n cti o n. T h e fill er w or d f u n cti o n is a n e x c e pti o n, si n c e fill er w or ds c a n o c c ur i n a n y 
p ositi o n , y et t h e y d o n ot h a v e a n y s c o p e at all. I n f a ct, it is t h e mi ssi n g s c o p e t h at m a k es a bs ol ut e 
s y nt a g m ati c v ari a bilit y p ossi bl e i n t h e first pl a c e. 

D S Es wit h c o nt e xt u alisi n g or q u ot ati v e f u n cti o n ar e us u all y  pl a c e d  i n  pr e p ositi o n t o t h e 
el e m e nt t h e y s c o p e o v er . T h eir e xt e nsi o n of s c o p e, h o w e v er, is s o m e w h at diff us e, as it c a n n ot 
e xt e n d b e y o n d a s e nt e n c e b ut m a y v ar y b el o w t hi s t hr es h ol d. 

T o  s u m m ari z e,  t h e  s y nt a g m ati c  v ari a bilit y  of  t h e  fill er  w or d  f u n cti o n  c orr es p o n ds  wit h 
H ei n e’s w or d or d er f e at ur e c h ar a ct eristi c f or c o -o pt ati o n, w h er e as t h e s y nt a g m ati c b e h a vi o ur 
of all ot h er f u n cti o ns is r at h er t y pi c al of gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n. 

6. C o n cl u si o n 

I n c o n cl usi o n, o n e  m a y  st at e t h at t h e D S Es wit h c o nt e xt u alisi n g or q u ot ati v e f u n cti o ns 
pr e d o mi n a ntl y s h o w a b e h a vi o ur t h at is i n di c ati v e of a G x n pr o c ess, w h er e as t h e D S Es wit h 
pr a g m ati c f u n cti o ns dis pl a y a  b e h a vi o ur  t y pi c al  of  L x n  wit h  r e g ar d  t o i nt e grit y  a n d 
p ar a di g m at i z ati o n. T h eir p ar a di g m ati c a n d s y nt a g m ati c v ari a bilit y a n d t h e l e a p -li k e i n cr e as e of 
D S Es  i n  t h e  1 8 t h a n d  1 9 t h c e nt uri es  n e atl y  fit s  i n wit h  c o -o pt ati o n,  b ut  r at h er  n ot  wit h 
gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n ( H ei n e 2 0 1 3 cl ai ms t h e l att er t o n e c es s aril y f oll o w c o -o pt ati o n). 



 

 

         
          
            

     
   

       
    

       
      

  
 
 

 
 

    
 

   
 

      
 

    
   

 
 

  
       

   
 

     
    

 
        

          
      

 
        

    
        

   
                    

    
  

             
   

       
  

       
      

  
               

   
        

       
    

T his l e a ds us t o r e c o nsi d er a n ass u m pti o n alr e a d y m a d e i n Bir z er ( 2 0 1 5 a), n a m el y t h at t h e 
d e v el o p m e nt of t h e D S Es b as e d  o n  n o n -fi nit e v er b a  di c e n di as  e ntir e  gr o u p c a n n ot b e 
e n c o m p ass e d b y t h e a n al yti c al a p p ar at us of G x n, L x n a n d P x n r es e ar c h a v ail a bl e s o f ar. I nst e a d 
it s h o ul d b e i nt er pr et e d wit h t h e h el p of B eij eri n g’ s m o d el of c o m p osit e c h a n g e ( 2 0 1 2) . 
T his  m o d el all o ws  t o  f or m  o n e  gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n  cl ust er  c o m prisi n g  t h e  D S Es  wit h 
c o nt e xt u alisi n g or q u ot ati v e f u n cti o ns. W e m a y t h e n ass u m e t h at t h e gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n cl ust er 
h as a n i nt erf a c e wit h t h e c o -o pt ati o n cl ust er f or m e d b y D S Es wit h pr a g m ati c f u n cti o ns, w h o s e 
i n di vi d u al f u n cti o ns c o m pl y wit h a v ar yi n g r a n g e of G x n p ar a m et ers. Fi n all y, t h e c o-o pt ati o n 
cl ust er als o pr o vi d es a n i nt erf a c e t o t h e l e xi c ali z ati o n cl ust er c h ar a ct eri z e d pr e d o mi n a ntl y b y 
p ar a di g m ati c v ari a bilit y a n d p h o n eti c er osi o n. 
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pr z ysł ó w k o w y c h  w  str u kt ur z e  t e kst u. [ O n  t h e  m et a pr e di c ati v e  f u n cti o n  of  s o m e  p arti cl e -
a d v er bi al e x pr es si o ns i n t h e t e xt str u ct ur e.]. I n T er es a D o br z y ńs k a ( e d.), T e ori a t e kst u. Z bi ó r 
st u di ó w . [T h e or y of t e xt. A c oll e cti o n of st u di es .], 1 3 9 – 1 4 8. Wr o cł a w et al. , Oss oli ńs ki. 

Gr o c h o ws ki, M a ci ej. 1 9 8 6 b. P ols ki e p art y k uł y. S kł a d ni a, s e m a nt y k a, l e ks y k o gr afi a . [ P olis h p arti cl es. 
S y nt a x, s e m a nti cs, l e xi c o gr a p h y.]. Wr o cł a w. 

Gr o c h o ws ki, M a ci ej. 1 9 9 8. F u n kti o ns w ö rt er i m P ol ni s c h e n . Ol d e n b ur g. 
H a ns e n, Bj ör n & S a n dr a Bir z er. 2 0 1 2. T h e Yi d di s h m o d al s yst e m b et w e e n G er m a ni c a n d Sl a v o ni c. A 

c as e  st u d y  o n  li mit s  of  of  c o nt a ct  i n d u c e d  gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n.  I n  Bj ör n  Wi e m er,  B er n h ar d 
W äl c hli & Bj ör n  H a ns e n  ( e ds.) , Gr a m m ati c al  r e pli c ati o n  a n d  b orr o w a bilit y  i n  l a n g u a g e 
c o nt a ct , 4 2 7 – 4 6 4. B erli n: M o ut o n d e Gr u yt er. 

H a ns e n, Bj ör n. 2 0 1 0. M o o d i n P oli s h. I n Bj ör n R ot hst ei n & R olf T hi er off ( e ds.) , M o o d i n t h e la n g u a g es 
of E ur o p e , 3 4 2 – 3 5 7. A mst er d a m: J o h n B e nj a mi ns. 

H ei n e, B er n d & G u nt h er K alt e n b ö c k. 2 0 2 1. Fr o m c l a us e t o d i s c o urs e m ar k er: O n t h e d e v el o p m e nt of 
c o m m e nt c l a us e s. L a n g u a g e S ci e n c es 8 7. 1 – 1 7. 

H ei n e,  B er n d  &  T a ni a K ut e v a .  2 0 0 8.  C o nstr ai nt s  o n c o nt a ct -in d u c e d li n g ui sti c c h a n g e. J o ur n al  of 
L a n g u a g e C o nt a ct 2( 1). 1 – 3 4. 

H ei n e,  B er n d  &  T a ni a  K ut e v a.  2 0 0 3. O n  c o nt a ct -i n d u c e d  gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n. St u di es  i n  L a n g u a g e 
2 7( 3). 5 2 9 – 5 7 2. 

H ei n e, B er n d & T a ni a K ut e v a. 2 0 0 5. L a n g u a g e c o nt a ct a n d gr a m m ati c al c h a n g e . C a m bri d g e: C U P. 
H ei n e, B er n d, G u nt h er K alt e n b ö c k, T a ni a K ut e v a & H ai pi n g L o n g. 2 0 1 7. C o o pt ati o n as a d i s c o urs e 

s tr at e g y. Li n g ui sti cs 5 5( 4). 8 1 3 – 8 5 5 . 
H ei n e, B er n d. 2 0 1 3. O n d i s c o ur s e m ar k er s: Gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n, p r a g m ati c ali z ati o n, or so m et hi n g e l s e ? 

Li n g ui sti cs 5 1( 6). 1 2 0 5 – 1 2 4 7 . 
Hl a d k ý , L a di sl a v ( e d.). 2 0 1 9. Cz e c h r el ati o ns wit h t h e n ati o ns a n d c o u nt ri es of S o ut h e ast er n E ur o p e . 

Z a gr e b: Sr e d nj a E ur o p a. 
H o d el,  R o b ert.  2 0 0 1. Erl e bt e  R e d e  i n  d er  r ussis c h e n  Lit er at ur.  V o m  S e nti m e nt alis m us  z u m 

S ozi alisti s c h e n R e ali s m us . B a n d 1. Fr a n kf urt a m M ai n: P et er L a n g. 
I m o, W olf g a n g & S us a n n e G ü nt h n er ( e ds. ). 2 0 0 6. K o nst r u kti o n e n i n d er I nt er a kti o n . B erli n: d e Gr u yt er. 
I m o, W olf g a n g. 2 0 0 7. C o nst r u cti o n Gr a m m ar u n d G es pr o c h e n e -S pr a c h e -F ors c h u n g: K o nst r u kti o n e n 

mit z e h n m atri xs at zf ä hi g e n V er b e n i m g es pr o c h e n e n D e ut s c h . T ü bi n g e n: Ni e m e y er. 
It a ni, R ei k o. 1 9 9 5. A r el e v a n c e -b as e d a n al ysis of L a k offi a n h e d g es: s ort of, a t y pi c al a n d t e c h ni c all y . 

I n U C L  W or ki n g  P a p ers  i n  Li n g uisti cs , 7 . 8 7 – 1 0 5. 
htt p:// w w w. p h o n. u cl. a c. u k/ p u bli c ati o ns/ W P L/ 9 5 p a p ers/I T A NI. p df (l ast a c c es O ct o b er 1, 2 0 2 3). 

J er n ej, Mir n a, Zri nj k a Gl o v a c ki -B er n ar di & A nit a S uj ol d ži ć. 2 0 1 2. M ultili n g u alis m i n n ort h w est er n p art 
of Cr o ati a d uri n g H a bs b ur g rul e. J ezi k osl o vlj e 1 3( 2). 3 2 7 – 5 0. 

K alt e n b ö c k , G u nt h er, B er n d H ei n e & T a ni a K ut e v a. 2 0 1 1. O n t h eti c al gr a m m ar. St u di es i n L a n g u a g e 
3 5( 4). 8 5 2 – 8 9 7. 

K ol y as e v a, Al e n a. 2 0 2 2. T h e d i v er g e nt p at hs of p r a g m ati c ali z ati o n: T h e c as e of t h e R ussi a n p arti cl es 
ti p a a n d v r o d e. J o ur n al of Pr a g m ati cs 2 0 1. 1 8 1 – 9 6. 

K ort m a n n, B er n d. 1 9 9 5. A d v er bi al p arti ci pi al c l a us es i n E n gli s h. I n M arti n H as p el m at h & E k k e h ar d 
K ö ni g ( e ds.) , C o n v er bs i n c r os s-li n g ui sti c p ers p e cti v e . 1 8 9– 2 3 8. B erli n: D e Gr u yt er. 

K os e k, P a v el. 2 0 1 4. Hi st ori c k á ml u v ni c e č ešti n y. V ol.  1 . Br n o: M as ar y k o v a u ni v er z it a. 
K u bi c k a,  E mili a.  2 0 1 7. J a k  M ó wi m y,  J a k oś  M ó wi ą c ?  F or m al n e  i  S e m a nt y c z n e  Wł aś ci w oś ci 

A d w er bi al n y c h  U z u p eł ni e ń  Q u asi -I mi esł o w o w e g o M ó wi ą c . [ H o w  d o  w e  s p e a k,  s p e a ki n g 
s o m e h o w ? F or m al a n d s e m a nti c pr o p erti es of t h e a d v er bi al c o m p l e m e nt s of t h e q u asi-a d v er bi al 
p arti ci pl e m ó wi ą c  ‘s p e a ki n g’]. S a yi n g Li n g V ari a 2 3. 9 9 – 1 1 3. 



 

 

  
         

          
  

          
        

 
        

   
  

  
       
       
   

     
  

              
 

    
           

 
           

      
 

        
           

    
 

                    
              

    
         

  
   

 
     

    
 

              
      

  
         

        
 

         
    

       
     

 
            

           
     

 
     

     
  

K u ß e, H ol g er. 2 0 0 9. Kl ei ns pr a c h e nli n g ui sti k. Z ur T y p ol o gi e v o n Kl ei ns pr a c h e n u n d d e n A uf g a b e n i hr er 
li n g ui stis c h e n B es c hr ei b u n g a m B ei s pi el sl a vi s c h er Kl ei ns pr a c h e n. I n C hristi a n Pr u nits c h (e d .), 
K o nz e pt u ali si er u n g  u n d  St at us  kl ei n er  K ult ur e n:  B eit r ä g e  z ur  gl ei c h n a mi g e n  K o nf er e nz  i n 
Dr e s d e n v o m 3. bi s 6. M ärz 2 0 0 8 , 4 1 – 6 0. M ü n c h e n: Ott o S a g n er. 

K ys el á k o v á, J a n a. 2 0 1 3. A ori st v e s t ar o č es k é b i bli. [ T h e a ori st i n t h e Ol d C z e c h Bi bl e] . Br n o: B A t h esi s. 
2 0 1 3. htt ps://i s. m u ni. c z/t h/ kj m x 0/ B a k al ars k a _ pr a c e _ K ys el a k o v a. p df (l ast  a c c ess  O ct o b er  1, 
2 0 2 3) . 

L a u w er s,  P et er,  G u dr u n  V a n d er b a u w h e d e, & Stij n  V erl e y e n  ( e ds.) . 2 0 1 2. Pr a g m ati c m ar k ers  a n d 
p r a g m ati c aliz ati o n: L ess o ns f r o m fal s e fri e n ds . A mst er d a m/P hil a d el p hi a: J o h n B e nj a mi ns. 

L e h m a n n,  C hristi a n. 2 2 0 0 2. T h o u g hts  o n g r a m m ati c aliz ati o n . 
htt p:// w w w. c hri sti a nl e h m a n n. e u/ p u bl/ A S Si d U E 0 9. p df ((l ast a c c ess O ct o b er 1, 2 0 2 3). 

M a g d al é n a  R ys o v á & K at eři n a  R ys o v á. 2 0 1 4 .  T h e c e ntr e  a n d p eri p h er y  of d is c o urs e c o n n e cti v es. 
Pr o c e e di n gs of t h e 2 8t h P a cifi c Asi a C o nf er e n c e o n L a n g u a g e, I nf or m ati o n a n d C o m p uti n g , 
4 5 2 – 5 9. P h u k et, T h ail a n d: D e p art m e nt of Li n g ui sti cs, C h ul al o n g k or n U ni v er sit y. 

M ar á c z,  L ás zl ó. 2 0 1 2.  M ultili n g u ali s m  i n  t h e tr a nsl eith a ni a n p art  of  t h e  A ustr o -H u n g ari a n e m pir e 
( 1 8 6 7-1 9 1 8): P oli c y a n d p r a cti c e. J ezi k osl o vlj e 1 3. 2 6 9 – 2 9 8 

M atr as, Y ar o n. 1 9 9 8. Utt er a n c e m o difi er s a n d u ni v er s al s of gr a m m ati c al b orr o wi n g . Li n g uisti cs 3 6( 2). 
2 8 1 – 3 3 1. 

M atr as,  Y ar o n.  2 0 0 7. C o nt a ct,  c o n n e cti vit y  a n d  l a n g u a g e  e v ol uti o n . I n J o c h e n R e h b ei n ,  C hristi a n e 
H o h e nst ei n  &  L u k as  Pi et s c h ( e ds.), C o n n e cti vit y  i n g r a m m ar  a n d d is c o urs e, 5 1 – 7 4. 
A mst er d a m: J o h n B e nj a mi ns. 

M atr as, Y ar o n. 2 0 0 7. T h e b orr o w a bilit y of gr a m m ati c al c at e g ori es . I n Y ar o n M atr as & J e a n ett e S a k el 
( e ds.), Gr a m m ati c al  b orr o wi n g  i n  cr oss -li n g uisti c  p er s p e cti v e, 3 1 – 7 4. B erli n:  M o ut o n  d e 
Gr u yt er. 

M e n d o z a, I m k e. 2 0 0 9. A n a p h oris c h e Mitt el: K o n n e xi o n. I n S e b asti a n K e m p g e n , P et er K ost a, Til m a n 
B er g er & K arl G ut s c h mi dt ( e ds.), Di e sl a vis c h e n S pr a c h e n. Ei n i nt er n ati o n al es H a n d b u c h z u 
i hr er St r u kt ur, i hr e r G es c hi c ht e u n d i hr er Erf ors c h u n g. B a n d 1, 9 8 2 – 9 9 0. B erli n /N e w Y or k: 
D e Gr u yt er. 

Mír o vs k ý, Jiří, P a vlí n a S y n k o v á, M a g d al é n a R ys o v á & L u ci e P ol á k o v á. 2 0 1 7. C z e D L e x – A le xi c o n of 
C z e c h d is c o urs e c o n n e cti v es. T h e Pr a g u e B ull eti n of M at h e m ati c al Li n g uisti cs 1 0 9( 1). 6 1 – 9 1. 

M os e g a ar d -H a ns e n,  M aj -Britt.  2 0 0 6.  A  d y n a mi c  p ol ys e m y  a p pr o a c h  t o  t h e  l e xi c al  s e m a nti cs  of 
di s c o ur s e m ar k er s ( wit h a n e x e m pl ar y a n al ysi s of Fr e n c h t o uj o urs). I n K ersti n Fi s c h er ( e d.), 
A p pr o a c h es t o di s c o urs e p arti cl es , 2 1 – 4 1. A mst er d a m: Els e vi er. 

M y er s -S c o tt o n,  C ar ol.  2 0 0 2. C o nt a ct  li n g ui sti cs.  Bili n g u al  e n c o u nt ers  a n d  gr a m m ati c al  o ut c o m es . 
O xf or d: O xf or d U P. 

N e w er kl a, St ef a n Mi c h a el. 2 0 2 2. R e c o nstr u cti n g m ultili n g u ali s m i n t h e H a bs b ur g s t at e: L ess o ns le ar nt 
a n d im pli c ati o ns f or h ist ori c al s o ci oli n g ui sti cs. S o ci oli n g ui sti c a 3 6( 1 – 2 ). 1 5 1– 6 7. 

Ni k ol a e v a, T at’j a n a M. 2 0 0 8. N e p ar a di g m ati č es k aj a li n g visti k a:  i st orij a „ bl už d aj uš či x č asti c “. [N o n -
p ar a di g m ati c li n g ui sti cs:  t h e hi st or y of  “str a y  p arti cl es ”. ]. M os k v a: J a z y ki sl a vj a ns ki x k ul’t ur. 

N o ël,  Dir k.  2 0 0 7.  Di a c hr o ni c  c o nstr u cti o n  gr a m m ar  a n d  gr a m m ati c ali z ati o n  t h e or y. F u n cti o ns  of 
L a n g u a g e 1 4( 2). 1 7 7 – 2 0 . 

N u c k ol s,  M ar k  E.  2 0 0 3.  A n e v al u ati o n  of  G er m a n -Cr o ati a n c o nt a ct.  W or ki n g p a p er.  O hi o  St at e 
U ni v er sit y.  D e p art m e nt  of  Li n g ui sti cs.  1 0 0 – 1 1 9. htt ps:// k b. os u. e d u/ h a n dl e/ 1 8 1 1/ 8 1 0 2 3 (l ast 
a c c ess O ct o b er 1, 2 0 2 3). 

N y a n,  T.  2 0 0 6.  Fr o m  pr o c e d ur al  m e a ni n g  t o  pr o c es si n g  r e q uir e m e nt.  I n  K er sti n  Fis c h er  ( e d.) , 
A p pr o a c h es t o di s c o urs e p arti cl es. A mst er d a m. 1 6 7 – 1 8 8. 

Off or d, D er e k, L ar a R y a z a n o v a -Cl ar k e, Vl a di sl a v Rj é o ut s ki & G esi n e Ar g e nt ( e ds.) . 2 0 1 5. Fr e n c h a n d 
R ussi a n  i n  I m p eri al  R ussi a.  V ol.  1.  L a n g u a g e u s e  a m o n g  t h e  R ussi a n e lit e. E di n b ur g h: 
E di n b ur g h U P. 

P a ht a, P äi vi & Arj a N ur mi . 2 0 1 2. M ultili n g u al di s c o ur s e i n t h e d o m ai n of r eli gi o n i n m e di e v al a n d e arl y 
m o d er n  E n gl a n d:  A  c or p us  a p pr o a c h  t o  r es e ar c h  o n  hist ori c al  c o d e -s wit c hi n g. I n  H er b ert 
S c h e n d el & L a ur a  Wri g ht  ( e ds.) , C o d e -s wit c hi n g  i n  e arl y  E n glis h . 2 1 9 – 2 5 2. B erli n /B ost o n: 
D e Gr u yt er. 

P ast u c h,  M a g d al e n a.  2 0 2 2.  O ro z w oj u d ys k ur s y w n ej fu n k cji for m ro z k a z uj ą c y c h  ( N a p r z y kł a d zi e 
s ł u c h aj). [ O n t h e d e v el o p m e nt  of a di s c ursi v e f u n cti o n of i m p er ati v e f or ms ( b y t h e e x a m pl e 
sł u c h aj)]. Li n g V ari a 1 7( 2). 1 4 3 – 6 2. 

http://www.christianlehmann.eu/publ/ASSidUE09.pdf
https://is.muni.cz/th/kjmx0/Bakalarska_prace_Kyselakova.pdf


 

 

           
      

    
 

      
   

         
      
   

  
         

 
          

      

 
 

    
  

        
           

 
             

      
  

     
  

   
       

 
     
       

 
           

    
  

 
                  

  
  

  
  

    
    

  
    

 
         

 
   

       
  

        
         

    

P e k eli s,  Ol’ g a  E.  2 0 2 0.  O b  o d n o m  sl u č a e  pr a g m ati k ali z a cii  v  r uss k o m  j a z y k e: m i kr o di a xr o ni č es k o e 
i ssl e d o v a ni e  č asti c y  ž e  v  s ost a v e  v o pr os a. [ A b o ut o n e  c as e  of  pr a g m ati c ali z ati o n:  a 
mi cr o di a c hr o ni c st u d y oft h e p arti cl e ž e  i n a q u esti o n cl a us e.]. Sl o v ě n e  9( 1 ). 3 4 0– 6 1. 

R a b us,  A c hi m.  2 0 1 3. Di e  R oll e  d es  S pr a c h k o nt a kts  f ur  di e  sl a vis c h e n  ( St a n d ar d -) S pr a c h e n  ( u nt er 
b es o n d er er B er ü c ksi c hti g u n g  d es  i n n ersl a vi s c h e n  K o nt a kts). Fr ei b ur g i. Br. ( Ms.) 
htt ps:// a p p. b o x. c o m/ s/ 9 c k 4r h 5 d 7f yj ci 4 y y y x 8 (l ast a c c ess O ct o b er 1, 2 0 2 3). 

R a d a n o vi ć -K o ci ć, V es n a. 1 9 9 6. T h e pl a c e m e nt of S er b o -Cr o ati a n cliti cs: A pr os o di c a p pr o a c h. I n A ar o n 
H al p er n & Ar n ol d  Z wi c k y  ( e ds.) , A p pr o a c hi n g  s e c o n d:  s e c o n d  p ositi o n  cliti cs  a n d  r el at e d 
p h e n o m e n a , 4 2 9 – 4 4 5. St a nf or d: C S LI P u bli c ati o ns. 

R at h m a yr, R e n at e. 1 9 8 5. Di e r ussi s c h e n P arti k el n al s Pr a g m al e x e m e . M ü n c h e n: Ott o S a g n er. 
R ei n k o ws ki, Ljilij a n a. 2 0 0 1. S y nt a kti s c h er W a n d el i m Kr o ati s c h e n a m B eis pi el d er E n kliti k a. M ü n c h e n: 

Ott o S a g n er. 
R ei n k o ws ki, Ljilij a n a. 2 0 0 8. Z u m Erl er n e n d er S y nt a x i m Kr o ati s c h e n: Di e Pr o bl e m ati k d er E n kliti k a. 

I n  Bilj a n a G ol u b o vi ć & J o c h e n  R a e c k e  ( Hr s g.) , B os ni s c h,  Kr o ati s c h,  S er bis c h  als 
Fr e m ds pr a c h e n a n d e n U ni v ersit ät e n d er W elt . (Di e W elt d er Sl a w e n. S a m m el b ä n d e 3 1). 1 3 1 – 
1 4 1. M ü n c h e n: Ott o S a g n er. 

Ri e hl, Cl a u di a. 2 0 0 4. S pr a c h k o nt a ktf ors c h u n g. Ei n e Ei nf ü hr u n g . T ü bi n g e n: Ni e m e y er. 
Ri e m er,  Ni c h.  2 0 0 6. R e d u cti v e  p ar a p hr as e  a n d  m e a ni n g:  a  criti q u e  of  Wi er z bi c ki a n  s e m a nti cs. 

Li n g ui sti cs a n d P hil os o p h y 2 9 . 3 4 7– 3 7 9. 
R ys o v á, M a g al é n a. 2 0 1 7. Di s c o ur s e c o n n e cti v es: Fr o m h i st ori c al o ri gi n t o p r es e nt-d a y d e v el o p m e nt. I n 

K atri n M e n z el, E k at eri n a L a ps hi n o v a -K olt u ns ki & K er sti n K u n z ( e ds.) , N e w p ers p e cti v es o n 
c o h esi o n a n d c o h er e n c e: I m pli c ati o ns f or tr a nsl ati o n , 1 1– 3 4. B erli n: L a n g u a g e S ci e n c e Pr es s. 

R ys o v á, M a g d al é n a  &  K at eři n a  R ys o v á.  2 0 1 5.  S e c o n d ar y c o n n e cti v es  i n  t h e  Pr a g u e d e p e n d e n c y 
tr e e b a n k.  I n  J o a ki m  Ni vr e  &  E v a  H aji č o v á  ( e ds.) , Pr o c e e di n gs  of  t h e thi r d  I nt er n ati o n al 
c o nf er e n c e o n d e p e n d e n c y li n g ui sti cs ( D e pli n g 2 0 1 5), 2 9 1 – 9 9. U p ps al a: U p ps al a U ni v er sit y. 

R ys o v á,  M a g d al é n a & K at eři n a  R ys o v á.  2 0 1 8.  Pri m ar y  a n d s e c o n d ar y d i s c o ur s e c o n n e cti v es: 
C o nstr ai nt s a n d p r ef er e n c es. J o ur n al of Pr a g m ati cs 1 3 0. 1 6 – 3 2. 

R ys o v á, M a g d al é n a. 2 0 1 2. Alt er n ati v e le xi c ali z ati o ns of d i s c o urs e c o n n e cti v es i n C z e c h. I n Pr o c e e di n gs 
of t h e e i g ht I nt er n ati o n al c o nf er e n c e o n la n g u a g e res o ur c es a n d e v al u ati o n ( L R E C’ 1 2) , 2 8 0 0– 
2 8 0 7. Ist a n b ul. 
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