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Abstract

From a usage-based approach, this dissertation explores the relationship between
structural variability and discourse subjectivity in a series of interviews from the New
Mexico and Southern Colorado Spanish Survey (Bills and Vigil 2008). Focusing on the
use of cognitive and speech verbs, the analysis will demonstrate that a) structural patterns
arising from said interaction form a continuum ranging from schematic to fixed
constructions; b) the degree of morpho-syntactic variability of these constructions
correlates to the speaker’s stance towards the information being communicated; and c) in
actual interaction, speakers frequently introduce subjective nuances, even if the topic of
the discourse may be associated with mere transmission of propositional information. To

address the aforementioned goals, a set of features is proposed to determine whether



frequent subject-tense combinations are becoming prefabs or formulaic expressions, or
whether they are schematic constructions merely transmitting propositional information.
Previous studies have explored structural patterns of subjectivity in conversation, either
examining a wide range of verbal classes (Scheibman 2002) or focusing on specific verbs
and their relation to other items in the semantic class (Tao 2001; Weber and Bentivoglio
1991), as well as the subjectification of specific verbs (Company Company 20064a;
Company Company 2006b; Travis 2005; Travis 2006a; Travis 2006b). This study
contributes to the understanding of emergent grammar, subjectivity, and subjectification
across languages by addressing the patterning of frequently used semantic classes and
verbs in a context of language and sociocultural contact. The study aims to contribute as
well to the revalorization of New Mexican Spanish by demonstrating that structural
patterns emerging from the discourse of its speakers are as systematic as those arising

from the discourse of speakers of more prestigious dialects of the language.
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Chapter 1.  Emergent Patterns and New Mexican Spanish

1.1. Introduction to the Study

In this dissertation | examine the use of cognitive and speech verbs in an oral
corpus of New Mexican Spanish, a variety of Spanish often stigmatized due to the
presence of what some linguists have described as “archaic” features (Alvar 2000); not to
mention syntactic and semantic phenomena resulting from its intense contact with
English since early the 19th century. | am looking at these verbal classes in particular in
order to explore the relationship between structural variability and discourse subjectivity.
Through this examination, | will demonstrate that a) patterns arising from discourse form
a continuum ranging from schematic to fixed constructions; b) the degree of morpho-
syntactic variability correlates to the speaker’s stance towards the information being
communicated; and c) in actual interaction, speakers frequently introduce subjective
nuances, even if the topic of the discourse may be associated with the mere transmission
of propositional information. Additionally, 1 will propose a set of features to determine
whether frequent subject-tense combinations are losing morpho-syntactic variability and
thus developing prefab, idiom or discourse marker status. Previous studies have explored
how different verbs work in actual discourse by focusing, for example, on how specific
items pattern in relation to the semantic class they belong to (Tao 2001; Weber and
Bentivoglio 1991) or on the grammaticalization of specific verbs (Company 2006a;
Company 2006b; Travis 2005; Travis 2006a; Travis 2006b). This study adds to that
literature by addressing the patterning of frequently used semantic classes and verbs in a
context of language and sociocultural contact. Thus, by demonstrating that structural

patterns arising from the discourse of speakers experiencing such situations are as



systematic as those emerging from the discourse of speakers of so-called monolingual
dialects, this study aims to contribute not only to the body of research addressing the
interplay between language use and grammar, but also to the revalorization of New
Mexican Spanish and Spanish in the United States.
1.2.  Spoken Language and Functional-Cognitive Linguistics

Paying just a little bit of attention to most forms of spoken language, it is easy to
notice that speakers often utter “uncompleted” sentences, and produce grammatical
“mistakes” either because they need to reformulate an idea already being expressed,
because they assume the interlocutor will be able to understand the message given the
existence of shared knowledge, or other interactional factors. On the contrary, in written
language, particularly in formal and highly planned genres (e.g. academic papers, official
speeches and letters, etc.) speakers produce organized and well-structured sentences
because there are no interactional elements interfering with the flow of the discourse.
Based on such general characteristics, until recent decades, linguistics ignored
spontaneous speech, and considered written genre an idealized version of language. As a
direct consequence of such categorical distinction, traditional Western linguistics
conceptualized grammar as a logical, coherent, and steady set of rules that speakers apply
when producing or receiving a statement. Nevertheless, even in formal written language
it is possible to find structures that, to some degree, deviate from what is thought as a
grammatical model. Examples of these structures in English are ‘There are my shoes’ and
‘Here are my shoes’, in which the nominal phrase following the verb must be considered

its subject based on the formal criterion of number agreement (Tomasello 2003a:8), a



situation that contradicts the traditional classification of English as a Subject-Verb
language.

The prevalence of written language has influenced not just the conceptualization
of what grammar is, but also the methodology followed for decades to study ‘unfamiliar
languages’, i.e., those without a corpus of written texts. After eliciting, transcribing, and
glossing discourse from native speakers, linguists would look for tokens exemplifying
particular grammatical types. The role of discourse was merely to provide linguistic units
to substantiate preconceived claims about grammar; utterances that did not fit into
grammatical types where discarded as irrelevant (Du Bois 2003). Thus, even in cases in
which spoken language was used as the main source of data, only those utterances
proving the existence of preconceived and ideal grammatical categories would be
considered as object of study.

Contrary to such traditional perspectives, Functional-Cognitive Linguistics
considers language to be a cognitive ability that evolves from the need to communicate
with others; coherently, it takes spoken language as its primary object of study. Thus, the
fact that utterances from spoken language, as well as sentences as those referred to above,
do not comply with a perfect model of grammar does not mean they are ungrammatical
nor should they be ignored; they simply reveal that language is constantly adapted to
overcome constraints imposed by interaction, and, more importantly, that speech “has
properties of its own that are different, in some cases very different, from the intuitive
model of language that literate, educated people carry around in their heads” (Tomasello
2003a:5). For instance, scholars have demonstrated that, when expressing an event,

speakers rarely use full nominal phrases to designate all of the participants (e.g. Carmen



got a job in China); instead, they introduce a referent in one unit of speech, and then
predicate something about it in another unit, as in ‘Do you remember Carmen? She got a
job in China’ (Chafe 1994; Chafe 1998). Another observed phenomenon is that verbs
formally classified as transitive ones often occur without any complement in speech
(Ford, Fox, and Thompson 2003; Thompson and Hopper 2001).

The increasing interest on spoken language is evident in the diversity of scholars
that have undertaken the systematic study of spontaneous (as much as possible) speech
not only to examine and describe how speakers use particular linguistic units, e.g.,
morphemes or constructions (Ashby 1988; Bentivoglio 1992; Bentivoglio 1993), but also
to address issues such as grammar and interaction (Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson 1974),
the correlation between language, cognition and consciousness (Chafe 1979; Chafe 1980;
Chafe 1987; Chafe 1993; Chafe 1994), cognitive processes (Clark 1992; Levelt 1989)
and conversational organization (Goodwin 1979; Goodwin 1980; Goodwin 1981;
Schiffrin 1988)%. In addition to changing the idea of what grammar is and how it works,
studies within the functional-cognitive approach have provided evidence challenging the
assumed propositional nature of language; researchers examining spontaneous speech
often observe that exchange of information is not always, nor primarily, the focus of
interaction; instead, speakers use a good amount of the discourse to talk about their
feelings and impressions, as well as their attitude and stance regarding the topic of the
conversation (Scheibman 2001; Scheibman 2002; Thompson and Hopper 2001;

Verhagen 2005). The present dissertation then, seeks to contribute to these corpora of

! For a further discussion, see Ono and Thompson 1995.
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research by examining and comparing structural patterns and constructions involving two
semantic verbal classes.
1.3.  Grammar, Spoken Language and Conversation
Even though the label Functional-Cognitive linguistics includes theoretical
approaches that may differ from each other in their particular methodologies, and even in
their assumptions about grammar and spoken language, they all include, in one way or
another, Langacker’s conception of grammar as that “constantly evolving set of cognitive
routines that are shaped, maintained, and modified by language use” (1987:57), and
Hopper’s (1987; 1998) proposal that grammar emerges from communication rather than
being an a priori phenomenon, and that, consequently, linguistic units are always
provisional and dependent on the uses and contexts in which they had previously
occurred.
“The notion of Emergent Grammar is meant to suggest that structure, or
regularity, comes out of discourse and is shaped by discourse in an ongoing
process. Grammar is, in this view, simply the name for certain categories of
observed repetitions in discourse. It is hence not to be understood as a prerequisite
for discourse, a prior possession attributable in identical form to both speaker and
hearer. Its forms are not fixed templates but emerge out of face-to-face interaction
in ways that reflect the individual speakers’ past experience of these forms, and

their assessment of the present context, including specially their interlocutors,
whose experiences and assessments may be quite different.” (Hopper 1998:156)

Du Bois (2003) recognizes that there are differences between grammar and
discourse causing them to be perceived as mutually exclusive; while the former is
considered to general and operating based on restrictive rules, the latter is seen as what
speaker do in actual interaction, and thus largely dependent on what speakers are talking
about and the way they carry on the conversation. Despite differences, however, Du Bois
argues that such dichotomies are more apparent than real; the truth is that grammar and

discourse are strongly intertwined. Hence, he makes the following assumptions: “[f]irst,
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speakers exploits available grammatical structure to realize their goals in speaking.
Second, the aggregate sum of what speakers do in discourse exhibits recurrent patterning
beyond what is predicted by rules of grammar. Third, grammatical structure tends to
evolve along lines laid down by discourse pattern: Grammars code best what speakers do
most” (Du Bois 2003:49). As it is clear from such assumptions, Du Bois agrees with
other scholars in that conversation, especially spontaneous one, best embodies the real
nature of language because, by being interactional and highly contextualized, it reflects
both the speaker’s and the hearer’s cognitive models.

In the same line of thought, Ono and Thompson (1995) argue that spoken
language is fundamental for a comprehensive theory of language; furthermore, they
consider that, even if existing research has contributed abundantly to such a goal, “we
have yet to explore the general question of what conversation can tell us about how
syntax works in general, about what syntax is, about what a theory of syntax must look
like" (1995:214). Naturally, addressing such questions is even more urgent in situations
of language contact given the implications that using two or more languages in daily
basis may have for understanding linguistic phenomena across languages.

1.4.  New Mexican Spanish: an Overview
“iEl espafiol de Nuevo México! New Mexican Spanish! For lovers of language,

lovers of the Spanish language in particular, the name evokes emotions of
intrigue, mystery and romance.” (Bills and Vigil 2008:1)

Broadly defined, New Mexican Spanish is the variety of said language spoken in
Northern New Mexico and Southern Colorado (Cobos 1983; Alvar 2000; Bills and Vigil
1999; Bills and Vigil 2008; Vigil and Bills 2004; Sanz and Villa 2011). Also referred to
as Traditional Spanish, it developed its own features that distinguish it from other dialects

of the language spoken in the Southwest (e.g. Border Spanish, Texas Spanish, etc.) and
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elsewhere. Two frequent myths about New Mexican Spanish are the claim that is the
Spanish of sixteen-century Spain, and that it is a homogeneous dialect. The first idea
arises from the use of so-called archaisms (e.g. cuasi ‘almost’, vide ‘I saw’2) as well as
from a strong sense of cultural and historical identification with Spain among many New
Mexicans. Even though it is true that Spanish first arrived to with the expedition of
Spanish conquistador Francisco Vazquez de Coronado in 1540; but it is true as well that
Spanish language and culture did not have a real impact in the area until 1598, when Juan
de Oriate, born in New Spain from Basque-Spanish colonialist, and some five hundred
persons, many of them born in New Spain or elsewhere in the Americas, established the
first permanent Spanish colony north of the present Santa Fe. From that original
settlement, colonists dispersed along the upper Rio Grande until the Pueblo Revolt of
1680 force settlers and colonizers to escape to what is now the EI Paso-Juérez area. By
the end of that century, however, the colony had been reestablished with a Spanish-
speaking population consisting of prior colonists and new immigrants, totaling a thousand
individuals. Not only were most settlers not of European Spanish, but their Spanish was
already a hybrid of the varied dialects from all over the Iberian Peninsula (see (Lipski
1994). The second idea relates to the fact that Spanish speakers of the Southwest had few
chances to be in contact with other Spanish speaking communities for about three
centuries, and it reinforces the myth of the Castilian origin of New Mexican Spanish is
often reinforced by implying it did not experience as many changes as other dialects did.

The isolation, however, was never absolute, but there was a continuous stream of

2 In Modern Spanish, the normative forms for these words are casi and vi. It is worth mentioning, though,
that many of the archaisms found in New Mexican Spanish occur in some sociolects in other Spanish-
speaking communities.



immigrants mainly from Mexico, even if weak depending on the time as well as
economic and political factors. Thus, even if early newcomers might have assimilated,
culturally and linguistically, into their new communities, the ties with other dialects of
Spanish have been always present, and have only increased due to new wages of
immigrants in the last century.

The reality of New Mexican Spanish, then, is more complex than what myths
seek to make us believe; its distinctive features result from the confluence of historical
and social factors, and they can be described in terms of four main characteristics: a)
retention of archaisms, b) independent developments, c) influence of English, d) contact
with Mexican Spanish and standard Spanish (Bills and Vigil 2008:30-31).

1.4.1. Retention of Archaisms

Due to the relatively isolation of the area for various centuries (see above), many
archaisms are still alive in New Mexican Spanish. Such archaisms are mainly
phonological (e.g. mesmo for mismo ‘same, self”), morphological (e.g. trujieron for
trajeron ‘they brought’, etc.), and correspond not only to words from Old Peninsular
Spanish, but also to words coined to name entities new to the colonizers. In the latter
case, a frequent solution was to create compound based on what was known for them, as
in gallina de la tierra (literally ‘chicken of the land”) for turkey. Archaisms include also
phonological speech mannerisms (Hills 1906; Espinosa 1909; Espinosa 1911), such as
aspiration of ‘f, h,s’ (fogata ‘fire’ [fogata] > [hogata]; humo ‘smog’ [umo] > [humo]), and
diphthongization of some stressed words (maiz > maiz). Nevertheless, these phenomena
arguably occur just in some sporadic areas of the linguistic community (Cobos 1983).

Rather sporadic in present times as the result of contact with other dialects of Spanish



(1.4.4 below), the latter type of archaisms illustrate how language is shaped by actual
communicative events. On the one hand, presence of archaisms is seen as evidence for
the purity of New Mexican Spanish; on the other hand, it causes stigmatization because it
often is considered a characteristic of less educated dialects.
1.4.2. Independent Developments

Another phenomena resulting from inconstant contact between New Mexican
Spanish and other dialects was the development and retention of innovative changes.
Thus, although the word murciélago ‘bat’ already existed in the language, speakers found
it more useful to extend the meaning of another existing word to create the descriptive
compound ratén volador ‘lit. “fliying mouse’. Another linguistic development
characteristic of New Mexican Spanish is the ‘paragogic —e>’with certain words such as
doctore for doctor or ele for él ‘he**.
1.4.3. Influence of English

Even though the influence of English is not exclusive of New Mexican Spanish,
the fact that ties between this dialect and the Mexican, let alone Peninsular, one were
often weak due to geography and politics has created the impression, among speakers and
non-speakers of the dialect, that the impact is particularly pervasive. For New Mexican
speakers, English loans and code-switching erode the basis of Traditional Spanish thus
constituting a threat; for speakers of more prestigious dialects, they represent the

incompetence to properly speak either Spanish, which would cause its corruption.

3 Although —e is typically the added vowel, scholar claims that the phenomenon is realized as well with —i.
4 Some scholars describe the phenomena as occurring with words ending in —r, -1 or —n. Nevertheless, for
the vowel to be added, it is necessary that the word is uttered at the end of an intonation unit. Moreover, the
occurrence with those particular ending consonants seems to be related to type and token frequency of
lexical items rather than to merely phonetic factors (Valdivia 2010a).
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Despite such pessimist and negative ideologies, adoption and adaptation of
English words is just another proof that speakers shape language to accommodate to the
circumstances in which they are immersed. Thus, given the establishment of United
States authorities as the result of the Guadalupe-Hidalgo Treaty, Spanish speakers created
the terminology they would need to deal with their new political and social reality; for
instance, cherife for Sheriff, and mayor [ma‘jor] for mayor.

1.4.4. Popular Mexican Spanish and Standard Spanish Influence

Despite the mythical straight link of New Mexican Spanish to Castilian Spanish,
the truth is that the Spanish of Mexico has played a main role in history of the dialect (see
above). The influence of the contact, either sporadic or continuous depending on the time,
is observable in the propagation of lexical items such as papalote ‘kite’, cuates ‘twins,
friends’, and chicote ‘riding crop, whip’, which were adapted from Nahuatl words before
coming to New Mexico.

Influence from Mexican Spanish comes not only from its popular variety, but also
from the Standard one, namely, the speech associated with the educated segment of the
population. Naturally, the notion of cultivated norm carries ideological perspectives and
attitudes regarding the value, social and economic, of certain varieties of the language,
which, in the case of New Mexican Spanish, has resulted in the gradual substitution of
traditional items for normative (i.e. prestigious) ones; as attested by the use of vi ‘I saw’
instead of vide; traje ‘I brought’ instead of truje, and pavo ‘turkey’ instead of torque,

gallina de la tierra or even guajolote®.

5 The nahuatlism still used in Mexico, particularly to refer to the live bird, or to the meat in traditional
dishes (e.g. mole de guajolote). In other contexts, pavo seems to be the preferred word.
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The study of New Mexican Spanish include not only changes in lexicon and
morphology, and phonological phenomena (Bills 1996; Bills 1997; Bills and Vigil 2000;
Vigil and Bills 2004; Torres Cacoullos and Vigil 2003; Torres Cacoullos and Vigil 2004;
Torres Cacoullos and Aaron 2003a; Torres Cacoullos and Aaron 2003b; Brown 2005),
but also issues in sociolinguistics (Bernal-Enriquez 2000; Gonzales 2005; Wilson and
Martinez 2011; Wilson 2012), morpho-syntax (Edmunds 2005; Travis 2007; Torres
Cacoullos and Travis 2010; Torres Cacoullos and Travis 2011; Villa 2010; Dumont 2006;
Wilson 2013), and grammaticalization and subjectification (Cacoullos 2000; Torres
Cacoullos and Aaron 2003a; Jenkins 2003; Wilson and Dumont 2015)°. The present
research seeks to contribute to such literature, in general, and to the understanding
emergent grammar and subjectification across languages, in particular, by examining the
development of constructions and discourse function in the speech of speakers
experiencing quotidian contact with another language and contact.

1.5.  Organization of the Study

The following chapter discusses the theoretical framework for this study in much
greater detail. Because the goals of this study are 1) to identify frequent constructions
with verbs of cognition and speech in oral discourse in a situation of language and
sociocultural contact, and 2) to investigate the distribution of those constructions and
their relationship to discourse subjectivity, Usage-Based Theory was the most appropriate
model to conduct the analysis of the data. Nevertheless, rather than adhering to just one
theoretical approach, the study envisions Functional-Cognitive Linguistics as a

continuum and, consequently, it takes into account the different ways such approaches

® An extensive list is available in the website of the Departament of Spanish and Portuguese at the
University of New Mexico (http://spanport.unm.edu/common/docs/nmcoss_pubs)
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conceptualize the binomial form-meaning. With this in mind, besides the main aspects of
Usage-Based Theory, Chapter 2 presents other relevant theoretical models, such as
Construction Grammar, as well as a review of linguistic literature regarding structural
patterns in spoken language, in general, and cognitive and speech verbs in particular.
Chapter 3 describes the data and methodology used in the coding and analysis of the data.
Also, it presents an outlook of the history and characteristics of New Mexican Spanish.
Subsequent chapters address the analysis of the data; chapter 4 describes and discusses
patterns emerging from data as a whole, while chapters 5 and 6 focus separately on
relevant patterns for cognitive and speech verbs, respectively, paying special attention to

those constructions that differ from the patterns of the semantic class.
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Chapter 2.  Theoretical Framework

2.1.  Organization of the Chapter

This chapter provides an overview of the principle theories that form the
foundation for the methods and analysis of this study. I begin with a description of usage-
based-theories and then proceed to a discussion of construction grammar. Both sections
review as well research on the roles of conversation and interactional practice, and
linguistic subjectivity. In section 2.5, | show how these two theoretical models can be
combined to look at the grammaticalization of structural patterns in language. | conclude
the chapter with a discussion of how recent work on frequency and usage-based
linguistics, construction grammar and the role of subjectivity are to be combined in the
approach to the data analyzed here.
2.2.  Usage-Based Theory

Usage-based theory, as indicated by its name, is built upon the understanding that
usage has a critical effect on linguistic structure, and it postulates that the units and
structure of language emerge out of specific communicative events. The theory arises
from the confluence of several research perspectives that conceive language as an
embodied and social human behavior, but it distinguishes from its sources for the
inclusion of any relevant method of obtaining evidence, either small or large corpora,
diachronic or synchronic data, comparison across languages, or child language
development, among others (Scheibman 2001; Bybee 2007; Bybee 2010; Bybee and
Beckner 2009). Following Elman and Bates’(1997) claim that language evolved from a
variety of cognitive abilities used in non-linguistic domains, usage-based theory “seeks to

derive the mechanisms of language from more general and basic capacities of the human
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brain, including sequential and statistical learning, chunking, and categorization” (Bybee
and Beckner 2009:829).
2.2.1. Repetition, Chunking and Knowledge of Usage

It has long been observed that repetition plays a fundamental role in the
development of “procedural knowledge” (Anderson 1993); the implicit knowledge about
how to do an activity or process, from typing to riding a bicycle to driving a car. Through
practice, the sequential and simultaneous individual tasks that comprise an activity
eventually become automatized to the extent that we no longer stop to think the order in
which such tasks must be performed, let alone how to do each one of them individually.

A similar phenomenon occurs in cognitive process: “repeatedly engaging in a task
leads to the formation of that process in the long-term memory” (Bybee and Beckner
2009). Scholars suggest that, by tracking recurrent behaviors, our cognitive systems
divide the activity into chunks that make the process more efficient, thus improving our
performance. Furthermore, the principle applies the same to isolated, simultaneous, or
sequential events, which relates to people’s ability to infer patterns even if little input
exists. In other words, by observing that two or more independent events frequently occur
together, people are able to anticipate the occurrence of one of such events before it
actually happens, hence taking cognitive automatization to a higher level in the sense that
it involves not just tasks within a process, but a set of sequential and simultaneous
processes. For usage-based theory, there is little reason, if any, to assert that experiential
knowledge and knowledge of a language happen independently from each other; on the
contrary, because language is not distinct from other cognitive domains, it follows the

same principle of representation and automation: whether there is a reason to choose a
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particular construction over other available ones, linguistic structure arises from recurring
specific events experienced by speakers. Furthermore, because such experiences include
not only purely linguistic information, knowledge of a language includes as well implicit,
procedural knowledge such as frequency of occurrence and statistical patterns (Bybee
1998; Bybee 2000; Thompson and Hopper 2001). Thus, for Spanish speakers, the use of
an impersonal se construction over a passive one to represent a specific event may not be
related to a conscious intention to eliminate agency; it may simply a matter of familiarity
because the first construction is much more frequent than the second one.

2.2.2. Categorization

Another general capacity fundamental to usage-based theory is categorization: the
recognition of two events as being similar to each other, even if some differences exist
(Haiman 1997). Furthermore, because such recognition on the basis of some shared
properties allows grouping continuously varied input into “equivalence classes”,
categorization operates as well across domains (Bruner, Goodnow, and George 1956;
Pierrehumbert 2001). For instance, research has shown that people quickly learn to
classify stimuli from examples they are exposed to in experimental settings (Medin and
Schaffer 1978; Posner and Keele 1968).

Grouping events together based on shared properties rather than in a checklist of
sufficient conditions has two main implications for categorization; first, category
membership is a gradient phenomenon because boundaries are not absolute (Labov
1973), and, second, categories have an internal structure with some members being
“better members” than others based on more or less shared properties, as a variety of

converging methodologies has demonstrated (e.g. typicality ratings, response times for
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classification, etc.). For Usage-based theory, this gradient membership must include
information related to representations of experienced tokens, rather than operating based
minimal abstractions. Strong evidence for the claims comes from several studies (Posner
and Keele 1968; Malt and Smith 1984; Nosofsky 1988) that have showed that when
asked to classify different entities, people base the categorization not only on one abstract
feature, but they also include individual features extracted from their own experience and
are aware when certain features co-occur within a category, no matter whether those
features are coincidental or highly predictable for the category in question. Based on this
sort of findings, the theory claims that, within a category, items are stored as exemplars
rather than being organized around a prototype, without any of said exemplars being,
necessarily, better than the rest; and that in language and other domains, “[s]pecific
instances of learning are retained in memory alongside the generalizations that gradually
emerge from them” (Bybee & Beckner 2009: 832).
2.2.3. Exemplars and Networks

Usage-based theory proposes a non-reductive model of categorization in which
each individual instance of language experience affects cognitive representation, and is
stored, with all sort of information associated to it, are stored as an exemplar: a “large
cloud of remembered tokens” of a particular category (Pierrehumbert 2001:140); thus, it
is implicit that the more a token is used, the easier will be for speakers to remember it
and, consequently, the larger its “cloud” will become. Recollection, however, it is not a
sufficient condition for the development of a cloud, nor these clouds are merely a bunch
of remembered tokens. Rather, they constitute cognitive maps: upon receiving linguistic

input, speakers compare it to previously stored exemplars and map it onto the one or ones
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to which it best matches. The chosen exemplar, then, becomes stronger and more easily
accessible as more input is mapped onto it. Consequently, the more an instance is
perceived, the stronger it becomes its exemplar. Furthermore, because several similarities
can be established at the same time based on different features, the same token is stored
within several exemplars. On the other hand, if the input does not match any existent
exemplar, it is stored by itself as a new one and it will serve as a referent for latter inputs
(Bybee 2001; Pierrenumbert 2001), processing that allows usage-based theory to deal
with innovative or uncommon linguistic items without having to consider them as
“exceptions”. For production, a strong exemplar is more accessible, which makes it the
easiest candidate to be picked when speakers need to express an event related to it, thus
in turn resulting in higher frequency of use.

Another theoretical advantage resulting from this model of categorization is the
ability to explain both diachronic and synchronic regularities and changes. On the one
hand, a production-perception loop may increase an exemplar’s strength, thus helping it
to resist change, as it is the case of highly frequent irregular English verbs such as to be
and to go, or Spanish ser and ir. On the other hand, the more speakers use an innovation,
independently of the motifs behind such increase, the easier that change will become part
of the system, as it is currently happening with the semantic extension of Spanish verb
ignorar ‘to be ignorant of”, which now includes too the meanings of ‘to overlook’ and ‘to
disregard’.

Similarities among exemplars form networks, which are complex and of various
levels by nature because a token shares properties with several linguistic units at the same

level based on different features. For instance, as a single unit, the word ‘unbelievable’
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establishes links with semantically similar items, (e.g., incredible, doubtful, etc.), but it
also connects with other words through smaller, internal units such as the suffix ‘-ble’
(e.g. readable, wearable, feasible) or the prefix ‘un-’ (e.g. unrealistic, unexpected, unapt),
independently of the semantic features of each of these words. Because of such a process,
gradience and variability are built into the exemplar model: “cognitive representations
will reflect any new variants or ongoing changes in the distribution and frequency of
variants” (Bybee and Beckner 2009:832).

Gradience refers to the fact that, more often than not, it is difficult to distinguish
the boundaries of a grammatical category. Rather, most of them form a continuum in
which linguistic units move along from one category to another. Clear examples of
gradience are the verb’s non-personal forms; depending on syntactic factors, they change
their function from that of a verb to that of a noun, an adjective, or an adverb without
changing their form. To demonstrate how a network representation allows for gradience,
(Bybee 1998) gives the example of Tuesday and Wednesday, in which speakers recognize
‘—day as a morpheme, but not the initial part of the word. If we considered that a word
must be exhaustively dividable into morphemes that can be part of other somehow related
words, then we would have to explain what Tues- and Wednes- mean and why they are
not linguistically productive. For the exemplar model the issue does not represent a
problem because it does not require that all parts of a linguistic unit be connected to some
other unit.

Because of such non-exhaustive approach, a network representation, then, results
“quite appropriate as it allows access to the sequence as a whole, while maintaining the

links that identify the component parts” (Bybee and Beckner 2009:836). Furthermore,
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since the model takes into account speakers’ memory representation, these complex
networks are able to capture semantic and pragmatic phenomena associated with a
particular token, thus allowing usage-based theory to explain how speakers can process
and store word strings, including idioms, as whole units with properties of their own,
while still processing each word separately in other contexts. For instance, given an
idiom such as pull strings, speakers establish networks (phonetic, morphological, lexical,
etc.) through the properties of both pull and string; however, their linguistic experience
also provide information regarding when and how the sequence needs to be understood as
a whole unit whose meaning, use and function differ from that of its component parts.
2.3.  Constructions and Other Multiword Units
2.3.1. Constructions

Given the way exemplars are processed and organized, constructions constitute a
very appropriate unit to represent grammatical patterns. Broadly speaking, constructions
are pairings of form and meaning, “conventionalized sequences of morphemes or words
than contain a position that can be filled by more than one item”” (Byee and Beckner
2009:842). The first consequence of such definition is that constructions range from
single words —since they consist of bound morphemes to general configuration such as
intransitive, transitive and passive constructions. It is important to mention, though, that,
according to Bybee (2010), the term is more often used to refer a morphosyntactically

complex structure that is partially schematic. The second theoretical consequence is that,

" In a later work, when explaining the role of chunking in morphosyntax, Bybee (2010:35) states that “[a]ll
sorts of conventionalized multi-word expressions, from prefabricated expressions to idioms to
constructions, can be considered chunks for the purpose of processing and analysis”, which seems to imply
that constructions are a particular type of unit different than idioms and others. To avoid any
methodological confusion, in this paper, construction is used as a generic term, as indicated in chapter 2.3
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because morpho-syntactic changes affect meaning and viceversa, “[e]ven the most
general syntactic constructions have corresponding general rules of semantic
interpretation” (Cruse and Croft 2004:257), which allows this theoretical model to
account for different syntactic structures required by different verbs, as in (1) - (2)8, or
even the same one, as in (3), without having to propose subcategorization frames for each
case.

(1) a. Tinaslept.
b. *Tina slept bananas.

(2) a. David consumed the bananas.
b. *David consumed.

(3) a. He drove over the speed limit.
b. He drove his kids to school.

Moreover, in all construction grammar versions®, the pairing’s “meaning”
component represents, in one way or another, "all of the conventionalized aspects of a
construction's function, which may include not only properties of the situation described
by the utterance, but also properties of the discourse in which the utterance is found [...]
and of the pragmatic situation of the interlocutors (Cruse and Croft 2004:258). Meaning,
then, refers not only to lexical features, but also to “grammatical” functions (e.g. the
contrast known vs. new referent indicated by the use of a definite or indefinite article),
and even idiosyncratic and communicative functions such as those performed by

discourse markers.

8 From Cruse and Croft (2004:230)
% Construction Grammar (Kay and Fillmore 1999), Lackoff’s (1987; 1990) and Goldberg’s (1995) models,
Langacker’s (1987; 1991) Cognitive Grammar, Croft’s (2001) Radical Construction Grammar.
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2.3.2. The Lexicon-Syntax Continuum

A consequence of the concept of constructions being open to different structural
units, as well as different kinds of meaning is that, rather than constituting an inventory
of discrete categories, constructions form a continuum from single words to complex and
syntactically arranged, at least to some degree, multiword sequences. Cruse and Croft
(2004:255)™° propos a lexicon-syntax continuum (Table 1 below) ranging from specific
lexical items containing just one word (e.g. this and green) to syntactic patterns reflecting
verbal argument structure. Since the present research focuses on structural patterns
including at least one verb, and even a single unit such as digo ‘(I) say’, creo ‘() believe’
or dicen ‘(they) say’ includes morphemes for person, tense, and other categories, the
smallest constructions considered in the analysis is the complex but bound one.

Table 1. The syntax-lexicon continuum

Construction type Traditional name Example
Complex and (mostly) schematic syntax [SBJ be- TNS VERB —en by 0OBL]
Complex, substantive verb subcategorization frame [SBJ consume OBJ]

Complex and mostly substantive idiom [Kick- tns the bucket]
Complex but bound morphology [NOUN-s], [VERB-TNS]
Atomic and schematic syntactic category [Dem],[Adj]

Atomic and substantive word/lexicon [this],[green]

From Cruse and Coft 2004: 255

As it can be seen in the table, each construction type is expressed by a binomial,
which indicates that the continuum has two dimensions; one going from the specific
(substantive) to the structural (schematic), and another one moving from the simple
(atomic) to the complex.

The first dimension distinguishes between substantive and schematic
constructions, with the former being those in which all elements are fixed, and the latter

those in which one or more of the parts can be replaced by other items. Examples of

10 The continuum is based on Fillmore et al (Fillmore, Kay, and O’Connor 1988) classification of idioms.
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substantive constructions found in the data include the sequences es decir ‘that is to say /
you mean’, as in (4), and quiere decir ‘it means’. Schematic constructions include the
transitive one (SBJ-VTR-DO) realized by utterances such as (5) and (6).

(4) .. antonces le dijo .. el hombre a -

a —

alavieja,

.. % es dijir que no la dejas .. casar conmigo,

le dijo.

No,

le dijo.

.. Primero quiero verla muerta que —

que —

que se case contigo. (311-3B2: 550) 1*
‘The guy told the old lady: “So, you mean that you won’t let her to marry
me”, he told her. “No”, she said. I rather see her dead than married with
you.”

(5) Yo sé que tenian gente alla en .. Kansas. (47-1A2: 682)
‘I know (that) they have relatives over there in ... Kansas.’

(6) Los mios siempre han hablado los dos idiomas. (117-1A3: 759)
‘My kids have always spoken both languages.’

In the second dimension, atomic constructions are those that cannot be divided
into meaningful parts. On the opposite pole, complex constructions are composed by two
or more meaningful elements. Since a construction can be a single word, the basic
elements to take into account in such bidemensional continuum are morphemes.
Examples of atomic constructions are this or week, or Spanish adverbs (e.g. ayer
‘yesterday’) and nouns with common gender (e.g. artista ‘artist”).

Table 1 shows as well that substantive constructions are particular instances of
schematic ones, as shown in (5) and (6) above. Such a relationship allow us to consider

both regular syntactic expressions (e.g. kick a football) and highly idiosyncratic idioms

% Interviews from NMCOSS are labeled according to the number assigned to the participant (e.g. 214) and
the session of recording (e.g. 1B3). The number after the label indicates the line of the transcription
containing the token under analysis. Also, they are transcribed according to Du Bois et al (1993), method
that is described in Chapter 3.
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(e.q. kick the bucket) as realizations of the same schematic construction (e.g. SBJ-VTR-
OBy).

Since the present research focuses on structural patterns including at least one
verb, the smallest constructions to be considered will be complex but bound; even a
single unit such as digo ‘() say’, creo ‘(I) believe’ or dicen ‘(they) say’ includes
morphemes for person, tense, aspect and mood.

In an intermediate point of the continuum, Cruse and Croft (2004) situate
collocations, combinations of words that, for some reason, speakers prefer over other
expressions that seem to be semantically equivalent. For instance, although toasted and
roasted basically describe the same process, each word is used in different combinations:
roasted meat and toasted bread. In this sense, collocations are fixed constructions, at
least within a linguistic community, because speakers use them as such; even if, in
theory, they could have some variability (see also Matthews 1981; Nunberg, Sag, and
Wasow 1994).

Collocations are sometimes called formulaic expressions and prefabs. That terms
seems to be synonyms is evident in Bybee’s (2006:713) definition of prefab as “word
sequences that are conventionalized, but predictable in other ways” and which “occur
repeatedly in discourse and are known to represent the conventional way of expresing
certain notions” (Erman and Warren 2000; Sinclair 1991; Wray 2005); for instance,
prominent role, mixed language, and think of. Nevertheless, given the fact that prefab is
used as well to referred to constructions which have one or more open slots, such as X
drives Y crazy, or Spanish quedarse + adjective ‘become + adjetive’, and whose meaning

may be idiosyncratic, it may be appropriate to use both terms to name different
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constructions. Moreover, since prefabs’ idiosyncratic meanings often require a
metaphorical interpretation, the distinction between them and idioms is not always clear;
whereas the distinction between an idiom and a collocation as defined by Cruse and Croft
seem to be more categorical.

Based on these definitions and claims, in the present research ‘construction’ will
be used as a generic term for structural patterns ranging from those comprised just by a
verb in a personal form with unexpressed subject (e.g. creo ‘I think”) to specific
utterances consisting of a verb and one of more constituents (e.g. me dicen que les hable
en inglés ‘they ask me to speak to them in English”) to syntactic schemas such the
ditransitive construction Shj-V-DO. When addressing specific constructions, their
position in the lexicon-syntactic continuum as well as their function in the discourse will
be determined based on three dimensions: productivity, transparency of meaning and
analyzability (Bybee and Torres Cacoullos 2009). In chapter 3, I will describe and
discuss what morphosyntactic features will used to operationalize these three dimensions.

Productivity refers to how many different items that a construction accepts to fill
one of its open slots. Thus, the schematic construction SBJ Vts OBJ is more productive
that SBJ read OBJ because the verb’s slot can be filled by any verb taking a direct object,
as in (7) while, in SBJ read OBy, the range of items that can fill the subject and object
slots is restricted by the meaning of the verb, as illustrated by (8). In turn, SBJ read OBJ
‘is more productive than SBJ read that OBJ because, in the latter case, the object slot is
restricted to clausal items.

(7) a. lalready have that book.
b. That book has received good reviews.

(8) a. lalready read that book.
b. *I already read that food.
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(9) a. Iread that the book has received good reviews.
b. *I read that the book.

Transparency of meaning relates to compositionality versus idiosyncrasy of a
construction. Thus transparency is higher in constructions whose meaning results from
the sum of the individual parts (e.g. Boys never change) than in constructions in which
such sum does not correspond to the meaning of the whole sequence (Boys will be boys).

Finally, analyzability indicates the extent to which individual parts of a
construction “are associated with the etymologically same units in other constructions”.
For instance, the Spanish construction hacer enmiendas ‘to make corrections’ is more
analyzable than hacer las paces ‘to make peace (with somenone)” because the plural
noun paces ‘peace-plural’ is rarely use outside of the construction. Such a restricted use
may result in speakers, especially non-native ones, not recognizing the relation between
paz and paces.

2.3.3. Idioms

Due to such an inclusive approach to meaning, construction grammar is able to
address a particular kind of constructions which are problematic for componential models
of grammar because their meaning, let alone their function, cannot be explained by
highly general rules: idioms. By definition, idioms are multiword grammatical units with,
at least, some degree of idiosyncrasy (Bybee 2007; Cruse and Croft 2004), as the ones
shown in (10) below:

(10) a. It takes one to know one.
b. bring down the house.
c. boys will be boys.
d. (X) blow X’s nose.
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Rather than being an homogenous class, there are different kinds of idioms
depending on their morphosyntactic properties, and their semantic and pragmatic
meaning; nevertheless they all share a set of features first defined by Nunberg, Sag and
Wasow (1994:492-493):

(11) a. Conventionality: the meaning and use of the construction cannot be determined, at
least not completely, from those of their parts.
b. Inflexibility: the construction presents a restricted syntax; e.g. shoot the breeze vs
*the breeze is hard to shoot.
c. Figuration: the construction has a non-literal meaning; e.g. take the bull by the horns
d. Proverbiality: the construction describes a social activity by comparing it with a
concrete one; e.g. spill the beans.
e. Informality: their language typically relates to informal speech registers
f. Affect: they convey an judgmental or affective attitude towards the situation they are
describing.

Among these properties, conventionality is particularly relevant for construction
grammars and usage based theory because it implies that idioms must be stored as whole
units in speakers’ minds and, consequently, they are part of speakers’ grammatical
knowledge. As well, idioms can be classified in different ways based on the characterists
one focuses on. One the earlier classifications for these grammatical units is Fillmore et
al’s (1988), which, in its final version, proposed the following set of distinctions:

(12) a. encoding / decoding idioms
b. idiomatically combined expressios / idiomatic phrases
c. grammatical / extragrammatical idioms
d. substantive / schematic idioms
e. idiom with pragmatic point / idioms without pragmatic point

In the first distinction, encoding idioms refer to units whose meaning can be
interpreted using general (i.e. compositional) rules, but it is still conventional in the sense
that there is not a real reason justifying why a certain word was chosen for that idiom
instead of another one within the same semantic group. For instance, although a person,
even a non-native speaker of English, can figure out the meaning of answer the door and
bright red, these constructions do not seem to be the natural-sounding way to express that
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particular idea. On the opposite side of the distinction, decoding idioms cannot be
decoded by the hearer based only on compositional rules; for instance, kick the bucket or
its Spanish equivalent estirar la pata®?. An interesting characteristic of these idioms is
that they conform to canonical morpho-syntactic patterns (e.g. SBJ V-TR OBJ), so if a
hearer does not know that the construction is a convention, he/she could interpret it
literally, with the consequent communicative confusion.

In the second distinction (originally in Nunberg, Sag and Wasow (1994)), an
idiomatically combining expression is an idiom whose parts can still correlate to a literal
meaning, while an idomatic phrase is a unit in which such correlation does not exists. For
instance, in spill the beans, spill can be analized as a metaphore for ‘divulge’ and beans
as one for ‘information respectively, therefore it is an instance of the former type of
idioms. On the contrary, it would be hard to establish the same kind of relation between
kick and die in the idiom kick the bucket.

Grammatical idioms are units that, although parsable by the language’s general
rules, are semantically irregular, that is to say, they are highly conventional. Both spill the
beans and kick the bucket are examples of these idioms, even if they represent different
types in another distinction. This latter phenomenon clearly illustrates how complex and
multidimensional idioms are. Unlike grammatical idioms, extragrammatical ones do not
conform to the language’s syntactic rules, behavior that in itself gives them an idiomatic

nature. Examples of these idioms are by and large, so far so good and all of a sudden.

12 The degree of idiosyncrasy of the phrase is evident if we compared with estirar las piernas ‘go for a
walk lit. Stretch the legs’. The same verb and the same body part (although one using the colloquial term
and the other the formal one) are used to convey completely different meanings.
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The fourth feature distinguishes between idioms in which all elements are fixed
(substantive), as It takes one to know one®3, and idioms (formal) in which at least one slot
can be filled by any syntactically and semantically appropiate element; for instance, in
(X) blows X'’s nose, any nominal phrase referring to a nose’s possesor can fill the X slot:
They all blew their noses.

In the last disctintion, idioms with pragmatic point are those which are used in
particular communicative contexts beyond their purely semantic meaning; for instance,
Good morning or See you later, are used to open and close, respectively, a conversation.
Obviously, idioms without pragmatic point do not perform such type of functions, no
matter how conventional they may be (e.g. all of a sudden).

From the previous five distinctions, Fillmore et al later propose a three-way
categorization of idioms. The first category are idioms consisting of unfamiliar pieces
unfamiliary arranged, which results in lexically, syntactically and semantically irregular
constructions. More importantly, the category brings to light the fact that certain words
occur only in an idiom, as in kith and kin ‘family and friends’ (Cruse and Croft 2004:
235). This latter phenomenon is essential to the idioms’ categorization since words that
do not exist outside an idiom cannot be part of a syntactic category. Nevertheless,
belonging to this category does not necessarily mean an idiom is an idiomatic phrase; it
can be an idiomatically combining expression because “the parts of the construction can
be made to correspond with the parts of its meaning” (Cruse and Croft 2004:236). For
instance, the schematic idiom ‘The X-er, the Y-er’, has unfamiliar pieces, --the two

ocurrences of ‘the’—arranged in a parallel syntactic structure following by a clause

13 The construction would no longer be an idiom, or have any sense at all, if, for instance, one changed the
tense: *It took one to know one.
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indicating the degree expression (e.g. The bigger they come, the harder they fall), but the
relation between the degrees of both parts of the construction can be observable. Thus,
the fact that the syntactic arrangement of a idiosyncratic idiom fits that of a schematic
idiom does not exclude its existence as a construction by itself.

The second category of idioms, familiar pieces unfamiliarly arranged, are
lexically regular because they contain words that speakers use in utterances other than the
idiom, but they are syntactically irregular because they do not conform to the patterns of
the language and, consequently, their meaning cannot be obtained by compositional rules
(e.g. ‘in point of fact’).

Finally, idioms consisting of familiar pieces familiarly arranged are those in
which both the lexicon and syntax are regular, but the semantics is irregular; their
elements can occur outside the idioms, they conform to the syntactic rules of the
language, but they cannot be interpreted literally (e.g. ‘pull X’s leg’).

On a similar line of thought, Du Bois (2003) argues for a conception of grammar
that takes into account the structural irregularities and pragmatic nuances found in actual
discourse. The author claims also that, in order to understand the system of grammar, it is
essential to privilege the study of spoken language because it is the one that closely
embodies what language is. Specifically, Du Bois regards spontaneous conversation as
the ideal genre to address linguistic inquiries because its dialogic nature allows observing
discourse as it is being produced, with its on-line planning, and interlocutors’ production
and interpretation. Moreover, because it is highly contextualized, conversation reflects
the cognitive frames and processes that both speaker and hearer are employing to express

messages and build the discourse. Thus, from a perspective based on typological research
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on grammar and discourse-pragmatic functions, he makes three general assumptions
regarding grammar and discourse: a) in communicative interaction, speakers exploit what
it available in the grammar to achieve their communicative goal; b) recurrent patterns
arising from discourse often escape what is predicted by grammatical rules; and c)
grammatical structure tends to evolve following discourse patterns: “Grammars code best
what speakers do most” (Du Bois 2003:49). An example of the first assumption is the
group of Spanish impersonal se constructions often referred to as se accidental
‘accidental se’!4. Because Spanish impersonal se constructions eliminate the agent’s role
by not including a slot for its syntactic expressions, speakers prefer them over active
constructions when expressing an event for which they do not feel responsible. The
contrast is illustrated by the sentences in (13) below; while the speaker is both the subject
and the agent of the event in (13a); his/her role is reduced in (13b) to that of a mere
affected entity (me ‘to me’). The event, then, is expressed as an accident, not a conscious
act.

(13) a. Perdi las llaves.

Lose-1sg-pret my keys
‘I lost my keys’

b.Se me perdieron las llaves.
SE-10-1sg lose-3pl-pret my keys
‘I lost my keys (lit. My keys got lost)
The second assumption is illustrated by verbs such as creer ‘to believe / to think’,

saber ‘to know’, decir ‘to say’ and others. Although these verbs are classified as

14 Impersonal se constructions accept any verb with an implicit human agent. Se accidental constructions
include only verbs implying non-intentional actions, e.g. to lose, to forget, to be late, to misplaced, to
broke, to burn, etc.
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transitive in normative grammars and dictionaries, in oral discourse they often occur
without any syntactic complement, as in the following examples from NMCOSS™®.

(14) E: Y donde nacid su papa.

: Creo que naci6 en Buena Vista también.

(H) Y sumama?

Ella yo creo que --

yo creo que también no sé=,

no me acuerdo [donde=] XX — (214-1A1: 156)

‘E: And, where was your dad born? U: I think he was born in Buena Vista as

well. E: And your mom? U: She, I think that... I think [she was born] there
too, I don’t know, I don’t remember where...’

cmc

An example of Du Bois’s third assumption is the grammatical requirement of
using the preposition “a” before animate and specific direct objects in Modern Spanish,
as shown in (15) below. Because Spanish allows for the direct object to appear before the
verb, even if it a marked word order, the rule resulted from the frequent inclusion of the
preposition in utterances which speakers otherwise would considered ambiguous.

(15) a. Oscar vio una pelicula.

Shj-vV-DO
‘Oscar saw a movie.’

b. Oscar vio a su amiga.
Sbj-V- “a” -DO

‘Oscar saw his friend.’

Du Bois’s assumptions and their implications, however, can be attested as well in
less spontaneous oral genre such as the interviews in NMCOSS. Given the purpose of
these interviews (see chapter 3), speakers were asked directly for the names of a variety
of animals, food and objects, which, it could be argued, do not only restricts
interviewees’ spontaneity, but also set the structural framework they need to use in their

answers. In reality, as demonstrated in chapters 4-6, even in this topic-specific

15 Examples from NMCOSS will presented according to Dubois et al’s transcription method; in which
interrogative marks, for instance, are not used as indicated by punctuation rules of the language. More
details about the method and the symbols used to represent spoken features are included in appendix A.
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interactions, interviewers and interviewees exploit a range of linguistic structures to elicit
answers, keep the conversation going, check the interlocutor’s attention and, more
importantly for the purpose of this study, convey different attitudes and pragmatic
nuances. For instance, when asked for the name of an object, speakers rarely use the verb
Ilamarse ‘to be, lit. to be called’, which would provide an objective answer. Instead, they
prefer the construction Le dicen X ‘People call it X / It is called” which, depending on the
context, may convey lack of certainty, lack of commitment towards the veracity of the
answer or even a subtle disagreement regarding the name used by another linguistic
community.

Another central claim of Du Bois’s proposal is that analyses heavily based on the
form-meaning pairings can describe linguistic phenomena only to a certain extent, and
that “as applied to discourse may reach its limits once one undertakes the more abstract
and highly grammaticized roles” because they “treat discourse tokens as mere means of
arriving at, or confirming evidence of, a type description” (2003:51). Considering the
observation regarding the methodological limits of form-meaning pairings, Du Bois’s
approach may seem irrelevant, if not contrary, to the goals of this study. Nevertheless, his
proposal of a methodological approach that looks for the correlation between
grammatical structure and discourse-pragmatic function, as well as its claim that “[t]he
accumulated linguistic experience of a lifetime amounts to a body of utterances
encompassing form, meaning, and contextualization” (2003:52) evidently agree with
Cognitive Grammar’s and usage-based theory’s assumption that speakers experience and
contextual information are necessarily included in the “meaning” component of

constructions. Furthermore, his conclusion that grammar contributes to discourse an
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architectural framework rather than meaning can be related to the fact that different
constructions, from merely compositional ones to prefabs to idioms, can be realizations
of, or emerge from, the same schematic construction.

2.4.  Constructions, Grammar and Conversation

Ono and Thompson (1995) propose a model for English syntax that strongly
suggests that rather than structurally matching the perfect sentences found in books of
grammar, the linguistic units we usually refer to as phrases and clauses are constituted by
those basic units observed in conversation. Moreover, they claim that these units are
constantly evolving because of the cognitive and social constraints inherent to natural
interaction.

They refer to two particular phenomena that provide clear and strong evidence for
the existence of constructional schemas: adherence and co-construction. The first
phenomenon refers to speakers’ ability to reproduce and recognize schemas even when
they are interrupted by other sounds, words or phrases. In the abovementioned study, Ono
and Thompson noted that sometimes speakers come across intervening material when
producing an instantiation of a schema (e.g. a clause); however, the interference barely
has any repercussion in the realization of the schema. The fact that this occurs indicates
speakers attend to schemas even across utterances. Example (16) from the data for the
present research, illustrates the phenomenon. As it can be seen, even with the prosodic
truncation at the end of line 2, the vocalization in line 3, and the discourse marker in line
4, the speaker produces the schema ‘MAIN CLAUSE that SUBORDINATE CLAUSE’ in line 2
and 5: yo creo que la mujer se le fue con otro ‘I think his wife ran away with another

2

man-.
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(16) No sé qué pasaba.

1

2 yo creo que la mujer —

3 (H)Hm.

4 9% (HX) pues no sé=.

5 Se le fue con otro, (214-1B3)
‘I don’t know what was happening. | think his wife—Hm, well, I don’t
know, she ran away with another man.’

The second phenomenon, co-construction, refer to speakers ability to
collaboratively produce a schema alternating turn sequences. Ono and Thompson authors
find, to do so, speakers use two major strategies: a) one speaker adds to a unit spoken by
the interlocutor, and b) the second speaker completes the utterance that the first speaker
had started. Such a collaborative production demonstrates that “abstract schemas are
shared between the two interactants” (Ono and Thompson 1995:226). In other words,
because speakers do not plan together what one of them will say, let alone how s/he will
express it, the fact that participants are able to finish each other’s sentences demonstrates
that they share information not just about the content of the discourse, but also, and more
importantly, about the constructions the interlocutor may use to express his/her idea.
Thus, even if many, if not most, actual utterances “may only roughly approximate the
schemas which speakers seem to be using” in designing the output, speakers are not only
capable of carrying on the conversation; they also are “remarkably adept at making
adjustments between the perceived output and the schemas we hypothesize they are
working with” (Ono and Thompson 1995:222). That is to say, despite the interruptions,
overlapping, and reformulations observed in conversation, it is possible to identify the
“cognitive routines” (i.e. constructional schemas) constituting grammar.

2.5.  Usage-Based Construction Grammar in Grammaticalization
For usage-based theory, using constructions to represent grammatical patterns is

particularly appropiate both because they are “direct pairing of form and meaning with no
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intermediate level of representations” (Bybee 2010:26), and because the fact that
constructions form a continuum, and move along it based on the interaction of several
factors, clearly supports the claim that individual instances of experience impact
cognitive representation. Furthermore, the existence of a continuum implies that
contiguous constructions may share some of the features and functions, which allows
usage-based theory to explain how new constructions arise from previously established
ones, how new and old constructions compete with each other, and how they
grammaticalize. These three latter phenomena will be discussed on detail on the
following sub-sections.
2.5.1. New Constructions Emerge from Already Established Ones

As it has been stated several times in this chapter, linguistic expressions include
information about the context in which they were produced or perceived. Thus, even if
two or more constructions are formally related, one of them may emerge as a new
construction if and when speakers associate it with a particular interpretation. The idiom
‘The bigger they are, the harder they fall’ is a good example of this phenomenon;
although it is part of the schematic construction ‘The X-er, the Y-er’ and so it is related to
other constructions such as ‘The sooner you start, the sooner you’ll finish’, it is
interpreted as an idiom with non-literal meaning because speakers’ memory of
representation has registered the implications and nuances connected to the
communicative context®. In this study, the prefab le dicen X a'Y ‘X is called Y’, which
conveys an evidential nuance, arises from the schematic ditransitive construction ‘Sbj

decirle DO 10°. Nevertheless, since the 10’s referent is an inanimate object, the verb is

16 See Fillmore, Kay, and O’Connor 1988 and Cruse and Croft 2004 for a further discussion.
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interpreted not as transmission of information, but as the naming of a referent. Certainly,
both meanings are included in the normative Diccionario de la Lengua Espariola (RAE),
but the entry for naming is presented in the third place, suggesting is not the main use of
the verb. Moreover, this sense occurs with only two subject-tense combinations, dicen
and, less frequently, decian, which implies a strong correlation form-function.
2.5.2. Old and Emerging Constructions Compete

Naturally, a construction’s new form or a new meaning does not emerge from one
day to the next; it is a gradual and slow process which causes that, during a period, the
new construction coexists and compete with the one from which it arose, or even the
existence of two or more ways of expressing the same or similar meanings. A current
example for this phenomenon comes from Spanish imprimido and impreso, imprimir ‘to
print’ regular and irregular, respectively, past participles. Even though prescriptive rules
of grammar clearly state that the regular form must be used in perfect tenses (e.g. he
imprimido la solicitud ‘I have printed the application’), and the irregular form as an
adjective (e.g. una solicitud impresa ‘a printed application’), speakers very frequently use
the irregular form in both constructions. Thus, normative HABER + imprimido ‘to have
printed’ coexists and competes with the new HABER + impreso construction. Eventually,
the preference for the irregular form over the regular one could result in the latter being
prescribed as archaic and grammatically incorrect, just as it happened to other regular
past participles such as rompido ‘broken’.
2.5.3. Grammaticalization of Constructions

Due to its frequency in particular contexts, a construction may become a

grammatical unit. A classic example of this phenomenon is the development of ‘going to’
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in English, as well as the equivalent ir a in Spanish, from a construction expressing
purpose into a marker of future: X is going to some place to do something > X is going to
do something. Because of frequency of use, the construction experienced semantic
inferencing and, eventually, the physical motion sense of going got reinterpreted as
displacement in time, thus losing its motion sense and becoming an auxiliary verb (Bybee
2010). Moreover, the same phenomenon can result in the subjectivization of a
construction, as it is happening with Spanish dizque. From being a syntactic schema dice
que ‘he-she-it says that’, it experienced phonetic reduction, first, and then it was
reinterpreted as an adverb meaning ‘apparently, presumably’, as in (17):

(17) ...que nunca mas festejada coronacion dizgue se fizo... (Davies 2002)
‘Presumably a more celebrated coronation never existed...’

Recently, though, the word is occurring in contexts in which the speaker is
referring something he/she did, as in (18), where the speaker states that he was pretending
to water the plants in the hallway in order to listen what his neighbors were talking about.

(18) Tras varios intentos que consistieron en salir al zaguan /...J dizque a regar las plantas
en el momento preciso, coseché nicamente miradas de desconfianza [de los vecinos].
‘After trying several times [to listen the neighbors’ private conversation] by
going out the hallway, supposedly to water the plants, | only got suspicious
looks [from the neighbors].’

Thus, because the speaker is indeed the source of the information, dizque does not
longer indicate hearsay nor just ‘apparently’; now it also means ‘supposedly’, with an
implication that a state or activity was a pretense or not even carried out. Furthermore,
this novel sense has allowed, dizque to change its syntactic category thus reducing its
scope; from modifying a whole sentence, now it can function as an adjective, often
conveying the speaker’s disbelief or even sarcasm, (cf. Valdivia 2010b), as in (19) and

(20).
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(19) si este dizque movimiento de depuracidén sindical triunfa, ya podemos cortarnos la
coleta...
‘if this so-called movement for labor purge successes, we are screwed...’

(20) lo que estamos es frente a una simulacién de un dedazo, que ahora sera envuelto en
un celofan, dizque democratico.
‘...what we are seeing is an act of autocracy, one which will be wrapped with
a pseudo-democratic cellophane.’

2.6.  The Role of Repetition

Earlier in this chapter, frequency was mentioned as a central factor in the
formation of development and strengthening of exemplars, in the creation of cognitive
networks, and in language variation and change, among other phenomena. In particular, it
was stated that increases in frequency resulting from production-perception loops may
operate in opposite directions, sometimes easing and speeding language change, but other
times helping an item to resist such phenomenon. This section will discuss the effects that
both type and token frequency have on language, as well as the mechanisms allowing
them to do so.
2.6.1. Type Frequency

The different and sometimes opposite effects of type and token frequency relates
to how each one of them count linguistic units. Type frequency focuses on the number of
different patterns, schemas, or lexical items occurring in a text, no matter the specific
realization of the tokens. For instance, when observing the occurrence of verbs of
cognition in a discourse, type frequency will count as one item all the tokens of the verb
saber ‘to know’, independently of whether they occur in a non-personal or a personal
form, and, in the latter case, independently of their subject and tense. Thus, since in the
corpus for this research there are 21 different cognitive verbs but only 11 speech verbs,

the former class has a larger type frequency than the later one.
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Beyond raw numbers, type frequency largely determines a pattern’s degree of
productivity. A pattern applied to a high-type frequency category will be highly
productive because its effect will easily propagate through an extensive network. This is
why new coined verbs in Spanish adopt regular inflections: type frequency for regular
verbs is much larger than for irregular verbs.

For a construction, the more different items that can fill one of its open slots, the
more productive it will be. For instance, in a study on variation between Spanish
aspectual constructions involving estar ‘to be’ and andar ‘to go around’, (Torres
Cacoullos 2001) finds that although both estar ‘to be’ and andar ‘go around’ have
grammaticalized as auxiliary verbs for Spanish progressive constructions (aux + V-ndo),
each one of them tends to appear with different classes of main verbs. While the
construction estar + V-ndo (e.g. estar escuchando ‘to be listening’) accepts a wide range
of verbs, and, consequently, has a high type frequency, andar + V-ndo (e.g. andar
paseando ‘to be strolling around), tends to occur with verbs conveying real or figurative
motion, which results in a lower type frequency. Thus, a verb such as esperar ‘to wait’
appears more frequently with estar than with andar. In a related research Bybee and
Torres (2009) find that the low degree of productivity of andar + V-ndo has resulted in a
usage’s decline; their historical data show that the verb represented 21% of all aux + V-
ndo utterances in the 13" century (21%), but only 3% in the 19" century. Furthermore,
since the most frequent realization of andar + V-ndo is andar buscando, the latter has
been described as a set phrase (Spaulding 1926) or a case of lexical specialization

(Squartini 1998).
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It is important to say, though, that type frequency is not the only factor
determining productivity. Torres Cacoullos (2001) finds that, in Mexican Spanish, the
andar + V-ndo construction is often associated with non-educated registers; while in a
corpus of educated speech the estar/andar ratio is about 21 to 1, in a corpus of popular
speech? the ratio is just a little bit higher of 3 to 1. Thus, because speakers are
predisposed to avoid the construction in formal contexts, verbs occurring with it are
generally restricted to those conveying ‘non-sophisticated’ actions such as sembrar ‘to
sow, to farm’; as a consequence, the type frequency, and the productivity of andar + V-
ndo is lower than those of estar + V-ndo. Productivity, then, is not just a matter of type
frequency; it is a matter too of how open or restricted a category is:

"The more lexical items that are heard in a certain position in a construction, the less
likely it is that the construction will be associated with a particular lexical item and the
more likely it is that a general category will be formed over the items that occur

in that position. The more items the category must cover, the more general will be its
criterial features and the more likely it will be to extend to new items. Furthermore, high
type frequency ensures that a construction will be used frequently, which will strengthen
its representational schema, making it more accessible for further use, possibly with new
items." (Bybee 2007:205)

2.6.2. Token Frequency

Rather than counting for the number of times a pattern or a lexical item appears in
a text, token frequency refers to the number of times a particular realization of an item
(from allophones to word strings) appears in a text. For instance, in this project’s corpus,
creo ‘I believe / I think’) has a token frequency of 109 occurrences because that is the

number of times that creer appear in that particular subject-tense combination.

7 Data for Torres (2001) come from El habla de la Ciudad de México (UNAM 1971) and El habla popular
de la Ciudad de México (UNAM 1976).
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Several studies have found that high-token frequency has a reducing effect on
words and phrases because repetition causes neuromotor behavior to be more fluent:
based on experience, speakers are able to perceive a unit even if not all of its sounds are
fully uttered. For English, Bybee and Scheibman (1999) show that don 't is reduced more
often in 7 don’t know than in other sequences because of, precisely, such a construction
has a high token frequency. For Spanish, intervocalic [3] deletion is more common in
frequent words than in those occurring less often. Thus, is more likely to find the deletion
in cansado > cansao ‘tired’ than in aterido > aterio ‘frozen stiff’.

In other levels, e.g. morphology, high token frequency has a conserving effect:
frequently used items are more resistant to change because their strength helps them to
avoid the influence of productive patterns in the language. For instance, for Spanish Past
tense, frequently used irregular verbs (e.g. dije ‘I said’) are less likely to become regular
ones than verbs with a low token frequency (e.g. produje > produci ‘I produced’). The
phenomenon is illustrated too by linguistic units with two or more meaningful parts (i.e.
insane or pull strings); there can be at least two ways of processing it: either as individual
units combined in a larger one, or as a whole unit. Based on experience, speakers are able
to apply the pertinent process in each context of use; nevertheless, the more frequent a
sequence becomes, the more likely it will be processed as a whole unit even to the extent
that speakers may no longer recognize one of the elements as a separable unit, as it has
happened to the prefix in insane. As a result of this mechanism, sequences with a high
frequency “are more entrenched in their morpho-syntactic structure, and therefore resist

change on the basis of more productive patterns” (Bybee and Beckner 2009:840). In
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grammaticalization, this effect causes originally complex sequences to lose semantic and
syntactic transparency and to develop a grammatical meaning (e.g. be going to).

Another effect of high-token frequency, related to the conserving one, is
autonomy. In said phenomenon, a complex form (i.e. a word or a string) loses its internal
structure as it loses ties with etymologically related forms. The word insane illustrates too
this phenomenon; as the frequency of insane increases, speakers’ awareness regarding the
prefix status of in- decreases and, eventually, the link between sane and insane is not
completely observable.

2.7.  Language and Subjectivity

As stated in the introduction, besides determining the role of language use on the
emergence of different types of constructions, this research seeks to demonstrate that
some of such constructions, namely those showing a higher degree of morphosyntactic
fixation, often convey a variety of meanings related to the domain of subjectivity.

The concept and study of subjectivity is typically associated with Benveniste
(1971)8, who defined it as the speaker’s ability to posit herself as the subject of her
sentence. As essential aspect of said definition is the distinction between the syntactic
subject and the subject of the enunciation; so, the most basic mechanism to express
subjectivity would be the use of personal pronouns, as well as spatial and temporal
deictics, because these elements allow the speaker, or her environment, to become the
utterance’s referential anchor. Hence, from this point of view, a sentence would be
subjective simply by including the pronoun I. Nevertheless, beyond the mere auto-

reference of the speaker in the linguistic structure, Benveniste also launches the idea that

18 In reality, the study of subjectivity had already been approached by scholars such as Breal (1964) and
Biihler (1990). See Traugott (2003:125) for further details.
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some constructions express speakers’ attitude and, more importantly, that language is
predominantly marked by the expression of subjectivity: “In | suppose and | presume,
there is an indication of attitude, not a description of an operation. By including | suppose
and I presume in my discourse, | imply that | am taking a certain attitude with regard to
the utterance that follows” (Benveniste 1971:228).

It is important to note that, rather than being uniformly defined, the concept of
subjectivity varies according to the linguistic framework from which the phenomenon is
approached. From a logical perspective, formalist approaches, for instance, see
subjectivity as the expression of non-factual information, or information that cannot be
verified using values of truth. Because of this, Formalism does not pay enough attention
to the phenomenon. For functional and cognitive approaches, on the other hand, linguistic
subjectivity needs to be separated from logical-philosophical subjectivity, and to be
understood as the “way in which natural languages, in their structure and their normal
manner of operation, provide for the locutionary agent’s expressions of himself and his
own attitudes and beliefs” (Lyons 1982:102), as well as the speaker’s cognitive ability to
take the interlocutor’s perspective. Lyons (1994) later distinguishes between subjectivity
and locutionary subjectivity, the former referring to the conceptual property of the
speaker to be “a subject of consciousness or a thinking subject” (1994:11), and the latter
referring to the concrete construction that speakers use to express their own attitudes and
beliefs in a particular utterance. In addition, Lyons claims that subjectivity is affected by
factors such as prosodic and paralinguistic modulation, thus introducing the idea of

subjective gradualness.
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Based on Lyons’ locutionary subjectivity, functional linguists (Finegan 1995;
Scheibman 2001; Traugott 1989; Traugott 1995) define subjectivity as the expression and
representation of the speaker’s attitudes and perspectives in the discourse. From this
approach, the inclusion of yo digo ‘I say’ in (21) makes the utterance more subjective
than the one in (22). Additionally, it is worth noting that yo digo in (21) is used not as
speech act, but as a discourse marker; it is not simply uttering a fact, but mitigating an
assertion.

(21) Eso esta mal, yo digo.
“That’s wrong, I think™. (lit. ‘I say’)

(22) Eso esta mal.
“That’s wrong”

Unlike functional linguistics, cognitive linguistics conceives subjectivity not as
speakers’ involvement towards the utterance, but as an “asymmetry between a perceiving
individual and the entity perceived” (Langacker 1990:7); that is to say, the degree of
subjectivity lies in how speakers conceptualize their role in the event, and it is codified by
the presence/absence, and type of grammatical material referring to the speaker. In words
of Langacker (1990:10): “[i]f the speaker’s involvement in a linguistic expression is
merely as the conceptualizer, then the speaker/hearer role is almost wholly subjective
because he/she is external to the scope of predication.” From this point of view, the most
subjective utterances are those conveying description of persons other than the speaker.
In the opposite extreme, utterances including personal deictics are more objective
because they profile the speaker as the referential point (ground, in Langacker’s
terminology). From this conception of subjectivity, (23) is subjective because the speaker
is completely absent in the construction of the event; since ‘across’ expresses physical

motion and direction, its meaning does not require the speaker’s cognitive involvement.
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On the other hand, (24) is an objective utterance because the meaning of ‘across’ lies in
the spatial construals from the speaker’s perspective. She performs the cognitive
movement from Vanessa’s to Veronica’s position. Both examples are Langacker’s:

(23) Vanessa jumped across the table.

(24) Vanessa is sitting across the table from Veronica.

Despite the differences, functional and cognitive approaches to subjectivity are
not necessarily exclusive, but rather they can complement each other. To start, they agree
that is practically impossible for a speaker not to appear in the utterances; because
discourse consists of a chain of inferences (Verhagen 1995), utterances never occur in
isolation; therefore, the speaker/hearer is always somehow involved in the construction,
and interpretation of the events. Furthermore, since discourse rarely is purely objective or
purely subjective, we can expect both conceptualization of subjectivity will coincide in
some areas of the continuum: speakers may state their attitude by not only explicitly
saying what they think or want, but also elaborating events in a way the information of
the utterance appears to be from someone else. Hence, the speaker’s linguistic absence in
the utterance may be seen both as her not being a participant of the event being
expressed, and as a strategy to distance herself from it. For purposes of methodological
cohesiveness, and because it seeks to explore the function of patterns frequently used by
speakers, this study will follow just the functional approach when addressing

subjectivity?®.

19 Certainly, a study combining both approaches would provide invaluable results supporting the
predominance of subjectivity in language. The endeavor, however, exceeds the goals and reach of the
present one.
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2.7.1. Subjectivity and Subjectification

Studies in several languages (Traugott 1989; Traugott 1995; Torres Cacoullos and
Schwenter 2005; Company Company 2006a; Company Company 2006b) have
demonstrated that constructions associated with the expression of subjectivity often
result in changes in the grammar of the language; a process known as subjectification.
Although subjectification shares some properties with grammaticalization (e.g.
decategorization), they are different processes: while grammaticalized forms generalize
and become obligatory (e.g. the grammatical meaning of ‘will’), subjective constructions
do not generalize and do not necessarily acquire the status of obligatoriness.

Subjectification, just as the term subjectivity does, is understood differently
depending on the linguistic approach. For Langacker (e.g. 1987, 1990, 1991) and his
followers, subjectification is the shift from a syntactic subject to a speaking one.
Accordingly, research looks for evidence in the emergence of constructions in which the
speaker can perform an agentive role, or at least arise as the most prominent participant;
as it occurs with ‘promise’ or ‘be going to’, as well as their Spanish equivalents prometer
and ir a. From a more functional approach, Traugott and others (Traugott 1989; Traugott
1997, Traugott 1999; Traugott 2003; Company Company 2006a; Company Company
2006b) focus on how “meanings tend to become increasingly based in the SP/W’s
[speaker / writer] subjective belief state or attitude toward what is being said and how it is
being said” , with subjectification being “the mechanism whereby meanings come over
time to encode and or externalise the SP/W’s perspectives and attitudes as constrained by
the communicative world of the speech event rather than by the so-called ‘real-world’

characteristics of the event or situation referred to” (Traugott 2003:126-127). For said
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perspective, then, subjectification involves those mechanisms by which “meanings come
over time to encode or externalise the SP/W’s perspectives and attitudes as constrained
by the communitive world of the speech event, rather than by the so-called ‘real-world’
characteristics of the event or situation being referred to” (Traugott 2003:126).

Besides demonstrating that subjective meanings are often encoded in grammar,
diachronic studies show evidence that changes in meaning are a matter of degree, and follow
a unidirectional path from non-subjective to subjective. For instance, Modern Spanish a
pesar de ‘in spite of” evolved from the frequent use of the noun pesar ‘sorrow, regret’ in
constructions expressing emotional affliction by one of the participants of the event, as in
(25) from Torres Cacoullos and Schwenter (2005). Although in Modern Spanish pesar still
exists as a noun, its meaning is no longer transparent in the aforementioned subjective
construction. Other examples of unidirectionality include performative uses of verbs such as
‘promise’ (Traugott 1997), the development of epistemic meanings of modals (Traugott
1989), and the subjectification of Spanish verbs such as decir ‘to say’and saber ‘to know’
into discourse markers (Company Company 2006a).

(25) fue preso Daniel, a pesar del rey que lo queria anparar
‘Daniel was imprisoned, to the regret of the king who wanted to protect him’

From a synchronic perspective, Verhagen (1995, 2005) showed that some Dutch
verbs, e.g. beloven ‘to promise’, have different syntactic and semantic limitations when
conveying subjectivity than when expressing objectivity. For Spanish, Cornillie (2004;
2005a) found a similar behaviour for the verbs prometer ‘to promise’ and amenazar ‘to
threat’. For prometer, he found that the subjective construal rejects animate subjects,
which implies a low degree of commitment of such participant. At the same time, the

preference for inanimate, non-agentive subjects is related to a major occurrence of
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infinitival complements, as in (26). An animate and agentive subject, on the other hand,
implies a major participation on the event; consequently, the construal in an objective one
and it prefers finite complements as in (27). For amenazar, the patterns are similar,
although the verb imposes fewer semantic rejections to the subject, which means the
subject’s referent can have a certain degree of commitment. Interestingly, for both verbs,
the lack of animate and agentive subjects in the construals also gives the utterance a
subjective reading from a functional approach. Thus, by rejecting human subjects, the
subjective construal removes responsibility from the speaker, which can be considered an
expression of attitude towards the information of the utterance:

(26) El libro promete ser un éxito de ventas. (Subjective construal)
‘The book promises to be a bestseller”

(27) José prometio [llegar/que llegaria] a tiempo. (Objective construal)
“Jose promised to be on time”

Company (2006a; 2006b) argues that subjectification affects as well the syntactic
properties of subjective expressions causing, specifically, cancellation of syntax and
syntactic isolation. Even linguistic literature had already approached the effect of said
phenomena in pragmatic particles, the author demonstrates that verbs undergoing
subjectification also lose their capacity to relate to other units, subcategorize, to take
complements and modifiers, among other properties. As a result, the subjective form is
able to appear in parenthetical positions and to constitute a whole predication by itself.
Through the analysis of five Spanish discourse markers (jdale!, jdizque!,jtate!, jandale!,
isepa!), the author concludes that the more syntactic capabilities a construction has, the
less subjectivity it conveys and viceversa. She proposes as well that subjectification,
although a syntactic change on its own, it is a subtype of grammaticalization since they

share some properties, but differ on other ones. Syntactic cancellation and isolation can
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be observed in constructions with Spanish verbs such as decir ‘to say’, which expresses a
myriad of speech events?, or creer ‘to believe. When conveying subjective meanings,
they can appear at the end of or inside a clause, as in (28) and (29) below:

(28) Eso esta mal, yo digo.
“That’s wrong, I think”

(29) El nuevo sistema de transporte, creo yo, no va a funcionar.
“The new transportation system, I believe, it won’t work.”

This syntactic freedom, though, often comes with loss of syntactic properties.
That is to say, subjective expressions can appear in different positions in the clause
because they have lost their referential function. For instance, Garachana’s study on
Spanish encima ‘on top’ (2008) illustrates loss of referential function accompanying
subjectification. When performing a prepositional function, the phrase introduces locative
complements, as in (30). However, when it functions as a discourse marker, it no longer
accepts that type of complement, as in (31).

(30) El libro esta encima del escritorio. (Referential, objective reading)
‘The book is on top the desk’

(31) Encima de que lleg6 tarde, se enojo porgue le pregunté dénde estaba. (Subjective
reading)
“On top being late; he got mad when I asked where he was”

From the previous discussion, it is clear that spoken language plays a central role
when studying how subjective meanings are expressed in different kinds of interaction,
and how they are encoded structurally in the language; thus more studies, diachronic and
synchronic, are needed to contribute to the understanding of the interrelation between
language use and structural patterns, as well as what aspects of discourse are universal

and what are language-specific; particularly in situations where two or more languages

20 Since its lexical meaning is not as specific as that of other verbs, decir is used as a synonym of preguntar
‘to ask’, responder ‘to reply, to answer’, ordenar ‘to command’, etc.
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coexist daily. These issues constitute the main goals of this study: the expression of
objectivity-subjectivity in the discourse of Spanish speakers living in a situation of
contact language, and its effects on semantic, pragmatic and morphosyntactic changes.
To provide a panorama of how this study will contribute to the understanding of these
theoretical issues, the next section discusses relevant research on discourse, structural
patterns and subjectivity in Spanish and other languages.
2.8.  Discourse, Structural Patterns and Subjectivity

Studies in several languages have applied usage-based theory to examine how
grammar emerges from actual discourse. From a usage-based approach, Scheibman
(2002) explores the notion that language, especially in spontaneous conversation, is
subjective to varying degrees, rather than mainly propositional (i.e. objective) as claimed
by formalist linguistic approaches. Moreover, the author demonstrates that linguistic
subjectivity can be observed in a variety of structural indications used by speakers when
conveying information to their interlocutors, independently of the topic and genre of the
discourse. For instance, the author finds that 1sg and 2sg predicates often occur in lexical
collocations involving cognitive verbs and, more importantly, conveying subjective and
pragmatic nuances: I guess, I don’t know, I mean, you know. Subjectivity, however, does
not emerge just from the use of such highly fixed epistemic collocations; Scheibman’s
analysis shows that in cooperative talk, speakers often employ personalizing properties to
“fulfill face-maintaining functions in 2sg expressions” (2002:115), thus causing 2sg
utterances to convey an interactive (i.e. empathetic) subjectivity. Furthermore, the fact
that, in conversation, personal stance (i.e. 1sg utterances) does not exist independently of

interaction (i.e. 2sg utterances) creates a complex relationship in which “details of
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interaction are recruited for the negotiation of individual subjectivities, or the sharing of
points of view” (2002:115).

Certainly, linguistic subjectivity in 1sg and 2sg utterances may not be surprising;
after all, interlocutors are constantly adapting what they say, and how they say it, in order
to engage the other participant in the conversation, to convince him/her about one’s
arguments, or to follow sociocultural conventions, among other motifs. Nevertheless,
Scheibman argues, and demonstrates, that subjectivity can be observed as well in third
person predicates. Thus, results suggest that while the convergence of third person
subjects with human referents, past tense, and material verbs (e.g. do, go, take, work,
etc.) tends to express a high degree of propositionality, such is not the case for 3pl
subjects with human, non-specific referents. Said generic subjects, highly frequent in
Scheibman’s corpus, move away from the domain of mere referentiality “by anchoring
the predicate to the generalizing subjects, thus producing an evaluation and not a
description” (Scheibman 2002:116).

In terms of methodology, Scheibman’s results prove the importance, even
necessity, of focusing on local patterns when examining how language works in actual
discourse because “global distributional frequencies [...] are not typically attributable to
any major structural trend” (2002:162). In terms of theoretical implications, the study
makes evident that a comprehensive account of language cannot approach the semantic
meaning of a lexical item as independent from its expressive and pragmatic use;
otherwise, it would risk being a restrictive and misleading one. More importantly, the
research raises the issue of whether it is appropriate to treat certain linguistic items (e.g.

generic they, I think, etc.) as members of a formal category (e.g. person or tense), as their
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functional properties do not really relate to those of other members of said category. For
instance, the author claims that present and past tenses “are neither distributionally
symmetrical nor contrastive members of the category tense” (2002:163) because most
instances of the former occur in the expression of speakers’ point of view, and past tense
mainly correlates to speakers’ reports about other actors and events. In other words,
subjects and verbs are combined not arbitrarily, but heavily influenced by local contexts
and previous experiences; so they should not be seen as separate constituents, as most
grammatical treatments do (see also Bybee and Scheibman 1999).

Silveira’s (2007) study on subject-verb-tense patterns in Brazilian Portuguese
finds that speakers tend to personalize their discourse by using specific constructions:
when talking about themselves, speakers prefer 1sg predicates, usually with a cognitive
verb in present tense; when talking about other referents, they tend to produce 3sg
predicates with relational verbs in present tense. More importantly, the fact that, far from
stating an impersonal, objective affair of states, the relational construction “projects an
evaluation of a certain lexical NP, fact, or proposition” (Silveira 2007:255) provides
evidence for the subjective nature of language.

For New Mexican Spanish, Valdivia’s (2011) results show a similar situation; for
instance, while the verb creer ‘to believe / to think’ only appears in 1sg-present-
affirmative constructions (i.e. yo creo) ‘I think’, usually at the end of a utterance, as in
(32) below, decir ‘to say’ appears mostly in 3sg-preterit and 3pl-present combinations, as
in (33) and (34):

(32) Yo no sé de donde traeran capulin aqui.
Yo no sé donde se dara.
Muy lejos yo creo. (10-3A2: 175)
‘I don’t know where they bring capulin from. | don’t know where it may
grow. Far away, | think.’
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(33) Voy a matarlo,
dizque dijo. (142-3B2: 197)
‘I’'m going to kill him, dizque he said.’

(34) It’s a beautiful —
es un libro muy bonito.
eh dicen. (88-1A3: 77)
‘It’s a beautiful—it’s a very beautiful book. They say.’

This kind of correlation between subject, verbal types and tenses proves that
much of the language that speakers produce in interaction must not be understood in
terms of preconceived rules. On the contrary, certain pre-constructed patterns constitute
the core of speakers’ grammatical knowledge. Moreover, considering the differences,
typological or of other sorts, between American English, Brazilian Portuguese and New
Mexican Spanish, the alignment of Silveira’s and Valdivia’s results with those from
Scheibman’s (2001; 2002) provides clear evidence for grammar being rooted in language
use, instead of the opposite, which causes emergent constructions conveying speakers’
attitudes and point-of-view to be similar across languages.

The recurrent use of prefabs and collocations, and the development of epistemic
meanings, are observable as well in studies focusing on particular verbal classes.
Cognitive verbs, in particular, have been extensively studied not only because the speaker
often appears as both the syntactic and the elocutionary subject of the utterance, e.g.
pienso ‘I think’, but also because forming an opinion is associated with cognitive
processes (Aijén Oliva and Serrano 2010; Bentivoglio and Weber 1999; Weber and
Bentivoglio 1991; Tao 2001; Tao 2003; Travis 2006a; Valdivia 2013). A frequent finding
in these studies is that cognitive verbs do not really constitute a homogenous class; they
differ from each other in the type of subject-tense combinations they frequently appear, in

the polarity of the sentences, etc. Furthermore, more than one construction, each one
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conveying a different meaning, may arise from the same verb due to the confluence of
syntactic and pragmatic factors. For instance, in a study of cognitive verbs in
conversational Spanish, Travis (2006a) finds that not only a few verbs (saber ‘to know’,
creer ‘to believe, pensar ‘to think’, imaginarse ‘to imagine / to figure’, acordarse ‘to
remember’) account for the vast majority of occurrences in the corpus, but, for each one
of said verbs, most instances correspond to one or two constructions performing
epistemic functions (e.g. yo no sé ‘I don’t know’, ;sabes qué? ‘you know what?). As
expected, these constructions lack many of the syntactic properties associated with the
propositional function of the verb.

Valdivia (2013; 2015) finds similar patterns for New Mexican Spanish in the
sense that frequent cognitive constructions conveying subjectivity involve just a few
verbs (creer ‘to believe’, saber “to think’, entender ‘to understand’, pensar ‘to think’), in
specific subject-tense combinations. The fact that constructions emerging from this
dialect of Spanish show both similarities and differences from those in Travis’ study
provides strong evidence for the role of interaction in the development of grammar; on
the one hand, similarity between two different and separated dialects proves that speakers
employ the mechanisms of the language to achieve their communicative goals, on the
other hand, structural differences demonstrate the impact of factors specific to each
communicative situation and linguistic community.

Aijon and Serrano’s (2010) study on the implications of using subject pronouns in
Spanish 1sg constructions provides more evidence for the correlation between structure
and meaning. Using oral corpora from two Spanish speaking communities (Salamanca

and Canary Islands) and two different registers (media and conversation), the authors
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seek to demonstrate that expressing or omitting yo ‘I’ in creo ‘I believe’ utterances is
closely linked to discourse and pragmatic factors, such as the speaker’s prominence.
Their results show that pronominal subject (predominantly in preverbal) is more frequent
(75%) than the unexpressed subject, which would imply that, for 1sg, unexpressed
subject is marked rather than unmarked. Nevertheless, a detailed analysis of the data
demonstrates that yo creo functions as an epistemic marker conveying speaker’s
assertion; it emphasizes the speaker’s stance regarding the argument he or she is
introducing, as well as his/her importance as an opinionated person, particularly when
several people are expressing their opinion. Considering how important this function is,
particularly in discussions, it is not surprising that yo creo is much more frequent that
creo. For the latter construction, the low frequency does not allow for conclusive results
regarding its function in the discursive. The authors notice, however, that no creo ‘I don’t
believe’ tends to appear without a pronoun even if it mitigates or relativizes the veracity
and importance of the speaker’s assertion.

The subjectification of constructions conveying speakers’ point of view is attested
too in verbs from semantic classes other than the cognitive one. Travis (2005) finds that
25% of the occurrences of decir in a corpus of conversational Spanish convey epistemic
nuances, which indicates that, in interaction, decir is not a mere verb of saying, but it
performs several other functions. More importantly for the matter of this study, there is a
clear correlation between particular constructions (e.g. dizque, mejor dicho ‘in other
words, or rather’ yo digo ‘I say’, lo que yo digo ‘what I say’, ¢que te digo? ‘What can I
tell you?’), and the expression of epistemic values. For instance, the author finds that

speakers use dizque (from dizen que ‘they say’) as an interjection (35), and to introduce
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nominal (36)-(37), and prepositional phrases, even if, according to Royal Spanish
Academy (RAE), the word is an adverb meaning ‘apparently’ or ‘presumably. Although
Travis merely describes the construction’s meaning as purely subjective, one may
propose that said subjective meaning conveys the speaker’s disbelief, irony or sarcasm
towards the utterance, or a segment of it, as in (36) and (37) below. In fact, said nuance is
observable too when the form modifies an adjective (38) or a clause; that is to say, when
it follows the syntactic function of a canonical adverb. All of the examples below are
from the referred study. The development of dizque into a discourse marker and its
syntactic effects are examined in further detail in Travis (2006b), Company (2006a;
2006b), Olbertz (2007), and Valdivia (2010b).

(35) Me hizo quedar ahi, yo, dizque. Ay=.
‘She made me wait there; I, dizque. Ay!’

(36) tengo uno, tengo dizque el capa, o algo asi,
‘I have one; I have a so-called cape, or something like that.’

(37) Y lo compramos dizque por ella.
‘And we bought it supposedly because of her.’

(38) Unas peras dizque importadas, eso dicen.
‘Some supposedly imported pears; that’s what they say.’

Following dizque in frequency of occurrence, mejor dicho ‘that is to say / or
rather’ functions as an emphatic device correcting or explaining something just said.
Structurally, the construction lacks morpho-syntactic variability and it is syntactically
independent. In terms of prosody, it appears in its own intonation unit. A third
construction yo digo ‘I say’ provides evidence as well for the gradual nature of
subjectification; like mejor dicho and dizque, it does not show variability, but, unlike

said markers, it has not reached complete syntactic nor prosodic independence.
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Continuing with the emergence of non-propositional constructions with decir ‘to
say’, Valdivia (2014) explores the use of the verb in interviews from NMCQOSS to
identify what subject-tense combinations are developing prefab status, as well as to
determine what morphosyntactic features play an essential role in said development.
Results demonstrate that not only morphosyntactic features, but also prosodic ones
provide a set of operational measures to determine whether a particular subject-tense
combination constitutes a prefab, a collocation or, rather, a general schematic
construction. For instance, the verb seems to maintain its propositional function in
constructions reporting an event (e.g. dije ‘I said’ or dijo ‘he-she said’); nevertheless, the
fact that said constructions often appear in the middle or after the reported event suggests
that, rather than merely introducing information, they are being used as a fillers,
discourse planning devices, and other types of discourse markers. As it will be discussed
in Chapter 6, the syntactic independence allowing these items to move to an internal, or
even final position, while develop new semantic and pragmatic nuances is strongly
intertwined with their occurrence in their own intonation unit.

The study also provides evidence regarding the role of established prefabs in the
development of new ones. For instance, the emergence of le(s) decian X ‘they called
it/them X’ conveying certain degree of evidentiality is largely due to its syntactic,
semantic and pragmatic relation to the more frequent evidential construction le(s) dicen X
‘they call it/them X . This latter construction, in turn, likely arose from the use of dicen

‘they say’ conveying evidentiality or epistemicity.

57



2.9.  Summary

This chapter has presented the concepts and assumptions constituting the
theoretical framework for this research: usage-based theory. It discusses as well the term
construction referring to form-meaning pairings, its central role in various
methodological approaches, the type of units it may include, and how they can be placed
in a continuum from schematic to fixed units. More importantly, the chapter unifies
different interpretations of the term ‘construction’ and provides the definition to be used
in this research. Also, the chapter illustrates how subjectivity and subjectification are
defined and studied by cognitive (e.g. Langacker’s) and discourse-based (e.g. Traugott’s)
approaches to language. Lastly, the chapter discusses studies that have approached the
two intertwined notions to be explored in this research: a) structural patterns arising from
discourse form a continuum ranging from schematic to idiomatic constructions, and b) in
actual discourse, particularly interactional and spontaneous genre, constructions convey

subjectivity more often than objectivity.
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Chapter 3. Data and Methodology
3.1. Data

Data for the research come from Bills & Vigil's (2008) New Mexico and Colorado
Spanish Survey (NMCOSS), a project that started in 19912* with two main goals: 1) to
create, at the University of New Mexico, a public archive containing the recordings,
paper documents and other materials from the project, an archive that presents “a realistic
sampling of New Mexican Spanish as spoken at the end of the twentieth century” (Bills
and Vigil 2008:21); and 2) to produce a linguistic atlas?> documenting lexical variation in
the Spanish of the region. To collect data pertinent to both goals, a three-part interview
was designed to 1) find out about consultants’ background and language use, 2) obtain
information about language proficiency, and 3) procure specific linguistic elicitation and
free conversation.

Regarding the first goal, it was essential that the data represented regional and
social diversity, that illustrated different performance styles, and that described speakers’
individual and cultural experiences. To collect such a corpus, Bills and Vigil divided the
area of research into twelve sections from three regions: Central, Eastern and Western
(see map 1 in Bills and Vigil (2008:23) for further details). A total of 357 consultants,
ages 15 to 96, were selected for the NMCOSS based on three criteria: consultants had to
be adults, to had been born and raised in the region they represented, and to had learned
Spanish, at least to some extent, in their homes during childhood. In addition to these

basic criteria, researchers tried to create a group of informants that included equal

21 The project received a grant from the National Endowment for the Humanities for three and a half years.
22 Bills, Garland & Neddy Vigil. 2008. The Spanish of New Mexico and Southern Colorado. A Linguistic
Atlas. Albuquerque, NM. University of New Mexico Press.
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numbers of male and female, representing three age groups (18-39, 40-60, 60+).
Nevertheless, since “interviews were arranged informally through the project team’s
networks of contacts [...] there were deviations from the desiderata in coverage of
localities as well as in the age and sex distributions” (Bills and Vigil 2008:25).

For this dissertation, data were extracted from 18 interviews available for research
in the Department of Spanish and Portuguese at the University of New Mexico. Except
for one, in which there were two interviewees, interviews were one-on-one. The
consultants are 11 women and 8 men between 45 and 96 years of age; with time of

formal instruction ranging from minimal schooling to 17 years (see Table 2).

Table 2. Consultants' Demographic Information

. Age at time
Interview Formal Former or current
Gender of . - .
no. . . instruction occupation
interview
219 F 96 3 years weaver
010 F 88 two winters  housekeeper
020 F 82 book 5 cook, sheep shearing
004 F 80 3 years rancher
142 F 80 16 years teacher
076 F 74 book 8 bus driver
318 F 72 book 10 723
147 F 66 17 years teacher
117 F 62 8 years cook
047 F 54 8 years housewife
311.2 F ? 10 years ?
311 M 90 book 7 highway dept
270 M 87 12 years ?
088 M 45 12 years truck driver
144 M 83 16 years pastor
214 M 76 book 4 truck driver
156 M 73 10 years ?
190 M 71 12 years mechanic/serv.
manager
102 M 48 10+ yrs wood artist

Data from interviewers have been included in the study not only because they are

members of the community to be studied, but also, and specially, because their speech

23 Occupation unknown
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may show discourse functions only observable in their interaction with the interviewees’
speech; for instance, the common use of questions seeking to elicit speech from the
interviewee.

Data were transcribed according to Du Bois et al’s (1993) system, in which each
line represents an intonation unit (IU), defined as a speech segment uttered under one
intonation contour. The system also identifies prosodic cues, broken speech, turns of
speech, overlaps between features, pauses, and so on. Even though intonation units do not
directly correspond to syntactic units such as phrases or clauses, they do appear to have a
role in the way grammar is organized (Chafe 1994; Ono and Thompson 1995) and thus
are incorporated into the analysis.

Using the software Monoconc (Barlow 2002), a total of 2134 instances of both
cognitive or speech verbs were extracted from approximately 8 hours, 10 minutes of
audio, corresponding to 87,800 words and 24,544 intonation units. Because the goal of
the research implies examining the different ways speakers use both verbs of cognition
and verbs of speech, all realizations of said verbs® were considered in the analysis
independently of their form (i.e. personal or non-personal) and their syntactic function
(e.g. verb, noun, adverb, etc.), as shown in (39) and (40) below, where an infinitive
functions as a noun and a gerund functions as an adverb, respectively.

(39) depende con quién.

pero me gusta mas hablar espafiol. (102-1A1: 133)
‘It depends with whom. But | like to speak Spanish better.’

24 Semantic classification of the verbs is based on (Halliday 1994). See chapter 4 for more details.
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(40) pues,
se fueron,
pensando que no iba a encontrar a ninguna persona gue sacara --
que cortara el zacate. (214-1B3: 318)
‘So, they went away thinking I wasn’t going to find anybody to pull — to
mow the loan.’

With the exception of passive voice constructions, past participles functioning as
adjectives (e.g. la lengua hablada ‘the spoken language’) were excluded too because of
the difficulty in drawing the line between whether they are verbs used as an adjectives
and whether they are adjectives indeed. Clauses excluded from the corpus were those in
which the expression of the verb is truncated?, as in (41), 