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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and overview

1.1 Introduction

This book is a contribution to the growing field of historical cognitive linguistics,
in particular historical constructionalist pragmatics.

Cognitive linguistics is a perspective on the study of language that has as its sub-
ject-matter language-users’ “knowledge of the full range of linguistic conventions”
(Langacker 1987: 494; see also Goldberg 2003: 223). There are several broadly com-
patible approaches to cognitive linguistics (Geeraerts and Cuyckens 2007: 3). The
one adopted here is construction grammar, of which there are also several varie-
ties (Hoffmann and Trousdale 2013). The constructionalist approach on which the
present volume is based is that of Goldberg (1995, 2006), and to some extent that
of Croft (2001).

It is a basic principle of cognitive linguistics and its various subtypes, e.g. con-
struction grammar, that there is no fundamental modular distinction between se-
mantics and pragmatics. This position is especially clear in work by Fillmore and his
colleagues during the 1980s and 1990s. Among Fillmore’s many linguistic interests
was his concern for pragmatics. For example, the let alone construction, as in Fred
won't eat shrimp, let alone squid, is constrained in the following way: there must be
some relevance between let alone X and what precedes. More specifically there is a
scalar relation between the proposition (in this case eat shrimp) and let alone X (in
this case eat squid): shrimp and squid are both a type of seafood. Squid is presented
as of even higher on a scale (for example, of distastefulness) to Fred than shrimp
(Fillmore et al. 1988). Expressions of the type What’s this fly doing in my soup? are
usually not intended as questions (though they could be in some contexts) but
as requests for explanation of some incongruity and inappropriateness (Kay and
Fillmore 1999). Such constraints on the pragmatics of expressions are convention-
alized aspects of a speaker’s knowledge of language because speakers share them
and replicate them in use.

In other strands of cognitive linguistics, however, less attention has been paid
to pragmatics or markers of pragmatic meanings such as discourse markers (DMs).
There is surprisingly little on the role of pragmatics in ground-breaking works
on cognitive grammar such as Langacker’s Foundations of Cognitive Grammar
(1987, 1991) and Goldberg’s Constructions: A Construction Grammar Approach to
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Argument Structure (1995) and Constructions at Work: The Nature of Generalization
in Language (2006), which lay the foundations of Goldberg’s model of construction
grammar. DMs have in fact been regarded as marginal in many theoretical ap-
proaches because they are not integrated into the syntactic structure of the clause.
For example, Huddleston, Payne and Peterson (2002), treat as “supplements” in-
terjections (e.g. Oh) and what Brinton (2008) calls comment clauses (e.g. I mean).
However, DMs are essential, not supplementary, to communication, whether spo-
ken or written. Furthermore, to quote Joseph (1997: 197) “despite the fact that the
core has always attracted more intense attention among linguists than the periphery
has, nonetheless there is much of value in considering the margins and the periph-
eral aspects of language”

“Knowledge of the full range of linguistic conventions” has for the most part
been interpreted in cognitive linguistics as accounting for the use and understand-
ing of standard sentence types like ditransitive Kim gave Sue a book and resultative
He wiped the table clean (Goldberg 1995), and of event structures like John swam
into the cave in which manner of motion (swimming) is lexically merged with
motion (compare John entered the cave swimming, in which manner and motion
are lexically separate, a more typical configuration in Spanish) (Talmy 1985, 2000).
Langacker theorizes linguistic ways of expressing alternative construals of and per-
spectives on the same event or situation. For example, while enter is a process,
entrance “construes the component states of the corresponding process as a set
of interconnected entities and imposes on them the collective profile of a thing”
(Langacker 1987: 247).! Knowledge of language is, however, not limited to knowl-
edge of construals of events and what options are available for expressing them. It
also includes knowledge of pragmatics, as is coming to be recognized. Recent im-
portant contributions to the study of the role of pragmatics in cognitive linguistics
include a handbook on Cognitive Pragmatics edited by Schmid (2012) and Fischer’s
(2017) handbook article on “Cognitive linguistics and pragmatics”

An early exploration of the role of pragmatics in construction grammar is a
paper on pragmatic markers in Czech and Solv (a Finland-Swedish dialect) by Fried
and Ostman (2005). In this paper, pragmatics is understood in the broader sense of
cultural as well as more strictly internal linguistic pragmatics. Two special issues of
Constructions and Frames focus on aspects of the role of pragmatics in construction
grammar: Fried and Nikiforidou (2015) explores interactions of constructions with
register and genre, and Finkbeiner (2019a) explores pragmatics and semantics from
a primarily language internal perspective. Finkbeiner (2019a) includes Ariel (2019)
on the pragmatics of or from a constructionalist perspective (see also Ariel and

1. See Verhagen (2007) for an overview of work in cognitive linguistics on construal and
perspectivization.
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Mauri 2019). To my knowledge, Ariel’s papers are among the first theoretical con-
structionalist synchronic papers on an English pragmatic Connector. Finkbeiner
(2019b) seeks to find principled ways of infusing more pragmatics into construc-
tional thinking (see also Schmid 2016; Cappelle 2017).

In what follows, I outline the goals of the book (Section 1.2) and introduce the
empirical domain to be analyzed: Discourse Structuring Markers in Section 1.3.
Section 1.4 provides an overview of the chapters. Data sources and method are
discussed in 1.5. Section 1.6 summarizes.

1.2 Goals

I have three intertwined goals in this book. My primary goal is to take up the
challenge to find ways of infusing more pragmatics into constructionalist thinking
using pragmatic Connectors as my data.” The empirical domain of investigation
is the development of constructions that can be used to do discourse structuring
work. My goal in studying these is to develop a systematic and nuanced approach
to the history of Discourse Structuring Markers from the perspective of Diachronic
Construction Grammar (see e.g. Traugott and Trousdale 2013; Barddal et al. 2015).
The third goal is to refine aspects of Diachronic Construction Grammar in the pro-
cess. Studying Discourse Structuring Markers requires a view of what discourse is.
For present purposes I characterize it as consisting of sequences of utterances that
speakers/writers intend as a coherent whole and that addressees/readers attempt
to understand as a coherent whole.

1.3  The empirical domain: Discourse Structuring Markers

Constructions such as after all, but, by the way, in addition, instead, and now have
been referred to by a number of different terms, as will be discussed briefly below.
I will be using the term “discourse structuring marker” (DSM). I refer to “discourse
structur-ing markers” to highlight the fact that they are used not merely to reflect
intended relationships but to signal and even shape such relationships. The term
is a partial adaptation of Fraser’s (2009a: 893) term ‘discourse structure markers’.
Whereas Fraser cites first, in summary, I add as examples of discourse structure
markers, I am using the term “discourse structuring markers” to cover a far larger
set of markers, in fact all Connectors that he calls “DMs”.

2. Some non-pragmatic markers that are discussed in Chapter 9 highlight how pragmatic the
ones that are the main topic of this book are.
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DSMs are Connectors that allow the speaker/writer (SP/W) to signal what
relationship they wish the addressee/reader (AD/R) to deduce from the linking of
discourse segments in a non-subordinate way. After all can be used to justify what
has just been said in anticipation of the AD/R questioning why it was said, and but
can be used as a contrastive marker inviting AD/R to cancel potential expectations
arising out of segment 1. Examples from the spoken component of the Corpus of
Contemporary American English (COCA) are:

(1) a. Youknow, for alot of folks, sports, and in particular football, can be like a
religion. After all, there’s a Sunday ritual and a fervent belief in the powers
of the home team. (2000 CNN - SunMorn [COCA])

b. Countries separate, they break relations, they — leaders don’t speak to each
other. But there’s always a coming back together.
(1990 ABC_Nightline [COCA])

In (1a) the addressee (the TV anchor) and listeners generally are invited to cancel
any question they might have about the statement that sports can be like a religion,
and in (1b) they are invited to cancel a conclusion from hearing segment 1 such
as ‘Countries will continue to break relations’. Without these cues to interpreting
the relationships between what precedes and what follows, the hearer or reader
would have to work harder to make the connection. While DSMs have been used
throughout the historical record of English and before, particular markers like after
all and but were created in the course of the last millennium.

I posit a continuum of DSMs. DSMs at one pole of the continuum are primarily
contentful and monofunctional expressions (e.g. in addition). At the other pole they
are highly multifunctional expressions (e.g. after all), and in between are markers
like incidentally, as in Figure 1.1:

Figure 1.1 The semantics-pragmatics continuum of Discourse Structuring Markers

Largely contentful/semantic Largely non-contentful/pragmatic
monofunctional multifunctional
further, instead, parenthetically incidentally also, by the way

The semantics-pragmatics continuum in Figure 1.1 is synchronic. It shows that
similar connective functions can be served by markers that are pragmatic to varying
degrees. Among markers of “digression” compare relatively contentful parentheti-
cally with significantly less contentful by the way. As will be shown in Chapter 8.3,
incidentally is used in a more pragmatic way than parenthetically but less so than
by the way. In the next section I discuss how the continuum also has a historical
dimension as DSMs arise out of partially contentful monofunctional expressions,
many of them adverbials in English and in other languages as well.
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Fraser (1996 and elsewhere) has used the term DM in a restrictive sense to refer
to pragmatic markers that connect discourse segment 1 and discourse segment 2,
but as is explained immediately below, I further restrict it to multifunctional ex-
pressions. The term DM was originally used by Schiffrin (1987) for a wider range
of markers including not only Connectors like and, but and now but also markers
like y’know. Like Fraser, I use the term pragmatic markers (PMs) for this larger set
and consider DMs to be a subset of the larger class of PMs.

Because the empirical domain of investigation is the development of construc-
tions that can be used to do discourse structuring work, I use the term “Discourse
Structuring Markers” (DSMs) to refer to expressions on this continuum. By con-
trast, Fraser (1996 and elsewhere) calls both relatively monofunctional and multi-
functional markers “discourse markers” (DMs). This obscures not only the kinds
of knowledge that language users have about how to use these markers but also the
historical trajectory of DSMs, which, I will show, always start out on the contentful,
monofunctional pole and only sometimes are used on the multifunctional pole.
DMs on this view are a multifunctional, pragmatic subset of DSMs. I call DSMs
that are largely contentful and monofunctional 1DSMs. Those that are multifunc-
tional are DMs.

DSMs are a subset of a larger set of Pragmatic Markers. Calling them all Dis-
course Markers, Schiffrin (1987) distinguished three kinds: social markers like
please, what she called “epistemic markers” like y’know, and textual markers like
and, but.® The hierarchy of Pragmatic Markers is represented in Figure 1.2, us-
ing Schiffrin’s three types of Discourse Markers. Pragmatic Markers that are not
DSMs are here called Discourse Particles, following Aijmer (2002). The hierar-
chy presents prototypical distinctions only. In keeping with the concept of the
semantics-pragmatics continuum, the distinctions are dynamic and flexible, with
marginal as well as central members.

Pragmatic Markers
Discourse Structuring Markers Discourse Particles
Monofunctional 1IDSMs ~ Multifunctional DMs Epistemic markers Social markers

Figure 1.2 Hierarchy of Pragmatic Markers (drawing on Schiffrin 1987)

My concern in this book is with members of the left hand branch of the hierarchy.

3. Ostman (1981: 17) suggests that y’know is used to seek cooperation by the Addressee, and/
or to check the extent of mutual background knowledge. On this analysis it is not epistemic.
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1.4 Overview of the book

The book is organized in three parts: Foundations, Case Studies, and Three Open
Issues for Historical Construction Grammar.

Part I, Foundations, introduces the three main sets of concepts that under-
pin the discussion: (a) cognitive linguistics, and within it, construction grammar
of the type associated with Goldberg (e.g. 1995, 2006) and to some extent Croft
(2001) (Chapter 2); (b) a constructionist view of language change (Chapter 3); and
(¢) background on Discourse Structuring Markers and how they arise (Chapter 4).
In addition, some alternative approaches to the rise of DMs are discussed briefly
in Chapter 5.

Chapter 2 lays out key tenets in current work on cognitive linguistics, especially
in the model known as construction grammar as developed by Goldberg. The most
important of these for the present book are that (i) knowledge of language consists
of form-meaning pairs (constructions) of various levels of abstraction that are uni-
fied in speech, writing, or sign, (ii) knowledge of language is dynamic and acquired
over alife-time, and (iii) analysis should be usage-based. I understand a usage-based
approach to be one that is grounded in instances of language-users producing and
understanding language (see Kemmer and Barlow 1999; Bybee 2010; Noél 2017;
Diessel 2017, 2019; Tomasello 2003, among many others). Croft’s (2001) model of
a construction with three form and three meaning components is introduced. It
is used later in the case studies to model changes. In keeping with recent thinking
about the semantics-pragmatics divide articulated in Jaszcolt (2019) and Finkbeiner
(2019b), I suggest that semantics can be characterized as [+truth-conditional, +con-
ventional] and pragmatics as [-truth-conditional, +conventional]. These distinc-
tions are not absolute, but prototypical.

Chapter 3 presents a usage-based constructional approach to language change.
It builds on and updates Traugott and Trousdale’s (2013) distinction between
constructionalization and constructional changes. In the diachronic perspective
adopted, change is understood as the result of change in usage (Bybee 2010), not
of parameter settings in universal grammar (as proposed in earlier generative lin-
guistics, see Kiparsky 1968). Several much discussed issues are introduced in this
chapter. Among them, in a constructionalist perspective on change what are the
roles of innovation, of analogy and neoanalysis (also known as “reanalysis”) and
contexts? Regarding the role of innovation, it is argued that individual innova-
tions may lead to change but do not constitute it. Change is understood as arising
in context when aspects of form and meaning that differ from those of an earlier
generation or different community are conventionalized, that is, come to be shared
by some community of interlocutors (see e.g. Croft 2000; Schmid 2017).
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Discourse contexts that are interpreted as assemblies of constructions (Petré
2016, 2019) play an important role in constructional characterizations of context.
The kinds of contexts that are particularly relevant prior to constructionalization
are replicated uses in discourse associated with the expression undergoing modifi-
cation. For example, discourse structuring uses of spatial by the way ‘en route’, arise
in replicated contexts of reference to talk, such as It was told him by the way that his
wyf was deed (dead’) (1482). This contextual use is consistent with Lenker’s (2010)
observation that however and other English adverbial Connectors arose in locution-
ary contexts. A further context is topicalized use of the source adverbial (and by the
way tell me how Wales ...) (1608), which places the dynamic spatial adverbial at the
beginning of the clause, a position typically occupied by Connectors. A third con-
text is use in non-restrictive relative clauses, for example, which by the way is worth
our obseruation (‘which is worth our discussion in passing’) (1616). This places by
the way in a parenthetical “aside”, again in the context of locution. The contexts
here are linguistic “co-texts” (Catford 1965: 31). Some contexts are not recoverable
in historical work, for example, prosodic contexts. We cannot recapture the kind
of continuum between main clause and discourse marker discussed in Dehé and
Wichmann 2010’s study of the uses of epistemic I think (that) and I believe (that)),
nor can we recapture gestural ones (see e.g. Hata 2016 on the communicative role
of gestures associated with discourse markers). Several types of “external” contexts,
such as contact, culture change, changes in rhetorical and genre traditions and so-
ciolinguistic factors like age, gender and class are essential factors in change. They
can, however, be incorporated in models of construction grammar (see Fried and
Ostman 2005: 1772) and would ideally be so. But unfortunately we often do not
have enough information about such factors, particularly in periods prior to about
1500, to be able to incorporate them consistently with precision and explanatory
power in historical work, so the contextual uses have to be gleaned from the texts
themselves. Such “external” contexts are beyond the scope of this study.

With regard to analogy, a distinction is proposed between analogical think-
ing, a process that we engage in on a daily basis, and analogization, a linguistic
change based on an analogical match of X to Y. Every instance of analogization
is understood as an instance of neoanalysis (also known as “reanalysis”), because
an X analogized to Y will be different from its source. However, not all instances
of neoanalysis are instances of analogization. Work on Diachronic Construction
Grammar privileges analogical thinking, analogization and similarity because con-
struction grammar is concerned with similarities such as are manifest in abstract
patterns and schemas.

Chapter 4 articulates criteria for recognizing pragmatic markers in general,
and the subset of Discourse Structuring Markers in particular. Most Discourse
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Structuring Markers in English are syntactically Conjuncts. They link discourse
segment 1 (D1) with discourse 2 (D2) in a [D1__D2] template. In constructional
terms DSMs are form-meaning ([[F] < [M]]) pairings of the type: [[Conjunct] <
[Discourse Structuring Marker]]. DSMs have a range of uses on the continuum
in Figure 1.1. 1DSMs are monofunctional and largely contentful while DMs are
multifunctional and non-contentful.

Historically many DSMs in English originate in Circumstance adverbials of
location and temporality. A Discourse Structuring Marker Trajectory Hypothesis is
put forward in which the form change is from Circumstance adverbial to Conjunct
and the meaning changes are from [+contentful] via partially contentful to largely
pragmatic features. The latter shift is optional since not all DSMs come to be used as
multifunctional DMs. The main factors in this Hypothesis are modeled in Figure 1.3
(to be slightly modified in Chapters 4 and 7):

s 3N
SYN: | | Circumstance adverbial Conjunct Conjunct
> >
SEM: contentful partially contentful
PRAG: partially pragmatic largely pragmatic
DF: monofunctional 1DSM DM
N\ J

Figure 1.3 The Discourse Structuring Marker Trajectory Hypothesis

The change from Circumstance adverbial to Conjunct entails a fairly significant
shift in distributional constraints (syntactic form) and in meaning (the new use
has a discourse connective function). This is a constructionalization. Further shifts
toward DM function are interpreted as changes in degree of pragmaticality and the
development of a new discourse function (DM). These are changes in the meaning
component of a construction and are constructional changes. The chapter ends with
a summary of the development of DM after all as a concrete example of the kinds
of changes and evidence for them discussed earlier in Chapter 4.

There has recently been extensive discussion of which historical model
best accounts for the kinds of changes evidenced by the development of DMs.
In Chapter 5, the final chapter of Part I, some different approaches to the changes
leading to the development of DMs are presented and evaluated. One is a grammat-
icalization approach suggested in Traugott (1997[1995]). As has often been noted,
DMs have many of the characteristics of grammatical markers: for the most part
they have lexical origins, they are fixed units, and they are procedural. Typical ex-
amples of the outcome of grammaticalization processes are tense, aspect, modality
and case, all of which are procedural in the sense that they “constrain inferential
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procedures” (Blakemore 2002: 79) and guide interpretations in context (Hansen
2008: 20, 2012: 596). However, because they are mainly multifunctional and have
scope over the associated clause rather than over V, N or Adj, DMs present a prob-
lem for work on grammaticalization, which has been conceptualized as a process of
reduction in terms of contentful and segmental substance, scope, and similar factors
(see e.g. Heine et al. 1991; Lehmann 2015[1995]). Some researchers have suggested
a “pragmaticalization” rather than a grammaticalization approach (e.g. Erman and
Kotsinas 1993; Aijmer 1997). Pragmaticalization privileges the pragmatic and sco-
pal properties of DMs, but is not sufficiently distinct from grammaticalization to
have received wide acceptance.

A third approach is to propose a dual level discourse grammar consisting of
two different subgrammars (Kaltenbock et al. 2011; Heine et al. 2017; Heine et al.
In press). One level is sentence grammar, which “is organized in terms of proposi-
tional concepts and clauses and their combination” (Heine 2019: 418). The other is
thetical grammar, which provides material for spontaneously occurring discourse
events and more stable, patterned “external” phenomena such as non-restrictive
(appositive) relative clauses, imperatives, comment clauses, and discourse mark-
ers. The proposal is that some DMs may undergo some grammaticalization, for
example, morphological boundary reduction and “chunking”, a gradual process of
change, but the shift to DM status is instantaneous: speakers coopt an expression
into thetical grammar, where they may be further grammaticalized. For the most
part this approach ignores transitional stages in which (i) a Circumstance adverbial
is topicalized and used to frame the upcoming content, (ii) the Circumstance adver-
bial is used as a Conjunct. I show in the case studies that there is no evidence that
DSMs, whether 1IDSMs or DM, are instantaneously coopted. They arise gradually.
It is proposed instead that constructionalization offers the kind of architecture that
accounts well for the development of DSMs under discussion as is demonstrated
in the case studies in Part II.

Part I1, Case studies, provides empirical evidence for the development of mark-
ers that serve a topic-orienting function (see Fraser 2009a) in at least pre-clausal
position: elaborative markers like also (Chapter 6), contrastive markers like but
(Chapter 7), digressive topic shift markers like by the way (Chapter 8), and markers
of return to a prior topic like back to the point (Chapter 9). The DSM Trajectory
Hypothesis in Figure 1.3 is shown to be supported in all its stages by several DMs
such as also, after all, but, by the way. However, many expressions with similar
functions but less or minimal pragmatic multifunctionality that are listed in Fraser’s
extensive work on classifying DMs (e.g. Fraser 1996, 2015) are argued to not (yet)
be used as DMs. Rather, they have largely monofunctional 1DSM properties. These
are markers like back to my point, in addition, in contrast, instead.
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Each of Chapters 6-9 provides several “semasiological” accounts of the ways
in which uses of a particular expression E developed by outlining its history.
Cumulatively, these accounts provide a partial “onomasiological” perspective on
the options available to a language user for a particular discourse structuring
concept. In a semasiological approach an expression is traced though its history,
keeping form relatively constant, whereas in an onomasiological approach, the
focus is on a concept and changes in the ways in which it is expressed over time.
The distinction between semasiology and onomasiology has traditionally been
theorized within the domain of the lexicon (see Geeraerts 1997, Grondelaers et al.
2007). It is also useful in conceptualizing the distinction between a constructional
perspective on the rise of procedural aspects of language on the one hand (an
essentially semasiological approach), and schemas and the “constructional space”
within which particular semasiological changes occur on the other (an essentially
onomasiological approach).

The last chapter in Part I, Chapter 10 is devoted to the development of possible
combinations of 1IDSMs and DMs and complements synchronic work by Koops
and Lohmann (2015) and Lohmann and Koops (2016) on combinations of the
eleven “DM’s that are the topic of Schiffrin (1987). Focus is on the development of
the unit DMs now then, and incipiently Oh, by the way in one of its uses.

Part ITI, Three open issues, draws on analyses in earlier chapters to discuss a
proposal about the roles of subjectification and intersubjectification in a histori-
cal constructionalist model, and two current questions about the constructional
approach to grammar. One is whether position of DSMs relative to the clause is
a construction, and the other is how to think about nodes and networks from a
historical perspective.

The first chapter of Part III, Chapter 11, addresses the question how we might
think about the meaning changes known as subjectification and intersubjectifica-
tion from a constructionalist perspective, and especially how these changes interact
with the rise of DSMs. The hypothesis is that since DSMs are procedurals, they are
used by speakers and writers, consciously or not, to guide addressees and readers to
interpret the relationships between D1 and D2. This means that when an expression
that is a circumstance adverbial is used as a DSM, there will at the same time be
both subjectification and intersubjectification of that source expression. For exam-
ple, when used as a DSM, by the way is more (inter)subjective than when used as
a dynamic spatial adverbial. Further subjectification or intersubjectification may
occur later, for example, by the way came to be used more intersubjectively when
it was used as a hedge attenuating an upcoming face threatening D2.

Chapter 12 addresses the question whether position with respect to the clause
can be analyzed as a construction. This question arises out of extensive recent interest
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in the roles of “left periphery” and “right periphery” (e.g. Beeching and Detges
2014), also called “front field” and “end field” (Auer 2005) and especially in the
relationship of different pragmatic meanings and functions at turn beginnings and
endings (e.g. Heritage 1994, 2002; Deppermann and Giinther 2015; Haselow 2019).

After all is an example of a DM that was consistently used with distinct func-
tions in different positions in its earlier history. In 19thC and early 20thC data from
COHA use of after all in pre-clausal position marks the upcoming segment as a
justification or explanation for saying what precedes, as in (2a), in medial position
especially in BE-predications (2b), it marks the segment as not only an explanation
of the proposition in which it is used but also as implicating that the information
is or should be epistemically accessible and obvious to AD/R (roughly equivalent
to ‘of course’), while in post-clausal position (2c) it marks the proposition in the
associated segment as referring to something unexpected or that counters what was
earlier thought (a “concessive” use that is often used to refer back to an expectation
raised at some textual distance). In contemporary English post-clausal after all is
associated with a different prosody from after all in other positions. As mentioned
above, we do not have access to prosody at earlier times. Although it is likely that
there were different prosodies, we do not know what they were. I consider the uses
in different positions to be polysemous and probably prosodically distinct.

(2) a. Mabel’s uniform policy was that of outward submission to the mandates
of her chief. “After all, it makes little difference!” she fell into the habit of
saying... (1870 Harlan, At last [COHA])

b. The United States christens its splendid cruisers after great cities, its battle-
ships after States. We might take a leaf from our cousins’ book, especially
as there is English precedent for it, and it would interest the people in the
navy, which is, after all, one great object to be striven for.

(1895 New York Times editorial [COHA])

c.  what I meant to imply was, that KentucK’s situation is not so bad, after all.

(1834 Thomas, Clinton Bradshaw [COHA])

After all is a prime example of a marker that was subjectified by default when it was
used as a Conjunct, and was later further subjectified as a marker of the three per-
spectives on D2: justification, obviousness, or counterexpectation. In the second use
it was also intersubjectified as the addressee is specifically called on to agree with
the proposition. While the resulting distinctions between uses continue to apply
in contemporary data, they have been somewhat relaxed, and are now rather weak
tendencies only, especially concessive use in post-final position. Haselow (2019)
has suggested that the serial order of turn beginnings and endings in a conversa-
tion depends on the communicative tasks that interlocutors are engaged in, and
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the question has arisen whether the position of DMs in linear combinations such
as are discussed in Chapter 10 is meaningful and therefore constitutes a construc-
tion. The same question can be asked about position in the clause. It is tempting
to answer the question in the affirmative, because post-clausal position tends to
be associated in English with concessive interpretations (Lenker 2010). However,
concessive appears to be relevant only to contrastive Connectors and correlations
between use of individual DMs in a particular position are highly item-dependent,
so there is not sufficient evidence that position is a construction.

The third chapter in Part III, Chapter 13, attempts to answer Smirnova and
Sommerer’s (2020: 3) question in a preliminary way: “How can node creation and
node loss be implemented in the network model?”. In this Chapter ways are sug-
gested in which changes in networks can be formalized using Croft’s (2001: 18)
model of constructional form-meaning features, building on earlier analyses of
after all and by the way.

The book ends with a brief summary of main points and suggests some further
topics of research (Chapter 14).

1.5 Data and methodology

The data used for this book are drawn from a number of electronic corpora. For
the full set of sources, see Data Resources and Corpora at the beginning of the
References. The main corpus sources used are:

1. For Old English the Dictionary of Old English Corpus (DOEC), a corpus of over
3 million words of Old English and 1 million of Latin. According to the website
at https://www.doe.utoronto.ca/pages/index.html, it is “a database consisting
of at least one copy of every surviving Old English text”. It is not balanced or
parsed. The part of the Dictionary of Old English itself (DOE) that is available
so far (for the letters A-H) was also consulted.

. For Middle English, the Harvard Geoffrey Chaucer Website (HGCW).

3. For Early Modern English Early English Books Online (EEBO), a corpus of
books in print during the period 1470-1700. This corpus has the great ad-
vantages of being large (755 million words) and of providing some figures for
frequent lexical collocations. However, it is not balanced or parsed. Each text
bears the date of publication, not composition, e.g. Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales
is dated 1477, but they were written from 1387-1400. Texts in EEBO are largely
historical, homiletic, philosophical and religious, and therefore not contexts
in which large numbers of Pragmatic Markers might be expected. However,
since DSMs are central to discourse organization, the subtypes of expressions
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analyzed here are in fact quite widely attested, as is metatextual commentary on
observations, digressions and insertions. Many texts are translations from Latin
and French, so ultimately comparison with Latin, Medieval Latin and Medieval
French would be needed to fully understand to what extent the examples in
question represent native English usage.

4. For the Modern period, the Corpus of Historical American English 1810-2009
(COHA), a balanced corpus originally of 400 million words divided into dec-
ades and representing fiction, magazines, newspapers and other non-fiction
1810-2009. In 2021 COHA was expanded to 475 million words representing
the 1820s-2010s. Data from TV and Movies have also been added to data for
1930s on. I state explicitly which release was used when counts are involved.

5. For Present Day English, the Corpus of Contemporary American English 1990
2019 (COCA). When I started my research for this book, I used a version
covering the years 1990-2019 with 600 million words and providing data from
a balanced corpus of spoken data (mainly TV, radio and other public speech),
magazines, newspapers, and fiction. Unless otherwise specified, any counts
provided are based on this version. In March 2020 the corpus was expanded
to 1 billion words, including extensive examples of blogs, TV, movies and web
entries. Examples selected from these registers are identified, as in the corpus,
as BLOG, MOVIE, TV, WEB.

In addition some other corpora and resources were used such as The Corpus of Late
Modern English Texts, version 3 (CLMET_3.0), 34 million words 1710-1920. The
Middle English Dictionary (MED) and Oxford English Dictionary (OED) are useful
resources for etymologies and approximate dating of new uses. They are designed
to explicate meanings of words, not to provide representative samples of English at
different times and therefore were used only as references. The OED in particular
is problematic if used as a corpus (Hoffmann 2004) because it does not provide
consistent access to clauses prior to or following the target one, and many entries
are still being updated.

The corpora and data bases were chosen because they are large and rela-
tively easy to access. For the most part early corpora like DOEC and EEBO rep-
resent written genres such as treatises on religion, philosophy and institutional
documents. The advent of printing with Caxton’s printing press in 1476 made
documents relatively easy to produce and replicate, and materials representing
conversational speech came to be more widely available. However, because it is
a corpus of printed books, EEBO largely consists of writing-based genres, rather
than broadsheets and other more colloquial printed texts. It does nevertheless in-
clude sermons and other genres that Culpeper and Kyt6 (2010) consider to be
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relatively speech-like.* They conceptualize genres close to speech as “speech-like”
(personal correspondence), “speech-based” (trial proceedings which purpose to be
reports of what was said), and “speech-purposed” (plays which represent fictional
interaction, sermons and other works that even if written are meant to be spoken)
(Culpeper and Kyt6 2010: 17). Based on this classification, sermons in EEBO are
“speech-purposed”. COHA includes a significant amount of data from fiction, much
of it also “speech-purposed” writing (for example, Dickens’ novels were intended
to be read aloud). Although the SPOKEN component of COCA is transcribed
from speech, for the most part it does not represent ordinary conversation, but
rather public talk such as is found in TV and News shows. The transcriptions can
be considered to be “speech-purposed” as well, and some can be considered to be
“speech-based”. In sum, although the corpora are written they exemplify a wide
range of genres, many of them speech-purposed. This is an important factor in the
development of Discourse Structuring Markers, as their function is to guide the
argumentation process.

The corpora were compiled assuming fairly traditional views of periodization in
English. Periodization is a debated topic because it is in part based on non-linguistic
factors such as the Norman Conquest for the transition from Old to Middle English
and the establishment of printing for the Early Modern period (see Lass 2000) and
because particular changes often do not coincide with traditional dates (Gries and
Hilpert 2012). However, the traditional periodization as in Table 1.1 serves as a
useful guide for thinking about stages of development of DSMs in English and is
retained here.

Table 1.1 Traditional periodization for the history of English

Old English (OE) ¢650-1100
Middle English (ME) ¢1100-1500
Early Modern English (EModE) c1500-1700
Modern English (ModE) c1700-present
Present Day English (PDE) c1970-present

Data were drawn manually and the methodology is qualitative. This means that
the history of Discourse Structuring Markers is outlined in broad strokes only.
The kind of fine-grained analysis that quantitative analysis makes possible is ex-
emplified in Culpeper and Kyt&’s (2010) study of changes in use of one marker,
and. Comparing phrasal, coordination uses of and like go and get a Wedding Ring

4. Culpeper and Kyto (2010) base their work on A Corpus of English Dialogues 1560-1760
(CED) and the Corpus of Early English Correspondence 1414-1680 (CEECS). These are relatively
small corpora (1.5 million words and half a million words respectively), so data of the kind dis-
cussed in this book is relatively sparse in them.
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and clausal, conjunct uses of and in interactional data, Culpeper and Kyt pres-
ent evidence for differences in use among text-types and genres within them, e.g.
narratives in witness depositions within trials, or within didactic works. This work
serves as an important reminder not only that “speech and writing are in no way
uniform varieties of language” (Culpeper and Kyt6 2010: 182), but also that data
such as are presented in the present book give only a broad-scale view on highly
variable usage patterns. Ideally a quantitative study might be used to complement
the qualitative one provided here (see Evers-Vermeul et al. 2011 on the merits and
limitations of both types of analysis), but as several of the expressions studied in
this book appear only in small numbers in the corpora, quantitative analyses would
not be particularly revealing in all cases.

Candidates for analysis were identified based on extrapolating back from lists
of alleged examples of DMs in PDE such as are provided in Fraser (2009a) and
dictionary entries for members of these lists in OED and MED, where variant
spellings are provided.

Since a crucial characteristic of DMs in the restrictive sense used here and the
larger class of DSMs is that they are clause-Connectors, data were restricted to
finite causes with subjects and to imperatives introduced by a potential DSM. This
excludes examples of after all in (3) where the explicit subject patrons precedes in
D1 and is null in D2:

(3) that the patrons of image-worship are at a mighty loss what to say to it, and
after all are forced to cry out against it as supposititious [‘not genuine’].
(1675 Cave, Primitive Christianity [EEBO])

Most examples of DSM use were clearly cases of pre-clausal, clause-medial or
clause-final use, as in (2). However, there are instances of DSMs that are not obvi-
ously one of these, for example, when a DSM precedes a complementizer, as in (4).
Is after all post-clausal here or clause-medial because that-complements are argu-
ments? Taking the latter position, I coded a DSM that precedes a that-complement
asin (4) as clause-medial:

(4) Twould observe, by the way, that it costs me nothing for curtains.
(1854 Thoreau, Walden [COHA])

A fundamental problem in studying the history of DSMs with lexical sources is
how to distinguish reliably between contentful/referential and procedural uses
(see Hansen 2008 for detailed discussion of the differences, and Hansen 1998: 204-
205 on the difficulty even with contemporary data of obtaining reliable native
speaker judgements about uses and paraphrases). Defour’s (2007) study of the
history of uses of well and now provides a model of how to address the problem
in highly nuanced detail. It follows that another problem is how to distinguish
clause-initial (referential) from pre-clausal (more procedural) uses. This kind of
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problem presumably in part mirrors problems that Hearers and Readers face and
supports the hypothesis that change is gradual.

Note that some possible criteria do not lead to adequate distinctions. Among
these are:

a. Clause-initial position, because topicalized Circumstance adverbials can occur
there. The terms “clause-initial” is best reserved for the position in which ar-
gument structure material may be used. “Pre-clausal” is preferable for DSMs
(see Gregory and Michaelis 2001). However, since it is often not possible to
distinguish clause-initial from pre-clausal without prosody or extensive con-
text, searches were conducted for expressions that are attested at the beginning
of a discourse segment with a finite verb.

b. Presence or absence of commas, because in EModE punctuation was not as
codified as now (Parkes 1992). Furthermore, views have shifted about faith-
fulness to originals in editions. Editors often change or add punctuation, and
EEBO is a normalized corpus of printed books that are likely to have been
heavily edited or not faithfully typeset from the original manuscript. Therefore
expressions both with and without commas were collected, except when the
number of hits is very high, e.g. also. In such cases, the expression was searched
with a comma (also,).

Plausible paraphrases in context can be invaluable. They can, however, also be
problematic as they are contemporary and may have associated nuances that were
irrelevant at an earlier period, so pragmatically neutral paraphrases are needed.
For example, a paraphrase for by the way used as a location adverbial is ‘wWhere?’.
A paraphrase for the DSM Conjunct use of this expression is ‘in passing/along the
textual route’. For DM use a useful paraphrase is ‘I note that X and invite you to
regard X as not particularly important’. ‘If I may say so’ was used as a paraphrase
for hedging use.

Some of the researchers cited, for example Fraser (1996, 2009a), have tended to
use constructed data in their analysis of DMs. This provides valuable insight into the
patterns that a speaker can assemble, and what a speaker knows about an expres-
sion, but may lead to claims that are at odds with data. In my view, constructed data
are valid and valuable data, because they tell us something about a language-user’s
knowledge and capacity for language use, especially when constructed data provide
more information than corpus data (see further Chapter 9.5). However, before
an expression or sequence of expressions is excluded on the basis of constructed
data, support from a corpus is useful. If there is a discrepancy it is important to ac-
knowledge that. For example, in a squib on well cited in Aijmer (2002: 31), Murray
(1979: 731) uses some constructed examples, including:
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(5) Oh, by the way...

a
b. *Well, by the way...

(6) a. ‘Oh,so we'll meet at three.
b.  Well, we'll meet at three.

Murray concludes: “Clearly, only well may introduce an anticipated topic, and only
oh a new one”. The March 2020 version of COCA provides 20 examples of Well, by
the way.® These include (7) where Ms. Allred says she has been addressed by the
wrong name, a topic certainly unanticipated in light of the question:

(7) Iwould like to know, Ms. Albright, as a lawyer, why if it had nothing to do with
it, would you have taken this case if he were just an average Joe? ALLRED: Well,
by the way, 'm not Ms. Albright. (1997 CNN_Talkback [COCA])

The examples are few, but in situations such as this, a judgment based on con-
structed data should be questioned rather than assumed to be reliable.

1.6  Summary

In sum, the main theoretical questions for this book are:

1. How can pragmatic factors best be incorporated in Diachronic Construction
Grammar?

2. How can contextual factors best be incorporated in Diachronic Construction
Grammar?

The empirical domain investigated is the rise of Discourse Structuring Markers
(DSMs) that signal the relationship that speakers and writers intend (or claim to
intend) between discourse segment 1 and discourse segment 2. The particular types
of DSMs investigated all play a role in signaling topic-orientation. They are:

1. Elaboratives

2. Contrastives

3. Digressives

4. Markers of Return to a prior topic

The methodology is qualitative and the data are drawn from large electronic data
bases.

5. There are 59 hits, but some are interrupted and others involve well used as a clause-final
adverb (you've done well, by the way) and are not examples of what Murray had in mind.
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CHAPTER 2

Cognitive linguistics and construction grammar

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter I outline the main assumptions characteristic of cognitive linguis-
tics and construction grammar that guide my work. In Section 2.2 some foun-
dational ideas on cognitive linguistics laid out in Langacker (1987) are briefly
reviewed. Section 2.3 outlines some key principles of construction grammar,
mainly as developed in Goldberg (1995, 2006 and elsewhere). Croft’s (2001)
model of a construction is presented in Section 2.4. Section 2.5 proposes how the
semantics-pragmatics interface can be conceptualized in a constructionalist frame-
work. 2.6 summarizes the key points.

2.2 Cognitive linguistics

Cognitive linguistics in its various manifestations goes back to the 1970s. Langacker
(1987, 1991) articulated many of the foundational assumptions of cognitive gram-
mar.® Among assumptions that are particularly important for the work discussed
in this book are:

a. Knowledge of language consists of form-meaning pairs of various levels of
abstraction that are unified in speech. In other words, language is a symbolic
sign system.

b. “Linguistic relationships are not invariably all-or-nothing affairs” (Langacker
1987: 14). Linguistic categories are gradient, without sharp boundaries.

¢.  Meaning is not fixed. There is “meaning potential”. This means that there is an
“essentially unlimited number of ways in which an expression can prompt dy-
namic cognitive processes” (Fauconnier 2008: 661). However, context grounds
and restricts interpretation (Langacker 1987: 497).

d. Thereis no, or very little, innate linguistic knowledge. “Blueprints for language”
are learned (Langacker 1987: 13).

e. Constructions are linked in networks (Langacker 1987, 1988).

6. See Goldberg (2013) for bibliographical references to earlier articulations of these founda-
tional concepts.
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Another manifestation of cognitive linguistics is Frame Semantics (Fillmore
1976; Fillmore and Baker 2001) and more recently FrameNet (see Petruck 2011 for
a brief overview). Key to this approach is the argument that knowledge of language
is based in experience, and experience involves situation frames. For example, a
concept like buy involves knowledge of a frame that includes an agent who is a
seller, a theme (the object to be bought), and intended transfer from seller to buyer.

Arguing that a cognitively based theory takes “not the objective ‘real world, but
human perception and understanding of the world to be the basis for the structure
of human language” (Sweetser 1990: 2), Sweetser developed a highly influential
theory of polysemy based in metaphorical frames. She starts the book with a his-
torical account of why verbs like grasp and see have both physical and intellec-
tual/ cognitive readings, showing that metaphorical frames have a long history in
Indo-European. She goes on to investigate uses in contemporary English of modals
(e.g. may is polysemous between ‘permission’, and ‘possibility’), causals and adver-
satives, coordinating conjunctions and conditionals. In most domains Sweetser
found three kinds of meaning: real world/sociophysical, epistemic and speech act
meanings. The “sociophysical” meaning is a representation of what the speaker
conceptualizes as a “real world” phenomenon. “Epistemic” meaning pertains to
representation of speaker’s knowledge and conclusions drawn from that knowledge,
and the “speech act” meaning to the locutionary act being performed. Example (1)
illustrates with so (Sweetser 1990: 79, italics original):

(1) a. Heheard me calling, so he came.

(The hearing caused the coming, in the real world.)

b. (You say he’s deaf, but) he came, so he heard me calling.
(The knowledge of his arrival causes the conclusion that he heard me
calling.)

c. Here we are in Paris, so what would you like to do on our first evening
here?
(Our presence in Paris enables my act of asking what you would like to do.)

However, not all connectives she discusses are used in all three domains. While not
wanting to “state categorically that there is no such thing as a content-domain use
of but” (Sweeter 1990: 103), drawing on Lakoff (1971) Sweetser concludes that uses
of but like (2) that might be thought to pertain to the real world content-domain
are actually in the domain of the speaker’s conclusion because clash or contrast
depend on a speaker/writer’s (SP/W’s) beliefs:

(2) John eats pancakes regularly, but he never keeps any flour or pancake mix
around.
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Of (2) she says “the naturalness of a pancake-eater’s stocking flour would lead us to
conclude from John’s habits that he stocks flour. However, this conclusion clashes
with the (otherwise well-supported) fact that he doesn’t stock flour” (Sweetser
1990: 103, italics original). Like so, but can be used with a speech act function,
as in (3):

(3) Ilove you but PLEASE take those wet boots off the carpet!

But in (3) “might express a conflict between the supposed expectations set by
a speech act like T love you, and the actual reproofs which follow” (Sweetser
1990: 106).

The main title of Sweetser’s book, From Etymology to Pragmatics, highlights the
importance in her thinking of pragmatics and she writes: “the choice of a ‘correct’
interpretation depends not on form, but on a pragmatically motivated choice be-
tween viewing the conjoined clauses as representing content units, logical entities,
or speech acts” (Sweetser 1990: 78). Given that she discusses and, but, because, and
so, which are four discourse markers in the restrictive sense among the 11 discourse
markers in the looser sense discussed in Schiffrin (1987), it is surprising that little
connection seems to have been made subsequently between discourse markers and
cognitive analyses of these kinds of expressions.” Instead, most attention has been
paid to topics in the second half of the title of Sweetser’s book: Metaphorical and
Cultural Aspects of Semantic Structure.

As stated in Chapter 1.2, the purpose of the present book is to explore what
the role of pragmatics and constructions should be in a constructional approach to
language change and thereby to fill part of the pragmatic gap in cognitive linguistics.

2.3 Goldberg’s model of construction grammar

An outgrowth of cognitive linguistics that has inspired the present study is con-
struction grammar as conceptualized in Goldberg (1995, 2006 and elsewhere).
While the tenets of cognitive linguistics mentioned above in Section 2.2 are es-
sential for Goldberg’s work, she refined some and developed some additional ones
(Goldberg 2013). Among the tenets particularly relevant for the present study are:

a. Knowledge of grammar is dynamic and can change over a life-time (see
e.g. Croft 2001, MacWhinney and O’Grady 2015).

7. However, there are brief mentions in Onodera’s (2004) analysis of Japanese discourse
markers.
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b. Grammar consists of constructions: [[Form] < [Meaning]] pairings, which
are stored in a constructional lexicon known as a “constructicon” (Goldberg
2019: 35-37; to highlight its morphology, she spells it ‘construct-i-con’ there).

c. There is no strict dichotomy between lexical and grammatical constructions.
Lexical constructions (e.g. constructionalization, ditransitives like Mary gave
me a scarf) are on the pole of content meaning. Grammatical constructions
(e.g. present tense, possessive case) are on the procedural pole (see Figure 1.1
in Chapter 1.3, and Section 2.5 below).

d. When speakers produce an utterance, constructions stored in the constructi-
con are assembled (Goldberg 2003: 221; Lyngfelt 2018), provided they do not
conflict. For example, Why didn’t you go? is conceptualized as an assembly of,
among other constructions:

i. an event construction (‘You went’),

ii. apurposive adverbial construction (‘for a reasor’),

iii. the negation construction (‘n't’),

iv. the interrogative construction (‘subject-verb inversiorn’).

e. “Semantics, information structure, and pragmatics are interrelated; all play a
role in linguistic function” (Goldberg 2013: 16). This tenet underlies much of
the present book.

f.  Knowledge of language is usage-based and grounded in “instances of a speak-
er’s producing and understanding language” (Kemmer and Barlow 1999: viii;
also Bybee 2010; Noél 2017).8

The term “usage-based” is interpreted in different ways in cognitive linguistics.
For Langacker (1988), “usage-based” refers to an approach that is “maximalist”,
“non-reductionist” and “bottom up’, in contradistinction to the tenets of genera-
tive grammar that he characterizes as concerned with economy, generativity, and
reductionism. For Goldberg (2013: 16) it means that “[k]nowledge of language
includes both items and generalizations, at varying levels of specificity”. However,
she also cites Kemmer and Barlow (1999). It is their definition in (f) immediately
above that I adopt.

In earlier work on construction grammar, e.g. Goldberg (1995, 2003, 2006),
constructions are said to be of any size (morpheme, word, phrase, clause, larger
discourse). However, in sign-based construction grammar, the minimal construc-
tion is a phrase. More recently, Diessel (2019: 11) defines a construction as a pattern
involving “at least two meaningful elements” because lexemes (monomorphemic
expressions) are “processed in very different ways” from sequences of meaningful

8. It should be noted that not all versions of construction grammar are usage-based, among
them sign-based construction grammar (e.g. Boas and Sag 2012; Michaelis 2013).
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elements. However, for historical work this is problematic, as what is now a word
may once have been a phrase (e.g. yesterday < Old English giestran deeg ‘yesterday
day’) or clause (goodbye < God be with you). In Chapter 8.3.2 we will see how the
overall development of the manner adverb incidentally into a digressive and hedg-
ing discourse marker is similar to that of the phrase by the way, which despite its
origins and spelling is no longer phrasal but a unit equivalent to a word. I therefore
consider constructions to be of any size, including words.

Constructions with phonological form, e.g. also, by the way, are called “substan-
tive”. Constructions can be conceptualized at several levels of abstraction: substan-
tive micro-constructions that are abstractions away from utterances (“constructs”)
and stored in the constructicon, and more schematic constructions which may be
partially filled (i.e. contain substantive micro-constructions along with abstract
variables as in What’s X doing Y?) or completely abstract, e.g. ditransitive SUB] V
OBJ1 OB]J2 (an instance of which is Sally gave Bill a book), which are also stored in
the constructicon. Constructions are organized in taxonomic “inheritance” hierar-
chies, which show “vertical” mother-daughter relationships. While assessments can
be made in psychological experiments of the neuronal reality of abstract schemas
and subschemas in contemporary language use (e.g. Perek 2012) or can be deduced
from the way languages are learned (Goldberg 2019), we have to acknowledge
that as historical linguists we can only hypothesize that speakers of earlier cen-
turies made the kinds of abstractions that we deduce from the data (see further
Chapter 3.2.2).

Recently it has been proposed that to account for variation such as can be found
in morphophonology, as in /s, z, az/ plurals (cf. cats, dogs, horses) or in syntax as
in ditransitive-prepositional alternations (cf. Sally gave Bill a book ~ Sally gave a
book to bill) “horizontal” relationships are needed as well as vertical ones (Cappelle
2006; Van de Velde 2014; Perek 2015). The architecture of such relationships will
be discussed in more detail in Chapter 13 on networks. For the present they can
be visualized as in Figure 2.1, where “Cxn” is short for ‘construction’. Figure 2.1
represents an abstract vertical network (represented by vertical lines). In addition,
one pair of abstract micro-constructions is in a horizontal relationship (represented
by the horizontal arrow).’

9. There are three constructional levels in Figure 2.1. In earlier work I referred to micro-, meso-,
and macro-constructions. While three levels are useful, there is no principled reason to posit
only three. How many levels are posited depends on the degree of abstraction that the researcher
finds useful and realistic.
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Sch(\ema
Subsc‘hema Subschema
Micro-Cxn Micro-Cxn «— Micro-Cxn... Micro-Cxn Micro-Cxn

construct construct construct construct construct

Figure 2.1 Minimal architectural representation of a constructional hierarchy

2.4 Croft’s (2001) model of a construction

A much-cited constructional model of the link between form and meaning appears
in Croft (2001) and is represented in very slightly modified form in Figure 2.2. The
properties are considered to have the potential to overlap, so they are not be inter-
preted as discrete. Note the symbolic link between the form and the meaning com-
ponents, and the fact that meaning subsumes pragmatic and discourse-functional
properties as well as semantic properties. “Discourse-functional properties” include
information structuring and particular types of discourse marking functions.

—— CONSTRUCTION
syntactic properties

morphological properties < FORM
phonological properties

le

* Symbolic correspondence link

semantic properties

pragmatic properties < CONVENTIONAL MEANING
discourse-functional properties

Figure 2.2 The symbolic structure of a construction (based on Croft 2001: 18)

Croft (2005: 280) expands on this model, saying:

Constructions are symbolic units, a pairing of form and meaning, where both form
and meaning are construed broadly: the former including morphology, syntax
and even phonology and prosody, and the latter including semantics, information
structure/discourse function, and also social parameters of use.

In this book the model in Figure 2.2 will serve as the template for several historical
analyses.
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Constructions are “symbolic units” (Croft 2001: 18, 2005: 80) and, as has often
been pointed out, akin to Saussure’s (1983[1916]: 65-70) concept of the “sign’, ex-
cept that constructional signs encompass clauses and complex sentences as well as
words. One of Saussure’s principles of the sign is arbitrariness. Constructions are
arbitrary in that the [[F] < [M]] link is a matter of social and historical convention.
Another principle is that a sign is an “entity” or “whole”. I understand this to mean
that, as a pairing, a particular construction can be used as a pattern. It is often
suggested that such patterns are “holistic”. Properties may be “linked to the entire
grammatical pattern [e.g. passive] rather than to particular components” (Diessel
2015: 299). It is not useful, however, to think of a construction as a “holistic” unit
that is an “unanalyzable whole” the properties of which cannot be accessed sepa-
rately, as suggested in Smirnova and Sommerer (2020: 12).

The unit property of a construction is represented in Croft’s model by the out-
side box. As Langacker (1987: 59) says, “[d]espite their internal complexity, units
are effectively simple for purposes of manipulation and combination with other
structures”. They serve as convenient “packages” of form and meaning that are easily
retrievable and usable. They form nodes in constructional networks. But within
the constructional envelope represented in Figure 2.2, there are two smaller boxes,
one for form and one for meaning, and these two boxes specify three properties
each of which is subject to change. In other words, a construction is a unit with
complex internal structure. If a construction were truly unanalyzable, change could
not happen. As discussed in Chapter 7.3, all the same, which meant ‘in exactly the
same way’, came to mean ‘in contrast’ in negative contexts. In this case meaning,
especially pragmatic properties, was reinterpreted, but form did not change. Form
may also change independently of meaning, as in the case of phonological reduc-
tions such as the chunking or univerbation of all the same that preceded use as a
contrastive DSM, and the phonological assimilation of want to to wanna. It follows
logically that components of constructions are accessible, even though construc-
tions are “wholes”. In historical work, the contingencies of accessibility that depend
on a particular speaker’s current goals, focus of attention, priming, etc., cannot be
recaptured. However, accessibility can be hypothesized to depend on evidence for
use in replicated contexts and outcomes of contextual uses.

2.5 The semantics-pragmatics interface
In this section, I turn to the question how the semantics-pragmatics interface can

be conceptualized in a constructionalist framework, with special attention to the
concept of “procedural” meaning.
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In Croft’s model, semantics and pragmatics are on separate lines and might
appear to be conceptualized as discrete subdomains. However, the distinctions are
meant to be gradient, not rigid, so they do not counter the principle of cognitive
linguistic mentioned in Chapter 1.1 that that there is no fundamental modular
distinction between semantics and pragmatics. Semantic properties have to do
primarily with potentials for referential and contentful meaning, pragmatic prop-
erties have to do primarily with potentials for inferences, procedural meanings,
and so forth. As noted in Chapter 1.4, procedurals guide interpretations in context
(Hansen 2008: 20, 2012: 596). Procedurals point “hearers to particular — more or
less — schematic frames of interpretation for the utterance hosting such expressions”
(Hansen 2012: 595). Consider (4):

(4) Well, Ireally don’t understand why other people don't leave diplomats do their
work. After all, we have been in contact. (1992 CNN_King [COCA])

Here the speaker uses after all to cue that what follows (we have been in contact)
is to be understood as a justification or explanation of what he has just said. The
schematic frame has the discourse function ‘upcoming discourse segment 2 justifies
prior discourse segment 1’.

In Figure 2.2 “discourse-functional properties” include:

a. the illocutionary force of an utterance in a particular context, e.g. statement,
question, command, justification,

b. features of information structure such as topic, focus, given, new, background-
foreground,

c. evaluations such as surprise.

Why then has so little been said in cognitive linguistics in general and construction
grammar in particular about pragmatics? And, it follows, why has so little been
said about the role of discourse markers? Finkbeiner suggests that the reason little
attention has been given to theorizing pragmatics in cognitive linguistics is that
there has been a mind-set about semantics that has precluded or avoided contex-
tual modulation. It has been assumed that semantics is context-invariant, while
pragmatics is highly context-dependent:

semantics deals with truth-functional, context-invariant aspects of meaning, while

pragmatics deals with meaning aspects that are derived from actual utterances via

inferential reasoning, i.e. with aspects that vary with context (Grice 1989).
(Finkbeiner 2019b: 174)
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An example of this kind of thinking is: “pragmatics is largely part of invisible
backstage cognition, with exceptionally sparse formal or symbolic marking”
(Fauconnier 2008: 674). On this kind of view, semantics is [+truth-conditional] and
[+conventional] (i.e. shared across some community of speakers), and pragmatics
is [-truth-conditional] and [—conventional]. Most of the contexts that Finkbeiner
associates with Gricean thinking are real-world, conversational inferences that arise
on the fly, e.g.:

(5) A. Do you have time for coffee?
B. My train goes at eight o’clock.

Speaker A has to compute in the particular context whether 8 oclock is too soon for
there to be time for coffee or whether it leaves enough time for coffee, and therefore
whether Speaker B’s answer can be interpreted as No or Yes. The traditional view
of the semantics-pragmatics interface, as outlined in Finkbeiner (1919b: 185), as-
sumes a semantics-pragmatics divide that can be pictured as in Table 2.1:

Table 2.1 The traditional semantics-pragmatics divide

Semantics Pragmatics
+ truth-conditional —truth-conditional
+ conventional —conventional

Another example of the traditional thinking represented in Table 2.1 is logicians’
view that and and but are both semantically [+truth-conditional and +conven-
tional] and therefore equivalent. In formal logic both and and but are represented
by ‘A’ But in language use they do not mean the same thing pragmatically. If they
did, (6) would be meaningless.

(6) But me no buts. (1709 Centlivre, The busie body [Wiktionary])

Contrast and me no ands, which requires considerable mental search for contexts
to be understood as meaningful. Although Grice (1989[1967]) firmly maintained
the [ttruth-conditional] divide (Jaszczolt 2019), he proposed dealing with the prob-
lem of but by suggesting that it is associated with a generalized/conventionalized
implicature of contrast. Since then a partial (and still strongly debated!) picture
has emerged “that semantics and pragmatics both participate in the determination
of the truth-conditional content” (Finkbeiner 2019b: 177).1° Earlier Pons (2008)

10. Finkbeiner (2019b: 176) cites Recanati (2010) and Depraetere and Salkie (2017) as having
similar views of the relationship between semantics and pragmatics.
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argued that both conceptual and procedural meanings can co-exist within a single
marker and Mauri and van der Auwera (2012) among others moved to put more
pragmatics in semantics and more semantics in pragmatics (see also Jaszczcolt
2019 and elsewhere).

On a view of an enriched pragmatics and of overlap between semantics and
pragmatics, some expressions can be characterized as both non-truth-conditional
and truth-conditional, both conventionalized and non-conventionalized, in other
words. As will be discussed in later Chapters, some Discourse Structuring Mark-
ers like further, have partially contentful meaning. This is especially true in early
stages of development, for example at the time of transition from lexical adverbial
to Connector. When it was first used not as a spatial adverbial but as a Connector,
by the way was used to meanu ‘in passing’, which is partially contentful, but when
it came to be used as a digressive and dismissive DM, it was no longer contentful.
Therefore, the possibility that some Connectors can be [+truth-conditional] at least
at some point in their history, needs to be acknowledged. However, here I highlight
prototypical characteristics of semantics and pragmatics as I understand them at
the extreme poles of the pragmaticality continuum (see Figure 1.1 in Chapter 1.3).
I have specified that pragmatics is prototypically [-truth-conditional] in Table 2.2
below. Just as the characteristics of constructions in Croft’'s model in Figure 2.2
are not meant to be discrete, so the ‘+” and ‘-’ features in Table 2.2 are not meant
to be discrete. Rather, they are features that allow for gradience, as a dynamic
model requires. The grid in Table 2.2 replaces the grid in Table 2.1. It preserves
the long-recognized characteristic of pragmatics that processes of inferencing may
enrich utterances with meaning in a specific situation ([-conventional]) and adds
the now widely recognized characteristic that pragmatic meanings can also be con-
ventionally associated with certain expressions ([+conventional]).

Table 2.2 Prototypical characteristics of semantics and pragmatics adopted here

Semantics Pragmatics
+truth-conditional —truth-conditional
+conventional +conventional

2.6 Summary of key points

This chapter has surveyed some key points in cognitive linguistics (e.g. Langacker
1987), especially in the model known as construction grammar as developed by
Goldberg (e.g. 1995, 2006). These will be foundational for the rest of the book. The
most important of these points are that:
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w

Knowledge of language consists of form-meaning pairs (constructions) of var-
ious levels of abstraction that are unified in speech or writing,

Semantics and pragmatics overlap,

Knowledge of language is dynamic and acquired over a life-time,

Analysis should be usage-based, that is, the approach should be one that is
grounded in instances of a speaker or writer producing and understanding
language.

Additional points addressed in this chapter are:

Constructions are conventional in the sense of being shared by a community.
Some expressions can be characterized with an enriched pragmatics that is both
non-truth-conditional and conventionalized.

Croft’s (2001: 18) model of a construction predicts that different components
of a construction can be accessed independently from others even though the
construction is functionally a unit.

In the next chapter I consider ways in which constructions can be viewed from a
historical perspective.

EBSCChost -
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CHAPTER 3

A Diachronic Construction Grammar
view of language change

3.1 Introduction

Language is always in flux and changes over time. How best to account for this
fact is the domain of historical linguistics. From the 1970s on morphosyntac-
tic change was theorized from a functionalist perspective primarily in terms of
grammaticalization, whether the term was used or not (see, for example, Givon
2018[1979]; Heine et al. 1991; Traugott and Heine 1991; Bybee et al. 1994; Hopper
and Traugott 2003[1993]). Constructional perspectives on morphosyntactic change
began to be theorized in the 2000s and were pioneered in Bergs and Diewald
(2008), Bergs and Diewald (2009a) and Barddal et al. (2015). Inevitably, much
work was and still is done comparing constructional approaches with approaches
from grammaticalization (e.g. Coussé et al. 2018a). In this Chapter I outline aspects
of Diachronic Construction Grammar as represented in Traugott and Trousdale
(2013) and present some updating of our thinking. A brief comparison with gram-
maticalization is also provided.

All historical linguists pose the question “What changes?”, but different ap-
proaches to change focus on different answers (Section 3.2). In Section 3.3 I briefly
discuss widely mentioned mechanisms underlying change that will be referred to
in later chapters, first the three most often discussed in the literature: neoanalysis
(aka reanalysis), analogy, borrowing, and one that is specific to meaning change:
pragmatic inferencing. Subjectification and intersubjectification are introduced
separately in Section 3.4 as they are major factors in the rise of DSMs. Section 3.5
discusses the characterizations of constructionalization and constructional changes
as developed in Traugott and Trousdale (2013) and updates those characteriza-
tions. Section 3.6 briefly compares the objectives and data of grammaticalization
and constructionalization. Context plays a highly significant role in change and is
discussed in Section 3.7. Section 3.8 summarizes.
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3.2 What changes and how?

In this section I take the now fairly widely held functionalist position that change
is the result of shifts in usage patterns, not of parameter shifts in universal gram-
mar (3.2.1). In 3.2.2 T argue that change is not innovation, because change requires
conventionalization, in other words, replication among a network of language us-
ers. Section 3.2.3 touches on the issue of gradualness vs. abruptness in change.

<« » <« »
3.2.1 “Usage changes” vs. “grammar changes

A fundamental point of debate in historical linguistics is what the basic assumption
about change should be in historical linguistics. In the traditional generative view,
it is that “grammars change” (Kiparsky 1968). From this perspective, the prime task
of historical linguistics has been to account for ways in which fairly specific innate
parameters are set, given primary linguistic input (e.g. Lightfoot 1991). However,
more recently Biberauer and Roberts (2017: 143) have suggested that parameters
may not be “pre-specified in the innate endowment”. Rather, they emerge from the
interaction of three factors identified in Chomsky (2005): underspecified innate
endowment, primary linguistic data, and cognitive optimization principles.

By contrast, most constructionalists and functionalists in general argue that
“usage changes’, not grammars (see e.g. Croft 2000, Hawkins 2004, Bybee 2010),
that is, change arises from processing and interpretation with only minimal, if any,
assistance of innate grammar. As stated in Chapter 2.3, the position taken in this
book is that knowledge of language is usage-based and grounded in “instances of a
speaker’s producing and understanding language” (Kemmer and Barlow 1999: viii).
Historical data is necessarily based in evidence from textual records. Working with
corpora, I take “usage-based” to mean “based in evidence from actual language use
found in corpora”.

I adopt the hypothesis that grammar accounts for linguistic knowledge and
that this knowledge involves shared conventions and is therefore fairly stable. It
is also dynamic and subject to change, emerging but not “intrinsically indetermi-
nate” (see Traugott and Trousdale 2013: 47-48). This means that while I adopt a
usage-based perspective, I do not identify it with emergent grammar in Hopper’s
sense as some researchers do, e.g. Diessel (2015). The hypothesis of “emergent
grammar” (e.g. Hopper 1987, 2008), which is often referred to as an “emergen-
tist approach’, holds that structure and regularity arise out of discourse use, that
grammar is “intrinsically unstable and indeterminate”, and that the notion of a
mentally represented set of rules needs to be set aside (Hopper 1987: 155). Most
construction grammarians reject rules, but not mental representations. Hopper

printed on 2/10/2023 4:43 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

Chapter 3. A Diachronic Construction Grammar view of language change

35

(2011) makes a useful distinction between emergent and emerging phenomena.
“Emergent” refers to the view that “a grammatical structure is always temporary
and ephemeral” (Hopper 2011: 26), whereas “emerging” refers to the view that
grammar that is dynamic but arises out of relatively stable phenomena. As Auer
and Pfander (2011: 15) point out, it is useful in a usage-based grammar to think
of both “categorized linguistic knowledge” and use leading to innovation. Without
some fairly stable structure, speakers would not recognize linguistic experimenta-
tion and improvisation (see also Harder 2012 for arguments in favor of emerging
rather than emergentist models of grammar).

A usage-based view of change in Kemmer and Barlow’s sense requires us to
think of speakers and writers (SP/Ws) and addressees/readers (AD/Rs) doing things
with language (Noél 2017). This means we should try to avoid reifying language
using such concepts as constructions “prefer” some context. It is language-users
who prefer. We should also avoid the notion of “competition”. A lot and much do not
“compete” before adjectives: SP/Ws prefer to use one over the other. It is worthwhile
to recall Joseph & Janda’s (2003: 79) injunction:

given the transmissional discontinuity of language ... across individual minds, it
behooves us to resist the temptation to view particular linguistic constructions ...
as if they were organisms with lifespans larger than those of humans by several
orders of magnitude (much less as entities independent of people).

However, it is almost impossible to avoid reification. “Language changes” is a use-
ful shorthand, as is the ability to say that any aspect of a construction can change,
although strictly this should be expressed as “Language-users may over time have
a different interpretation of any aspect of a construction from their peers and
predecessors”

If we recall Croft’s (2001: 18) model in Figure 2.2 of Chapter 2.4, we may think
of SP/Ws and AD/Rs bringing about changes on the form side of a construction:
syntax, morphology, phonology or on the meaning side: semantics, pragmatics,
discourse-function. They may even bring about changes in the symbolic linkage
between the form and meaning components. In most cases of morphosyntactic
change, such changes are preceded by changes in linguistic context. A basic con-
straint is that there should be a plausible path of interpretation from one step to
the next (but see Section 3.3.2 below). Another constraint is that it is assumed
that language-internal pragmatic processes are universal and do not themselves
change. What changes is the extent to which the processes are activated at dif-
ferent times, in different contexts, in different communities, and to which they
shape change.
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3.2.2 Innovation vs. change

Each individual needs to interpret input and learn a language, so the likelihood that
the knowledge of language that is acquired is exactly the same as that of others,
especially older care-givers, is almost nil. Acquisition is a life-long affair (e.g. Bybee
2010; Sankoff 2019), especially in contact situations. Therefore:

i. Innovations constantly occur,
ii. Innovation occurs in the individual.

What then is the relationship of innovation to change? In my view, and that of most
functionalists, innovations are not changes. Change is the development of shared,
conventionalized usage (see, among others, Weinreich et al. 2017[1968]; Milroy
and Milroy 1985; Schmid 2020). Change occurs only when certain innovations
are adopted by groups of language-users. As Milroy and Milroy (1985: 347) say:

1. A speaker innovation may fail to diffuse beyond the speaker.

2. A speaker innovation may diffuse into a community with which he/she has
contact, and go no further.

3. A speaker innovation may diffuse into a community with which he/she has
contact, and then subsequently diffuse from that community into other com-
munities ... When the results of this process are observed, we tend to label the
results as ‘linguistic change’.

It is difficult to define a group or community, especially in historical work, as so the
view that change only when innovations are adopted by groups of language-users
has been debated. Every individual plays several roles in society and participates in
several social networks. With the advent of electronic corpora and micro-statistical
analysis, it is becoming possible to trace developments in individuals (e.g. Schmid
& Mantlik 2015; Petré & Van de Velde 2018; Petré and Anthonissen 2020) and
therefore it has become possible to track innovation, at least in contemporary data.

3.2.3 Gradualness vs. abruptness

Morphosyntactic change is typically gradual. Change is never A > B, but always A >
A/B (> B), i.e. there is always variation for a while. A may never cease to be used,
but the link between old and new may be weakened or lost. For example, BE going
to V ‘motion expression’ has coexisted with BE going to ‘future’ from the 17thC on.
The older and newer uses are “layered” (Hopper 1991). But Petré and Anthonissen
(2020: 200) find distributional evidence for “dissociation” and divergence of motion
and future uses from the earliest times. Some speakers nowadays may not link the
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older and newer uses because future BE going to V is usually pronounced BE gonna
V. Steps in change are currently considered to be tiny micro-adjustments, “sneaky”
shifts (De Smet 2012: 608), that may be hardly noticeable in a corpus, or across indi-
viduals. Gradual change occurs in linguistic contexts, and these contexts themselves
change. Focus on gradualness is in contrast to earlier work (e.g. Lightfoot 1979)
that privileged “catastrophic” change and “saltations” or big jumps in the context of
research that assumed large parameters in generative syntax. The shift in thinking
is at least partially influenced by corpus work and quantitative studies (see also the
current focus on micro-parameters, even features in Minimalism).

However, it should be noted that in the lexical domain, once a lexical word
formation or idiomatic pattern has arisen, innovations based on it are usually in-
stantaneous. For example, there is a highly productive and instantaneous word
formation process N >V, e.g. to calendar, to bicycle. As Clark and Clark (1979)
show, the N semantically constrains the way the V is understood. For example, the
N may be interpreted as a locus on or into which something is put, e.g. to calendar
something means ‘to put something on/in a calendar’, to bottle something means
‘to put something in a bottle’, not ‘to put something on a bottle’ of ‘to use a bottle’.
Alternatively, the N may be interpreted as an action using an instrument, e.g. to
bicycle/rake means ‘to use a bicycle/rake in order to X', not to put something in or
on a bicycle/rake. Such expressions are understood in terms of both the linguis-
tic context and knowledge of the world. When first used they are instantaneous
innovations. They may not be taken up, e.g. to porch as in The boy porched the
newspaper (Clark and Clark 1979: 787), has not become conventionalized, even
though it easily understood as involving the action of delivering the newspaper
onto a porch, probably by throwing it. But if innovations are taken up the process
of conventionalization is gradual. Eventually speakers internalize them as members
of the inventory of constructions, the constructicon. Clark and Clark (1979: 799)
note that some different word-formations may become so entrenched that denom-
inals based on N >V may be “blocked” or avoided, e.g. the existence of hospitalize
preempts innovation of to hospital meaning ‘to admit someone to hospital’ (like all
cases of entrenchment, such pre-emption is itself subject to change).

3.3 Mechanisms underlying change
Strictly speaking, since in this book “change” is defined as conventionalization or
innovations, mechanisms discussed in this section are mechanisms of innovation

that may underlie change. However, they are often referred to as “mechanisms of
change”.
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Three mechanisms, neoanalysis, analogy and borrowing are often mentioned
as the basic mechanisms of change (cf. Harris and Campbell 1995 on syntactic
change) and are outlined in Section 3.3.1 together with frequency, which Bybee
(2003) argues is also a major mechanism in grammaticalization, the process by
which grammatical expressions come into being. Two mechanisms that have been
associated with meaning change are inferencing (Section 3.3.2) and (inter)sub-
jectification. As I will mention in Section 3.4. and discuss in detail in Chapter 11,
although to date I have considered subjectification and intersubjectification to be
mechanisms, thinking about them in diachronic constructionalist terms and in
connection with the rise of DSMs suggests that they are not mechanisms, but ac-
tually default concomitants of constructionalization as procedurals.

3.3.1 Neoanalysis, analogy, borrowing, and frequency

Neoanalysis has been a foundational concept in historical linguistics. Originally
the term used was “reanalysis”, but since neither children nor second language
learners can “re-"analyze a structure they have not internalized, it is a problematic
term. “Neoanalysis” (Andersen 2001: 231, ft. 3) is preferable as a more neutral term.
Work on neoanalysis asks: “How is expression X different from expression Y?”. The
question was originally asked mainly of form, e.g. bracketing, category assignment,
etc. (Langacker 1977). Typical examples are:

(1) a. [[begoing] [to V]] > [[be going to] [V]]
b. [[in] [deed]] > [indeed]

However, since the publication of Eckardt’s (2006) important contribution to the
study of meaning change as neoanalysis (called reanalysis in the book), semantic
neoanalysis has also been studied in depth. Eckardt’s examples include the develop-
ment of BE going to V, negation markers in French, focus particles and determiners
in German.

By contrast to work on neoanalysis, work on analogy asks: “How similar are
expressions X and Y?”, and on what grounds, e.g. form, meaning, both? A basic
example is the matching of the form of various plural markers in earlier English to
-s (plural of one of several noun classes in Old English), e.g.:

(2) hund ‘dog hundas ‘dog-pL’
boc ‘book’ bec ‘book-pL’ (see foot-feet)
> books

dohtor ‘daughter’ dohtor ‘daughter-pL’ (see sheep-sheep)
> daughters
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The importance of analogy in morphosyntactic change was for a long time
downplayed as “too general a notion” (Lightfoot 1979: 361). But there has been
a dramatic shift in thinking since the beginning of the 21st century. Bybee ar-
gued that frequency and repetition are major factors in grammaticalization, in-
cluding “connections or associations of both phonological and semantic nature
... among items” (Bybee 2003: 610). Drawing on Anttila (2003) and neurological
research such as Pulvermiiller (2002), Fischer (2007, 2011) argues that analogy is
“a deep-seated cognitive principle that is relevant not only to language process-
ing and language change but also to learning processes outside language” (Fischer
2011: 37; see also De Smet 2009), and therefore should play a significant role in
historical morphosyntactic analysis. Fischer proposed that rather than demon-
strating “catastrophic” reanalysis as Lightfoot (1979) suggested, the development of
auxiliaries like may, might, must can be understood in part as the outcome of word
order changes and especially analogization of auxiliary verbs (which ceased to have
verbal inflections) to adverbial emphasizers like definitely, actually, amplifiers like
completely, quite, and downtoners like hardly, almost which came in Early Modern
English to be used before the main lexical verb (Fischer 2007: 197).

A distinction has been drawn between exemplar analogy in which one ex-
pression is matched to another (the exemplar) and constraints-based analogy in
which optimization is a key principle (Kiparsky 2012). Exemplar analogy is strongly
associated with constructional approaches to change, since it involves patterns and
pattern match in the sense of a “best fit” match which allows for some proper-
ties in a “matched” pair to be different.!! Match is typically not to an individual
micro-construction but to a (sub)schema. This (sub)schema may be partially filled
or fully abstract. For example, the match of [N plural] to [s]npicxn is partially filled
as s is specified.

In my view, it is important to distinguish:

a. Analogical thinking, which language users do all the time (see “Humans are
simply analogical animals”, Anttila 2003: 438). It may enable change and is
therefore a motivation for change.

b. Analogization, the modification of an E that is the result of such thinking
(see Traugott and Trousdale 2013: 37-38). This is a mechanism underlying
change and results in new uses of constructional components.

11. The principle of best fit “relative to the context” was developed in Winograd (1976: 280-282)
to account in computational work for match of a conceptual entity with another that has ap-
proximately similar properties “relative to the current context” (p. 280) and has been extended
to linguistic processing (see e.g. Hudson 2007: 48).
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Further, each analogical change involving a specific microconstruction is an in-
stance of neoanalysis, e.g. boc + vowel alternating plural > boc + general plural
involves a new analysis regarding which plural marker is appropriate for this item.
Compare foot-feet which was neither analogized nor neoanalyzed despite the an-
alogical thinking that leads children to refer to foots (later feets) and presumably
enabled the analogization change from plural bec to books.

As regards the third mechanism, borrowing, many of the homilies, histories
and philosophical works that are strongly represented in the earlier textual record
are translations from Latin or French: Latin in the Old English period, Latin and
French in the Middle English period; Greek was an additional influence in EModE.
Therefore the influence of Latin, French and Greek rhetorical traditions has been
strong. With regard to pragmatic marker development, there is lexical borrowing
of expressions such as return, point (from French). These are just two examples of
the massive influx of loanwords from French in the Middle English period (Durkin
2014). They are loanwords that are substantive parts of monofunctional DSMs (cf.
to return to my point in Chapter 9). It is probable that Latin models with pre-clausal
connectives (see e.g. Kroon 1995; Rosén 2009) reinforced use in English of an al-
ready robust pre-clausal slot for epistemic adverbs like witodlice ‘truly’ (see Swan
1994) and were enabling factors in extension to non-epistemic, specifically conjunct
adverbial expressions. It is also very probable that there was influence from French
(see Ingham’s 2015 study of some DSMs in Anglo-Norman). This, however, remains
to be established.

Increased frequency is closely associated with change, but whether it is a mech-
anism and causal factor or a result is a matter of debate. Bybee (2003) argues that
frequency contributes to grammaticalization. She distinguishes token frequency
and type frequency. Token frequency refers to the number of times a particular
expression E occurs, while type frequency refers to the number of instantiations
of a category E may coocur with. For example, the is the most token frequent E
in Present Day English texts, and its type frequency is high (most Ns in English).
Bybee argues that the token frequency observed in studies of grammaticalization
comes about as a result of the increase in types of context in which the E can oc-
cur (Himmelmann 2004 calls this “host-class expansion”), e.g. BE going to future
increased in token and type frequency as the types of context in which it could be
used expanded. Specifically, the lexical motion meaning does not occur in stative
verb contexts, while the grammatical one does: She is going to like the play is not
normally understood as an instance of the motion sense of the phrase. In the case of
DSMs, token frequency expands by comparison with topicalized uses of the lexical
source expressions, but not necessarily by comparison with uses of that source ex-
pression in default adverbial position. This phenomenon will be discussed further
in Section 3.6 on contexts for change.
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3.3.2 Pragmatic inferencing

It is now widely accepted that pragmatic inferencing in the flow of speech and
writing contributes extensively to meaning change (see e.g. Hansen and Visconti
2009). Traugott and Dasher (2002) elaborated on my initial interest in the ways in
which pragmatic meanings may come to be coded as semantic meanings (semanti-
cized) and on a proposal called the Invited Inferencing Theory of Semantic Change
(IITSC) (Traugott 1999). In Traugott and Dasher (2002: 35) it was proposed that:

historically there is a path from coded meanings to utterance-token meanings to
utterance-type, pragmatically polysemous meanings to new semantically polyse-
mous (coded) meanings.!?

In the particular formulation cited, context is not mentioned but rather assumed.
However, close attention to context in corpus work suggests that utterance mean-
ing arises in replicated contexts, for example, repeated use of literal by the way
‘en route’ represented as the context in which talk occurs by hypothesis strongly
contributed to interpretations of the route as background to foregrounded talk (see
Chapter 8.2). When such interpretations are replicated, the associated pragmatic
meanings may lead AD/Rs in their role as SP/Ws to expand contextual uses. These
expanded interpretations and uses may come to be conventionalized in the sense
that they come not only to be commonly associated with an expression but also
come to be used by a network of language users. In the chapters that follow, focus
will be on the replicated contexts for change that as analysts we can find in corpora.
The goal of the IITSC is: “to account for the conventionalizing of pragmatic
meanings and their reanalysis as semantic meanings” (Traugott and Dasher
2002: 35). This is too narrow a definition to be maximally useful for a usage based
study of the development of pragmatic markers and is better stated as follows:

Linguistic data provides evidence that over time language users may come to asso-
ciate particular meanings with an expression E and later generations may interpret
these as conventionalized meanings. By hypothesis, the mechanism that enables
such changes is that in certain contexts speakers and writers implicate meanings
and invite addressees and readers to interpret them, but addressees and readers
may infer different meanings.

12. Hansen and Waltereit (2006) object that utterance-type meanings (GCIs) are not normally
a factor in change. However, IITSC does in fact not refer to GCIs but to GIINs (utterance-type,
pragmatically polysemous meanings), although a descriptive comparison to them is made. In the
current book, conventionalization of replicated contexts is regarded as essential to many changes,
and is well attested in the histories of some DSMs like by the way (see Chapter 8).
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This statement is purposely broader than the original in order to cover the devel-
opment of both conventionalized pragmatic meanings that are [-truth-conditional,
+conventional] and semantic meanings that are [+truth-conditional, +conven-
tional] (see Chapter 2.5).

While the SP/W has been privileged in the ITSC, “invited” is meant to high-
light the fact that not only SP/Ws but also AD/Rs are involved in negotiation and
change of meaning. Some researchers have focused on AD/Rs rather than SP/Ws
(see Ehmer and Rosemeyer 2018 for a brief summary). For example, Heine et al.
(1991: 70ff) refer to “context-induced reinterpretation”, a term that highlights the
role of AD/R. Detges and Waltereit (2002) emphasize the importance of listen-
ers’ strategies in meaning change in grammaticalization. Schwenter and Waltereit
(2010) argue that some change is accountable for only in terms of AD/R’s inability
to accommodate default presuppositions in context. This results in the development
of a new presupposition. One of their examples is use of too not as an additive
but as an adversative refuting the propositional content of the previous speaker’s
utterance, as in:

(3) A: No, you can't!
B: Ican, too!
(1916 Tarkington, Penrod and Sam [Schwenter and Waltereit 2010: 93])

The argument is that additive foo as in John had dinner in New York too requires a
presupposed first proposition such as Mary had dinner in New York, but if no prior
proposition is available, or is too difficult to accommodate in context, the hearer
may choose a simpler but novel interpretation (in this case refutation). A similar
argument is put forward in Eckardt (2009). She investigates some other cases of
scalar expressions such as even in which, she argues, presuppositions may be too
hard to accommodate when new contexts do not support the older meaning. In
such situations of “presupposition overload” or “failure” AD/Rs may interpret new
meanings that do not arise by normal processes of implicature. Eckardt explicitly
associates the changes with innovation but does not address in detail the puz-
zle that the same kinds of meaning shifts becomes conventionalized and occur
cross-linguistically. None of the Discourse Structuring Markers discussed in this
book involves parsing problems of the kind discussed above. However, the potential
problem of presupposition accommodation serves as an important reminder that
AD/Rs play arole in change and it is not always easy or perhaps possible to identify
a direct coherent link between older and newer meanings, despite the constraint
on analysis mentioned in Section 3.2.1 that “there should be a plausible path of
interpretation from one step to the next”.

Since change, not innovation, is under discussion, therefore conventionaliza-
tion among a group of language-users, there is no question that AD/Rs as well as
SP/Ws contribute to change, but in my view, it is only as speakers and writers that
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addressees can pass on their innovation. My focus is on the outcome of SP/W and
AD/R negotiation of meaning, as it is reflected in new uses of Es. Figure 3.1. sum-
marizes the hypothesized process of innovation replication that leads to “manifest
conventionalization” or change. Note that the first step involves a single speaker/
writer and a single interpreter, and the second step involves more than one because
a single innovative reinterpretation will not lead to change:

Language-user activity Type of newness
SP/W speaks, AD/R reinterprets non-manifest innovation by AD/R
replication of riinterpretations non-manifest innovation by several AD/Rs
AD/R uses reinterpretation as SP/W manifest innovation by SP/W
several SP/Ws use the reinterpretation manifest beginnings of conventionalization
SP/Ws in a community use the reinterpretation manifest conventionalization

Figure 3.1 Steps from innovation to change

In Traugott and Dasher (2002) examples of invited inferencing were drawn from
a range of meaning changes, some of which are contentful and truth-conditional,
such as the rise of verbs that name speech acts of various kinds, for example to
promise, which was borrowed in the early 15thC from French, but ultimately de-
rives from Latin pro ‘forward’ - mis- ‘sent’ [past participle of mittere ‘to send’).
This had come to be used with the meaning ‘to vow’ in late Latin, perhaps in both
non-linguistic contexts metonymic to vowing, such as sending a pledge, and in the
linguistic context of passive syntax (“This message is sent forward as a pledge to
X’). Another example is o see ‘to experience visually’ > ‘to understand/experience
cognitively’).

However, most of the examples in Traugott and Dasher are procedural and
illustrate the rise of [+conventional, -truth-conditional] meanings, e.g. in fact. The
noun fact was borrowed from Latin in the 16thC. It derives from the past participle
of facere ‘to do’, and means ‘done thing, deed’. In EEBO it is used as a Circumstance
Adverbial, sometimes paired with a noun like right, law or deed (itself derived from
the past participle of to do) (4a) or contrasted with fiction (4b):

(4) a. allthose that ... doe walke with the wicked in betraying in fact and deed,
that which their hart embraceth for veritie.
‘all those that ... walk with the wicked in betraying in their actions what
their heart embraces as truth’
(1583 Foxe, Actes and Monuments [EEBO])
b. our deliuerance from that intended mercilesse and matchlesse massacre
both in fact and fiction, the fifth of Nouember, in the yeare 1605.
(1613 Boys, Exposition of the last psalm [EEBO])
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The hypothesis is that AD/Rs interpreted the implicature of ‘in truth’ from in fact
(also in deed) as the E’s chief meaning, especially in contexts of contrast with fiction
such as (4b). Replicated reinterpretations enabled reinterpretation as an epistemic
marker. This is a profile shift, from background (implicated) to foregrounded (ex-
pressed) meaning.

3.4 Subjectification and intersubjectification

Later changes undergone by promise and in fact suggest more than conventionaliz-
ing of inferences took place. Once promise had been interpreted as a speech act verb,
it came to be used performatively with illocutionary force in first person, present
tense contexts (I (hereby) promise to X). This is a change specific to some speech act
verbs. Not all speech act verbs are used performatively, e.g. threaten. Both promise
and threaten can be used as speech act verbs, typically with inanimate subjects,
to express the speaker’s epistemic belief (It promises/threatens to rain), but with
different evaluations, one positive, the other negative (for cross-linguistic evidence
of such uses see Heine and Miyashita 2008), but only promise can be used per-
formatively. During the 18thC in fact came to be used as an epistemic adverb with
contrasting, adversative implicatures, mainly in clause-medial position, and in the
19thC as an epistemic PM in pre-clausal position. These epistemic uses are instances
of what I have called “subjectification”. The development of discourse structuring
Connectors exemplifies both subjectification and intersubjectification, as will be
shown throughout this book and will be discussed at some length in Chapter 11.
As mentioned in Section 3.3, I have in the past conceptualized subjectification and
intersubjectification as mechanisms of change. However, they will be argued not to
be mechanisms of change but rather communicative function processes.

Crucial to an understanding of the terms “subjectification” and “intersubjecti-
fication” as intended here is that they refer to change.!* Subjectification is not the
same as subjectivity, although it is grounded in subjectivity and results in subjectiv-
ity. Nor is intersubjectification the same as intersubjectivity, although negotiation of
meaning always involves some degree of intersubjectivity (see especially Verhagen
2005, who sees “tailoring” of points of view with respect to other interlocutors as
foundational to language). Attention to subjectivity in semantics has a long history
going back at least to Bréal [1964[1900]). Theoretical approaches to subjectivity for
the most part draw on Benveniste’s (1971[1958]) observation that all language is

13. An alternative view of subjectification has been developed by Langacker (1990, 1999, 2006).
For him it is largely a synchronic concept having to do with construal and covert subjects, for
example, in It is going to rain, the locus of consciousness (the speaker) is “oft-stage” and implicit.
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both subjective and intersubjective. The speaker speaks (subjective) to an addressee
who interprets (intersubjective). “Subjectification’, on the other hand, as defined
in Traugott and Dasher (2002) and here, is the development of meanings that are
more based in the SP/W’s perspective than earlier meanings. For example, further
used as a DSM to mean ‘in addition’ is more subjective than further used as an ad-
verbial of measure of distance (see Chapter 6.3.1), as it cues SP/W’s perspectives on
the relationship of D2 to D1. “Intersubjectification” is the development of meanings
that are more centered on AD/R than earlier ones, for example, by the way used as
a hedge mitigating the face-threatening content of D2 is more intersubjective than
by the way used to mark D2 as just having come to mind (see Chapter 8.2). Both
subjectification and intersubjectification are gradient and may implicate less or
more intensity of attention to SP/W or to AD/R. Properties of (inter)subjectification
will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 11, along with the hypothesis men-
tioned above that they are not properly thought of as mechanisms, but as processes
accompanying constructionalization of Es as procedurals.

One issue of debate is whether SP/W or AD/R is the agent of (inter)subjectifi-
cation as a change. Hansen (2012: 602-603) suggests that both speakers and hearers
play a role in subjectification. In the process of speaker-hearer dyads negotiating
meaning, the hearer is interested in the speaker’s point of view and is “predisposed
to reinterpret linguistic items as expressing precisely that point of view”. Pointing
to the importance of hearers in change, Detges and Waltereit (2002) and Detges
(2016) conceptualize hearers as “ratifying” new interpretations. As mentioned
above, and modeled in Figure 3.1, my hypothesis is that it is only as a SP/W that
an AD/R can ratify or manifest a reinterpretation. It follows that SP/Ws are the
agents of subjectification. But by hypothesis, the path of development is indirect as
it is likely that AD/Rs have made the inference that repeatedly encountered con-
structs are in certain contexts subjective. This does not exclude the possibility that
an individual SP/W can innovate a subjective use directly. This is in fact likely in
the case of use of speech act and cognitive verbs for performative use (e.g. promise,
recognize). However, since as analysts we are looking for evidence of replicated use
and gradual steps in change, small steps in subjectification need to be identified
in terms of replicated constructs that are interpretable as expressing the subjective
evaluation of AD/Rs acting as SP/Ws.

3.5 Constructionalization and constructional changes
Since form and meaning are combined in a construction Traugott and Trousdale
(2013) proposed to use the term “constructionalization” (a term apparently first

used in Rostila 2004 and taken up in Noél 2007), to refer to:
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the creation of formpew-meaningnew (combinations of) signs. It forms new type
nodes,'* which have new syntax or morphology and new coded meanings, in the
linguistic population of speakers. It is accompanied by changes in degree of sche-
maticity, productivity, and compositionality ~ (Traugott and Trousdale 2013: 22)

Since changes do not always result in an obvious new form-meaning pairing, we
proposed a distinction between constructionalization and constructional changes
and used the example of reduction of BE going to V to BE gonna V. Such changes
were hypothesized to affect “one internal dimension of a construction” and to “not
involve the creation of a new node” (Traugott and Trousdale 2013: 26).

In the years since the book came out these characterizations have been ex-
tensively discussed and tested by ourselves and others. The distinction between
constructionalization as the coming into being of a formnew-meaningnew pairing
and constructional changes as changes that affect one component of a construction
has been criticized by Borjars et al. (2015), Hilpert (2018) and Flach (2020) among
others, primarily because what may appear to be change on a single dimension is
often coupled with some other change. For example, the rise of the reduced form
BE gonna V is associated with casual speech. If casual speech is regarded as a dis-
course function, then the emergence of BE gonna V should count as a new pairing
of form and meaning. Some of the criticism is based in the theoretical assumption
that ideally historical work should privilege innovation and the individual rather
than the group or that tracking spread of a construction is a more valid object of
research than its coming into being, partly because it is more amenable to oper-
ationalization in corpus studies. Nevertheless, the points are well taken and the
original definitions need reworking.

A particularly interesting criticism is raised by Flach (2020). She argues that
there are two readings of “constructionalization”: one is a process reading sug-
gested by “accompanied by changes in degree of schematicity, productivity, and
compositionality”, the other is a point/result reading associated with “creation” of
formpey-meaningy,,, signs and nodes (Flach 2020: 48). She suggests that construc-
tionalization as characterized in the quotation from Traugott and Trousdale above
“refers simultaneously to constructional changes surrounding the new node and
the new node itself”. Her concern is that what she calls “con-constructionalization
constructional changes” (Flach 2020: 47) muddies the distinction between con-
structionalization and constructional changes, between process and point change.
She proposes that “constructionalization” be reserved for the point reading, which
entails that constructionalization is instantaneous, and “constructional changes” for

14. “Nodes” in construction grammar are constructions with links to other constructions
(see Chapter 13).
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the process reading, which may be gradual. However, this proposal is problematic
because “point” implies instantaneous change and this can be identified only for
individual SP/Ws (manifested individual texts). This links constructionalization to
innovation, not to the rise of a conventional pattern of the type that can be identi-
fied as a change, which necessarily emerges gradually as it involves conventional-
ization across interlocutors (see Sections 3.2.2 on change vs. innovation and 3.2.3
on gradualness vs. abruptness above). In Flach’s view, the distinction she proposes
avoids “arbitrary distinctions of pre-, con-, or post-constructionalization change”
(Flach 2020: 49). A distinction between pre- and post-constructionalization and
constructionaliztaion is, however, not arbitrary. They are different in ways to be
discussed below.

While the distinction between constructionalization and constructional
changes is admittedly somewhat difficult to maintain when sophisticated quanti-
tative corpus analysis is engaged in, for a relatively coarse-grained analysis such as
is used in this book, it is helpful in identifying approximately when and how a new
construction has come to be part of some subset of language-users’ knowledge of
the language. But the concepts as articulated in Traugott and Trousdale (2013) need
to be modified. In what follows I provide new characterizations of constructional-
ization and the kinds of constructional changes that enable it and that follow after
it, drawing on Trousdale and Traugott (2021). These characterizations respond to
some of the criticisms and also address the kind of pragmatic data that is the topic
of this book. Before presenting the revised characterizations an explanation of our
objectives may be useful. This will be followed by a brief review of the concepts
“compositionality”, “analyzability”, “schematicity”, “productivity” and “coded mean-
ing” that appeared in the definition cited above.

Our objective is to focus on how a new form-meaning pairing comes into be-
ing, using a constructionalist usage-based model. The focus is on internal language
change (see Chapter 1.2), as the grounding on which interactional, sociolinguis-
tic or psycholinguistic accounts can be built. One example of the kind of change
Trousdale and I have in mind is the development of the BE going to V future. In
Middle English BE going to V' was used to express motion with a purpose. But a rel-
ative future came to be entrenched in the early 17thC within the abstract Auxiliary.
Schema. We analyze this as a constructionalization (a new [[Form] < [Meaning]]
pairing that is added to the constructicon). In the century after the first appear-
ances of relative future BE going to V, there is evidence that SP/Ws began to use it
in contexts that cumulatively led to the rise of the deictic future (see Petré 2019).
This is a constructional change because no new construction has been added to the
constructicon; an extant one has been modified. Another example is that in earlier
Old English there was no article as we understand that term now, but a definite
article originating in the demonstrative peet came to be firmly entrenched by late
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Old English around 1100. Corpus data attest a number of examples that suggest SP/
W started to use the demonstrative peet in ways that led cumulatively during Old
English to the development of a new definiteness marker the within a Determiner
construction (Sommerer 2018). This was a constructionalization. Later convention-
alized pragmatic uses such as distancing from a plural referent as in the Republicans
vs. Republicans (Acton 2019) are constructional changes.

As discussed earlier in this chapter, innovations by individuals are manifested
in the constructs they use (the “textual evidence”). These are tokens that exemplify
both recapitulation of Es that have been used before and modulations of Es that
have already been heard. Over time, new types of Es may appear in the textual re-
cord. These new types are conventionalized “micro-constructions”, form-meaning
pairings that generalize over accumulated constructs. They are conventionalized
in the sense that some individuals in a community share knowledge of the new
micro-construction and produce constructs that are unambiguously different in
meaning and distribution from earlier expressions. In practice this means that in
a corpus at least two different authors need to be found using the new pairing, but
preferably more.

“Compositionality” has to do with the degree to which the meaning of a con-
struct can be understood on the basis of its parts. Over time, and as a result of pro-
cesses like chunking, idiomatization and metaphorization, compositionality may
be reduced. The internal parts of the construct may come to be less identifiable and
therefore less analyzable (e.g. Bybee 2010; Vincent 2015). Both Bybee and Vincent
cite the example of suppletion: compositionally, went means go + PAST, but it is not
analyzable. Examples of non-compositional but analyzable Es are uses of the French
present perfect to express the past, as in Pierre a visité Manchester l'année derniére
‘Pierre visited Manchester last year’, where a periphrastic present perfect tense form
a visité is used to express past tense. The form a visité (literally ‘has visited’) is
analyzable, but it is not compositional because the meaning of the present perfect
is not past (Vincent 2015). Finally, some constructions may be non-compositional
and non-analyzable. Borjars et al (2015: 375) cite English though and its German
cognate doch, which “can be shown to be the outcome of convergent diachronic
trajectories on both the form and content side < PIE *to- + k"e ‘and in that case™
Changes in compositionality usually result in decrease in structural and semantic
accessibility. However, in a few cases increases also occur. These are known as “folk
etymologies™: a semantically opaque structure is given a structure that appears to be
less opaque, e.g. neoanalysis of Old English bryd guma ‘bride man’ as bridegroom.

The term “schematicity” has been used in two senses. In the grammaticalization
literature it often refers to degree of generalization over specific items (Coussé et al.
2018b: 7). In the constructionalist literature, however, it is usually used to refer to
the availability of open slots (Bybee 2010; Coussé et al. 2018b: 9). These slots can
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be instantiated by a variety of words and phrases. Es discussed in this book can be
used in a Connective.Schema which has the schematic form [discourse segment
1 ___ discourse segment 2] (“D1__D2” for short) (see further Chapter 4). The slot
is filled by the Connector.Cxn, which licenses several Es the discourse function of
which is to signal the relationship between D1 and D2 (elaboration, contrast, etc.).
A schema can be studied in terms of the paradigmatic and syntagmatic dimen-
sions.!® Paradigmatically, the questions is how many and what kind of options or
micro-constructions are available for any given (sub)schema. For example, in PDE
expressions of the future include will V; shall V, BE to V; BE going to V. Nesselhauf
(2010) traces the frequency with which these options have been used since 1600 and
argues that in addition certain uses of the progressive and of a separate auxiliary /I
V, which neutralizes differences between shall and will, should be included among
the options. I will discuss the changing paradigm of Elaboratives in Chapter 6.
Syntagmatically, the question is to what extent a slot licenses new combinations,
or is “type productive” (Barddal 2008). If a construction becomes more schematic
and covers a wider range of situations, it follows that “a wider range of lexical
items are compatible with the schema” (Perek 2020: 147). This is referred to as the
“extensibility” of a construction in Barddal (2008). Changes in schematicity and
productivity tend to involve increase, but constructions may also be lost, reducing
both schematicity and productivity, as will be exemplified in Part II.

“Coded” meaning is often understood as truth-conditional, “literal” semantic
meaning (e.g. Sperber and Wilson 1995[1986]; Frawley 2013[1992]: 11). This is a
book about Discourse Structuring Markers, the meaning of many of which is for
the most part conventionalized, non-truth-conditional and pragmatic. Therefore
“coded” meaning is too restrictive in the original definition of constructionalization
for present purposes and for other domains of study, such as performative use of
speech act verbs. “Conventionalized” meaning is less restrictive and captures the
idea of replicated, shared meaning change.

Turning now to new characterizations of constructionalization and construc-
tional changes, Graeme Trousdale and I propose to characterize constructionali-
zation as follows:

Constructionalization is the establishment of a new symbolic link between form
and meaning which has been replicated across a network of language users, and
which involves an addition to the constructicon.

15. The distinction between the “paradigmatic” and “syntagmatic” axes, between choice and
combination, referred to here is central to work by Saussure (1983[1916], Jakobson (1956) and
Lehmann (e.g. 2015[1995]). A related pair of concepts usually used with reference to meaning
change in the lexicon, is the distinction between an onomasiological and a semasiological ap-
proach (see Chapter 1.4).
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This new characterization is shorter than the definition offered previously in Traugott
and Trousdale (2013) and cited above. It is meant to highlight conventionalization
of a pairing of form and meaning and storage of that conventionalized pairing in the
constructicon. “Establishment” differs from Flach’s “point” because the outcome is
interpreted as the result (however temporary) of changes involving gradual spread
across members of a community, not innovations. The characterization also differs
from that proposed by Smirnova (2015), which is that constructionalization is a
process of gradual accumulation of contextual restrictions prior to structural reor-
ganization of material such as form-meaning change. In our view, these processes
lead to constructionalization (see below on pre-constructionalization), but do not
constitute it.

Constructionalizations are the result of communally shared generalizations
over constructs. Such generalizations give rise initially to micro-constructions.
In Chapter 4 we will see how two separate microconstructions, temporal after and
pronominal all ‘everything’, are generalized over when they cooccur in certain con-
texts and are reinterpreted as a unit with Connector function. In Chapter 8 we will
see how three microconstructions by, the and way meaning ‘on the road, are gen-
eralized over and similarly reinterpreted as a unit with Connector function. Over
time generalizations may be made over microconstructions with similar function,
leading to the development of a schema, as in the case of Digressives: by the by
came to be used in addition to by the way to signal digression from the main argu-
ment; by hypothesis SP/Ws generalized over the two and a digressive subschema
of Connectors was formed. This subschema expanded when incidentally also came
to be used as a Digressive (see Chapter 8).

Constructionalization of most Es and schemas is the gradual outcome of multi-
ple small changes.'® These pre-constructionalization changes, which are tendencies
and not determinative, often involve the following effects on a construction A that
is undergoing change. In English the relevant A in the development of a DSM is
usually a Circumstance Adverbial.

1. chunking and some loss of compositionality within construction A,
some loss of analyzability within construction A,

3. adjustments that involve replication of semantic content or syntactic contexts
that are only relatively loosely connected with the emerging new construction.

16. However, some constructionalizations based on word-formation schemas arise instantane-
ously, without pre-constructionalization changes leading to use of the particular new micro-con-
struction, for example those built on word formation patterns such as X-ization, X-ity, where X
is an Adjective (see Traugott and Trousdale 2013: Chapter 4; Hiining and Booij 2014).
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They include changes in routinized assemblies of constructions (see context
type d) in Section 3.6 below) and belong to a “co-text that ... is generally quite
large” (Budts and Petré 2020: 331) or to fixing of strings,

4. increased frequency of assemblies of co-textual shifts.

All of these are exemplified in the history of Connectors in Part II.

Post-constructionalization, in a process of propagation across linguistic con-
texts known as “actualization” (see e.g. Andersen 2001; De Smet 2012), the mod-
ifications are on the whole more local than those prior to constructionalization
(Budts and Petré 2020). Again, post-constructional changes are tendencies. The
new construction B often undergoes:

a. collocational expansion (spread to new immediate environments) (Hilpert
2013), such as loosening of restrictions on V and on the subject in the case of
BE going to ‘future, or, in the case of Connectors, being used with scope over
the following clause; this is increase in type frequency,

b. increase or decrease in frequency of use, in other words, change in token
frequency,

c. generalization over microconstructions and alignment to other microconstruc-
tions may lead to incorporation into a more abstract, schematic type-node.
Examples are the alignment of after all and by the by with extant Discourse
Structuring Markers,

d. in the case of decrease of use, failure to learn and use a construction or failure
to add new members to a schema, may lead to obsolescence,

e. morphophonological reduction of the type discussed extensively in the gram-
maticalization literature, e.g. reduction of Old English eal swa ‘exactly like this’
> also (in this case, loss of both compositionality and analyzability).

The development of Discourse Structuring Markers exemplifies all of these kinds
of post-constructionalization changes.
On this view, constructional changes can be characterized as:

Modulations of contextual uses prior to and following constructionalization; they
do not involve additions to the constructicon.

Constructional changes include language-internal changes in the features that make
up a construction in the sense of Croft’s (2001) model (e.g. in the case of BE going
to V a shift from relative to deictic tense, or phonologically to gonna) and also
contextual shifts prior to and post constructionalization.
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3.6 A brief comparison of work on constructionalization
and on grammaticalization

Grammaticalization has been referred to several times in the preceding pages. Here
I briefly compare the main objectives of work on constructionalization and gram-
maticalization, and the relevant domains of study. Both terms refer to the research
approach and to the processes studied. The comparison between constructionali-
zation and grammaticalization is explored in great depth in Coussé et al. (2018a).
Furthermore, a grammaticalization approach to DSMs is discussed in Chapter 5,
so only a few key points pertaining to differences and similarities in approach will
be mentioned here. The most important point is that the two approaches are com-
plementary as they ask different questions and in some cases investigate entirely
different data.

As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, functionalist approaches to
morphosyntactic change were theorized primarily in terms of “grammaticaliza-
tion” from the 1970s on. While many historical linguists in the 19thC were well
aware of the tendency of grammatical items to be derived from lexical ones, and
had identified “bleaching” or loss of content meaning as a factor in the change, it
was Meillet who gave the phenomenon the name “grammaticalization” in 1912.
He characterized it as: “T'attribution du caractére grammatical & un mot jadis auto-
nome” ‘the attribution of grammatical character to an erstwhile autonomous word’
(Meillet 1958[1912]: 131). The processes involved in this kind of change have been
considered to include various kinds of reduction, including what is widely known
as “bleaching” (loss of “semantic integrity”), loss of syntactic freedom especially
within a phrase (“univerbation” in the grammaticalization literature, “chunking” in
the construction grammar literature) and syntactic scope reduction. The hypothesis
that unidirectionality is irreversible (Haspelmath 1999) was central to research
through the end of the 20thC. However, irreversibility was challenged, for example
in Campbell (2001), where several examples of “degrammaticalization”, the reverse
of unidirectional change, were proposed. Haspelmath (2004: 21) grants that some
counterexamples exist but argues that “it is undeniable that the unidirectionality
of grammaticalization is by far the most important constraint on morphosyntactic
change”. Norde (2009) is a detailed study of the examples proposed in Campbell
(2001) and elsewhere, testing them against parameters of grammaticalization put
forward in Lehmann (2015[1995]) (these will be discussed in Chapter 5.2 with
respect to the development of DSMs). In her 2009 book Norde showed that while
many of the examples proposed are not genuine reversals (also Haspelmath 2004’s
point), nevertheless there are enough cases to confirm that unidirectionality is
not irreversible.
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One of the major research questions addressed in grammaticalization studies
has been how lexical items give rise to grammatical Es such as tense, aspect, mo-
dality, case and complementizers (see e.g. Heine et al. 1991; Traugott and Heine
1991; Hopper and Traugott 2003[1993]; Lehmann 2015[1995]; Kuteva et al. 2019).
Another has been how “free”, discourse-based word order comes to be linearized,
fixed and syntactic. The conclusion has largely been that fixing of word order is not
a type of grammaticalization, but rather the result of several factors such as on-line
discourse organization and contact as well as processes of grammaticalization (see
e.g. Hawkins 1983; Heine and Reh 1984).

Most early practitioners of Diachronic Construction Grammar and especially
constructionalization in the first decade of the 21stC, had already worked on gram-
maticalization, so many papers on Diachronic Construction Grammar were de-
voted to rethinking work on grammaticalization (see e.g. Bergs and Diewald 2008).
However, this is not true of the first paper taking a diachronic constructionalist
perspective (Israel 1996). Israel studied the development of the way construction,
and its expansion from expressions like wend one’s way to X through force one’s
way through X and eventually giggle one’s way through X. The interest here is ba-
sically in what types of verb classes came to be used in the way-construction, one
of many three-argument constructions discussed in Goldberg (1995). This was an
early study in what we now think of as collexemic expansion.

Diachronic Construction Grammar, especially the branch known as construc-
tionalization, asks the question: How do constructions, including schemas, come
into being, and what mechanisms are involved? This means that both form and
meaning are attended to equally in the research. This is different from most gram-
maticalization research, where the practice has been to focus mainly on either form
or meaning (while always recognizing the importance of the other). Constructions
include tense, aspect, modality and case constructions, so there is substantial over-
lap in the domains of study. However, Diachronic Construction Grammar also
studies domains where grammaticalization is irrelevant, such as the development of
ditransitives and “dative alternation” (e.g. Beth gave Kim a puppy, Beth gave a puppy
to Kim) (Zehentner 2019; see also Wolk et al. 2013 on the alternation).

In this respect constructionalization covers far more than grammaticalization.
But in some respects it covers less. Because to date there is no adequate construc-
tionalist theory of phonology, it has not been possible to analyze phonological
change well from a Diachronic Construction Grammar perspective, except where
meaning is involved, which is usually a matter of prosodic pattern. So there has
been little substantive discussion of late-stage grammaticalization phenomena,
where there may be extensive phonological reduction (such as BE gonna V and
further reductions).
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So among major differences are subject matter and coverage. More impor-
tantly, there are considerably different mindsets, in that many researchers on
grammaticalization focus on reduction, even if the irreversibility of unidirec-
tionality is questioned. Constructionalists, on the other hand, embrace pattern
and context expansion, incorporation into larger networks and schemas (see
comments on increase in schematicity in Section 3.5 above). When researchers
work on grammaticalization, they have until recently been concerned primarily
with difference and the mechanism of neoanalysis. By contrast, historical con-
structionalists work extensively with similarity, analogy and pattern match (but,
as I pointed out in Section 3.5, particular instances of analogization are in fact
neoanalysis). Another major area of difference is that much work on grammati-
calization is founded in typological work (see Kuteva et al. 2019), almost none is
in Diachronic Construction Grammar. This is in part because Bernd Heine and
Christian Lehmann, both early theorists of grammaticalization, are typologists. It
is also in part because Croft (2001: 32-34) questioned the cross-linguistic validity
of many categories “based on the well-known and pervasive grammatical diversity
of languages” (p. 33).

Areas where grammaticalization and constructionalization overlap are that
both address the development of grammatical units, frequency, productivity,
bleaching and other kinds of reduction, e.g. obsolescence. Himmelmann (2004)
argued that the result of reduction, for example, to an affix, is expansion of the
contexts in which it can occur (a version of Bybee’s “type expansion”), and therefore
grammaticalization is in essence the study of context expansion. This is consistent
with constructionalist work on collexemic analysis, e.g. Hilpert (2008, 2013).

Simplifying even more, the complementary foci of work on grammaticalization
and constructionalization can be summarized as in Table 3.1 (A “gram” is a minimal
grammatical unit. “Cxn” is short for ‘construction’):

Table 3.1 The complementarity of work on grammaticalization and constructionalization

Foci of Grammaticalization Foci of Constructionalization
How do grams arise? How do constructions arise?
Form or meaning change Form and meaning change
Reduction of components of an E Changes to components of a Cxn
Unidirectional reduction Increase in schematicity
Expansion of contexts Expansion of contexts

Changes in frequency Changes in frequency
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3.7  Contexts for change

As characterized above, constructional changes are largely contextual changes.
Context has been a matter of prime importance in recent years in various lines of
work. As Harder (2012: 525) noted, “Cognitive Linguistics arose as a recontextu-
alizing movement (cf. Geeraerts 2003), after the structuralist century of removing
language from its anchoring in the rest of the world”. Context has been central
in historical work as well. In a much-quoted statement about meaning change
in grammaticalization, Bybee et al. (1994: 297) said: “everything that happens to
the meaning of a gram happens because of the contexts in which it is used”. Bergs
and Diewald (2009b: 1) seek to investigate the role of contexts as “loci for change”
As analysts we cannot exhaustively identify what contexts, including mutual cog-
nitive environments, a particular locutionary participant pays attention to in a
particular situation, even when studying contemporary data (Fetzer 2012). This
is particularly true where historical texts are concerned. It is also difficult to ana-
lyze what is called the “context of the situation” (e.g. Halliday and Hasan 1976),
for example who is speaking, where, to whom and in what manner. This kind of
context is the specialty of historical sociolinguists (see e.g. Herndndez-Campoy
and Conde-Sylvestere 2012). Contexts that can be gleaned from corpora are pri-
marily linguistic, specifically the co-texts surrounding an expression. For practical
reasons, this is what is meant by context here, although I recognize that ultimately
any interlocutor’s understanding of co-text cannot be totally separated from con-
text of situation, which may be political and ideological as well as cultural (see
e.g. Fried and Ostman 2005; Terkourafi 2009; Miskovi¢-Lukovi¢ and Dediaé¢ 2012).
Like situational contexts, linguistic contexts bias toward interpretations. Promise
is illocutionary primarily in the context of first person subject I and present tense.
These contexts bias toward the interpretation that the construct I promise to X func-
tions as an act and is non-truth-conditional, whereas a past tense or third person
context as in I/she promised to X biases interpretation toward a truth-conditional
and non-illocutionary interpretation.

Working with Word Grammar, a cognitive model that has much in common
with construction grammar, Hudson (e.g. 2010: 89) points out that speakers attend
only to active, relevant contexts. From a historical perspective this raises the ques-
tion which ones are or come to be relevant over time and whether any predictions
about likely contexts can be made. The contexts that are identified as important for
change and that are identified in this book are linguistic, replicated and conventional.
Meanings may arise on the fly. For example, I am going to get a haircut could be
contingently understood as a boy’s promise in the context of a parent fussing about
her son’s unruly hair, but it is not conventionally one. Finkbeiner (2019b: 184) calls
such meanings that contingently arise in context “context-dependent meanings”
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They are akin to Grice’s (1989[1967]: 37) and Levinson’s (2000: 16) “particularized
conversational implicatures” (PCIs). They do not enable change unless they are
replicated, conventionalized and come to be available context-independently.

According to Bergs and Diewald (2009b: 2-3) “[t]he notion of context is lo-
cated in the overlapping area between pragmatics and discourse”. Three broad in-
teracting types of linguistic context have been considered especially important in
constructional change (e.g. Traugott 2018b; Zehentner 2019) and will be addressed
in the case studies:'”

a. The linear flow of speech and writing and replicated co-occurrences on the
axis of combination and syntagmatic relations. In constructional terms, the
question is what particular sets of co-occurrences (collocations) of expressions
appear to be relevant in a particular change.'®

b. The alternatives available on the axis of similarity and choice (“paradigmatic”
relations). In constructional terms, the question is how schemas are instantiated
and how this changes over time.

c.  Systemic changes such as word order changes. Such changes are not particular
to any specific construction. They may enable change prior to construction-
alization, as in the case of dative alternation, which Zehentner (2019) links to
the development of periphrastic case in late Middle English. They may support
ongoing changes after constructionalization, as in the case of benefactive alter-
nation (Zehentner and Traugott 2020). Or they may have no significant affect
before or after constructionalization, as in the case of the Great Vowel shift that
led to phonological changes.

Particularly important is an additional type of context that has only recently
been discussed:

d. Assemblies of discursive uses of constructions (Petré 2019). As mentioned
in Chapter 2.3, from a constructionalist perspective such as the one artic-
ulated in Goldberg (2003), an utterance manifests unification of several
micro-constructions. What did Liza buy the child? unifies not only the sub-
stantive micro-constructions Liza, buy, the, child, what, did, but also the
schematic ditransitive, interrogative, subject-auxiliary inversion, VP and NP

17. The distinction between the “syntagmatic” and “paradigmatic” axes referred to below are
central to work by Saussure (1983[1916], Jakobson (1956) and Lehmann (e.g. 2015[1995]). A
related pair of concepts usually used with reference to meaning change in the lexicon, is the
distinction between a semasiological and an onomasiological approach (see Chapter 1.3).

18. Statistical analysis of collocations can be conducted in terms of “collostructional analysis,
the study of patterns of syntagmatic combinations and the degree to which items are “attracted”
to (cooccur with) a construction, and how this changes over time (see Hilpert 2008, 2013).

printed on 2/10/2023 4:43 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

Chapter 3. A Diachronic Construction Grammar view of language change

57

constructions (Goldberg 2003: 221). Thinking this way helps the researcher
notice replication of certain larger contextual and constructional uses prior
to constructionalization, in addition to the more local contextual collocations
typically found after constructionalization (see Section 3.5 above).

The model of change espoused here (A > B/A (> B)) in which A and B coexist re-
flects the hypothesis that there will be polysemy at least briefly.!® The hypothesis of
polysemy suggests that interpreters may find some utterances ambiguous. Which
meaning is to be interpreted in a context that does not provide adequate cues? In
early work on generative syntax, grammaticalization and especially reanalysis, it
was proposed that ambiguity was a prerequisite to change (e.g. Timberlake 1977
and Haspelmath 1998 on reanalysis) and frequent mention was made of “bridging
contexts” (e.g. Evans and Wilkins 2000; Heine 2002), or “critical contexts’, (Diewald
2002), both of which are defined as ambiguous. More recently the importance of
ambiguity prior to change has been questioned. Focus on the role of clusters of
subtle contextual modulations in change has established that ambiguity is not a
necessary factor in change, although it may be found in textual data. It has in fact
been shown that ambiguity often arises after rather than before change (e.g. Detges
and Waltereit 2002: 170, Detges 2016).

Finally, a reminder about speech and writing, which were mentioned in (a)
above and Chapter 1.5. This is a very broad distinction that glosses over regis-
ter (see e.g. Biber et al. 1999). “Speech” can range from casual conversation to
public speech such as presentations to institutions like Parliament or Congress.
“Writing” generalizes over practices ranging from letter writing to newspaper
reporting, academic writing and fiction. While speech is without doubt a main
factor in change, the role of writing in (semi-)literate societies cannot be ignored.
In particular, “speech-purposed writing”, or writing intended to be spoken, as for
example translations of the Bible and homilies (Culpeper and Kyt6 2010) clearly
had significant influence on not only the written textual record but also on speech.
There has been an increased use of colloquial, spoken features of language in fiction
and of economy and condensation for purposes of communicating information in
science writing and to some extent in newspaper writing (Biber and Gray 2011).
Such factors are considered “external” to broad kinds of developments outlined in
the present book.

19. An alternative hypothesis of monosemy has been developed primarily in work on Relevance
Theory, e.g. Sperber and Wilson (1995[1986]) and Carston (2002). Monosemy is problematic
for historical work because it does not readily allow for revealing distinct new meanings (but
see Nicolle 2011 on a Relevance Theoretic approach to grammaticalization).
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3.8 Summary of key points

To summarize, I have argued that what changes is usage. Therefore interlocutors
play a major role in change. Innovation is not change. Change is brought about when
expressions are used in replicated contexts and are eventually conventionalized with
aspects of form and meaning that differ from those of an earlier generation or differ-
ent community. Those contexts of particular interest here are linguistic, especially
assemblies of constructional uses prior to constructionalization, and pragmatic
implicatures that come to be conventionalized through replication. Most change is
gradual, progressing sneakily through constructional space. Analogical thinking
is a prerequisite for many changes, which are brought about by analogization. All
cases of analogization are neoanalyses. Meaning changes often involve the conven-
tionalization of invited inferences. Some meanings may come to be subjectified and
in some instances these subjectified meanings may come to be intersubjectified.

New characterizations of constructionalization and constructional changes
were proposed and the main objectives and domains of study in work on con-
structionalization and grammaticalization were compared.

In the next chapter I characterize Discourse Structuring Markers, what their
typical sources are, and exemplify with the history of one marker, after all.
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CHAPTER 4

Discourse Structuring Markers and some
generalizations about how they arise

4.1 Introduction

In this chapter I provide an introduction to what is usually meant by “Pragmatic
Markers” in general, including “Discourse Markers” (4.2). In Section 4.3 I elabo-
rate on the characterization in Chapter 1.2 of the subset of Connectives that are
“Discourse Structuring Markers” (DSMs), the topic of this book. By way of re-
minder, I understand DSMs to be procedurals that signal the intended relationship
between discourse segment 1 (D1) and discourse segment 2 (D2).2° Multifunctional
DSMs are DMs. Some generalizations about how DSMs, including DM, arise in
English are presented in Section 4.4. The history of after all is outlined in Section 4.5
to illustrate the theoretical points in prior sections. Section 4.6 summarizes.

4.2 Pragmatic Markers

As mentioned in Chapter 1.3, many terms have been used for pragmatic markers.
In her ground-breaking book, Discourse Markers, Schiffrin (1987) analyzed use of
the pragmatically interpreted expressions and, because, but, I mean, like, now, Oh,
ot; so, then, y’know, well and called them “Discourse Markers”. These expressions
include the mainly epistemic marker y’know and the mainly social marker well, as
well as the Discourse Structuring Markers and, but, now, then. The 11 function-
ally rather disparate markers that Schiffrin discussed have also been referred to
as “pragmatic particles” (e.g. Schourup 2016[1985]; Foolen 1996; Fischer 2006),
“pragmatic markers” (e.g. Fraser 1996) or “discourse particles (e.g. Aijmer 2002).
They are all associated with conventional pragmatic meaning (Haselow 2019), in-
cluding Oh (see Heritage 1994 et passim), Uh and Um (see Tottie 2014).

20. This is an idealized abstraction. In some cases of actual production, either D1 or D2 may
be absent (see Blakemore 2002 for discussion). Inferential so is well-known to be usable at the
beginning of a discourse, provided that relevance to the discourse situation is inferable. This
can be considered to be a special property of so. In my data, when D2 is absent (mainly in the
SPOKEN component of COCA) there has usually been an interruption.
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I follow Fraser (1996) in identifying an “umbrella” category of “Pragmatic
Markers” (PMs) with several subcategories. In PDE there are several dozen PMs
(under various names). For lists Fraser (1988, 1996, 2009a) and Aijmer (2002).

PMs signal what the speaker/writer (SP/W) intends the addressee/ reader
(AD/R) to understand regarding such factors as:

1. SP/W’s (represented) social relationship with the interlocutor (please),

2. SP/W’s degree of epistemic certitude regarding the upcoming discourse seg-
ment (I guess, of course),

3. 'The relationship between discourse segments that SP/W intends to convey
(and, also, but, by the way).

This third type of Pragmatic Marker is what I call a “Discourse Structuring Marker”.
The particular markers cited in 3. are multifunctional and are what I call Discourse
Markers. They are Connectors and are syntactically Conjuncts (Quirk et al. 1985).

Characteristics of Pragmatic Markers are outlined in 4.2.1, and of Discourse
Markers in particular in 4.2.2.

4.2 Characteristics of Pragmatic Markers

Many characterizations of the umbrella category called PMs here have been
proposed (often with different names), among them Schiffrin (1987), Foolen
(1996), Fraser (1996), Aijmer (2002) and Brinton (2017). It is generally agreed that,
among other things, PMs are:

a. non-truth-conditional,

b. contextualizing cues and processing instructions about how to interpret the
host clause (procedural),

multifunctional,

(inter)subjective,

not syntactically integrated with the host clause,

often mobile, i.e. usable in several positions in the clause; typically these po-
sitions are pre-clausal, post-clausal, and medial, but not all PMs occur in all
positions (see Chapter 12),

g. short,

h. set off by a prosodic envelope (or comma in writing).

"o a0

Haselow (2019: 3) regards PMs (which he calls DMs, following Schiffrin 1987) as
“cues for processing”. They “contribute to the development of a coherent mental
model of ongoing interaction and discourse by integrating single units of discourse
into a unified whole”
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4.2.2 Characteristics of Discourse Markers

Fraser (1996 and elsewhere) restricts the term “Discourse Marker” to the subset
of PMs that “can signal the intended relationship between adjacent discourse seg-
ments” (Fraser 2009a: 893). These are metatextual markers in the sense that they
signal text relationships construed by SP/W. Fraser typically recognizes DMs only in
pre-clausal position. Therefore, although DM:s as Fraser uses the term have most of
the characteristics listed above for PMs, they are not mobile. In this book, use in any
position is recognized, provided the expression E in question marks a connective
relationship between discourse segments.

For example, in (1), by the way is used in the typical pre-clausal position. Here it
is conventionally understood as a marker of digression, a move away from a straight
line of argument, in this case introducing an interruption to make an explanation.

(1) let’s go back to the TNA machine. The TNA machine- FRANKEN: By the way,
let me explain what that is ‘cause it keeps coming up.
(1990 CNN_NewsSun [COCA])

Pre-clausally it is used with other functions as well, like hedging and topic-shifting,
as will be discussed in Chapter 8.2, but it is to be contrasted with contentful by the
way meaning ‘along the road/path’, an expression only rarely found clause-initially
and topicalized in Present Day English. By contrast, when used post-clausally by
the way has less pragmatic effect, often implicating that the preceding clause should
be understood as having been presented as an after-thought.

(2) Didyou suspect that he might have fooled around with the models? That doesn’t
make him a murderer, by the way. (1990 CNN_King [COCA])

Even though it is in post-clausal position in (2), by the way still functions as a
Connector, this time orienting the AD/R back and signaling the relationship of
the host D2 (That doesn’t make him a murderer) to the D1 before that (Do you
suspect that...?). Note that by using the post-clausal by the way in (2) SP pretends
to downplay the importance of the preceding D2, and mitigates an accusation of
poor reasoning on the Addressees’s part. This can be seen by contrasting the serious
assertiveness of That doesn’t make him a murderer, without the DM.

A highly influential proposal is that there is a cross-linguistic systemic tendency
toward asymmetry in the functions of pre-clausal and post-causal uses, see espe-
cially Beeching and Detges (2014a), Degand and Fagard (2011) on alors in French,
and Haselow (2015) on anyway.?! Using the terms “left periphery” (LP) and “right

21. It should be noted that the asymmetry exemplified here is a tendency only and not deter-
ministic (see Traugott 2014 on no doubt).
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periphery” (RP), it is proposed that, especially in conversation, there is a tendency
for pre-clausal Es to host:

elements that create discourse coherence, which includes functions such as the
indication of topic shifts or disalignment from ideas expressed or implied in the
preceding discourse. (Haselow 2015: 158)

In conversation the pre-clausal Es tend to have scope over longer discourses. In
post-clausal position, however, Es tend to have scope mainly over the immediately
preceding discourse, and to:

host markers that renegotiate the effect and illocutionary force of an utterance, i.e.
it is the preferred place for a modification of the modality of an utterance, but it
may be exploited for retrospective textual linkage. (Haselow 2015: 158)

Renegotiating the illocutionary force of an utterance and retrospective textual link-
age are exemplified by use of by the way in (2) above, where the epistemic certitude
of D2, That doesn’t make him a murderer is modulated by by the way. Examples of
modulation of the modality of a D2 include the ‘despite what was expected’ use of
post-clausal after all discussed in Section 4.5 below, and concessive-conditional use
of post-clausal anyway (Haselow 2015).

And and but are Discourse Markers in some of their uses in both Schiffrin’s
and Fraser’s senses, specifically when they are used to combine clauses. As dis-
cussed in Chapter 2.5, from the point of view of logic and formal semantics, both
express coordination and are truth-conditionally, therefore semantically, equiv-
alent (Kempson 1975). But in language use they do not mean exactly the same
thing. Blakemore (2002: 99-103) explores this in some detail in connection with
clause combining uses such as are illustrated by (3) and (4).

(3) Larry, Sue and Simon want coffee and Bob, Jane and Tom want wine.
(Blakemore 2002: 101)

Blakemore suggests that “but would only be acceptable here if there was something
surprising either about the fact that Bob, Jane and Tom did not want the same drink
as the others or about the fact that they wanted wine” (p. 101). On the other hand,
but in (4) contradicts the assumption that Chicago is the windiest city in the US:

(4) New York was the windiest city in the United States today, but Chicago had
light winds. (Blakemore 2002: 102)

Discourse Structuring Markers are Connectors that are “procedural”. They guide
interpretations in contexts (e.g. Blakemore 1987, 2002; Rouchota 1998; Hansen
2008: 20,2012: 596) and point AD/Rs “to particular — more or less schematic — frames
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of interpretation for the utterance hosting such expressions” (Hansen: 2012: 595).
They are “highly compressed ways of expressing relations between ideas” (Lewis
2011: 440). In the following chapters, I highlight the multifunctionality of DMs and
the importance of contexts in the development of DM meanings. In the view of
DM:s developed here, they are a multifunctional, non-contentful pragmatic subset
of DSMs.

4.3 Discourse Structuring Markers

As has been mentioned from the beginning, the monofunctionality of some DSMs
and the multifunctionality of others suggests that they should not all be treated
as a single category if we are to account for language users’ knowledge of DSMs.
The categorization problem is somewhat diminished if categorization is based,
as in the case of Fraser (e.g. 1996, 2006, 2009a), on the basis of prototypical use
in pre-clausal position, but even in that position, whether a DSM is potentially
multifunctional or not can be debated. For example, Fraser (2009a: 895) lists any-
way as an attention-marker. However, Haselow (2015) convincingly shows that in
pre-clausal position in conversation it has several functions. It is used primarily to
introduce a new topic and to dismiss the earlier one as not highly relevant “for the
speaker’s communicative goals” (Haselow 2015: 168).

Building on Lenk (1998: 50) and Cuenca (2015), I distinguish Connectors that
are:

a. lexical and fully contentful (back to my point),

b. partly contentful, partly pragmatic and monofunctional and partly contentful
(further),

c. primarily pragmatic, multifunctional and primarily pragmatic (after all, by the
way).

I call the first set “lexical Connectors’, using Cuenca’s term, and do not consider
them to be DSMs. I discuss them in Chapter 9 mainly to highlight the distinctions
among the three kinds of Connector.Cxns above. As discussed in the present book,
DSMs are on a cline of pragmaticality from largely contentful, truth-conditional to
largely pragmatic, non-truth-conditional, as in Figure 4.1. A preliminary rendering
of Figure 4.1. was presented in Figure 1.1 in Chapter 1.2. It is slightly modified here
to include the abbreviations used in this book: 1DSM (monofunctional DSM), DM
(multifunctional DSM):
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Figure 4.1 The semantics-pragmatics continuum of Discourse Structuring Markers

Minimally pragmatic 1IDSM Maximally pragmatic DM
largely contentful largely pragmatic
monofunctional multifunctional

further, instead, parenthetically incidentally also, by the way

Constructional properties of DSMs are discussed in Section 4.3.1 and types of
Discourse Structuring Markers in 4.3.2. 4.3.3 provides a short interim summary.

4.3.1 Constructional properties of Discourse Structuring Markers

Syntactically, most Discourse Structuring Markers in English are Conjuncts. They:

1. serve linking textual functions,
2. have scope over clauses and more extended discourses,
3. can be used pre-clausally and are not fully integrated into clause structure.

I characterize expressions with these three properties as Connectors. Following
the constructional view that expressions are [[F] < [M]] pairings, I identity the
syntactic properties in (ii) and (iii) above with Conjunct status (form) and the tex-
tual discourse-functional property of connectivity with DSM status (meaning). As
defined in Quirk et al. (1985: 631-645), Conjuncts “have the function of conjoining
independent units” and they provide assessment of how the SP/W “views the con-
nection between linguistic units” Large numbers of examples of Conjuncts are cited
in Quirk et al. including after all, all the same, however, in addition, likewise, which
may occur in several positions in the clause, and are therefore different from con-
junctions, which typically only precede the clause. In this book I do not make this
distinction between Conjuncts that are mobile and coordinators that may only be
used pre-clausally and those that are mobile. I regard all Connectors as expressions
that may be used pre-causally to connect D2 with D1 and to provide an assessment
of how SP/W views the connection between D1 and D2. Therefore and and but are
included within an abstract Connector.Cxn. Constraints on position are typical of
all Connectors and may change over time. They will be discussed in Chapter 12.
In construction grammar schemas are conceptualized as generalizations over
particular micro-constructions. They have default properties that are passed down
to those particular micro-constructions; exceptions have overrides. I represent the
abstract schematic DSM pairing as [[Conjunct] <> [DSM]]. Default properties of
DSMs are the syntactic property Conjunct and the connective discourse function.
As will be discussed in Chapter 11, because it is the SP/W who conceptualizes the
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type of connectivity between D1 and D2, there will by default also be at least a small
degree of subjectivity in the pragmatic component. Also, because the SP/W cues
the AD/R to the kind of connectivity intended, there is also by default be a small
degree of intersubjectivity.

The kind of subjectivity involved in a DSM is in many cases a kind of stance-to-
text (see Traugott 2020b), since DSMs usually signal an evaluation of the textual
relationship between D1 and D2. This is particularly clear with DSMs like all the
same, which is used to concede the content of D1 and by the way, which is used
to imply that the content of D2 is unimportant. The suggestion that DSMs convey
stance-to-text is an extension to Connective adverbials of the category of “stance”
adverbials proposed in Biber and Finegan (1988, 1989), Biber et al. (1999), Conrad
and Biber (2000). Stance adverbials signal the speaker’s evaluation of the content
of the clause (regrettably in regrettably these do not match), or of how it is said
(frankly, I'm bored). Connective DSMs have a similar evaluative function, but the
evaluation in this case concerns whether D1 is to be taken as an elaboration (and,
also), contrast (but, all the same), etc. I call this “connectivity stance”.

Figure4.2 draws on Croft’s (2001: 18) model of a construction (Figure 2.2.in Chap-
ter 2.4), modified to show the default properties of DSMs in English discussed so far.

- - [¢—— CONSTRUCTION
syntactic properties:
Conjunct; pre-clausal position
morphological properties FORM
phonological properties
% Symbolic correspondence link

pragmatic properties;
low (inter)subjectivity

A

CONVENTIONAL MEANING
discourse-functional properties:
connectivity-stance

Figure 4.2 A preliminary model of the default symbolic structure of a DSM
(based on Croft 2001: 18)

The model in Figure 4.2 will be further elaborated in Chapter 11. Use in particular
non-initial positions and the particular kind of stance-to-text can be specified in
the models of individual DSMs and the changes they undergo, as is illustrated
in Figure 4.6 below in Section 4.5.2.

Given a model like that in Figure 4.2, we can think of specific DSMs as having:
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a. individual phonological form paired with Conjunct syntax and with dis-
course-functional properties of a particular type of connectivity (for types,
see Section 4.3.2 immediately below),

b. arelatively specific position on the pragmaticality continuum.

For example, instead has the default syntactic form Conjunct and the particular
phonological form /InstEd/. On the meaning side it has the particular property of
a relative degree of contentfulness. The default discourse-functional property is
connectivity and the particular discourse-functional stance is Contrast.

DSMs are Connectors that signal a relatively symmetric connective relation-
ship between D1 and D2 and are pragmatic to some degree. Connectors contrast
with subordinators that signal a relatively asymmetric relationship between D1
and D2, and structural dependency of one on the other, e.g. [although D1, D2]. For
DSMs an abstract constructional non-subordinate Connective.Schema is proposed
with the form-meaning pairing [[D1 Connector.Cxn D2] « [signals the relatively
symmetric connective relationship between D1 and D2]]. Likewise, a Subordinate.
Schema generalizes over subordinate, asymmetric connectivity between D1 and
D2. Both the Connective.Schema and the Subordinate.Schema are daughters of
a highly abstract super-schema that I call the Connectivity.Schema, as shown in
Figure 4.3. To avoid the complexities of indicating clause order in the case of the
Subordinate.Schema, which is irrelevant to discussion of DSMs, I specify only the
meaning side of the latter:*?

Connectivity.Schema
[signals the kind of link between D1 and D2]

Connective.Schema Subordinate.Schema
[signals a largely symmetric link between [signals an asymmetric link
D1 and D2 and ina D1__D2 frame] between D1 D2]

Figure 4.3 The connectivity.schema and its chief daughters

In this book I am concerned only with the Connective.Schema. Note that I use the
term Connector to refer to the class of micro-constructions that connect D1 and
D2. This category includes lexical Connectors as well as DSMs. “Connective” is used
either as an adjective or, as here, in the expression “Connective.Schema” to refer to
a hypothesized higher level schema.

22. To address ordering issues in the case of dative alternation, Perek (2012) proposed a “con-
structeme” that generalizes over order of nominal arguments. How best to formalize order of
subordinate clauses remains to be considered.
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4.3.2 Types of Discourse Structuring Markers

DSMs (including DMs) are Connectors licensed by the abstract Connective.Schema
posited in the previous section. Fraser (1996 and elsewhere) identifies four types
of what I call DSMs in English (he calls them DMs). While it is likely that such
markers are available in most, perhaps all, languages (Heine et al. In press), the
extent of the inventory of some types may differ from language to language, as
may the extent to which the type is instantiated by DMs. For example, English has
rather few reformulation markers such as I mean, namely within the category of
Elaborative markers, but a significant number has been identified for Catalan and
Spanish in Cuenca and Bach (2007). As will be discussed in Chapter 9, the func-
tion “Return to prior topic” is largely instantiated in English by Es that are lexical
Connectors and not pragmatic.
Fraser’s four types are:

1. Elaborative markers: used to implicate that D2 expands on D1: and, also, fur-
ther. This set includes “reformulation markers” such as in other words, namely,
I'mean,

2. Contrastive markers: used to implicate that the content of D2 contrasts with
that in D1: but, instead, on the contrary,

3. Inferential markers: used to implicate that D2 can be inferred from D1: after
all, for, now, so,

4. Topic change markers: as far as, by the way, the function of which is primarily
to signal the nature of the topic-orientation that SP/W intends. “Topic” is here
understood as the discourse topic or what the discourse is about. DSM topic
markers are above all markers of how coherence is construed and negotiated.

SP/Ws use such markers to express their (adopted) stance toward the relationship
between what is said in D1 and D2. That the stance can be adopted and fake is
particularly clear in the case of digressive topic change markers used to implicate
that D2 is relatively unimportant when it may actually be the main point of the
contribution (see Chapter 8).

It should be noted that In Fraser (2009a: 893) the fourth type, topic change
markers, are called “topic-orientation markers” and accounted for in a separate
subset of PMs, called “discourse management markers” along with a class of at-
tention markers like hey, oh, ok. Fraser’s reason for treating them as a separate
category is that he sees them as “metatextual comment[s] on the structure of the
discourse” (Fraser 2009a: 893).2 The idea is that the first three types (Elaboratives,

23. In Fraser (2009b: 316) he defines DMs as semantic and says change in discourse topic is not
a semantic notion, therefore topic-changing markers are not DMs.

printed on 2/10/2023 4:43 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



68

Discourse Structuring Markers in English

EBSCChost -

Contrastives and Inferentials) mainly have scope over clauses, but discourse man-
agement markers mainly have scope over larger discourse. Fraser’s distinction be-
tween DMs and discourse management markers will not be used here?* because,
as Schiffrin (1987) pointed out, many markers can be used at both “local” and
“global” levels of organization. While she is concerned with organization of dyadic
conversation, local and global scope are relevant in monologic written texts as well.
From a cognitive point of view any procedural kind of cueing of the relationship be-
tween D1 and D2 contributes to cueing of coherence and how it is to be interpreted.

It should also be noted that among “discourse management markers” Fraser
(2009a) identifies a class of topic-orientation markers that includes:

continuation with the current topic (e.g. as I was saying, but),

digression from the current topic (e.g. by the way, I almost forgot),

return to the previous topic (e.g. back to my point),

introduction of a new topic (e.g. to change the topic, to return to the prior topic).

Ll S

As mentioned above, because the examples in the return to previous topic category
are lexical and contentful I do not treat them as DSMs but as lexical Connectors.
However, I discuss them briefly in Chapter 9 to spotlight the differences between
them and DSMs and within DSMs between 1DSMs and DM.

4.3.3 Interim summary

To summarize this far, in this book I cut across some of Fraser’s more recent cate-
gorizations and distinguish lexical Connectors that are fully contentful from DSMs
that are partially or not contentful. The kinds of DSMs discussed are as follows:

Elaborators: Chapter 6
Contrastives: Chapter 7
Digressives: Chapter 8
Inferentials

=

Inferentials are illustrated below in Section 4.5 by the history of after all. Because
introduction of a new topic has been exemplified in Haselow’s (2015) extensive
historical analyses of anyway, this kind of topic shift will not be discussed here.

24. The distinction is, however, used in Traugott (2020c¢).
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4.4 Generalizations about the rise of Discourse Structuring Markers

While in English most Discourse Structuring Markers (and many PMs) arise his-
torically via Conjunct adverbials from contentful Circumstance adverbials, a few
arise via different phrasal configurations, e.g. all the same, which originates in a
quantifier and N modifier.

Essential to the change from Circumstance Adverbial to [[Conjunct] <> [DSM]]
is a shift in prototypicality associated with position. As will be shown in the case
studies, there is evidence that this change to Conjunct status can occur only if
the Circumstance adverbial (or other source expression) has been used repeatedly
in clause-initial position, where it is a topicalized and serves as a frame for what
follows.

In this section, I outline typical developments from Circumstance adverbial to
[[Conjunct adverbial] « [Discourse Structuring Marker]] (4.4.1) and from mono-
functional 1DSM to multifunctional DM function (4.4.2).

4.4.1 From Circumstance adverbial to [[Conjunct adverbial] <
[Discourse Structuring Marker]]

Adverbials have long been considered to be adjuncts and not core elements in a
clause (see recently Kim and Davies 2020, citing Kim and Sag 2005). From a syn-
tactic point of view it is therefore possible to interpret the development of DSMs in
English as a history of gradual shifting of some syntactically non-core expressions
to ones that are even more marginal syntactically because they are syntactically
not fully integrated. However, just as use of adverbials adds to the clause crucial
material that frames and perspectivizes the content of the clause in terms of space,
time, manner, etc., so use of DSMs adds crucial perspectivizing of the textual or-
ganization of what is being said or written. They are essential to the architecture
of discourse.

The history of DSMs in English requires consideration of classes of adverbi-
als. Adverbials have been analyzed in a number of different ways (e.g. Greenbaum
1969; Quirk et al. 1985; Ramat and Ricca 1994; Biber et al. 1999; Huddleston
and Pullum 2002; Hasselgard 2010; Lenker 2010). It has become customary to
distinguish:

a. “adverbs”: a formal category of expressions that in PDE typically end in -ly, and
are syntactically dispensable (adjuncts),

b. “adverbials”: adverbs having the functional property of modifying verbs (sang
loudly), adverbs (very loudly), adjectives (extremely loud), and clauses (frankly,
he did a poor job).
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Drawing on Hasselgard (2010), who in turn draws on Greenbaum (1969) and Quirk
etal. (1985), among others, I classify adverbials according to various types of func-
tions. Types particularly relevant to the present study are Circumstance adverbials
and Conjunct (linking) adverbials.

Circumstance adverbials are adjuncts with semantics of space (at home, along
the road), time (at that time, after all the speeches), manner (loudly), instrument
(with a hammer), etc. I abbreviate them as CircAdvs. Prototypically CircAdvs:

i. are syntactically focusable and “addressable” (they can be it-clefted, negated
and questioned, see Mittwoch et al. 2002),%°

ii. are semantically relatively contentful and monofunctional,

iii. have scope over a phrase,

iv. are integrated into clause structure.

Prototypically, CircAdvs have been used in clause-final position from Middle
English on, but they can also be used in other positions. Topicalized use in initial
position is atypical in Present Day English but they frame the content that follows,
especially in rhetorically parallel argumentation:

(5) InGreece, farmers expect disaster should there be no rain next year. In France,
the drought has been the worst on record.
(The environment digest [BNC]; Fagard and Sarda 2014: 199, bolding original)

Fagard and Sarda (2014: 199) point out that “framing adverbials delimit discourse

segments that are cohesive with the interpretative criteria they set up”. By hypothesis

the use of a CircAdyv in initial position is key to its reinterpretation as a Conjunct.
As stated above in Section 4.3, Conjuncts are linking adverbials. They:

i. serve connective textual functions (after all, by the way, in addition, instead),
ii. have scope over clauses and more extended discourses,
iii. tend to be used pre-clausally and are not fully integrated into clause structure.

They do not have the first characteristic of CircAdvs mentioned above as they
cannot be clefted and they are not addressable.

The beginning of the clause is a position in which discourse framing occurs
(Schiftrin 1987; Auer 1996; Aijmer 2002). As mentioned in Chapter 1.5, absent
prosody;, it is often not possible to distinguish pre-clausal (DSM) and initial (top-
icalized CircAdv) position syntactically (Gregory and Michaelis 2001). Therefore
use at the beginning of the clause is a locus of change from CircAdv to DSM status.

25. For discussion of focusability and addressability see Boye and Harder’s (2007, 2012) hypoth-
esis about grammaticalization in Chapter 5.3.
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As will be discussed later, some adverbials with connective meaning can be used
at the end of the clause as well, e.g. after all, see Section 4.5.1 below, and all the
same, Chapter 7.3. Again, it is not always possible, absent prosodic information,
to distinguish clause-final adverbial and post-clausal DSM use. (“Comma punc-
tuation” is not a useful criterion since commas are not used systematically, and
present day punctuation practices have been conventionalized only fairly recently,
see Parkes 1992).

Table 4.1 models prototypical and atypical alignments of CircAdvs and
Conjuncts with respect to position relative to the clause in Early Modern English,
the period in which many of the changes discussed occurred. In this Table, dis-
tinctions between pre-clausal/initial and post-clausal/final position are ignored as
these cannot be assessed well in written historical data, where we have no prosodic
information.

Table 4.1 Prototypical positions for CircAdvs and Conjuncts

in Early Modern English

Typical Atypical
CircAdv Final Initial
Conjunct Initial Final

The hypothesis is that in the communicative act interlocutors repeatedly reinter-
preted certain topicalized CircAdvs as univerbated rather than phrasal chunks.
Given replication in topicalized initial position where it was used with framing
function, a contentful, monofunctional [+truth-conditional] CircAdv could be re-
interpreted as a semi-contentful, largely monofunctional and partially [-truth-con-
ditional] Conjunct. The result was a profile shift, for example, a topicalized after all
‘after everything’ (a temporal adverbial phrase with an alternant after all this) was
reinterpreted as a univerbated form associated with a default connective meaning
‘in the end’ (an inferential relationship, used only in the pronominal form after all).
This was a constructionalization because there was a shift in default position and
morphophonology (form) and in function (meaning). A new construction was
added to the constructicon. The profile shift and subsequent reconfiguration of one
of the uses of CircAdvs exemplifies what Van de Velde (2014: 173) characterizes as
“form-function changes [that] involve strengthening of already available resources
with extension to new domains”. He says this happens “when a new subsystem
comes under pressure”. However, there is no obvious pressure on a subsystem in
the development of Conjunct uses of CircAdvs.

Because DSMs are used by default by SP/W to signal to AD/R how the re-
lationship between D1 and D2 should be understood, all DSMs as they develop
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undergo some degree of (inter)subjectification, the change whereby later meanings
come to be more grounded in the SP/W’s and AD/R’s perspective than earlier uses.
That is, they come to be used more (inter)subjectively. Association with at least a
small degree of (inter)subjectivity is one of the main differences between DSMs
and CircAdvs.

4.4.2 From monofunctional to multifunctional
Discourse Structuring Marker function

In some cases, as more pragmatic nuances come to be associated with a particular
Conjunct, it may come to be used in multifunctional ways not associated with
the original [[Conjunct] < [DSM]] pairing. This is a reshaping of the pragmatic
features of the Conjunct resulting in a constructional change. All DMs are conven-
tionally pragmatic. They are all multifunctional, but not all are mobile (e.g. and and,
until recently, in most varieties of English, but), therefore availability with different
pragmatics in different positions is not an essential component of reorganization of
a Conjunct with largely monofunctional meaning as a multifunctional DM.

As will be seen in each of the cases studied in Part II, some DSMs have not
come to be used as DMs in the sense discussed here. In other words, some DSMs are
largely monofunctional and partially contentful, e.g. in addition, instead (1DSMs).
The evidence from the corpora suggests that just as CircAdvs are not used as
Conjuncts without being used in initial position first, so Conjuncts are not used
with DM function without prior monofunctional DSM use. This means that there
is always the potential for a Conjunct to be used with multifunction DM function,
but this potential is often not exploited.

Figure 4.4 (Figure 1.3 in Chapter 1.4 repeated here for convenience, with a
slight modification) summarizes the main kinds of changes just discussed as the
Discourse Structuring Marker Trajectory Hypothesis (to be modified slightly in
Chapter 7.5 in connection with Connectors without adverbial sources). It assumes
that [[Conjunct] < [Discourse Structuring Marker]] is a constructionalized [[F] <
[M]] pairing and that DMs are an optional discourse functional subset of DSMs.
While all Conjuncts are largely monofunctional DSMs (1DSMs) with partially con-
tentful/partially pragmatic meaning, only some come at a later stage to be used
as largely pragmatic multifunctional DMs. Unlike in Figure 4.4, Conjunct is not
repeated in the third representation of a construction as there has been no change.

Forany particular shift, there will be assignment to a particular discourse-function
such as the ones mentioned in 4.3.3 above: Elaborative, Contrastive, Inferential or
Digressive.

DSMs tend to have meanings related to those of their CircAdv sources, and
DMs tend to have meanings related to those of their Conjunct sources. This is
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e h
SYN: | | Circumstance adverbial Conjunct
SEM: > Partially contentful g
PRAG: | | Contentful partially pragmatic Largely pragmatic DM
DF: | | monofunctional 1DSM
N J

Figure 4.4 The Discourse Structuring Marker Trajectory Hypothesis

a kind of polysemy, but as Percillier (2020: 220) cautions, traditional “polysemy”,
understood as multiple meanings associated with a form, is not adequate for con-
structional analysis. Rather, we need to think of “a single construction with related
constructional meanings”. That said, it is useful to recall that Hansen (2012: 598)
observed that “[t]ypically, synchronic polysemy [read: “multiple meanings associ-
ated with a construction”] will be the result of diachronic sense extensions”. The
layering can persist for quite some time. Indeed, Indo-European uses of CircAdv
temporal and Conjunct relatively monofunctional DSM (later multifunctional DM)
uses of NU ‘now’ have persisted since before Old English times (Auer and Maschler
2016). However, in many cases layering is observable only for a time. There is, for
example, little remaining relationship, either formal or meaningful, between Old
English eall swa ‘all equally’ and also.

4.4.3 Contexts for the rise of Discourse Structuring Markers

Modifying Bybee et al’s well known statement (1994: 297) cited in Chapter 3.6
about grammaticalization: “Everything that happens to the meaning of a gram
happens because of the context in which it is used”, we can say “Everything that
happens to the meaning of a construction happens because of the context in which
the construction is used”. Contexts that are especially important for the develop-
ment of DSMs are the surrounding text (“co-text”) and the assembly over time of
multiple different contexts (Petré 2019).

An example of co-textual contexts for the development of Conjuncts out of lex-
ical CircAdvs is use of an E in the immediate context of descriptions of locutionary
events, as noted in Lenker (2010):

many of the new adverbial connectors which have developed in the history of
English started their life as circumstance adverbials on the phrasal level, modifying
a verbal phrase containing a verbum dicendi (‘verb of speaking’ gcr).

(Lenker 2010: 38; italics original)
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Lenker (2010) cites such contexts for, among other adverbials, now ‘at this point in
the text’ in Old English (6a) and also in Early Modern English (6b):

(6) a.

We willad furdor ymbe das emnihte swidor sprecan on
We will further about those equal-nights more-correctly speak in
gedafenlicere stowe; &  we secgad nu sceortlice pet...
more-suitable place; and we say =~ now briefly  that...

‘We will speak further and more correctly about the equinox in a more
suitable place; and we say now briefly that...

(c1000 Zlfric, De Temporibus Anni [HC: CoTempo; Lenker 2010: 38])
Also it is said that (Theriaca Athanasia) doe both resolue, breake and digest
humours.

‘Also it is said that Theriaca Athanasia [a drug thought to be anti-poison]
resolves, breaks down and digests [diseased] body fluids’

(1602 Clowes, Treatise for the artificial cure of struma

[HC CeScie2a; Lenker 2010: 39])

In later chapters we will see the importance in some cases, especially by the way, of
discursive assembly with a verb like say, talk. (7) is an example:

(7) [beasts] of the which some are of the greatnesse and height of a great pigge,
the others lesse, and this much will I say by the way, their flesh is tender and
pleasant for to eate.

‘some of which are the size and height of a large pig, the others smaller, and
this much I will say in passing, their flesh is tender and pleasant to eat’

(1568 Thevet, The new found vvorlde [EEBO])

Contexts also include the syntactic positions in which a DSM can occur. The po-
sitions most often discussed are what I am calling “pre-clausal” and “post-clausal”
However, clause-medial position is also used in some cases. As will be seen im-
mediately below in connection with after all, DMs can be used with very different
meanings in different positions (and see further Chapter 12).

4.5 A preliminary case study: The development of after all

To exemplify the rather abstract issues raised above and in Chapter 3, here I pro-
vide a sketch of the history of after all. A more detailed account of this history in
constructional terms can be found in Traugott (2018a). In this section I first outline
uses in PDE (4.5.1) and then the history (4.5.2).
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4.5.1 After all in contemporary American English

After all is listed in Fraser (1996: 340) as an inferential DSM signaling that D2 is a
conclusion that follows from D1. In many cases it marks SP/W’s justification for
saying D1, while at the same time implicating that AD/R is often expected to share
the assumptions behind D2, as in:

(8) Soany ideas or pointers would be helpful. After all computers are supposed to
make life easier, not harder!
(2012 Multiple live broadcast at the same time? [COCA BLOG])

This is how it is normally understood in pre-clausal position, where it appears most
frequently. But affer all is pragmatically polysemous, depending in part on position,
as was illustrated by Example (4) in Chapter 1.5.

In medial position, especially after BE, it can be understood as meaning ‘as is
well known, of course’. In (9) it has a stronger effect than pre-clausally, and func-
tions intersubjectively to signal T expect you to remember/use your encyclopedic
knowledge’. In (9) the speaker (Gingrich) justifies why he said I think too many peo-
ple are dismissing Bachmann, and at the same time reminds AD/R that Bachmann’s
being a woman is ‘of course’ important in a political campaign. In other words, he
invokes knowledge that both Bachmann and McCain (not Cain!) were Republican
candidates for the Presidency of the US:

(9) I think too many people are dismissing Bachmann. She is after all a woman
and since Cain has been slandered so much by the democratic party it only
makes sense she would be nominated.

(2012 Gingrich tells ABC News [COCA WEB])

In post-clausal position after all is often used with a concessive meaning (‘despite
expectation’), as in (10), where after all evokes ‘despite the claim that wolves are
easy to live with.

(10) Once they [wolves] even tried for a horse in my hometown but that was a vey
[sic] peculiar case. So they are not too easy to live with after all.
(2012 Would real wolves act like the wolves of “The Grey’? [COCA BLOG])

It is this concessive use that is most often cited in dictionaries. For example, the
online Google dictionary defines after all as ‘in spite of any indications or ex-
pectations to the contrary’. The on-line Merriam Webster dictionary gives two
definitions: the first is ‘in spite of considerations or expectations to the contrary’,
with a post-clausal example, and the second is ‘in view of all circumstances’, with
a clause-medial example. No pre-clausal example is provided, nor is a justification
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interpretation.?® Constraints on meanings of after all in particular positions do
not predict meaning in PDE and the distinctions between (8), (9) and (10) are
not always readily discernable. They are the residue of historical developments.

4.5.2 A sketch of the history of after all

DSM after all originates in a Circumstance temporal construction meaning ‘after
everything, at the end’. The first likely example of after all (pronominal) in EEBO is
(11). Here it can be interpreted as ‘after all this’ and is a clause-medial adverbial with
an adjective all used pronominally (anone ‘immediately’ is probably a topicalized
temporal adverbial that is an argument of the clause):

(11) they were dampned to the deth as fals traitours and anone after all the britons
of the lande by commune assent crouned vortiger.
‘they were condemned to death as false traitors and soon after everything the
Britons of the land by common assent crowned Vortiger’
(1480 Caxton, In the yere of thyncarnacion of our lord [EEBO])

As a reviewer pointed out, (11) is ambiguous as cited. It could be parsed as ‘soon
after, Vortiger was crowned by all the Britons’. However, this interpretation is un-
likely if the fuller context is considered. The passage follows a sequence of events:
and anone let take the hondred knyghtes of pehites and bynde hir hondes behynde
hem and lede hem to london ‘and right away had the hundred Pictish knights seized
and their hands bound behind them and led them to London’. Note that this first
set of episodes is introduced by and anone. As I interpret it, the narrative here is
structured as two main episodes, each introduced by and anone, and after all refers
back to the first set of episodes.

In the context of reasoning, affer all later came to be understood to mean ‘in the
end, eventually, on reflection’, sometimes ‘in conclusion’, a conclusive use that Lewis
(2000, 2007) regards as a crucial step toward its later use as a DSM. Lewis (2007: 96)
finds that in her data contexts are “often polar or scalar, insofar as the idea in the
scope of after all is typically something smaller than, or less than, expected, or is
the contrary of what was expected”. An ‘in the end’ reading is exemplified by (12)
because a set of alternatives precedes the final choice.

26. “After all” Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster, https://www.merriam-web-
ster.com/dictionary/after%20all. Accessed 14 Aug. 2021.
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(12) man hangs ina ballance like a young virgin vvhich hath many suters:
man hangs ina balance like a young virgin who  has many suitors:
some she fauoures for parentage, some for personage, some for friends,
some she favors for parentage, some for personality, some for friends,
some for vvealth, some for vvit, some for vertue: and after all, chuseth
some for wealth, some for wit, some for virtue: and in the end, chooses
the vvorst of all:
the worst of all: (1588 Smith, The Christians sacrifice [EEBOJ;

Traugott In press: 72)

An explicit mention of coming to a conclusion after deliberation appears in a 1620
translation from Italian of a famous text, Bocaccio’s Decameron (note the locu-
tionary context):

(13) heresorted to his other brethren, and told them what he had seene in the time
past, betweene their sister and lorenzo: many deliberations passed on in this
case; but after all, thus they concluded together, to let it proceede on.

(1620 Florio, The decameron [EEBO])

In (12) and (13) the ‘in the end’ use of after all is still largely lexical and semanti-
cally contentful, but is used with inferential pragmatics in clause-initial contexts
where coming to a conclusion at the end of a series of discussions is appropriate. I
concur with Lewis (2000, 2007) that the ‘in the end’ reading was a crucial step in
the development of DSM meanings, as these involve reasoning. The development
of this reading may have been accompanied by some loss of morphological com-
positionality and univerbation. By hypothesis development of ‘in the end’ exem-
plifies constructionalization of after all as a Conjunct connecting two segments of
discourse. It is largely monofunctional, but in examples like (12) a concessive can
(with hindsight) also be inferred because the ‘worst of all’ is a polar choice that is
contrary to what might be expected.

During the 1630s and 1640s after all appears in a number of examples in modal
contexts (e.g. after conditional if) or in final position. Here, even though it can be
understood as meaning ‘in the end’, and may have been intended with that mean-
ing, it may also have been understood as signaling a stronger inferential relation-
ship, depending on context. For example, clause-medial use in (14) after modal ke
might have stayed with us can be inferred to implicate justification for the position
put forward in D1 (‘why did we need Christ’s ascension?’):

(14) what needed then (say wee) the ascension? hee might have now stayed with
us, after all, for our comfort.
‘why did we need (we say) the ascension? he might have stayed with us, after all,
for our comfort! (1635 Austin, Devotionis Augustinianae flamma [EEBO])
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And clause-final use in the conditional clause in (15) can be inferred to have been
understood as inviting the AD/R to re-process what precedes (‘save theny’) with the
concessive implicature ‘though X might have thought otherwise/despite everything:

(15) ifall the gods of the world can do for you what he hath done, can pardon sinne
by giving his son, can heale your soules, and save them after all, follow them.
(1646 Peters, Gods doings [EEBO])

This ‘despite everything’ meaning can also be inferred after the subordinator if:

(16) to what purpose were all their watchings, ... their so frequent martyrdomes,
of what excellency or availe, if after all, they should be hurried out of this
world and all their fortunes and possessions, by untimely, by disgracefull, by
dolourous deaths, (1647 Taylor, Of the sacred order [EEBQO])

Examples like (14)-(16), which probably exemplify the inferential ‘in the end’ read-
ing enriched by justification or concession interpretations, are found in rhetorical
texts that are intended to explicate hidden meanings in Biblical texts. They are not
found in practical instructions, even if D2 contains a modal. For example, (17)
occurs in a set of instructions for planting trees. These instructions are of the form
you may V. In (17) after all is unambiguously used as a CircAdv meaning ‘after all
the other actions™

(17) you may lay some dung upon the uppermost face of the hole after all, if you
please (‘if it please you’), in light and sandy ground.
(1650 Hartlib, A designe for plenty [EEBO])

In the early 17thC we find several instances of for after all these things, yet after all
this where the adverbial is in clause-initial position. It is a topicalized temporal
adverbial argument of the clause. Toward the end of the century pronominal after
all is attested in the context of for and yet. Both for and yet were already extant
DSMs used to signal inferential relationships between D1 and D2. Although pro-
nominal after all can be understood as Conjunct ‘in the end’, the preceding DSMs
probably strengthened the inferential meanings: justificational with for, concessive
with yet however”:

(18) a. buto the mischief of common-place-books!*”” which make men write what
they find, and not what is to their purpose: for after all, dr: field doth but
seem to advance another principle in his opinion.

(1673 Stillingfield, Answer to several late treatises [EEBO])

27. A ‘common-place-book was a book with lists of quotations from famous people.
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b. although a person useth his sincere endeavour by all moral helps, and the
divine grace assisting him to find out in these writings the things necessary
to salvation, yet after all he can not certainly understand the meaning of
them (1673 Stillingfield, Answer to several late treatises [EEBO];

Traugott In Press: 73)

In sum, during the 17thC a cluster of replicated contextual uses is attested in EEBO
that enriched the inferential meaning of after all ‘in the end’. They were:

a. use in contexts of reasoning,
b. association with a modal clause (in religious texts),
c. collocation with an inferential DSM.

By the end of the century SP/Ws began to use after all independently of such con-
texts. This use was a profile shift such that the pragmatic interpretations available
in context came to be understood as the main contribution of after all to a [D1 __
D2] sequence, as in (19):

(19) he understood the humour of the athenian people, who were easily disgusted
with the merit of extraordinary persons, whom he set his wit to abuse, that
he might please that people: after all, he often is no (‘not’) otherwise pleasant
than by his Buffoonry.

(1674 Rapin, Reflections on Aristotle’s treatise of poesie [EEBO])

Examples such as (19), in which the context is neither for nor modal, suggest that a
justificational use was conventionalized by the 1670s and that after all had come to
be linked by at least some SP/Ws in the network of constructions to the justification
schema of which for was already a member.

Around this period after all also begins to appear in medial position and con-
trastive but not modal contexts as in (20), where yet signals the contrast. Here it
does not function as temporal ‘after everything), inferential ‘in the end’ or justifi-
cation for saying D2, but can be understood as signaling that a certain situation
holds despite expectations arising from prior discourse, specifically despite having
indicated their discontent regarding the secretary’s pay, they were willing to put
that discontent aside under certain circumstances:

(20) [regarding perceived favoritism and corruption] they being of opinion, that
more moderate fees ought to have contented a pen-man that was no better
qualified than with the ordinary fruits of a writing-school: yet they assured
his majesty after all, that if a reasonable supply would suit with his occasions;

they were ready so far to testifie their obedience.
(1681 Cotton, The field of bloud [EEBO])
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This kind of concessive meaning came to be entrenched in post-clausal use as
SP/W’s subjective assessment without contrastive yet or but during the 18thC, but
still largely in conditional contexts, as in:

(21) a. [after lengthy expressions of suspicion about her daughter] Why, if she

should be innocent, if she should be wronged after all? I don’t know what

to think. (1700 Congreve, Way of the world V [Traugott 2004: 558;

2018a: 36; In press: 74, 176)

b. [Lettice’s soliloquy after a dream that her dead mother is alive] But let me

think a little. If my Mother shou’d be Alive, after all. Ay, that wou’d fright

me worse than seeing twenty Ghosts, for she’ll force me to marry Ned
Ploughshare.

(1730-31 Lillo, Sylvia [CLMET _3_0_1_14; Traugott 2018a: 36])

The new pragmatic uses around 1700 suggest that after all was regularly being used
as a DM by the beginning of the 18thC.

Working with a much smaller corpus, in Traugott (2004) I suggested that con-
cessive uses arose before justificational ones. The far larger EEBO corpus suggests
that both may have arisen in the late 17thC, but in different contexts, the justifica-
tional meaning in the context of for and pre-clausal use, the concessive meaning in
yet, modal, conditional and post-clausal contexts.

Lewis (2007: 97) interprets the development as a functional split, modeled
in Figure 4.5. In this model she counts only justification as a “connective’, because
it is used in initial position in her data. I, however, count the concessive use as
connective also, since it signals a connection between a discourse segment and an
earlier one that is textually either available or accessible.

despite predictions/beliefs — Contrastive after all

temporal after + all - ‘in the end’

to sum up — ‘as is known’ — Justificative (connective) after all
Figure 4.5 Functional split of after all (Lewis 2007: 129)

The use of after all as a concessive is consistent with pan-European use of all in
concessive Es such as English (although, all the same, for all), German (allerdings, bei
all), French (toutfois, tout ... que) (Konig 1985: 266). It may be that there was French
influence on the development of after all (cf. Fr. aprés tout).?8 In its concessive

28. For an example of a detailed study of the likely influence of French on a DM in the Late Mid-
dle English and Early Modern English periods, see Sorva (2007) on the rise and obsolescence of
conjunctive concessive albeit ‘although’.
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use after all was linked with the contrastive schema that includes however and
though, both of which are monofunctional paraphrases. Lenker (2010) shows
that post-clausal position came to be associated with concessive use in the 18thC.
However, over time, concessive uses of after all weakened and many clause-final
uses of are best understood as justificational, especially in the context of a predi-
cation with BE:

(22) in solitude I often shuddered at my friend ... On meeting him again, I was
often filled with remorse, when his deep eyes beamed kindly upon me, as with
the glow of a household fire that was burning in a cave. “He is a man after all,”
thought I; “his Maker’s own truest image, a philanthropic man! -”

(1852 Hawthorne, Blithedale romance [COHA])

Although a concessive reading seems possible in (22) given that the cognizer is
describing a change in her perspective, it is more plausibly used as an explanation
of her remorse at shuddering when she saw her friend. The two readings can also
be merged.

A further, somewhat infrequent, use is an epistemic ‘of course, everyone knows’
reading found in medial position with a form of the verb BE. This use is an exten-
sion of justificational meaning and developed in the 19thC. It usually occurs in
the context of a statement that S/W wants the AD/R to take as a general truth or
well-known fact:

(23) they have not convinced me of the incorrectness of my opinion; because that
which is founded in truth is, after all, the only thing that is ‘good and nour-
ishing’ to the understanding. (1820 Ballou, Series of letters [COHA])

In PDE this has come to be the typical use of after all in medial position (see
Example (9) above in Section 4.5.1).

Around 1900, use of after all is prototypically justificational in pre-clausal po-
sition, concessive in post-clausal position, and epistemic in medial position if the
predicate is BE. This division of labor has, however, been somewhat relaxed, espe-
cially in colloquial usage, and the justificational reading has come to predominate
in all positions in speech, blogs and represented speech, according to the 2020
COCA data, and a small count of the COHA data for the decade 2000 presented
in Table 12.4 in Chapter 12.3.1. Lewis (2007: 98) states that concessive use “is no
longer possible in PDE”, and this is borne out by the COCA data. It is, however,
available intuitively.

Position does not modulate the meaning of most DMs as dramatically as it has
in the past for after all, as will become evident in later chapters. Nevertheless, as
we will see in Chapters 7 and 12, a weak correlation of post-clausal position and
concessive meaning appears to be characteristic of English.
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Finally, a word about subjectivity, intersubjectivity and increases in them with
respect to after all. In PDE all DM meanings of after all are subjective in that they
are used to express SP/W’s perspective. All index SP/W’s reasons for saying D2.
To the extent that justification and concession anticipate AD/Rs objections and
counterarguments, they are used intersubjectively, but in several examples like (22)
justification and concession engage SP/W’s own arguments rather than those of
the interlocutor and any implied intersubjectivity appears to be mainly a default of
procedural status and the speech situation rather than a new conventional meaning.
However, the ‘of course’ reading used mainly in medial position as in (23) signals
that AD/R should recall some fact and this use does appear to have arisen by inter-
subjectification, the process whereby SP/Ws come to use an expression to convey
more attention to AD/R than it did at an earlier time. These kinds of issues will be
further discussed in Chapter 11.

The changes to use of after all up to about 1900 can be summarized in Figure 4.6
using Croft’s (2001) constructional model cited in Figure 2.2. in Chapter 2.4. Only
the barest outline of the most relevant factors is provided in Figure 4.6. Contexts are
distinguished graphically by italics between stages of development. If a feature such
as “Conjunct” does not undergo change, it is not repeated; “alt”, “(pre)”, “(post)”,
“med’, “infer”, and “justif” are short for ‘alternative’, ‘pre-clausal’, ‘post-clausal’, ‘me-
dial’, ‘justificational’ and ‘inferential’ respectively.”

15thC-20thC contexts early17thC contexts early18thC context early19th

SYN: | | CircAdv Conjunct
MORPH: | | phrase monomorph
PHON: | | /aftral/ /eeftral/

SEM: | | ‘after everything’ reasonin ‘in the end’ for, yet underdetermined
PRAG: i I . || DM:justif (pre)
DF: | | temporal 1DSM: infer concessive (post)

copula epistemic (med)

BE

Figure 4.6 Outline of the rise of DM uses of after all up to 1900

Looking at the features of each grid in Figure 4.6, one can see that the shift from
CircAdv to Conjunct was a constructionalization because in the early 17thC both
the syntax and the semantics of the construction are different. There are no further
form changes. However, there are several changes in the meaning component of
the construction, and these are constructional changes. Because a DM is a kind
of DSM, no new microconstruction was added to the constructicon when after
all was neoanalyzed as a DM. The dating in the top line states the approximate

29. An earlier version of Figure 4.6 appears in Traugott (In Press: 78).
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time when the use in question is attested with some frequency and across texts by
different authors, suggesting that it was conventionalized by that time; in the case
of the first grid, the notation 15thC-20thC indicates that CircAdv uses of after all
became almost obsolete in the 20thC.

A brief history of one Inferential DM, after all, was presented above. Treatment
of other Inferentials in constructional terms like for, so, therefore awaits further
study, but see Lenker (2010) for analysis of Inferentials with sources in adverbials
that signal result, e.g. therefore.

4.6  Summary

The main points of this chapter are:

a. DSMs are syntactically Conjuncts,

b. DMs are a highly pragmatic, multifunctional subset of DSMs,

c. Historically, the development of Conjuncts out of CircAdyvs is a case of con-
structionalization as both form and meaning change, and a new construction
is added to the constructicon,

d. The development of DM uses is a case of reshaping the pragmatics and discourse
function of an extant [[Conjunct] « [1DSM]] and is a constructional change.

In the next and final chapter of Part I we will look briefly at some alternative in-
terpretations of the rise of DMs, specifically the hypotheses that DMs arise by
processes of grammaticalization, pragmaticalization, cooptation into the thetical
grammar component of Discourse Grammar, or diachronic construction grammar.
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CHAPTER §

Alternative hypotheses about the rise
of Discourse Markers

5.1 Introduction

Before moving on to the case studies and evidence for the need to introduce more
pragmatics into construction grammar, it may be useful to position the approach in
this book vis-a-vis some non-constructional functionalist proposals regarding the
type of morphosyntactic change that is involved in the rise of DSMs. It should be
noted that the proposals refer to DMs in the broad sense of Schiffrin (1987) and I
will retain that terminology here when quoting the proposals. (By way of reminder,
Shiffrin’s DMs are what I call PMs, a largish set of markers with diverse functions:
social, epistemic, and connective. DSMs are connective only, but as 6 of Schiffrin’s
11 DMs are connectors: and, but, now, or, so, then, the proposals under discussion
are intended to cover DSMs as well as other types of PM).

Three proposals have received particular attention: the rise of DMs (in
Schiffrin’s sense) is a case of an extended view of grammaticalization (e.g. Traugott
1997[1995]), Brinton 2008); it is a case of pragmaticalization (e.g. Erman and
Kotsinas 1993), and, more recently, it is a case of both grammaticalization and
cooptation (e.g. Heine et al. 2017; Heine et al. In press). In this chapter I will outline
and evaluate these proposals briefly in the light of the constructional perspective
developed for DSMs here. A fuller discussion would identify many more subtle
points of agreement and disagreement.

The grammaticalization proposal is discussed in Section 5.2 and the pragmat-
icalization proposal in Section 5.3. The third proposal, that DMs are coopted into
the “thetical” component of Discourse Grammar, sometimes after, and sometimes
before grammaticalization, is discussed in Section 5.4. I argue in Section 5.5 that a
diachronic constructional perspective offers the most adequate account of the rise
of DSMs (and by extension, the larger set of PMs). Section 5.6 summarizes, with
focus on comparing the questions asked in each research paradigm and what the
main issues are for the rise of DSMs.
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5.2 The grammaticalization hypothesis

The hypothesis that the rise of DSMs is a case of grammaticalization presupposes
that DSMs are part of grammar. Narrowly conceived, work on “grammar” has until
relatively recently been focused on syntax, morphology and phonology and has
excluded most DSMs. However, DSMs are encompassed by grammar provided it
is conceptualized broadly to include discourse-pragmatic elements (see Waltereit
2012; Degand and Evers-Vermeul 2015: 61). Fraser (1988: 32) explicitly says DMs
(in his sense of Connectors) are part of grammar.

As outlined in Chapter 3.5, the processes involved in the kind of change known
as grammaticalization have been considered to include various kinds of reduction,
including what are widely known as:

a. “bleaching” (loss of “semantic integrity”),

b. loss of syntactic freedom; this includes fixing not only of word order, but also of
units in phrases (“univerbation” in the grammaticalization literature, “chunk-
ing” in the construction grammar literature),

c. syntactic scope reduction.

It has been noted that “bleaching” or loss of content meaning is usually accompa-
nied in the course of grammaticalization by gain of procedural meaning (Sweetser
1988) and that therefore a “loss-and-gain” model is needed (Heine et al. 1991;
Brems 2011). While monofunctional 1DSM sources of DMs are only partially
bleached, Es come to be used in less and less contentful ways as they are recruited
to multifunctional pragmatic DM status. Acquisition of new procedural functions
is a gain that is typical of grammaticalization. DSMs are univerbated if the source
is phrasal. However, as is discussed below, the development of DSMs counterex-
emplifies (c) scope reduction and some aspects of (b) loss of syntactic freedom.

The fact that most DMs (and PMs in general) originate in lexical items and
over time are used as procedural items cueing SP/W’s construal of relationships
among segments of discourse led me to propose in the mid 1990s that DMs arise
by the process of grammaticalization (Traugott 1997[1995]). I took Meillet’s char-
acterization of grammaticalization as “the attribution of grammatical character to
an erstwhile autonomous word” (see Chapter 3.5) as my starting point and defined
grammaticalization as: “The process whereby lexical material in highly constrained
pragmatic and morphosyntactic contexts becomes grammatical”. This is a unidirec-
tional statement and in that respect congruent with then-current characterizations
of grammaticalization.

The strictest interpretation of grammaticalization at the time was Lehmann’s
(2015[1995]) book Thoughts on Grammaticalization, an updated version of his 1982
working paper in the University of Cologne’s UNITYP project on typology. Lehmann
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proposes 6 parameters of grammaticalization (Lehmann 2015[1995]: 174) (“gram-
maticality” would be a better name for them as the parameters are synchronic) and
6 grammaticalization processes that affect these parameters. Of these processes, two
are clearly relevant in an account of the development of [[Conjunct] « [DSM]]
pairs, notably:

1.

Attrition, the process related to the parameter “loss of integrity” (Lehmann
2015[1995]: 134-141). This encompasses loss of semantic substance or dese-
manticization (“bleaching”), which can be understood as loss of contentful
semantic features. All [[Conjunct] < [DSM]] pairs can be said to have lost
semantic substance; those that are multifunctional (DMs) more so than those
that are monofunctional (1DSMs).

Bondedness (Lehmann 2015[1995]: 157-167). This concerns coalescence or
chunking. Conjuncts typically become units morphologically, even though they
derive from phrases (after all, by the way, all the same). Some combinations of
Connnectors may themselves become units (now then, and partially, Oh, by the
way), as discussed in Chapter 10.

Another two of the processes that Lehmann mentions are partially relevant:
Paradigmatization (Lehmann 2015[1995]: 141-144). Items that are loosely
related in a semantic field come to be organized in a small, tightly integrated
paradigm. Diewald and Smirnova (2012) have identified paradigmatization
as a fourth essential stage in grammaticalization, the first three being “untypi-
cal” contexts (associated with conversational implicatures), “critical” contexts
(associated with multiple opacity), and reorganization and differentiation (as-
sociated with polysemous or heterosemous® items) (Diewald and Smirnova
2012: 128). The history of DSMs is a history of paradigmatization within a
schema: sources of the DSMs discussed here are for the most part adverbial,
and mostly spatial, temporal, or manner. Only a smallish subset of adverbials
underwent neoanalysis as Conjuncts and only a small subset of those came to
be used with DM function. The Conjuncts came to be integrated into the [D1
Connector.Cxn D2] schema that licenses a relatively small set of Connector
alternatives. This set consists of a small number of subtypes (Elaborators,
Contrastives, Digressives, Inferentials, etc.). New DSMs come to be integrated
into these subschemas (or are lost from them), as will be discussed in Chapter 6
in connection with Elaboratives. But these subschemas are not tightly inte-
grated in the way paradigms in the strict sense of grammaticalization work are.

30.

“Heterosemy” is a subtype of polysemy in which related Es instantiate different categories,

e.g. have (main verb and auxiliary) and bank (noun and verb) (Enfield 2006).
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Obligatorification, associated with paradigmatic variability (Lehmann
2015[1995]: 146-152). The speaker’s choice of an item within a paradigm
becomes constrained. Diewald (2011) points out that in written German the
“modal particles” are optional, nevertheless in speech, they are virtually ob-
ligatory. Similarly in English, although core DSMs like and and but appear
fairly regularly in writing, they are almost obligatory in speech, where they are
often used in more pragmatic functions. However, this does not apply to more
specific DSMs, some of which, as we will see, may appear more frequently in
writing than in speech (e.g. moreover), or arise in mainly high style texts (e.g.
by the way).

The two other processes of grammaticalization that Lehmann proposes are
highly problematic for [[Conjunct] < [DSM]] pairings. Of these, only the first
concerned me in the Traugott (1997[1995]) paper:

Condensation, associated with the parameter of structural scope (Lehmann
2015[1995]: 152-157). Items that relate to constituents of arbitrary complexity,
such as main verb, undergo condensation to items that modify a word or stem,
such as an auxiliary or tense marker. The rise of DSMs by definition concerns
the neoanalysis of a clause-internal item (often a Circumstance adverbial serv-
ing as an argument of a clause) as a [[Conjunct] < [DSM]] microconstruction
in pre-clausal position, where it has scope over the following clause D2 or even
alarger discourse segment. Use in post-final position usually entails scope over
the preceding clause or larger discourse, not reduction of structural scope.
Fixation, or reduction of syntagmatic variability (Lehmann 2015[1995]: 167-
170). This concerns the fixing of a relatively free item, e.g. word order. Most
DSMs other than and can occur in more than one position relative to the clause
and therefore do not show evidence of fixation or reduction of syntagmatic
variability. This is true of after all and by the way. Aijmer (1986) showed that
actually (used largely as an epistemic DM) can be used before virtually any
constituent. And but has recently been used concessively in a new, post-final
position (Mulder et al. 2009).

Brinton (2017: 27-28) proposes that Hopper’s (1991) principles of grammaticaliza-
tion are more pertinent to the development of pragmatic markers than Lehmann’s

parameters, specifically:

a.

EBSCChost -

Decategorialization: loss of the morphological and syntactic characteristics of
the source, e.g. an adverbial source can be modified by an adjective (by the
winding way), but not the DSM use. In the case of clausal Pragmatic Markers,
the pronoun is restricted to 1st or 2nd person (I mean, y’know). This is related
to attrition in 1.) above.
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b. Persistence: retention of some trace of the original meaning, e.g. by the way
retains some sense of path, even if only metaphorically and marginally; after
all retains some sense of reasoning ‘in the end’.

c. Layering and divergence: old and new constructions co-exist as the result of
functional split, e.g. after all meaning ‘after everything’ coexisted until the end
of the 19thC with concessive She was right after all (however, the adverbial is
no longer attested; in COCA we find only after all this).

As Brinton (2017: 29) notes, Pragmatic Markers do not reduce phonetically or fuse
with the host form in the way that decategorialization predicts, but remain inde-
pendent items (Brinton 2017: 29). Importantly, they become more independent.
So even Hopper’s principles do not account adequately for the development of
the subset of PMs that have DSM function. The main factor that remains to be
accounted for is scope expansion: Conjuncts have scope over D2, but their source
has only local clause-internal scope. This type of development runs directly counter
to prototypical processes of grammaticalization.

Although they do not address the rise of DSMs, a further avenue of linking
DSM development with grammaticalization might be found in Boye and Harder’s
(2007, 2012) proposal that grammaticalization is essentially a profile shift from
“discursively primary” to “discursively secondary” meaning. In their analysis, a
lexical E like table is conventionally focalizable (it is a table that I want), addressable
(one can ask Is that really a table?), and “discursively primary” (it is prosodically
stressable). By contrast, a grammatical (and also a procedural) E is neither focal-
izable nor addressable except when cited (e.g. There are too many after alls’ in this
article). Grammatical Es are “abstract” and “discursively secondary” by convention
(Boye and Harder 2012: 13). Furthermore, there is synchronic gradience between
“primary” and “secondary’, “contentful” and “procedural” status. Boye and Harder
conclude that this synchronic gradience is the result of gradual grammaticalization.
They suggest that the process of grammaticalization involves strengthening of the
“situating” (contextual) relationship to the text or speaker and that “the ‘situating’
meaning ... is naturally secondary to the meaning it situates” (p. 38). Once con-
ventionalized, this situating meaning may come to be associated with the E, and a
“part-time secondary” meaning may become a “full-time secondary” meaning via
gradual bleaching or loss of contentful semantics. This approach to grammatical-
ization might appear to apply to the shift from CircAdv to Conjunct and of some
monofunctional 1IDSMs to DM status. However, like Hopper’s principles, it does
not account for gain of procedural meaning or for scope expansion. Furthermore,
the stability of Conjuncts that would be labelled as “part-time secondary” would
be difficult to explain. The term “partially secondary” seems more appropriate.
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It is unquestionably true that certain changes long associated with grammat-
icalization, such as changes from lexical to procedural status, decategorialization
and loss-and-gain phenomena are relevant to the rise of DSMs. An approach to
the development of DSMs from the perspective of grammaticalization is valua-
ble in spotlighting processes undergone in the shift from semantically content-
ful, truth-conditional Es that are arguments (typically CircAdvs) in a clause to
non-truth-conditional, pragmatic Es that are “extra-clausal” and cue the relation-
ship between D1 and D2. But while there is directionality toward pragmatic, pro-
cedural meaning, there is no UNIdirectionality in the sense of a steady shift toward
increased reduction of the original signal.

There are too many aspects of the development of DSMs that are not consistent
with grammaticalization as it is generally understood for an account in terms of that
theory to be adequate. However, it should be noted that Degand and Evers-Vermeul
(2015: 78) see “grammaticalization as the evolution of linguistic expressions from
a more referential, lexically meaningful state to a more functional, elusive state, in
which these expressions start to mark the clause, sentence or wider context in which
they occur”. Such a shift in thinking about grammaticalization is welcome, and the
kind of approach I had in mind in 1995, but now that we have a constructional
model for thinking about change that encompasses not only the changes Degand
and Evers-Vermeul identify, but also more abstract schemas and networks, there
is no longer a need to rethink grammaticalization in this way. Instead, reduction
processes of grammaticalization can be regarded as typical of processes of change
undergone by developing procedural constructions post-constructionalization.

5.3 The pragmaticalization hypothesis

Some scholars, e.g. Erman and Kotsinas (1993), Aijmer (1997, 2002), Frank-Job
(2006) and Dostie (2009) have argued that “pragmaticalization” should be recog-
nized as a change-type separate from grammaticalization and that it accounts better
than grammaticalization for the rise of PMs, including what they call DMs. Degand
and Simon-Vandenbergen (2011b) compare the hypotheses, and Heine (2013) pro-
vides a detailed summary and bibliography of work on pragmaticalization, so only
the barest outline of the arguments is given here.

One reason for postulating pragmaticalization is that DSMs were consid-
ered at the time to be “agrammatical” (e.g. J. A. Goldberg 1980, cited in Brinton
2017: 31), or not grammatical in the way that e.g. tense, aspect and case are. Erman
and Kotsinas (1993: 81-82) summarize the difference between “grammatical” and
“pragmatic” as the difference between:
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a. functions concerned with decoding, that is “guiding the addressee as to
the interpretation of the message proper” (grammatical and subject to
grammaticalization),

b. functions geared toward “ORIENTATION of the discourse and ORGAN-
ISATION of the conversation” (caps original) (pragmatic and subject to
pragmaticalization).

Another reason Erman and Kotsinas (1993: 79) give for postulating pragmat-
icalization is:

c. the hypothesis that it is possible for “a lexical element to develop directly into
a discourse marker without an intermediate stage of grammaticalization”, such
as I mean, you know (p. 81).

However, as was shown in Chapter 4.5.2, in connection with after all, and will be
shown in later chapters, the development of lexical phrases into Conjuncts and of
1DSM functions into multifunctional DM functions involves accumulations of
contextual modulations and gradual development. This is represented in the DSM
Trajectory Hypothesis put forward in Chapter 4.4.2, where I argue for an interme-
diate step between lexical (CircAdv) and DM use. The loss of internal boundaries,
or chunking, is a necessary feature in this Hypothesis. With respect to I mean and
you know there is not only the loss of options like use of a modal (you might know),
but also restriction to the personal pronouns (she means is not a pragmatic marker;
itis typically used in intentional contexts like she means to X). Both of these changes
are typical of grammaticalization and counter Erman and Kotsinas’ proposal cited
above that there is no intermediate stage of grammaticalization.

As Brinton (2017: 34) points out, “[t]he choice between pragmaticalization
and grammaticalization seems to hinge not on the process itself but on what is
encompassed by “grammar””
(2011: 451) argues, as I have done here, that pragmatic functions are “genuine gram-
matical functions which are indispensable for the organization and structuring” of
discourse and “the fundamental features of grammar itself are rooted in pragmat-
ics” This is because grammar encompasses deictic signs and indexicals, which “lo-
cate the utterance or elements of it with respect to the speaker” (Diewald 2011: 458).
“Grammar itself may be seen as frozen pragmatic anchoring” and pragmaticali-
zation as an integral part of grammaticalization (p. 461). Pragmaticalization, in

(see also Degand and Evers-Vermeul 2015). Diewald

Diewald’s view, is a “sub-process of grammaticalization” (p. 458). In my view it
is a name for procedural development the outcome of which is an E with mainly
pragmatic function and with scope over discourse segments, not a separate process,
and is therefore ultimately not theoretically valuable. The papers in Degand and
Simon-Vandenbergen (2011a) almost unanimously reject pragmaticalization as an
adequate account of the development of DSM functions. The perspective from
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pragmaticalization has, however, been important in the history of work on the rise
of DSM functions in throwing the spotlight on the orienting and organizational
aspects of their meaning.

5.4 The hypothesis of cooptation to thetical grammar

In the last decade a theory of a dual-leveled Discourse Grammar has been proposed
(see e.g. Kaltenbock et al. 2011; Heine et al. 2017; Heine et al. In press). It differs
from construction grammar and many other models of grammar in that it has two
main components: sentence grammar, and thetical grammar. Heine (2019) provides
a detailed account of several other dual-level grammar proposals, including the
distinction between micro-grammar and macro-grammar developed in Haselow
(2013, 2016 and elsewhere). Heine (2019) also discusses evidence for the dual-level
distinction in neurolinguist terms of left-right hemisphere asymmetries.

Sentence grammar, as conceptualized in Discourse Grammar, is restricted to
the syntax of internal constituent structure. Kaltenbock and Heine (2014: 349) con-
ceptualize sentence grammar as addressing speakers’ need for a grammar that is
“sufficiently fixed and constrained in order to work as system” of word order and
other conventions that allow for “cohesive linear flow” and planning. According
to Heine et al. (2017: 816) sentence grammar “is organized in terms of parts of
speech or constituent types such as sentences, clauses, phrases, words, and mor-
phemes, plus the morphosyntactic machinery to relate constituents to each other”
More succinctly, “Sentence grammar is organized in terms of propositional con-
cepts and clauses and their combination” (Heine 2019: 418).

Thetical grammar, by contrast, is conceptualized as providing material for
spontaneously occurring discourse events and concerns “external” phenomena
such as non-restrictive (appositive) relative clauses, imperatives, comment clauses,
and DSMs. Theticals are “linguistic units beyond the sentence that are syntactically,
semantically, and typically also prosodically detached from expressions of Sentence
Grammar” (Heine 2019: 418). By and large they are the kinds of expressions that
are regarded as “supplements” in Huddleston, Payne and Petersen (2002: 1350-
1362). Key to Thetical grammar is the idea that linguistic units are “coopted to
it’, in other words units are instantaneously taken from sentence grammar by a “a
cognitive-communicative operation whereby pieces of discourse located in one
domain are transferred to another domain” (Heine et al. 2017: 813).

“Thetical grammar” is conceptualized as encompassing Conjuncts and DSMs,
which the authors call “DMs”. According to Heine et al. (In press: 2.3.1) a thetical
has the following grammatical properties:
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a. Its meaning is not part of the host sentence,

b. Its function is metatextual, relating the host utterance to the situation of dis-
course, more specifically to speaker-hearer interaction,

c. Itis syntactically unattached as it is not a constituent of the sentence,
It is likely to be set off from the sentence prosodically,

e. It can be moved to other positions in the sentence.

Heine et al. (2017) group theticals into three types:

A. Instantaneous theticals: fully compositional units that can be spontaneously
coopted any time from sentence grammar. Most of these are one-offs, e.g.:

(2) we did feel uh union council was two weeks ago when this was put to us that
uh the increase from seven to sixteen uh was actually a very good idea.
(ICE:GB:s1b-075-68 [Heine et al. 2017: 819)

B. Constructional theticals: these are also compositional. They are coopted units,
but unlike instantaneous theticals, they occur in “recurrent patterns” with “a
schematic form or function” (Heine et al. 2017: 819), such as a reportative,
quoting clause or a non-restrictive appositive relative:

(3) ‘My name is Hindley Earnshshaw; slurred the drunk, ‘old Mr. Earnshaw’s
eldest son’. (2003 Fforde, The well of lost plot [Heine et al. 2017: 820])

C. Formulaic theticals: these are non-compositional, morphosyntactically unana-
lyzable, and usually short, e.g. anyway, however, as it were, and other DMs
(Heine et al. 2017: 820).

Coopted units are said to be anchored in hosts. For example, the quotative in (3)
(slurred the drunk) is anchored in the host quotation My name is Hindley Earnshshaw,
old Mr. Earnshaw’s eldest son, and the appositive clause old Mr. Earnshaw’s eldest
son is anchored in the NP, Hindley Earnshaw. Likewise DMs are anchored in the
clause that they are associated with.

Formulaic theticals have the following typical properties (Kaltenbock et al.
2011; Heine et al. 2017: 817 and elsewhere):

i. they are syntactically independent,

ii. they tend to be set off prosodically from the rest of the sentence,

iii. they tend to be positionally mobile,

iv. their internal structure is built on principles of sentence grammar but they can
be “elliptic”,

v. their meaning is non-restrictive.

By “non-restrictive meaning” is meant meaning that is “not an inherent part of
the structure of a sentence or its constituents”. It relates to the “situation of dis-
course”. Heine et al. (2017: 817) characterize “situation of discourse” as:
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text organization,

source of information,
attitudes of the speaker,
speaker-hearer interaction,
discourse setting,

e a0 o

world knowledge.

The properties cited above are similar to those of PMs in general (see Chapter 4.2.1).
Importantly for present purposes, Heine et al. (In press: Section 1.5) say that a thet-
ical “has essentially the properties ... proposed for DMs”.

Heine (2013) points out that thetical grammar addresses many of the features dis-
cussed by proponents of pragmaticalization, such as increase in semantic-pragmatic
scope, lack of fusion, and syntactic independence, and suggests that if pragmati-
calization is “taken to refer to the mechanism of cooptation followed by grammat-
icalization ... there is no problem in its use” (Heine 2013: 1239).

Most theticals are regarded as the result of transfer or “cooptation” from sen-
tence grammar to thetical grammar. Exceptions are primary interjections such as
Oh, and hesitation markers, presumably because these have no lexical or contentful
cognates. In Heine et al. (In press: Section 2.3.1), drawing on several earlier works,
cooptation is defined as follows:

Cooptation is a fully productive operation whereby a chunk of sentence grammar,
such as a word, a phrase, a reduced clause, a full clause, or some other piece of text,
is deployed for use on the metatextual level of discourse processing, thereby turning
into a thetical. Its functions are determined by the situation of discourse, serving
(a) to overcome constraints imposed by linearization in structuring texts, (b) to
provide the source of information, (c) to place a text in a wider perspective, e.g. by
elaborating, proffering an explanation, a comment or supplementary information,
(d) to describe the attitudes of the speaker, and/or (e) to interact with the hearer.

As this definition suggests, constraints on cooptation are essentially semantic:
“What matters is that the speaker honors the principles of relevance to enable
the hearer to ... establish a cognitive link between the two parts of the utterance”
(Heine et al. 2017: 830).

Cooptation is said to be a synchronic operation (Heine et al. 2017: 843). It is
a mode of organizing discourse in “the semantic space provided by the situation
of discourse within which the grammar operates” (p. 848). The proposal is that
whereas grammaticalization is gradual, cooptation is instantaneous (Heine 2013:
1224; Heine et al. In press: Section 2.1). In many cases, there may be a tri-partite
trajectory:

(4) internal grammaticalization - cooptation - further grammaticalization
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If a DSM is derived from a phrasal adverbial with the structure [Prep NP], there
will typically be some loss of integrity and decategorialization of the source and
univerbation before the E is used as a DSM (e.g. after all attests to univerbation,
and decategorialization of the quantifier all before use as a DSM). Further gram-
maticalization after cooptation can be seen in increased frequency and further loss
of the original semantics. Reviewing Brinton’s (2008) example of I mean, Heine
(2013: 2031) finds “no convincing evidence ... for a gradual transition” from sen-
tence grammar to thetical grammar. Yet he cites examples provided by Brinton of
“indeterminate structures” in Middle English in which I mean has its full content
meaning used in initial position but is followed by a that-less complement. In such
contexts, it is hypothesized, I mean can be interpreted either as a matrix clause
introducing a complement clause or as the adverbial ‘namely’, as in (5).

(5) Imene Maister Geffrey Chaucer hath translated this sayd werke oute of latyn
in to oure vsual and moder tongue.
‘T mean/namely Master Geoffrey Chaucer has translated this said work from
Latin into our usual mother tongue’
(1477-84 Caxton, The prologues and epilogues 37
[HC; Brinton 2008: 125; Heine 2013: 1230])3!

Several problems may be mentioned here with this particular analysis. Intermediate
structures of “indeterminate structure” are among types of evidence for gradual
change and therefore do not support the hypothesis of instantaneous cooptation.
Further, Brinton (2008: 124-126) questions whether the PM I mean was in fact
derived from a matrix clause introducing a complement clause since the latter use
is very rare in the corpora she investigated. The source of PM I mean may well
have been structures of the type I mean X where X is a “NP, VP, AP, PP, AdvP”, but
not a clause (Brinton 2008: 127). Brinton cites (4) out of context. In fact, putting
(4) in its context, as attested in the Helsinki Corpus from which it is drawn, it is
unambiguously of the type I mean NP, as can be seen in (6) (Traugott In Press: 96).

(6) Therfore the worshipful fader & first foundeur & enbelissher of ornate elo-
quence in our englissh. I mene Maister Geffrey Chaucer hath translated this
sayd werke oute of latyn in to oure vsual and moder tonge.

“Therefore the worshipful father and first founder and embellisher of ornate
eloquence in our English, I mean Master Geoftrey Chaucer, has translated this
said work from Latin into our usual mother tongue’

31. In EEBO the passage appears in Caxton’s Boethius, De consolatione philosophie.
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Here Maister Geoffrey Chaucer is appositional to fader and first foundeur and en-
bellissher, not the immediate subject of hath translated (the period is what would
in present day punctuation practices be a comma).

The chief problem with the thetical hypothesis is that there is no evidence
of instantaneous development. It is true that the first innovation was doubtless
instantaneous, but so are all innovations, including those pertaining to “sentence
grammar’, e.g. the use of main verb with auxiliary function. In the case of I mean,
the adverbial use involved gradual fixing/chunking of the 1st person singular pres-
ent tense mean. In EEBO I, you, and (s)he are all attested collocating with mean
from the mid-16thC on. The distribution and frequency are different in each case.
For example, in the 1570s I mean (78 examples) collocates mainly with NPs and
that-complements, you mean (11 examples) collocates with these same elements
and purposive to V, whereas he, she, they mean(s) (7 examples for all third persons)
collocates only with NP and to V. The difference in distribution would normally
be considered to be a case of prior grammaticalization. As an adverbial meaning
‘namely’ it could be used, like Conjuncts discussed in this book, in a position that
was ambiguously either initial, topicalized and lexical or pre-clausal and a partially
pragmatic DSM.

Use in a position that is indeterminately initial or pre-clausal is precisely the
kind of context in which change occurs gradually in the sense that there is the pos-
sibility of an imperceptible category shift. In Chapter 1.3, I mentioned the problem
of distinguishing between initial and pre-clausal position and the impossibility in
many cases of deciding as a researcher which interpretation was intended (though
at the time there may have been different prosodic instantiations, which we cannot
recapture). Desemanticization of I mean (use as a marker of self-repair), use in
clause-medial and clause-final positions, and phonological reduction to e.g. [mi:n]
are instances of later grammaticalization according to Heine (2013: 1230-1231).
These can be interpreted as continuous processes that are typical, but not necessary,
as DSMs become more procedural, more entrenched, and more frequent over time.
In sum, the development of I mean points to gradual conventionalization, not coop-
tation, followed by changes that are consistent with continuous grammaticalization
(and post-constructionalization constructional changes).

As mentioned above, in the view of Kaltenbock et al. (2011), Heine (2013) and
others, “cooptation is in principle a unique, instantaneous operation” (Kaltenbock
et al. 2011: 883, ft. 28) while grammaticalization, by contrast, is gradual. Another
contrast that they invoke is that: “Whereas grammaticalization typically requires
specific contexts to materialize, this is not the case with cooptation” (Heine et al.
In press: Section 2.3.1).

With regard to instantaneous cooptation, in the case of “instantaneous theti-
cals” as in (2) above, instantaneous, “on-the-fly” cooptation is abundantly clear. On
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the other hand, in the case of “formulaic theticals”, of which DMs are said to be a
subgroup, it is not, because formulae take time to arise and be conventionalized in
the sense of coming to be shared within a community of speakers. The same is true
of “constructional theticals’, which are defined as “recurrent patterns ... having a
schematic format and function” (Heine et al. 2017: 819). For a pattern to emerge is
a gradual change process, even though it may be instantaneous for innovating indi-
viduals, and for it to be recognized and unconsciously entrenched within a schema
also takes time (see Traugott and Trousdale 2013: 63-65; Petré 2019). Heine et al.
(In press: Section 2.3.1) allow for conventionalization in their “Innovation model”,
which is essentially the same model for any innovation leading to change (inno-
vation, propagation, conventionalization) as was proposed in Chapter 3.2.2 above
and earlier in Croft (2000),>? except that the particular kind of innovation that is
cooptation is said to be “unique”

Even though there may be evidence of lateral hemisphere asymmetries such as
are discussed in Heine (2019) and Heine et al. (In press: Section 8.1), even though
instantaneous theticals such as (2) certainly do arise, and even though innovation
by hypothesis is always instantaneous, there does not appear to be empirical ev-
idence in the corpus data used here of any unique kind of instantaneous innova-
tion independent of context in the case of DSMs. Nevertheless, the approach from
Discourse Grammar is valuable in throwing the spotlight on the extent to which
DSM:s can function in a parenthetical way and, in the case of digressives, can signal
that D2 should be interpreted as a parenthetical “aside” or as if it is parenthetical
in the ongoing discourse.

5.5 The Diachronic Construction Grammar hypothesis

Because construction grammar is monolayered, and no distinction is made be-
tween sentence grammar and thetical grammar, there is no imperative to treat Es
that conform to internal constituency as different in principle from Es that do not.
Because constructions are assembled, different degrees of tightness of organization
can be accounted for in a gradient from informal spoken conversation to formal,
largely written, registers. In Chapter 2.3 it was mentioned that e.g. Why didn’t you
go? is conceptualized as the assembly of, among other constructions:

i. the proposition construction You went for a reason
ii. the negation construction
iii. the interrogative construction

32. Croft (2000: 4) identifies change with innovation followed by propagation. He goes on to
characterize propagation as “essentially the establishment of a convention” (p. 98).
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Example (3) above, ‘My name is Hindley Earnshshaw, slurred the drunk, old Mr.
Earnshaw’s eldest son’ could be conceptualized as the assembly of, among other
constructions:

a. the proposition my name is Hindley Earnshaw (an instance of the predicate
construction)

the report construction: slurred the drunk

the determiner construction: the NP

the apposition construction: old Mr. Earnshaw’s eldest son

the possessive construction: Mr. Earnshaw’s son

the adjectival modifying construction (twice): old Mr. Earnshaw; eldest son

s a0 o

There is no need to invoke a separate coopting process to account for the presence
of the report (b) or the apposition (d).

From a Diachronic Construction Grammar perspective, the rise of DSMs is a
case of the rise of procedural expressions. Not all procedural Es are “grammatical”
items in the traditional sense of tense, aspect, modality and case. Even though there
is evidence of bleaching, univerbation, and development of procedural meaning,
DSMs are not usefully accounted for in terms of “grammaticalization” since they do
not exemplify systemic reduction including scope reduction. They are pragmatic,
but so are many other Es such as present tense used to narrate past events, so “prag-
maticalization” is not a useful independent concept designed specifically to account
for PMs. The difficulties in identifying instantaneous cooptation independent of
context render “theticalization” a problematic account.

The concept of constructions and construction grammar is still being refined
(e.g. Goldberg 2019), as is that of Diachronic Construction Grammar. Nevertheless,
a constructional approach to the rise of DSMs accounts well for the changes observed
in the corpora. It throws the spotlight on DSMs as signs with network relationships
to each other and other sets of constructions and provides a way of specifying how
particular features of the constructions involved are modified over time.

When an expression is first conventionalized as a [[Conjunct] <> [DSM]] it may
be used in a way that is only marginally associated with its functional category, but
over time its use may be better integrated into the category. This is particularly clear
in the case of those Conjuncts that come to be used with DM function. The kind of
shift in use over time from marginal to core status in a (sub)category described here
is typical of new microconstructions in general, such as the BE going to V future,
which was initially only a relative, not a deictic future, but later came to be used as a
more central kind of deictic future. This kind of shift can be accounted for in terms
of generalization over microconstructions and reorganization within a schema.
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5.6 Summary comparison of the four approaches

In this section I briefly summarize and compare the four approaches mentioned
above, with focus on the questions that research in each asks and what each brings
to the issue of accounting for the rise of DSMs (and Pragmatic Markers in general).
Because it is a summary, what follows will inevitably gloss over important points,
but hopefully will highlight differences among perspectives and the potentials for
further work.

Research on grammaticalization has traditionally asked: How do grams arise?
For DSMs, the question is, are DSMs grams? The answer is No. However, like
grams, they are procedurals and they belong to “grammar”. That is, they cue SP/W’s
perspective on the relationship between the relevant units, in this case, D1 and D2.
They function at the level of clause combinations. Historically, like grams, they
undergo semantic loss of content (bleaching), decategorialization, and often univer-
bation, but unlike grams, most undergo very little morphophonemic reduction and,
crucially, they involve scope expansion. They therefore are not well incorporated
into grammaticalization studies, unless both the concept of grammar and the object
of the research are stretched.

Research on pragmaticalization asks: How does a syntagma or word with prop-
ositional meaning come to be endowed with “essentially metacommunicative, dis-
course interactional meaning” (Frank-Job 2006: 397)? Proponents for the most part
treat it as a process separate from grammaticalization. On the other hand, Diewald
(2011) and Prévost (2011) have argued that pragmaticalization can be incorporated
within grammaticalization. For DSMs the question is, is a separate process needed
to account for them? Like Degand and Evers-Vermeuil (2015), I think not, provided
grammar is understood to include conventionalized pragmatics.

Research on Discourse Grammar asks: How can linguistic units “beyond the
sentence” that are detached from expressions of Sentence Grammar be accounted
for? It is hypothesized that a dual-level grammar can account for them and specif-
ically that they are coopted to Thetical grammar. For DSMs the questions are, do
DSMs show evidence of instantaneous cooptation to Thetical grammar? The data
discussed in this book provide evidence that they do not, given that the objective
is to account for change understood as conventionalization.

Finally, research on Diachronic Construction Grammar asks: How do con-
structions come into being? As discussed briefly in Chapter 3.5, most phenom-
ena that are researched in work on grammaticalization can be accounted for in
a mono-level constructional model of grammar, except for some late-stage cases
of phonological reduction. In addition, there is extensive concern for analogical
processes, growth (and obsolescence) of patterns and schemas. Assuming with
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Goldberg (2013: 16) that “semantics, information structure, and pragmatics are
interrelated; all play a role in linguistic function”, construction grammar embraces
a perspective on grammar that can provide a rich account of DSMs (see also van
Bogaert 2011).

The following chapters in Part IT will provide extensive evidence in support of
the Diachronic Construction Grammar position.
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CHAPTER 6

The development of elaborative markers

6.1 Introduction

One of Fraser’s (1996 and elsewhere) classes of DMs is “elaborative markers”, the
core example being and. Biber et al. (1999: 80) analyze and as a coordinator and the
other expressions discussed here (also, further, furthermore, moreover) as “linking
adverbials” (“Conjuncts” in this book). Although the distinction is a fine one, Biber
etal. point to two differences. For one, and and but are mutually exclusive, whereas
this is not true of linking adverbials: *and but is not a sequence except in cases of
hesitation; however, and also is. As Biber et al. say, this constraint does not apply in
the cases of so and yet, which can be preceded by and or but. A second difference
that they draw attention to is that the position of coordinators “is fixed at the clause
boundary” whereas this is not true for e.g. also. However, but has recently been used
in post-clausal position in some varieties of English, as is exemplified in Chapter 7.2
and in Chapter 12.2.2. I follow the analysis proposed in Schiffrin (1987) that and
and but can be used pragmatically as DMs in both her and my senses.

And and but are coordinators when they conjoin lexical categories such as
nouns, verbs and adjectives, so a coordination construction needs to be recognized,
but is not immediately relevant to the study of DSMs. Idiosyncrasies of positional
use of some DMs can be specified as constraints on the micro-constructions in ques-
tion, and for our purposes here, no categorial differences need be specified. Quirk
et al. (1985: 635) characterize also, further, moreover as “reinforcing conjuncts”. In
Chapter 4.3.2 the general class of Connectors with [[Conjunct] < [DSM]] structure
was shown to license several subsets, including elaborative markers. They can be
characterized as [[Conjunct] « [Elaborator]]. In PDE the expressions and and also
can be used as multifunctional elaborative DMs. However, further, furthermore and
moreover are monofunctional and best categorized as elaborative IDSMs.

The function of elaborative DSMs is to mark that D2 is to be understood as a
continuation and expansion of D1. Discourse continuation can be made within the
bounds of the argument, in which case it does not need to have attention drawn to
it (see Mauri and van der Auwera 2012 on absence of clausal ‘and’-markers in many
languages). Fraser (1996: 340) suggests that elaboration signals “that the utterance
following constitutes a refinement of some sort on the preceding discourse” and
use of elaboration markers highlights this function. This is borne out by my data.
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Among examples of elaborative DSMs that Fraser (1996: 340) cites (under the
name DMs) are: above all, also, alternatively, analogously, and, besides, by the same
token, correspondingly, equally, further, further(more), in addition, in other words,
more accurately, more importantly, more precisely, more to the point, on that basis,
on top of it all, similarly, that is. Members of Fraser’s list cover a range of concep-
tualizations of elaboration. And and the set discussed in this chapter: also, besides,
further, furthermore, in addition, moreover and plus are used to signal that D2 is
in some way an addition to D1 and expands on it. Others express SP/W’s rather
specific mental mapping of the manner in which the relationship between D2 and
D1 holds, e.g. analogously, on that basis, more accurately. In its earlier history, also
did so as well, as discussed in Section 6.2. The focus in this chapter is on how
markers of addition to and expansion of D1 come into being and elaborates on the
methodological issue introduced in Chapter 4.4 of how to determine the status of
an expression as a CircAdv or Conjunct on the form side or as a monofunctional
1DSM or multifunctional DM on the meaning side.

Historically many of the expressions Fraser cites include borrowed lexical items
(cf. alternatively, accurately, correspondingly, to the point, equally, in addition, on
that basis, similarly). Whether native (also) or borrowed (alternatively), many de-
rive from the conceptual domain of similarity and difterence (also, alternatively,
analogously, by the same token, correspondingly, likewise, in other words, otherwise,
similarly). As discussed below in Section 6.2, also derives from eall-swa ‘in exactly
the same way’ and therefore is in origin conceptually akin to the set of similarity
expressions. Some expressions suggest partial origins in quantifiers (above all, fur-
thermore, moreover), and extension along spatial vertical and horizontal axes (above
all, moreover, on top of it all, further, furthermore, besides).

The etymology of and is disputed but may be related to Latin anti ‘in contrast,
opposition’ (see OED and, etymology). If so, in origin it is drawn from a conceptu-
ally different semantic space than the other Elaborators. In Old English it was used
primarily to coordinate nouns and numerals, but it is also used as an elaborative
clause Connector. Its history goes too far back and is too uncertain to be discussed
here. Among other elaborative Connectors in Old English is eac ‘in addition’ (cf.
German auch), as in:

(1) & on pam geare fordferde Raulf eorl on xiikalendas Ianuarii, &  1id
and in that year died Raulf earl on 12calendars January, and lies
on Burh; eac gefor Heca biscop on Sudsexum, &  Zgelric waes on
in Burh; also died Heca bishop in Sussex and Agelric was in
setl  ahafen. (late 1000s Chron D.16. [DOE, eac ‘in addition’])
camp captured
‘and in that year died Earl Ralph on January 12th and lies in Burrow; also Bishop
Heca died in Sussex and Agelric was captured in his camp.
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Eac is spelled in a variety of ways. In examples that follow, it appears as eac, oc and,
in Middle English, eke.

A further marker was eallswa ‘likewise’, the etymological source of also, which
is the topic of Section 6.2. Further and furthermore are the topic of Section 6.3 and
moreover of Section 6.4. Some other Elaborators (besides, in addition and plus) are
mentioned briefly in 6.5. Section 6.6 concludes.

6.2 Also®

In PDE also is used primarily as a pre-clausal DM meaning ‘in addition’ and as a
signal of a partial topic-shift that implicates D2 is a continuation of the larger topic
at hand. It also implicates a small degree of emphasis on the following D2. Quirk
et al. (1985: 635) say that in PDE, also used as a Connector is more specific than
and and functions as a reinforcer. The strength of also is enhanced in (2a) by use of
do, which intensifies They use students, and in (2b) by use of attention-getting look:

(2) a. So clearly there is an ongoing intelligence agency effort, and it is largely
centered on journalists. And also, they do use students.
(2019 Fox_Ingraham [COCA])
b. That’s the kind of precision I want to see from the Congress. I don’t know if
they’ll do it. CUOMO. Also, look, I think, Mike, he can handle that pretty
easily. (2019 CNN-Cuomo [COCA])
c. if the seas rise two, three, four feet, look at the real - trillions of dollars of
real estate is in the way of that. Also, it’s going to desertify.
(2019 CBS_FaceNation [COCA])

The history of also is somewhat different from that of the other elaborative DSMs
discussed in this chapter as it originates in a manner adverbial rather than in a
spatial or temporal adverbial (other manner adverbial sources are generally rather
rare in English, but two manner digressives are mentioned in Chapter 8: inciden-
tally and parenthetically.

Morphologically, eallswa is a combination of adverbial eall ‘completely, exactly’
with swa ‘so. All is still used as an intensifier, but with the weaker meaning of ‘very’

33. For analysis of also in EEBO and later, searches were restricted to also followed by comma, as
this provides the clearest potential evidence for DM use. Even so, the numbers are large (there are
89,774 hits of ‘also, in EEBO and 21,063 in COHA). As mentioned in the methodology section
of Chapter 1, “post-clausal” is defined as occurrence at the end of a clause. This includes use
preceding an inquit, or another clause, e.g. and/but-coordination, etc. Occurrence before phrasal
modifiers was excluded. These are often participial as in She stood up also, her lips tightening,
under a rapid frown (1920 Wharton, Age of innocence [COHA]).
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in e.g. She is all sad (see Buchstaller and Traugott 2006). That eall and swa were
originally independent and autonomous adverbials can be seen from examples in
DOE where they are correlative, that is, eall introduces D1 and swa D2, as in (3):

(3) 0a  he cild wes, eall hine man fedde swa man odre cild
when he child was, exactly him one fed as one other children
feded (c1000 WHom 6, 164 [DOE])
feeds.

Usually the two adverbials appear combined as eallswa and are used as a manner
adverbial meaning ‘in exactly the same way’. In the manner adverbial use eallswa
could be used in a variety of positions in the clause, such as clause-medial and
clause-final. OED cites two examples with use in final position, one of which is (4):

(4) pet he hafde leten his abbotrice for pet micelle unsibbe pet wees on
that he had left his abbacy for that great wunrest that was in
pet land.. oc hitne wasna Je ma eallswa
that land ... and it not was not the more in-exactly-same-way
‘that he had left his abbacy because of the great unrest in the land ... and it was
not exactly in the same way any more as it had been’
(1127 Peterborough Chron (Laud) [OED also A.1.a])

From about 1000 on, its main use is clause-initial, however, as in (5). To a modern
reader it is ambiguous in this position between a manner adverbial ‘in the same way’
and a Conjunct meaning ‘likewise’. Such examples typically attest to a constraint
that D1 and D2 are syntactically and semantically parallel:

(5) Astriges... pe Bartholomeum ofslo awedde & on pam wodan
Astriges ... who Batholomew-acc slew went-mad and in that mad
dreame gewat; ealswa Egeus pe Andream  ahencg, parrihte on
frenzy died; likewise Egeus who Andrew-acc hanged, right-away in
wodan dreame geendode.
mad frenzy ended.

‘Astriges, who slew Bartholomew, went mad and died in his mad frenzy; likewise
Egeus, who hanged Andrew, right away died in a mad frenzy’
(1000 Zlfric £ZCHom I, 35, 479.105 [DOEC])

During Middle English, phonological reduction to also occurred. MED points out
that use as an adverb “connecting sentences” (Conjunct) and comparative conjunc-
tion were not clearly distinguished as also and the phonologically further reduced
as until the 15thC. By the end of Middle English, swa used on its own had been
reduced and split into as ‘like’ and so ‘therefore’. As a result, the original composi-
tionality of eall ‘completely’ and swa ‘in that way’ became opaque and the form also
came to be used as a Conjunct meaning ‘similar to and in addition to D1” within
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the frame [D1 Connector.Cxn D2]. The strength of eall ‘exactly’ was weakened on
the semantic side and the requirement of strict parallelism between D1 and D2 was
loosened on the syntactic side, presumably because of the loss of full composition-
ality. If a SP/W wished to draw attention to parallels, eek (OE eac, see (1) above)
could be used. In (6) and eek also concludes a list of ways in which Melibee’s wife
Prudence tells her husband that he has erred:

(6) Also ye han erred, for... ye han ycleped straunge folk, yonge
Also you have erred, because ... you have called foreign folk, young
folk, false flatereres, ... and folk that doon yow reverence withouten love.
folk, false flatterers... and folk who do  you reverence without love.
And eek  also ye have erred, for ye han broght with yow to
And as-well also you have erred because you have brought with you to
youre conseil ire,  coveitise, and hastifnesse,
your council anger, greed, and hastiness,

(c1390 Chaucer, CT, Tale of Melibee 1244-1246
[HCGW, translation from website])

All the same, as indicated above, also continues to be used with reinforcing pragmat-
ics. The strength of also can be interpreted as a residue of the older meaning ‘exactly’
and as an example of the frequently observed phenomenon that old meanings may
persist and constrain later ones (see e.g. Bybee and Pagliuca 1987; Hopper 1991).3

Unlike and, also can be used post-clausally. In fact, that is the preferred posi-
tion in Middle and Early Modern English. In that position it no longer has manner
adverbial meaning. There has been a split between the manner adverbial and the
Conjunct uses. In post-clausal position also can have scope over a preceding NP
or V, or, often ambiguously, over the whole preceding clause, as in (7), which is
ambiguous between also him, who was there (narrow scope, conjunction), and ‘in
addition slew him that was there’ (wide scope, Conjunct). Given the preceding
clause ‘come to London and slew hym that was ther’, it is likely that wide scope and
parallelism with the earlier construct was intended:

(7) but constantin come to london and slowe hym that was ther and after he went
to wynchestre &; slowe him that ther was also, so that both his enemyes were
deed.

‘but Constantine came to London and killed him that was there and afterwards
he went to Winchester and killed him that was there also, so that both his
enemies were dead. (1482 Caxton, Chronicles of England [EEBO];

Traugott In press: 105)

34. A residue of the original ‘exactly’ meaning can also be seen in its use as an adjunct adver-
bial that is a focus marker like just, only, even, especially (Quirk et al. 1985: 561; Biber et al.
1999; Pullum and Huddleston 2002: 586-588).
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In earlier texts in EEBO also is used in pre-clausal position mainly in translations.
(8) is an example from a treatise translated from French that provides lists of good
behaviors for various professions, including knights and in this case surgeons. Also
is typically used to introduce the last item on the list, thereby emphasizing it:

(8) the cyrurgyens ought also to be debonayr: amyable: &; to haue pytye of their
pacyents: and also they ought not be hasty to launse and cutte apostumes and
soores.

‘the surgeons ought also to be courteous, amiable, and to have pity on their
patients; and also they ought not to be in too much of a hurry to lance and cut
ulcers and sores. (1474 Cessolis, To the right noble George Duc of Clarence,

trans. Caxton [EEBO])

By the 1540s also is found more frequently in texts written originally in English,
like (9). (9) is structured in the same rhetorical way as (8): a list of good behaviors
culminating in also D2:

(9) his maiestie commaundeth and streightely chargeth, all Persones, uicares, ... to
reade and declare to their parishioners, playnly, and distinctely, in suche ordre,
as they stande in the boke, ... also, hys maiestie commaundeth, that the sayde
Ecclesiasticall persones, ...

‘his majesty commands and clearly charges all persons who are vicars ... to
read (the homilies) and explain to their parishioners plainly and distinctly in
such order as they stand in the book, ... also, his majesty commands that the
said ecclesiastical persons ... (1547 Cranmer, Certayne sermons [EEBO])

Thomas Elyot, a widely read scholar, translated Latin etiam as ‘also, more ouer, yea,
ye forsothe ‘yes truly” (1542 Bibliotheca Eliota [EEBO]). This suggests that also
was understood in the 16thC as a Conjunct available to implicate epistemic certi-
tude and confirmation of the content of D2. However, it rarely appears in initial/
pre-clausal position in this meaning.

In her chapter on adverbial markers of addition, Lenker (2010: Chapter 11)
finds that also was “not attested at all as an additive adverbial connector”, i.e. in
pre-clausal position, in her data from 1500-1920. (Her data are a small corpus of a
million, two hundred words, based on the Helsinki Corpus (Lenker 2010: 11-12),
whereas (9) is drawn from the 755 million word EEBO.) She says the Connector use
was held in “low esteem” in dictionaries of the time, which often cite furthermore,
moreover, besides as the central additives (Lenker 2010: 217). In COHA, also is
preferred in post-clausal position until the 1900s. I searched the first 100 examples
of ‘also, in COHA by decade from 1810-2000. In the first 100 hits of ‘also, as late as
the 1890’s there are only two examples in initial position, and they precede a phrase,
not a clause. The frequencies changed rapidly in the first two decades of the 20thC
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and by the 1920s pre-clausal and post-clausal uses are almost equal in number. Over
the decades frequency of pre-clausal ‘also; increases and by the 2000s we find 62
pre-clausal instances. In many cases, also signals a topic-shift that is nonetheless a
continuation of D1. The same is true of COCA.*®

To summarize the development of also, it originated in a CircAdv of manner
specifying exact similarity of manner (eall swa). It came in Middle English to be
associated with similarity of discourse content. The constraints on preciseness of
similarity even of discourse content were weakened as eallswa was reduced in form
to also. By the end of Middle English, also came to be used as a Conjunct meaning
‘similar to and in addition to D1’ within [D1 Connector.Cxn D2]. This construc-
tionalization resulted in the addition of a new connective to the constructicon. Until
the Late Modern period it was used primarily in post-clausal and clause-internal
position as a focus marker that could specify a particular V or NP. However, it was
available with low frequency and epistemic implicatures from Old English for use
pre-clausally as a Connector to mark addition to D1. In the early 20thC there is
corpus evidence that Connector use had become more frequent and by the 1920s
this use appears to have become entrenched in pre-clausal position. Also is a DM
because it is multifunctional and appears pre-clausally either to reinforce the co-
ordination function of and or but or to express addition (on a positive upward
scale) and topic-continuation. It has come to be a central member of the Elaborator
subschema of the Connective.Schema, along with and.

The developments outlined above support the DSM Trajectory Hypothesis pro-
posed in Chapter 4.4.2. The history of also is partially modeled in Figure 6.1. As
in Chapter 4, only those properties that changed significantly are shown, and the
contexts that enabled those changes (“assoc” is short for ‘association’):

Also c800-1500 context c1300-1700 context 1500-present
SYN: | | CircAdj Conjunct
MORPH: | | phrase monomorphemic
PHON: | | /ezel swa/ /also/
SEM: | | "exactly similarly’ weakening ‘confirmY as ‘in addition’
S, - , extended assoc of .
PRAG: of similarity similar to Z Y ZwithDI D2 DM: elaboration
DF: constraint, 1DSM: elaboration ? — reinforcing
use in initial topic-continuation
position

Figure 6.1 A constructional model of the development of DM also

35. In the BLOG 2012 section of COCA released in March 2020, almost all instances of ‘also,
are pre-clausal.
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As in the case of after all, modeled in Figure 4.6 in Chapter 4.5.2, the model shows
that the shift from CircAdv to Conjunct syntax was accompanied by several meaning
changes and was a constructionalization. The feature changes in the third template
occur in the meaning component only, so extension to DM use is a constructional
change that significantly reshaped the possible uses of the microconstruction but
did not add a new construction to the inventory. What is not overtly shown, but
can be deduced from the dates, is that the CircAdv and early non-multifunctional
Conjunct uses obsolesced. That the DM use came to be the default use only during
the 20thC is not shown. The frequency change that occurred in the 20thC can be
thought of as a case of increased entrenchment, a strengthening of the symbolic
link between Conjunction and DM pragmatics.

6.3 Further and furthermore

In this section I discuss the development of the CircAdvs further (6.3.1) and fur-
thermore (6.3.2) into monofunctional 1DSMs.

6.3.1 Further

Further is the comparative of forth. -Er is the inflectional comparative morpheme
(as in warm-er). The form furdor is used as a spatial CircAdv in Old English to
refer to distance:3°

(10) a. Hwet wilt pu gesecan geond sidne grund feor 0dde furdor
What, will you seek  beyond spacious ground far or further
Ponne du geforpian miht (Instructions for Christians [DOEC])
than you accomplish might?

‘What, do you wish to seek far beyond the spacious earth or further than
you are able?’

b. Heledde me da gyt furdor. and ic geseah per etforan us
Heled me then yet further, and I saw  there before us
myccle mare leoht. (c1000 ACHom 1I, 23 B1.2.26 [DOEC])
large bigger light.

‘He then led me further still, and I saw a much larger light in front of us.

36. MED notes in the entry for further that the alternate spelling farther does not appear until
1578. This spelling appears to have been the result of a kind of folk etymology after a phonological
change that rendered furth-er non-compositional.
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It is also used as a quantifier meaning ‘more’, especially in the context of smeagan
‘to think, examine investigate’, as in (11):

(I1) we ne magon ne ne motan na furdor embe pis smeagan, gif we
we not may  nor not must not further about this examine, if we
nellad us sylfe forpeeran. (c1000 ALS (Christmas) B1.3.2 [DOEC])
not-want our selves to-destroy.
‘we may not and must not examine this [the nature of God] further, if we do
not want to destroy ourselves.

OED cites use as a textual marker from around 1200 on in the context of verbs of
saying:

(12) s3iet hie seid furder (1200 Vices and Virtues [OED further 3])
still they say further

By hypothesis this use as well as that in (11) derives from the metaphor ARGUMENT
1S A JOURNEY (Lakoft and Johnson (2003[1980]: 89-96) which was widely used in
Latin source texts (see also by the way in Chapter 8.2).

In EEBO the first instance of pre-clausal further used as a textual Connector
appears in a 1532 translation of Xenophon from Greek. Most examples are in
translations from Latin, e.g. from Erasmus in 1538 and later. In the 1550s we find
proclamations in which further is used as a Conjunct to combine lengthy legal
requirements. (13) exemplifies use in religious argumentation:

(13) and this is Christes naturall bodye in the sacrament, a figure of his
and this is Christ’s natural body in the sacrament, a figure of his
misticall bodye the Churche, and of the vnitye of the same: and further,
mystical body the Church, and of the unity of the same: and further,
where as our Lorde commaunded his disciples and all vs  to doo the
where as our Lord commanded his disciples and all of-us to do the
same that he didde,...
same that he did...

(1558 Watson, Holsome and catholyke doctrine [EEBO])

Connective further can be strengthened by also. There are 5 examples in EEBO,
coordinating complex clauses. Only one (14) meets my criteria for DSM status of
preceding a finite clause:

(14) so that the true subject of Ecclesiasticall and civill justice can not rightly be
divided: further, also it is as manifest that...no assured peace can continue.
(1641 Parker, A discourse concerning Puritans [EEBO])
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PDE further is cited as “formal” in Quirk et al. (1985: 635). Although it is attested
in COCA SPOKEN, it occurs in reports rather than in interactive talk, e.g.:

(15) But we do know another frontrunner is Brett Kavanaugh, who was a clerk for
Justice Anthony Kennedy, who announced his retirement this week. Further,
there’s a dark-horse candidate that the president talked about during that
gaggle. (2018 CNN_Newsroom [COCA])

Used as an Elaborator, further is relatively non-compositional and monomorphe-
mic. It appears not be modulated by context, including position, so it is not ver-
satile and is a monofunctional 1DSM. It is also available as a verb (to further their
development) and as an adjective (led to further unpleasantries). In this regard it is
unlike furthermore (see below), which can only be used as an adverb.

The development of further can be partially modeled as in Figure 6.2:

Further c1000-Present context c.1550-Present
SYN: | | CircAdv Conjunct
MORPH: | | bimorphemic monomorphemic
PHON: | | /ford 1/ /fardr/
SEM: | | ‘extended distance’ use of CircAdv in addition
PRAG: in initial position formal
DF: with Vs of cognition 1DSM: elaboration

Figure 6.2 The development of further

6.3.2 Furthermore

Structurally, furthermore is in origin a double comparative consisting of forth +
inflectional comparative -er + analytic comparative more. Like further, furthermore
is characterized as “formal” in Quirk et al. (1985: 635), and as “academic” in Biber
et al. (1999: 887).

Furthermore is attested first in Middle English as a double comparative spatial
CircAdv. In (16) it has the form forth + InflectionalComparative and is followed
by more:

(16) Dbe sterrne comm rihht till patt hus.. & flehittta na Forrperr
the star ~ came right to that house .. and flew it then not further
mar, Acc heng peroferr stille. (c1175 Orm. 7338 [OED))
more, But hung thereover still.

“The star came right to the house and then flew no further, but hung over it
without moving’
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In later Middle English furthermore obsolesced as a spatial adverbial and was usu-
ally used as univerbated elaborative Connector by the end of the 14thC. This is a
century and a half earlier than further. OED cites an example from Wyclif c1380,
but provides no prior context. MED defines one of the uses of ‘ferther-more’ as
“introductory or connective adv.: moreover, furthermore, also”. An example is:

(17) And therfore seye I that it is good as now that ye suffre and
And therefore say I that it is good for now that you suffer be
be pacient. Forthermoore, ye knowen wel that ...
patient.  Furthermore, you know  well that ...
(c1395 Chaucer, CT, Tale of Melibee 1480-81)

In EEBO, furthermore appears mainly in translations of Hebrew and Greek Biblical
texts. This will have made it familiar and probably accounts for its use in a slightly
wider set of genres than further. For example, it was used in Blount’s Natural History:

(18) this strong liquor is ordinarily drank amongst the planters, as well alone, as
made into punch: furthermore, when this juice hath so boil'd into the two first
coppers,... (1693 Blount, A natural history [EEBO])

Like further, furthermore can be strengthened by a following also (5 examples in
EEBO), e.g.:

(19) Parentes ought first of all [to shield their children] from all vihonest games:
furthermore, also their Parentes shall admonish them that they giue no credite
to coniurations, witchcraftes, sorceries and such like vayne trifles:

‘Parents should first of all shield their children from indecent games: further-
more too their parents shall warn them not to give credit to conjury, witchcraft,
sorcery or similar trifles.

(1581 Lowth, The Christian man’s closet (trans. from Latin) [EEBO])

The development of Conjunct furthermore differs from that of further with respect
to morphology, dating, and persistence of the CircAdv use, as shown in Figure 6.3:

Furthermore €1200-1500 context c.1400-Present
SYN: | | CircAdv Conjunct
MORPH: | | trimorphemic monomorphemic
PHON: | | /fard r mor/ /fardrmor/

SEM: | | extended distance use of CircAdy in addition
PRAG: in clause-initial formal
DF: position 1DSM: elaboration

Figure 6.3 The development of furthermore
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To summarize, both further and furthermore are preferred in formal registers. Both
originate in the same comparative spatial adverb further. In PDE further is used as
both a directional CircAdv and as a Conjunct in clause-initial position. However,
furthermore is rarely used with spatial meaning after the 13thC (the last example
cited in OED is dated 1554) and is now no longer used with spatial semantics; it is
used exclusively as a textual Conjunct. Their histories support the first part of the
DSM Trajectory Hypothesis proposed in Chapter 4.4.2.

6.4 Moreover

Despite over, moreover is not a spatial expression in origin. According to OED the
oldest use of moreover is temporal (13thC), meaning ‘for a long time, longer’ (OED
moreover adv. A.1.a). This use is said to be ‘obsolete, rare’ now. The temporal origin
is confirmed in MED, which cites the same example as OED, but with more context:

(20) Quad pharaon to moysen, Nu ic rede 0at ge flen; For se ic gu
Said Pharaoh to Moses, ‘Now I advise that you flee; for see I you
more-ouer nu, Dead sal me wreken ouer gu’
longer now, death shall one wreak over you.

‘Said Pharaoh to Moses: T now advise you to flee, because if I see you any longer
now, someone will kill you”
(1325 (c1250) Gen and Ex. (Corp-X 444) 3119 [MED more-over b])

Use ‘[a]t the beginning of the clause ... indicating that it contains matter additional
to what has already been stated” (OED moreover Adv 2.a) is cited in both OED and
MED from the 1380s on, for example:

(21) And also, more-ouer, me pynkep ... Men sholde constreyne no clerke
and also, moreover, me thinks... men should constrain no cleric
to knauene werkes
to peasants’ works.

‘And also, moreover, I think ... people should not force any cleric to do peasants’
jobs’. (c1400 (?a1387) Langland, Piers Plowman C.vi.53 [OED, MED])

In (21) moreover is used to reinforce both and and also, itself a reinforcer, em-
phasizing the strength of the opinion. In EEBO it is found in Biblical works, such
as Tyndale’s homilies. In (22) he exhorts his listeners and readers to do deeds of
mercy so that:
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(22) our deades declare howe we love our neyghbours ad [sic] how much we
our deeds declare how we love our neighbors and  how much we
have compastion on them at ther neade: moreover it is not possyble to
have compassion on them at their need: moreover it is not possible to
love except we se a cause.
love unless we see a reason.

(1528 Tyndale, Fayth the mother of all good works [EEBO])

Like further(more), moreover continues to be used as an elaborative Connector.
OED comments that in PDE it is unusual in speech. It is, however, attested in blogs
and in the relatively formal speech of the SPOKEN section of the COCA corpus.
In (23) both examples are from radio interviews:

(23) a. They don't want to give up hope. KAUFMAN: Moreover, he argues that
doctors have no incentive to see their patients die prematurely.

(1994 NPR_ATC [COCA])

b. This was pure propaganda in a war of words with the United States.

Moreover, you know and everybody else here knows that the value of the

hostages is the value to which the holder of those hostages can use them.

(1990 CNN_Crossfire [COCA])

Overwhelmingly, the register in which moreover is used in the corpora is academic
or reportative.

Like further and furthermore, moreover undergoes little modulation in con-
text and appears still to be a monofunctional Conjunct in all positions. Lenker
(2010: 250) suggests furthermore, moreover (and also overmore) “do not signal
cognitive complexity, but are iconic in their length” and “expressively highlight the
semantic relation which is already operating in the linear sequence of text”.

The development of moreoever can be partially represented as in Figure 6.4:

Moreover c1250-1400 context c1350-Present
SYN: | | CircAdv Conjunct
MORPH: | | bimorphemic monomorphemic
PHON: | | /mor ovr/ /morovr/
SEM: | | for longer time use in clause- in addition
PRAG: initial position formal
DF: 1DSM: elaboration

Figure 6.4 The development of moreover

Like further(more), moreover supports only the first part of the DSM Trajectory
Hypothesis.
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6.5 Other elaborators

The [[Conjunct] < [Elaborator]] subschema has been available to SP/Ws from
Old English times and before. This subschema licensed mainly eac ‘also’ and and
in Old English. Over time also, furthermore, further and moreover were added (also
overmore, Lenker 2010: 93), but eac was lost in standard English. Other additions
to the subschema include besides, in addition and, recently, plus.

Besides, which OED says is the “usual” expression in speech by comparison with
moreover (OED moreover Adv 2.a.), implicates that D2 is not especially important,
a meaning that persists from origins in a spatial body part expression (be by’ +
side + adverbial -es (Rissanen 2004; Traugott and Trousdale 2013: 110-111)). In
EEBO besides is used mainly as a preposition, or clause-finally as a spatial adverbial.
Among prepositional complements are anaphoric pronouns (this, that) referring
to prior discourse as in (24):

(24) [Citing St Austen] fro the wc heresie god deliuer his faythfull:
from the which heresy god deliver his faithful:
besides thiss. austen doth saye ...
besides this St. Austen does say ...

(1533 Frith, A book made by John Frith [EEBO])

Besides came to be used occasionally without this as a Conjunct meaning ‘in addi-
tion’ in EModE. The first example in EEBO is:

(25) but it myght haue ben called a collusio, for prophaning of gods holy worde,
and deceiuing the simple people: besides, whatsoeuer in their owne conceiptes
they hadde taken for a veritie, the same wold thei proudly vtter and saye ...
‘but it could have been called a collusion to profane God’s holy word and deceive
the simple people: besides, whatever they had taken for a truth in their own
minds, that is what they would proudly utter and say ...

(1556 Huggarde, Displaying of the Protestantes [EEBO])

By the end of the period covered in EEBO pre-clausal use predominates. Pre-clausal
use predominates in COHA as well. There is, however, no evidence of DM use of
besides at any period.

In addition also began to be used in EModE (the first example in EEBO is from
1566). However, it appears very infrequently in EEBO. In addition is mainly used
in a prepositional phrase (e.g. 1640 in addition to her other miseryes). A text-related
lexical use is:

printed on 2/10/2023 4:43 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



Chapter 6. The development of elaborative markers 117

(26) thou shalt not forswear or perjure thy self, but shalt perform unto the lord thy
vows: but in addition to this i say unto you, swear not at all in your common
converse.

‘you shall not swear falsely or perjure yourself, but shall perform your vows
to the Lord; but in addition to this I say do not swear at all in your ordinary
conversation. (1681 Kettlewell, The measures of Christian obedience [EEBO])

In (27) and in most of the examples in COHA, in addition (to this) is used to link
properties of the referential world rather than to signal the relation of upcoming
D2 to D1 that SP/W wishes AD/R to understand:

(27) Her ready docility would of itself have been sufficient to surprise Lord James.
But, in addition, there was a soft note in her voice.
(1911 Bennet, Out of the primitive [COHA])

In (27) the soft note is presented as perceived by Lord James in addition to her docil-
ity, not by the narrator of D1. Note that none of the Conjunct expressions discussed
in this chapter: besides, furthermore, moreover can be coherently substituted for in
addition after but in (27). This suggests that in addition has a lexical listing CircAdv
function rather than a text-conjoining function in (26) and (27).

By the mid-20thC a few examples of in addition appear that can be interpreted
as text-linking Connector uses, e.g.:

(28) But the best of him, his work, remains. In addition, those of us who were
fortunate enough to know him have a legacy of rich remembrance.
(1966 Kanin, Remembering Mr. Maugham [COHA])

Here substitution by any of the Conjunct expressions discussed in this chapter
allows for coherence.
A yet more recent elaborative Connector is plus, as in:

(29) 'This is WONDERFUL with the recipes all in one place (love that I didn’t
have to print out 8 different recipes) and the shopping list already done. Plus,
everything looks really good! (2012 Six Sister’s stuff [COCA BLOG])

In COHA plus is first attested as the mathematical term. Beginning in the 1900s it
is used textually to mark NPs as members of additive lists, as in (30):

(30) this intensified competition will go on for a number of years until the amount
of national production will be scaled down to the volume of what we ourselves
can consume, plus, of course, whatever export trade we may have.

(1921 Filene, Give us this day our daily bread [COHA])
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In the 1950s the NPs have been expanded to include verbal gerunds, as in (31):
having the fighters on you, and people shooting at you from the ground:

(31) “Allit would take to make it real would be to hang the big bomb on and swing
the compass needle 0,.. 21 “a little,” one weary pilot said, after a six-hour flight
to a simulated target deep in Greece. “Plus, of course, having the fighters on
you, and people shooting at you from the ground,”

(1957 Martin, Cat Brown’s kittens have claws [COHA])

(32) is the first example in COHA of plus used to signal that a finite clause in D2 is
an addition to and elaboration of D1:

(32) the mud-man on the ground waving his fist and swearing into zeppelin clouds
would [b]e the same. Plus, we fished together, and were aficionados of a sort
that way. (1977 Carlson, Betrayed by E Scott Fitzgerald [COHA])

By the decade of the 2000s there is a large number of examples of plus, many of
which combine clauses, suggesting that Conjunct use of plus had become well es-
tablished. Plus is a good example of a IDSM that came into being fairly recently
in a gradual extension of contexts, in this case from NP referring to an inanimate
entity to a gerund with verbal properties and finally to a clause.

6.6 Conclusion

This chapter has shown that an elaboration subschema [[D1 Elaborator D2] « [D2
is presented as an elaboration of D1]] existed already in Old English. It exemplifies
well the dynamic, changing nature of (sub)schemas because it has been relatively
productive even though eac obsolesced and overmore was short-lived. In Standard
English the subschema now licenses (in alphabetic order of those discussed in
this chapter) and, also, besides, further, furthermore, in addition, moreover, and
plus in some of their uses; these range from lexical Connectors like in addition
to 1DSMs like further, and DMs like and. Table 6.1 shows in which periods the
Elaborators mentioned in this chapter were or came to be used with any frequency;,
or obsolesced.

Table 6.1 Elaborative marker resources over the history of English

Period  Available in subschema Loss from
subschema

OE and, eac

ME and, eac, furthermore, overmore

EModE  and, furthermore, further, moreover, besides eac, overmore

20thC and, furthermore, further, moreover, besides, also, in addition, plus
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A subschema such as the Elaborator subschema may be conceptualized as a net-
work that may expand and contract internally in constructional space. As we will
see in later chapters, especially Chapter 13, this constructional space is linked ex-
ternally with other (sub)schemas, including other DSM schemas.

The chapter has also shown that the constructionalization phase of the DSM
Trajectory Hypothesis (CircAdv > Conjunct) is borne out in the history of all Es
discussed, but only also underwent further reshaping to a DM through construc-
tional changes.

As mentioned in Section 6.1. Fraser (1996) includes a considerably larger
number of Es than have been discussed here among his examples of Elaborators
that are DMs in his sense. Some of them have not been discussed here, because,
although they can be used with a semantic connecting function to signal that the
upcoming discourse continues and elaborates on what precedes, they are highly
contentful and not Conjuncts, among them alternatively, more importantly, on top
of it all. Similarly, structural differences among sets of Es have been discussed for
Catalan. Cuenca (2015) distinguishes “grammatical connectives” of various types
like and, “linking endophoric devices” that point back anaphorically (‘that’s why’)
or forward cataphorically (‘namely’), and “lexical connectives” that “are functionally
equivalent to grammatical connectives but still exhibit a proper syntactic structure
and compositional meaning’”. She exemplifies the latter with English to take just one
example and first and a wide range of Catalan markers. Among them are elaborative
topic change markers like més coses ‘more things’, deixin-m’hi afegir ‘let me add’
(Cuenca 2015: Examples (12) and (13)). In Cuenca’s terminology, also would be a
“grammatical connective’, on top of it all a “lexical connective”, and further would
be in between, relatively contentful, but nevertheless a DSM of the type that I have
labelled 1DSM.

In the next Chapter I turn to Contrastives like but, all the same and instead.
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CHAPTER 7

The development of contrastive markers

71  Introduction

When a speaker or writer uses a contrastive Connector such as but, all the same
or instead, it is to signal that ‘the following statement contradicts an inference that
I would expect you to make’ (Winograd 1976: 289, discussing but). “But presents
two conjuncts which clash with each other in some way - it is contrary to our ex-
pectations to see the two presented side-by-side” (Sweetser 1990: 100). This clash
is based in SP/W’s (represented) belief about the real world, not in the real world
itself (Sweetser 1990: 104) (see Chapter 2.2 for the distinction). The main purpose
of the current chapter is to outline the development of the DM but (Section 7.2).
Two other contrastive markers, all the same and instead, are more briefly discussed
in Sections 7.3 and 7.4 respectively. They are monofunctional DSMs. Similarities
and differences between the Connectors are discussed in Section 7.5. In the course
of the chapter I will further illustrate the importance of discourse contexts in the
rise of new uses.

7.2  But

Some general comments on functions of but are made in Section 7.2.1. The history
of but is sketched in Section 7.2.2.

7.2.1 Background

In PDE but is used as a coordinator and a Connector. As a coordinator it is used to
coordinate members of the same category and to implicate that some expectation is
being cancelled. For example in (1a) failure and aim are both members of the cate-
gory noun, and the expectation that is evoked and cancelled is that failure is a sin.*”

37. An anonymous reviewer pointed out that the traditional view that but can be used to coor-
dinate NPs has been shown to be problematic (see Chaves 2007).
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(1) a. used to tell students that “not failure but low aim is sin”
(1992 Ebony [COCA])
b. He’s low-key, but strong in “Raiders of the Lost Ark”
(1995 CBS_Morning [COCA])
c. Crombie wasn’t working Sunday but started to get calls and texts asking
if she was safe. (2017 OregonLive.com [COCA])

The topic of this section is use of but as a clause Connector instantiating a contras-
tive subschema [[D1] Contrast [D2]], where D2 is a finite clause with a subject,
asin (2):

(2) Alotofpeople worry about crossing editorial and advertising lines, but I think
it respects readers more. (2012 digidday.com [COCA WEB])

As Fraser (2009b) discusses, the kind of contrast conveyed may differ consider-
ably in different contexts. Taking a largely Relevance Theoretic view of DMs and
arguing that they are monosemous, Fraser (2009b: 293) suggests that there is one
core meaning to but (Contrast) and 10 uses “signaled by context and pragmatic
elaboration”. An example of explicit Contrast is (3) (Fraser 2009b: 310):

(3) John likes to dance but I like to read.

Here John and I belong to the same set (people) and the contrast can be made ex-
plicit by adding in comparison, by contrast. Implicit Contrast is exemplified by (4)
(Fraser 2009b: 313):

(4) We started late, but we will arrive on time.

Here We started late could be assumed to implicate late arrival; the implicature is
contrasted and cancelled. After discussion of several different kinds of Contrast,
the example in (5) is introduced (Fraser 2009b: 316):

(5) a. TIhadalovely evening last night with Harry.
b. But did he repay you the money?

Fraser goes on to say “The fact that there is no contrastive result from comparing
S1 and S2 follows from the fact that this case is not a DM use of but. Whereas a DM
signals a semantic relationship holding between S1 and S2, the but in these exam-
ples is signalling a change in discourse topic, not a semantic notion”® In Fraser
(2009a) he considers change in discourse topic to be discourse management marker

use. As discussed in Chapter 4, I do not make a distinction between DSMs and

38. “S1” and “S2” are short for “segment 1” and “segment 2” (and equivalent to D1 and D2).
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discourse management markers. Furthermore, DSMs and the subclass of DMs are
in my view not semantic, though a DSM may be partially so, especially when it is
first constructionalized.

What is important for this chapter is that but is multifunctional in contempo-
rary use, and therefore a DM, unlike the other two contrastives discussed. From a
constructional perspective, the meaning [contrast] is inherited as a discourse func-
tion from the [D1 Contrast D2] frame. Other functions are modulations in context
that include self-correction, correction of others, objection, topic management and
discourse management, such as introducing a summary (Lenker 2010: 207). These
are illocutionary acts of various types, and contrastive but combines with them in
ways that Fraser (2009b) lists as separate uses.

A constraint on form is that, unlike some other DMs, but is used in pre-clausal
position only in Standard English. However, a conventionalized use has recently
been observed in post-clausal position in conversation (e.g. Mulder and Thompson
2008; Mulder et al. 2009). This particular use will be introduced in Chapter 12.2.2.

7.2.2 The history of but

In PDE but is the default DSM used to signal Contrast, but in Old English the
default contrastive was ac. Ac was replaced with but by the end of Middle English
(c.1500). The etymological source of but is the Old English preposition butan ‘out-
side’ (< be utan ‘on the outside’), which could be used as a spatial adverbial. It
contrasted semantically with binnan ‘inside’ (< be innan ‘on the inside’).

In the context ealle butan anum ‘all outside of/excluding/except one’ butan came
to be used as an exclusive scalar marker by the 13thC. It expresses an evaluation,
putting upper bounds on the complement (Nevalainen 1990: 342), cf. all but dead
‘nearly dead’. As an exclusive it is part of a schema that in PDE includes almost,
barely, nearly, scarcely (Nevalainen (1991: 125-127). This use of but declined in
frequency from the mid-17thC on (Nevalainen 1990: 345), but is still found in
expressions like Nothing but X will do.

Used pre-clausally but could be used to mean conditional ‘unless’, a meaning
that was optionally strengthened in Early Middle English by if (that). In this use it
is a subordinator:

(6) swore by Almyghty God and by his holy names, but if pat he wolde go
swore by Almighty God and by his holy names, unless ~ he would go
wip ham, he shulde be dede. (¢.1200 Brut p. 217.1333 [HC])
with them he would be dead.
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Use as a coordinator is attested from the 1300s on, usually in the context of a neg-
ative D1, where contrast is expressed overtly, as in (7). This is what Fraser (2009b)
calls an explicit contrast:

(7) Wolde pe erl nouth dwelle pore but sone nam until his lond
Wanted the earl not  dwell there but straight-away went to  his land

‘the earl did not want to live there but straight-away went to his own land.
(c1300 Havelok (LdMisc 108) 2929 [MED but conj., 6¢])

By the 16thC the negative context constraint begins to be disregarded. In (8) but
is used as a Connector to invite AD/R to understand that SP/W conceptualizes a
contrast significant enough to be worthy of mention between the door posts and
the door:

(8) then wente he in / and measured the dore postes, whiche were two
then went he in / and measured the door posts, which were two
cubytes thycke; but the dore it selfe was syxe cubite.®
cubits thick but the door it self was six cubit.

(1540 The Byble in Englysshe [EEBO])

The fact that the negative marker came to be regarded as redundant and unneces-
sary is far from unique to but. In the case of but, contrast is inherently negative (‘not
that but this’), so a negative marker is redundant. A recent example of non-use of a
redundant negative is I couldn’t care less > I could care less, where less is inherently
negative in meaning. This use has been criticized as “senseless” or “illogical”, but the
change is entirely reasonable — redundancy avoidance is usually considered logical.
Itis in fact a key stage in the much discussed “Jespersen Cycle” of negation (e.g. van
der Auwera 2009), as in French ne > ne pas > pas and English ne > ne naht > not.
This severely truncated history of but reveals several things, among them:

1. The source of but is a “real world” spatial (‘outside’). This literal use has ob-
solesced, but persists pragmatically in so far as SP/W signals that D2 is meta-
phorically “outside of ” what might be considered to be directly coherent with
D1 or directly inferred from the pragmatics associated with D1.

2. Asapreposition, butan prototypically had narrow syntactic and semantic scope
over NPs, AdjPs, and VPs. Used as a Connector it has scope over the following
clause.

3. But has been used discursively in a variety of ways to combine units, not only
as a contrastive coordinating Connector but also as a conditional subordinator.

39. A ‘cubit’ is a measurement approximately equal to the length of the forearm, about 18 inches.
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4. Used to counter a position expressed in D1, but signals that the topic is a kind
of elaboration of D1, but from a different point of view. The shift in point of
view entails a topic shift.

5. 'The conventionalization of but as a clause Connector is a case of a construction-
alization as a microconstruction that is [—truth-conditional, +conventional].
Its conventional meaning is ‘signals contrast’.

From a constructional perspective we may note that:

a. From Old English on, there have been a number of schemas, including spa-
tial, scalar, conditional and contrastive and elaborative constructions. As a
micro-construction, but was used in earlier English as a spatial or as a scalar
preposition to instantiate spatial and scalar schemas. It came to be used with
if as a subordinator, but since the 14thC its prototypical use has been to in-
stantiate the Contrast.Subschema. Pragmatically weaker uses (e.g. (5)) show
functional overlap with the Elaborator.Subschema.

b. The later meanings show evidence that the source meaning ‘outside’ persists;
it constrains later uses in that contrastive expressions derived from butan can
only be licensed by schemas that plausibly involve an abstract ‘outside’ meaning
(note that ‘outside’ is not a source meaning for e.g. instead, by contrast).

These findings show that physical world butan ‘outside’ has over time been recon-
ceptualized in terms of the discourse world (see Sweetser’s 1990 metaphorical anal-
ysis of and, but and or mentioned in Chapter 2.2). In this world it marks:

i. areferent of a phrase as outside a set (all but one ‘all except on€e’ implicates ‘one
is outside the set X),%0

ii. a clause as conditional and subordinate (outside the circumstance X, Y),

iii. a clause as in some way outside normal coherence expectation (coordinator

but).

Figure 7.1 provides a very partial model of the changes that led to the rise of DM
but. It shows that the shift of meaning from ‘outside’ to ‘except’ was a neoanalysis
and constructional change since the meaning not the form changed. It also shows
that the shift from preposition to Conjunct was a constructionalization. The latter
change resulted in the addition of a new Conjunct to the inventory, which even-
tually came to be preferred to ac; it also resulted in the restriction of the prep-
osition but to a small niche of exceptive expressions. The further shift to a DM
was a constructional change. The phonological changes from disyllabic butan to

40. Note that except < Latin ‘out taken.
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monosyllabic but, and of ‘short’ /U/ to /A/ were systemic constructional changes in
Standard English. They too did not result in addition of a micro-construction to the
inventory and therefore are considered not to be constructional changes. “Prep” is
short for ‘preposition’, “btw” for ‘between’; as in earlier figures “1DSM” is short for
‘relatively monofunctional DSM’ and “DM” for ‘relatively multifunctional DSM..

But ¢1000-1700 Context c1200 Context c.1300 Context c1550
SYN: || Prep Conjunct
MORPH: | | monomorph
PHON: | | /butan/ /bUt/ /ont/
SEM: | | ‘outside NP’ ‘except NP’
PRAG: || exclusion ealle butan || ‘unless D2’ negative || connector loss of
location anum conflict btw negative
D1and D2 context
DF: scalar 1DSM: contrast DM

Figure 7.1 Partial model of the rise of DM but

As mentioned above, during its history but has intersected with several conceptual
domains or schemas. The prototype Es they license at various periods that are
relevant over time to the various uses of but are summarized in Table 7.1 (“Sch” is

>«

short for ‘Schema’, “scalar.exclus” for ‘scalar exclusivity’, and “elab” for ‘Elaborator’):

Table 7.1 Some conceptual schemas instantiated over the history of English by but

Spatial.Schema ScalarExclus.  Conditional. ~ Contrast.  Elab.

Sch Sch Schema Schema
OE butan ‘ouside of” butan ‘except’  gif if’ ac eac
ME butan but ‘except’ but if ac, but eac, and
EModE  outside but except’ unless but but, and
ModE outside but ‘except’ unless but but, and

A full constructional understanding of the development of but would necessitate a
far more fine-grained analysis, but I hope that this sketch has shown the importance
of a dynamic, flexible view of language. There are conceptual external network links
between schemas such as Table 7.1 summarizes. Chapter 13 will provide further
discussion of such network links. It is also important to look at the internal net-
works within a schema, and to that end I next look at the histories of all the same
(7.3) and instead (7.4).
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73 All the same

In PDE, in one use, all the same asserts that every item is equivalent. Here all is an
adjective that specifies quantification over individuals, as in (9):

(9) His tall body had been shoved into all the same distortions as mine.
(2010 Osborn, Distortions [COHA])

All the same distortions here can be understood as ‘each distortion was the same’.
There is also a possible reading ‘exactly the same distortions’, where all is not the
quantifier but an adverbial (see Chapter 6.2 on use of all meaning ‘exactly’ in also).

In another use, all the same is a Connector expressing concession (‘despite
that, even s0):

(10) a. So long as he stayed in that lonesome river, he would be all right. All the
same, he remained watchful,

(1990 Matthiessen, Killing Mr. Watson [COCA]J;

Traugott In press: Lecture 7B, Example (1))

b. Chechen rebels say they’ve turned each of the nine-story apartments

around it into fortresses. And one good sniper can halt the advance of

an entire company. All the same, Russian generals continue to argue the

campaign is going their way. (2000 CNN_WorldNews [COCA])

In (10) all the same can be substituted by even so, in spite of that, nevertheless. Like
them, all the same is a monofunctional 1DSM and is not used multifunctionally. As
a Connector all the same implicates concessive ‘although one might have expected
otherwise’. Specifically, (10a) is understood as ‘although he thought he would be
all right, he was watchful’, and (10b) as ‘although Chechen rebels have ..., Russian
generals continue to... Syntactically, all the same is a Conjunct marker like but,
and not a subordination marker like although. Unlike in the case of after all, con-
cessive interpretations occur in any position. It appears with the same meaning in
post-clausal position:

(11) Of course I was blameless, but there might have been a scandal all the same.
(1993 Ross, Cut to the quick [COCA])

In COCA contrastive pre-clausal all the same appears occasionally in the SPOKEN
section, as (10b) above attests. However, it is preferred in FICTION and TV, where
it also occurs post-clausally, and is equivalent to even so, despite that, however, as
in (11).

All the same originates in an adjectival phrase [all the same NJ, where all is the
quantifier meaning ‘every” and the noun it modifies is typically plural, as in (12),
although a few instances of singular Ns such a night are also attested:

EBSCChost - printed on 2/10/2023 4:43 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco. confterns-of -use



128

Discourse Structuring Markers in English

EBSCChost -

(12) a. [about clothing for a tournament] lordis of the garther with chynes of gold
and all the same sutes of hertes as is before said.
‘lords of the Garter with chains of gold and all the same suits with hearts
as was said before’. (1485 Schort [and] breue tabull on chronicles [EEBO])
b. those thinges that the Greeke chroniclers haue entreated vpo disorderly
..., all the same thynges hath pompeius ... settyng them in due order
compyled in hystorye.
‘those things that the Greek chroniclers have discussed in disorderly fashion
... all the same things has Pompey compiled in history, setting them in
proper order’.
(1564 Golding, Thabridgment of the histories of Trogus Pompeius [EEBO])

In (12a) we can paraphrase all the same sutes of hertes as ‘every suit of hearts was
the same’. The plural nouns sutes and thynges support the quantifier reading, but an
adverbial ‘exactly the same’ reading is not ruled out. Although the N is typically un-
modified, the head of all the same is an NP not an N, as attested by examples like hence
it is that all the same glrorious and sprituall effects in the scripture, are sometimes at-
tributed to the father (1656) and are constituted of all the same substantial parts (1682).

All the same without a nominal head is not attested in EEBO. OED (same C.
Adv. 2) cites the contrastive meaning ‘in spite of what has been mentioned, even if
circumstances had been otherwise, nevertheless, notwithstanding’ first in 1803. In
that example from 1803 it is in medial position (could all the same wait on she [sic]
too). The first example in OED of Connector use in pre-clausal position is dated
1845 and preceded by but. A pre-clausal example appears earlier in COHA in 1823
(13a), where the contrast is with “Wordsworth’s finer moods were just those of
which he never attempted to give a philosophic account’, a long-distance D1. All the
same is attested with more clearly contrastive meaning shortly after in a translation
from French (13b). Pragmatically, all the same cues asymmetry between D1 and
D2 and implicates ‘not exactly the same”:

(13) a. Itseems to me that Wordsworth’s finer moods were just those of which he
never attempted to give a philosophic account, and that he did not refer
to childhood in his Preface is an evidence of his inspiration when dealing
with it. All the same, his treatment of childhood accords with his manifesto
to the British public.

(1823 Everett’s new ideas on population [COHA]; Traugott In

Press: Lecture 7B, Example (6))

b. The wolf was incapable of an abuse of confidence, and behaved in society,
that is to say among men, with the discretion of a poodle. All the same, if
bad-tempered officials had to be dealt with, difficulties might have arisen.
(1833 Hugo, By order of the king [COHA])
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To ascertain how all the same came to be used as a Conjunct with contrastive
meaning in the data gap between 1700 (the end of EEBO) and 1810 (the beginning
of COHA, version 2019), I searched CLMET3_0_1 (88 texts representing the years
1710-1780), and CLMET3_0_2 (99 texts representing the period 1780-1850). 9
of the 88 texts of CLMET3_0_1 (10%) provided a total of 21 hits of all the same,
one of which was excluded on grounds that the string does not form a constituent,
leaving 20 examples. None of these can be interpreted as but. 17 modify a plural
noun, e.g. all the same relations/objects/ variations. Here all can be understood as
‘every’, e.g. every relation the same. In 3 cases the N is singular (all the same respect/
company/ appearance). Here the quantifier ‘every’ reading of all is excluded. Instead,
all is understood as ‘completely/entirely’, the scalar adverbial use of all that can be
found in Old English, and which is a possible reading in some of the early examples
in EEBO, as mentioned in connection with (12) above.

In the CLMET3_0_1 corpus 2 examples of all the same occur clause-finally
after predicate be. One with the singular antecedent it (14) implicates anaphoric
reference to the preceding clause (if they had been under lock and key) and evokes
an ‘entirely/exactly the same’ reading for all the same:

(14) [lamenting the disappearance of her workbasket] they were all in my workbas-
ket, that I left upon the table in the sarvants-hall, when mistresses bell rung;
but if they had been under lock and kay, ‘twould have been all the same; for
there are double keys to all the locks in Bath.

(1771 Smollett, Expedition of Humphrey Clinker [CLMET3_0_1_50])

There is also one instance of initial use; this too evokes an ‘entirely/exactly the same’
reading, but is comparative (all the same as if) and not an instance of Conjunct all
the same.

(15) “The doctor,” said he, “is so much overshadowed with presumption and
self-conceit, that his merit has no relief. It does not rise. There is no keeping in
the picture, my dear sir. All the same as if I were to represent the moon under
a cloud; there will be nothing but a deep mass of shade.

(1751 Smollett, Adventures of Peregrine Pickle [CLMET3_0_1_48])

In CLMET3_0_2 there are 56 hits of all the same compared to 20 in CLMET3_0_1.
This suggests that the period 1780-1850 was the one in which SP/Ws may have
started to use the phrase in a significantly different way. This is in fact true, but
pragmatic uses that by hypothesis enabled PDE usage are limited to a small set
of authors. 13 of the 56 examples (23%) are attested in one excerpt, the letters of
Robert Browning and Elizabeth Barrett Browning (#185). This means that the
change was less wide-spread than the raw numbers might imply. Nevertheless, the
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Brownings, especially Elizabeth, who was nominated as poet laureate, were highly
influential and their usage may well have been imitated.*!

Another 13 of the 56 hits are followed by a noun (7 singular, 6 plural), a far
lower percentage (23%) than in CLMET3_0_1 texts, where 85% are followed by a
noun. In CLMET3_0_1 there is only one Example (12) of the formula it BE all the
same (to X), a predicate expression used clause-finally. But in CLMET3_0_2 it is
all the same (to X) is attested 19 times, e.g. (16). In examples with singular nouns
or it antecedents, all cannot be understood as the quantifier. It is understood as the
degree modifier ‘entirely’.

(16) a. ‘That’sright, Townsend, said Archer, laugh on, my boy! Friend or foe, it’s
all the same to you. I know how to value your friendship now. You are a
mighty good fellow when the sun shines; but let a storm come, and how
you slink away!’ (1796-1801 Edgeworth, The parent’s assistant

[CLMET3_0_2_117]; Traugott In press: Lecture 7B, Example (9))
b. Let them show ever so little inclination, and men go down on their knees
at once: old or ugly, it is all the same.

(1843 Thackeray, Vanity Fair [CLMET3_0_2_174])

The wider context of all but one example of (It is) all the same (to X) implicates
that the center of consciousness is dismissive of the uniformity described. In-
deed, Lenker (2010: 190) notes that “most of the new coinages” of contrastive ad-
verbial Connectors in (Early) Modern English are dismissive, e.g. at least, after
all, anyhow, anyway, in any case, all the same. ‘Being all the same’, where all means
‘entirely, exactly’, is largely negatively evaluated, as in (17). It is associated with the
idea that ‘all the same thing’ is dull:

(17) We go the same dull round for ever; nothing new, no variety! all the same thing
over again! (1782 Burney, Cecilia [CLMET3_0_2_96];

Traugott In press: Lecture 7B, Example (10))

When predicated of people it can be used to implicate lack of character or judge-
ment, as in (16a) above.

In addition to the 19 examples of it is all the same (to X), there are 24 exam-
ples of all the same with concessive or contrastive implicatures. Of these 15 are
clause-final uses (18a), 4 are non-final uses (18b), and 5 are initial uses (18c). In
each case the context is marked as contrastive (but in (18a), (¢), not the less in (18b)):

41. See e.g. Pratt and Denison (2000) and Fitzmaurice (2010) on the influence of small groups
of writers in the transition from the 18th-19th centuries.

printed on 2/10/2023 4:43 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



Chapter 7. The development of contrastive markers 131

(18) a. [complaining about having to sit and chat with neighbors and family] Well,
such things must be, and our friends mean them as civility, and we must
take and give the currency of the country. ButI am _ diddled_ out of a day
all the same. (1826 Scott, Journal [CLMET3_0_2_123])

b. Thave no wish to excite your pity, gentlemen, or to gain your silence, by
practising upon your feelings. Be silent. I am not the less ruined, not the
less disgraced, not the less utterly undone. Be silent; my honour, all the
same, in four-and-twenty hours, has gone for ever. I have no motive, then,
to deceive you. (1826 Disraeli, Vivian Grey [CLMET3_0_2_165])

c.  Too good, too, too indulgent you are, my own Ba, to ‘acts’ first or last; but
all the same, [ am glad and encouraged.*?

(1845 R. Browning, Letter [CLMET3_0_2_185])

(18a) is best interpreted as ‘Although such things must be, ..., nevertheless I am
cheated out of a day’, and (18b) as ‘Even though you may be silent, nevertheless
my honor has gone for ever’.** In (18c) all the same appears to strengthen the but
(‘but despite this’).

The Brownings’ 13 examples are notable in that only 1 instance of all the same
is used to modify an NP, whereas NP contexts are the norm in earlier periods. The
other 12 examples can be interpreted as Connectors signaling a concessive meaning
roughly equivalent to ‘however, even so, regardless’. 6 are post-clausal (17a), 1 is
non-final (17b) and 5 are pre-clausal (19¢) below and (18c) above. While (19a)
occurs in a contrastive context (yet), the other two do not. In (19b) and (19¢) all the
same is being used as a Contrastive independently of contrastive context.

(19) a. It would have been cruel, you think, to reproach me. Perhaps so! yet the
kindness and patience of the desisting from reproach, are positive things
all the same. (1845 E. B. Browning, Letter [CLMET3_0_2_185])

b. With which conviction, ... of your extravagance of kindness to me unwor-
thy, will it seem characteristically consistent when I pray you not to begin
frightening me, all the same, with threats of writing less kindly?

(1846 R. Browning, Letter [CLMET3_0_2_185])

c. if the toad does ‘take it into his toad’s head to spit at you, you will not
‘drop dead, I warrant. All the same, if one may make a circuit through a
flower-bed and see the less of his toad-habits and general ugliness, so much

the better. (1846 E. B. Browning, Letter [CLMET3_0_2_185])

42. Robert Browning called Elizabeth Barrett Browning Ba affectionately, an abbreviation she
did not entirely appreciate.

43. I thank Kate Beeching for this interpretation.
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In (19b) and (19¢) all the same has been neoanalyzed as a contrastive Conjunct. One
later writer may have interpreted however and all the same as not quite synonymous
in clause-final position:

(20) He was game, however, all the same, Jack.
(1908 Smith, Peter: A novel of which he is not the hero [COHA])

(20) is a hapax legomenon, a one-off (there are no other examples in COHA or
COCA) and all the same may simply have been intended as reinforcement of
however.

As in the case of many Conjunct DSMs, several factors may have contributed
to the development of adverbial concessive use out of adjectival all the same, some
local, some more general. Likely local enabling factors include:

1. the potential for an adverbial ‘exactly’ reading in all the same N-PL contexts
such as (12),

2. loss of the quantifier meaning of all in the contexts of it anaphoric reference as

in (14) and (16) and of a singular noun as in (17),

the development of the abstract formula it BE all the same (to X) as in (16),

negative attitudes toward uniformity as in (17),

use in contrastive contexts (18),

use in initial position in the context of as if (15) and (21) below.

SN Al

Anything that is ‘as if” it is the same as something else is by definition not literally
exactly the same, as the examples in (21) show. In both examples the context is
negative: forget ... cannot read (21a), but ... finds nothing (21b)):

(21) a. ‘give her your aunt Grafton’s prayer book, and she will read as glib as a
minister’ Jennet, said I, ‘you are mad outright - you seem to forget that
Nelema can not read any thing’. ‘It is all the same as if she could, persisted
Jennet. (1827 Sedgwick, Hope Leslie, Vol. 1 [COHA])
b. While he muses on the subject which occupies his thoughts and those of
the community, the fire [of devout feeling] burns; but when he goes into
the house of God he finds nothing to meet the peculiar state of things. It
is all the same as if nothing had happened.
(1843 The liturgy of the Protestant [COHA])

In addition to the assembly of six local contextual factors listed above that may have
contributed to the change to Conjunct status, two more general factors may also
have played a role. As mentioned in connection with the development of concessive
post-clausal after all in Chapter 4.5.2, Lenker (2010) identifies the late 17thC and
especially the 18thC as a period in which post-clausal use of adverbial contrastives
is attested, mostly in interactive texts such as dramas and letters. An example she
gives is:
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(22) ThopeIhan't (‘haven’t’] kill'd the Fool, however.
(1696 Vanbrugh, The Relapse [Lenker 2010: 196])

Another example is use of after all in final position around 1700 (see Chapter 4.5,
Example (21a)). So the period when contrastive all the same was coming into being
was a period in which post-clausal position had come to be the locus for concessive
use of Contrastives. Half of the Brownings’ use of the new concessive all the same
appear in post-clausal position. And other authors in CLMET 3_0_2 also appear
to prefer it in post-causal position, e.g.:

(23) theyare spoiled children, and fancy the world was made for their accommoda-
tion; and though I humour both, I think a smart chastisement might improve
them all the same. (1847 Bronté, Wuthering Heights [CLMET3_2_179])

Haselow (2013: 412) argues that in contemporary English post-clausal position is
often associated with markers of concession or correction. They are relational and
connect D2 to D1. They also express SP/W subjectivity. They may require AD/R
to reprocess or even reinterpret the preceding assertion (Lenker 2010: 198). This is
not a fully systemic positional context, however, as only contrastive markers used
in post-clausal position are concessive, not other markers such as question tags
(see Chapter 12.2.2).

Another likely factor in the development of the contrastive meaning of all the
same is a tendency in semantic change for an expression of similarity or sameness
to be interpreted as implicating dissimilarity in semantically negative contexts.
In Traugott (1982) I drew attention to the way in which pa hwile pe ‘during the
time that’ was reinterpreted as concessive while meaning ‘although’. Here too,
sameness (in this case of time) was understood in certain contexts as implicating
non-sameness. A similar development is discussed in Beeching (2005) for French
quand méme ‘all the same’.** Likewise even so, which can be used to paraphrase
all the same in contexts such as (19) above (e.g. ‘are positive things even so’ in
(19a)), originally meant even ‘equally’ + so ‘that way’. The phrase even so was used
from Old English times to express similarity and agreement. It meant ‘likewise’
and when used as a response meant Yes, exactly so’. According to the OED even
began to be used in the mid 16thC in the contexts of conditional if and contrastive
though. Even so appears in EEBO in the 17thC collocated with contrastive yet,
as in (24):

44. Whether or not this E influenced the development of all the same deserves attention.
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(24) [regardingaking’s absolute power over the army] ‘t is true in case of Forraigne
invasion, ‘t is expedient that the king be farre trusted, and yet even so, if the
king should conspire with forraigne forces, ... we might resume the common
native posse.

‘it is true that in the case of foreign invasion it is expedient to trust the king in
many things; nevertheless, if the king were to conspire with foreign forces ...
we might call up the native posse’

(1642 Accommodation cordially desired [EEBO])

In COHA we find even so in both the ‘likewise’ and ‘nevertheless’ meanings. The
first is primarily used in comparative contexts (as ... as), the second in negative,
contrastive contexts (see though ... though ... yet in (25)):

(25) [regarding secession leading to the US Civil War] Though the thing was
pre-determined, and most of the States committed by their public authorities
before the people were called on to vote; though in taking the votes terrorism in
many places reigned triumphant; yet even so, in several of the States, secession
was carried only by narrow majorities.

(1862 Mill, The contest in America [COHA])

By the 21stC even so is no longer used in the ‘likewise’ sense (OED says this meaning
is “archaic”). Even so can now be used in the meaning ‘nevertheless, all the same’
without a negative or concessive context. In other words, it has come to be used in
ways somewhat similar to all the same:

(26) T've discovered energy, like blood, is a renewable resource. Even so, after my
family is packed off to school and work for the day, I give first dibs on that
resource to my writing. (2012 Losing sanity [COCA BLOG])

To summarize the histories of but and all the same, changes to two Es with very
different sources, one spatial ‘on the outside of X, the other adjectival ‘all the same
(N)’, led to rather similar discourse-functional outcomes. Both came to be used to
mark a contrastive relationship between D1 and D2, and in some contexts one can
be substituted for the other.

As noted in Chapter 3.2.3, morphosyntactic change is typically gradual.
Small-step changes in contexts and frequency over decades have been illustrated
with the developments of after all, also, and but. In the case of all the same, the shift
appears to have been preceded by small step changes such as increase in frequency
of all the same as this and of semantically negative contexts. Potential for interpreta-
tion all as ‘exactly’ can be seen with hindsight from the 15thC on (12). However, as
the contexts are always plural, we do not have evidence of Conjunct use emerging
over a long period of time. Contexts in which the quantitative meaning ‘every’ is
excluded and only the adverbial ‘exactly’ meaning is plausible emerged somewhat
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rapidly and appear to have been strongly associated with a literary couple, the
Brownings. The Brownings did not, however, innovate the new uses. Concessive
and contrastive implicatures can be found in earlier writings such as those of Scott
and Disraeli (Examples (18a) and (18b) respectively). The Brownings appear to
have adopted such uses and other writers appear to have followed suit. Even though
contrastive all the same was developed over a relatively short period of time, it has
all the hallmarks of gradual constructionalization: constructional assemblies and
conventionalized local contextual uses.

A partial model of the development of all the same appears in Figure 7.2. Key
here is the constructionalization of all as an adverbial degree modifier ‘exactly’ in
contexts of singular nouns and pronouns, followed by a second constructionaliza-
tion to Conjunct. In Figure 7.2 “quant same” is short for a ‘quantifier + the + same,
“adv same” for ‘adverbial + the + samée’, “equiv” is short for ‘equivalent’, and “ref” for
‘reference’, “deg mod” for ‘degree modifier’. The “formula” referred to in the second
set of contexts is (It is) all the same (to X).

All the same  c1480-present Contexts late1700-Pres Contexts 1830s-Present
SYN: | [ quant same (N-PL) adv same (N-SG) Conjunct
MORPH: | | tri-morph monomorph
PHON: | | /al &3 seim/ /aldaseim/

SEM: | | every X equiv use with exactly equiv use in formula
PRAG: | | anaphoric ref SG referent neg attitudes concessive
DF: | | N modifier deg mod the same to similarity 1DSM: contrast

Figure 7.2 Partial model of the development of DSM all the same

7.4 Instead

Like but and further(more), instead is spatial in origin (‘in place of”). It was used in
the substitutive sense of X instead of/in place of Y’ by late Old English. Although
scattered examples of in the stede of occur, the article is for the most part not used
(see also in place of). Instead of was used as a prepositional chunk from the mid
17thC on. At first restricted to substitution of one person for another (e.g. as dep-
uty), it was extended to concrete inanimate objects (turpentine instead of balsam)
(Schwenter and Traugott 1995).

Bare adverbial instead used as a topicalized Conjunct (‘in place of that’) is oc-
casionally found in EEBO following but and specifying that a sharp type of contrast
is intended:

EBSCChost - printed on 2/10/2023 4:43 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco. confterns-of -use



136

Discourse Structuring Markers in English

EBSCChost -

(27) a. whenever the almighty intends any great event he puts it more or less in
the people’s minds before the execution, to induce them to holiness; for
there is no other way to prevent his wrath: but instead, they continue to
act as if they were never to die.

(1651 Love, Strange and wonderful predictions [EEBO])

b. and therefore had reason to expect some proof of it, but instead, he tells
us how they look on themselves as obliged to ...

(1686 Stillingfleet, Doctrines and practices [EEBO])

Bare instead meaning ‘however’ is not attested with any great frequency until the
second half of the 19thC, as evidenced by COHA, e.g. (29).%> The contrast is always
sharp, and the source meaning ‘in place of X’ persists, as in (28):

(28) a. He was not permitted to know that she felt the keen humiliation, which a
proud nature must suffer when it discovers that it has trusted an unworthy
object. Instead, he was to feel himself the injured one.

(1884 Lynch, Madeline Payne [COHA])

b. Werner von Haeften, a collaborator, had felt too rushed to put a second

bomb in the briefcase. Had they done so, Hitler would have certainly been
killed. Instead, when the smoke cleared Hitler was still standing.

(2001 Beschloss, The conquerors [COHA])

As we have seen, instead was originally used as the complex spatial preposition in-
stead of. Bare instead was used as a topicalized CircAdv as in (27). There is no need
to think in terms of reduction from instead of this and invoke grammaticalization,
as Lenker (2010: 177) does. For one, instead of this does not appear with any great
frequency in the data used as an adverbial contrasting D1 and D2. More impor-
tantly, there is a general pattern in English of preposition > adverbial. In PDE there
are several preposition-adverb pairs, such as above, behind, within, some of which
have of NP complements, e.g. off, outside (e.g. outside of the store, went outside).
In terms of meaning, in using instead as a Conjunct, SP/Ws in the ModE period
appear to have construed texts abstractly and metaphorically as objects with parts
that can be substituted one for another.
The development of DSM instead can be partially modeled as in Figure 7.3:

45. Lenker (2010: 98) finds that in her data instead used as a Connector is an even later PDE
phenomenon. In her work, PDE refers to the period 1920-1990, whereas in this book PDE refers
to the period 1970 - present.
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Instead c1000-1650 1650-present Context c1850-Present
SYN: | | Complex Prep CircAdv Conjunct
MORPH: | | bimorphemic monomorph
PHON: | | /n stede/ /nsted/
SEM: | | in substitution for in place of X topicalized use
PRAG: in initial position substitution
DF: 1DSM: contrast

Figure 7.3 Partial model of the development of DSM instead

75  Conclusion

Of the three expressions discussed in this chapter: but, instead, and all the same, the
first two were initially used in spatial expressions. All the same, however, originates
in an adjective modifier expression, typically of NPs. We may conclude that the
source constructional space of Contrast is less homogenous than that of Elaboration
(see Chapter 6).

Given that not all Conjuncts in English derive from CircAdvs, the model of the
DSM Trajectory Hypothesis in Figure 4.4 in Chapter 4.4.2 needs to be slightly mod-
ified. Although a large preponderance of [[Conjunct] <> [DSM]]s in English are
derived from adverbials, “CircAdv” is too restrictive to be appropriate for a general
model accounting for the rise of DSMs like all the same. “Adjectival phrase” (AP)
may be rather too specific but is adequate to the data under discussion. Figure 7.4
represents the revised template with CircAdv and AP specified as alternative sources
of [[Conjunct] & [DSM]] constructions.

s 3N
SYN: CircAdv/AP Conjunct
> >
SEM: | | contentful partially contentful
PRAG: partially pragmatic Largely pragmatic
DF: | | monofunctional 1DSM DM
N J

Figure 7.4 Revised Discourse Structuring Marker Trajectory Hypothesis

Given this revised hypothesis, all three contrastive markers discussed in this
Chapter can be said to support the first part of the hypothesis, that contentful
phrases can be reinterpreted as having the structure [[Conjunct] < [1DSM]]. Like
further, furthermore and moreover, discussed in Chapter 6, all the same and instead
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did not undergo expansion of their pragmatic functions and reshaping of their dis-
course functions, in other words they have not (yet) been recruited to DM status.
However, but came to be used as a DM.

The case studies in this chapter have further highlighted the importance of
specific discourse contexts in the rise of new uses. The enabling factor of use of a
source expression in clause initial position was illustrated by the use of exclusive
but before conditional if that in Example (6), of topicalized all the same things in
(12b), and of topicalized instead after but in (27). However, as in the case of DSMs
discussed in other chapters, use in clause initial position is presumably necessary
but not sufficient for use as a DSM to occur. Examples used in this chapter suggest
that a second important context for the rise of DM but is use with a negative D1 as
in (7); for all the same an additional context is use of the formula it BE all the same
(to X) as in (16), evoking negative assessment of the content of D1; and for instead
it is use with but as in (27).

Elaborators and Contrastives typically involve a topic shift by default. Some
Connectors that mark topic shift by default signal digression or return to the prior
topic. Digressive topic shift markers are the subject of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 8

The development of markers
of “digressive” topic shift

8.1 Introduction*®

The markers discussed in Chapter 7, but, all the same, and instead mainly signal that
the relationship between D1 and D2 is a contrastive one. By default, D2 involves a
topic-shift. There are various degrees of intensity of shift. Of the three contrastives,
but signals the weakest topic-shift (indeed, Fraser 2009a: 893 lists but in one of its
uses among topic-continuation markers). All the same can be used to reinforce and
strengthen but, but the content of D2 need not contrast significantly with that of
D1. Instead is the strongest of the three markers, implicating that D2 is different
enough from D1 to warrant using it as a substitute for D1.

The present chapter concerns another type of topic-shift marker, the so-called
“digressive” markers by the way, by the by, incidentally and parenthetically (Mittwoch
et al. 2002). “Digression” implies stepping aside from the current topic and there-
fore always signals a topic shift (Pons and Estellés 2009). In conversation there
is often no return to the original topic, but when and if SP/W does return to the
original topic, it will be elaborated on and updated in a way that this move too sig-
nals a (relatively small) topic shift rather than simple continuation. The digressive
markers together with the host clause serve as a parenthetical comment on, often
an elaboration of, D1. Drawing on Biber et al. (1999: 137), I define parenthetical
comments as clauses that “give additional information which is related to, but not
part of the main message”.

Four case studies are presented in this Chapter: the rise of by the way (8.2),
which has been productive from the time that it was constructionalized as a DSM,
and is currently widely used as a DM. The markers in the other three case studies:
by the by, incidentally and parenthetically are IDSMs with low productivity, only
one of which, incidentally, shows potential signs of DM use (Section 8.3). Some
other alleged digression markers are briefly introduced in Section 8.4. Section 8.5
concludes.

46. This Chapter draws on and updates Traugott (2020a, 2020b).
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8.2 By the way

Like but, by the way originates in a spatial expression. By hypothesis, a prereq-
uisite for eventual use of a spatial expression as a DSM is use in metaphorical
conceptualizations of the development of an argument as an object with spatial
coordinates. One possibility is to conceptualize the proposition in D2 as outside
the space of the argument in D1. This is the kind of static configuration associated
with but. Alternatively, one can conceptualize discourse as a journey from which
the SP/W can take a side-trip. As mentioned in Chapter 6.3.1 in connection with
further, Lakoft and Johnson (2003[1980]: 89-96) draw attention to metaphorical
templates such as AN ARGUMENT IS A JOURNEY. This widely used metaphor probably
enabled the Connector development of both by the way and by the by as well as
further and the DSMs to be dicsussed in the next chapter on return to a prior topic.

In Old English be (0am) wege may be used in situations that are static (1a) or

dynamic (1b):¥
(I) a. pa setper sum blind man. be dam wege.
then sat there a-certain blind man by that.DAT wayside.DAT.

(c.1000 Alfric, ZCHom 1, 10 B1.1.1 [DOEC])
b. & pam he forgifd pone gastlican fodan. peet  hi ne teorian
and them he gives that spiritual food so-that they not faint
be  wege. (¢c.1000 Alfric, ZCHom I, 12 B1.1.13 [DOEC];
along way.DAT. Traugott In press: 145)

It is the dynamic CircADv use exemplified in (1b) that underlies the DSM by the way.
A context that I call ‘talking en route’ appears throughout the textual record from
Old English on (2a). By the end of the 15thC the journey came to be replicated with
some frequency as the background to an important event (2b) or statement (2c):

(2) a. Hi sylfe eac cyddon peet hi crist be wege  gespreecon,
they themselves also revealed that they Christ by way.paT discussed,
and hu hi on heora gereorde hine oncneowon.
and how they at their meal  him recognized.

b. it was told him by the way that his wyf was deed in trauayll of child.
(c.1000 £CHom II, 16 B1.2.19 [DOEC])
‘it was told him on the road that his wife was dead in work of child (child-
birth)’. (1482 Caxton, Prolicionycion [EEBO];
Traugott 2020a: 124; In press: 145)

47. The definite article had not been developed by this time and its source, the demonstrative,
was optional (see Sommerer 2018).
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c. and as they wente by the way abram said to his wif i fere & drede sore that ...
‘as they went along the way Abraham said to his wife “I fear and dread
greatly that ...’ (1483 Caxton, Legenda aurea [EEBO, Traugott 2020b: 5])

In examples like (2) the route is understood as the literal physical background to the
conveying of the information that is the focus of the clause. In the 16thC the ‘talking
en route’ collocation came to be used more frequently. By the time of Shakespeare
(late 16thC, early 17thC), the concept ‘make a salient statement while talking en
route’ had become quite common. 7 out of the 14 instances of adverbial by the
way extracted from the Open Source Shakespeare collocate with a verb of saying or
understanding, e.g. recount ‘tell’ in (3a) and tell in (3b). Note in both examples the
use of by the way in clause-initial, topic position:

(3) a.  Why, then, we are awake: let’s follow him
And by the way let us recount our dreams.
(c1595-96 Shakespeare, Midsummer Night’s Dream IV.1.202
[OSS; Traugott 2020a: 124; In press: 146)
b. Go with me to it, and I'll show you; and, by the way,
You shall tell me where in the forest you live. (c1599 Shakespeare,
As You Like it 111.ii.451 [OSS; Traugott 2020a: 124])

Particularly important for the development of the DSM use would appear to be the
rise in the 16thC of a new figurative use where way is understood not literally as a
road, but metaphorically as a textual journey and by the way means ‘in the course
of discussion, in passing’. In this use, by the way is still a CircAdv. Many examples
appear in translations from Latin or French e.g. (4a) and in treatises (e.g. (4b)),
sermons, and philosophical works. A verb of speaking is typically used, e.g. say,
touch, make mention:

(4) a. many others the which at this time i omit: this much i will say by the way,
that this straight passeth ouer the coast of afrike to the troppike of cancer,
‘many others (details) which I omit at this time: I will say this much in
passing, that this strait passes over the coast of Africa to the tropic of cancer’.

(1568 Hackett, The new found vvorlde
[EEBO; Traugott 2020b: 5; In press: 147)
b. benedictus ... vnpoped himself, and went to uelitras, liuing there more
quietly the he shuld haue done at rome: here is to be touched by the way,
the glose of the popes decrees futed:

‘Benedict ... revoked his own authority as pope, and went to Velletri, living
there more quietly than he would have done in Rome; here is to be touched

on in passing the exposition of the pope’s decrees that are rejected’.
(1583 Foxe, Actes and monuments [EEBO])
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This metaphorical extension was used from around 1600 in another enabling con-
text, non-restrictive relative clauses. Here there is an element of subjectivity, as
SP/W takes the stance of casually assessing D2 as worthy of notice:

(5) a. tovsealsuch meanes as may further their resolution, assuring themselues
(which by the way is worth our obseruation) that ...

(1616 Hakewell, An ansvvere to a treatise vvritten by Dr. Carier [EEBO])

b. had the unerring spirit of god, to direct them in all emergent occasions

(which, by the way, renders their frequent grumblings no lesse prodigious,

then blasphemous). (1656 Osborne, Politicall reflections [EEBO])

In (5) we understand by the way to mean ‘in passing’, as in (4). The appositive rela-
tive clause is not syntactically integrated with the host clause, and position after the
relativizer puts by the way structurally close to the beginning of the clause.

Some early examples of Connector use of by the way in clause-initial posi-
tion appear in the mid-1600s and are exemplified in (6), where by the way means
‘casually in passing (in this text)’. Most are attested in translations and relatively
formal genres, as in (6b). (6b) comments on a city in Wales called Llan-baderne
the Great. Once a papal see, and an administrative center of the Catholic church, it
had dwindled into a small village:

(6) a. senthim a plaine and cold answer, wash seven times in iordan: by the way,
I dare boldly say, elisha in himselfe was not proud at other times.
(1640 Fuller, Ioseph’s partie-colored coate [EEBO])
b. which city is now dwindled to nothing: reader, by the way, I observe that
cities surnamed the great, come to little at last.
(1662 Thomas, The history of the worthies of England [EEBO];
Traugott In press: Lecture 8A, Example (13))

Here elisha in himself and I observe that cities surnamed the great, come to little at
last are introduced by by the way, which implicates that background and some-
what unimportant information is to come. It invites the reader to think of D2 as
a footnote on what precedes. However, in both examples, D2 is a generalization
that is presumably meant as a contribution of some significance. In (6b) and in
many other examples, the casualness and backgroundedness can be interpreted as
somewhat false.
In (6a,b) a cluster of factors suggests [[Conjunct] <> [DSM]] use:

1. clause-initial position
there is no overt mention of a path, either literal or textual,
3. subjectivity: SP/W injects himself in first person and indexes the upcoming
discourse as:
i. anew discourse-topic (i.e. a topic shift)
ii. only partially relevant

printed on 2/10/2023 4:43 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



Chapter 8. The development of markers of “digressive” topic shift 143

At around the same time, some examples of by the way used in clause-initial posi-
tion appear to be ambiguous as in (7):

(7) CAR. Tle never be drunk agen.
LA. I hope you will say so, when you have heard all.
GEO. but by the way your late stock being spent, here are ten peeces towards
a supply. (1653 Brome, The mad couple well matched [CED:
D3CBROME; Traugott 2020a: 125])

Since Careless (CAR.) forfeited his stock of £500 on a drunken travel adventure
described earlier, by the way in (7) could be understood as in earlier texts to mean
‘on the way’, in which case it refers anaphorically to the prior account of the journey
and has local scope over your late stock being spent. On this interpretation it is a
topicalized CircAdv in initial position. But from a present-day perspective it could
also be interpreted as ‘incidentally’, in which case it is a DSM that refers forward
cataphorically to D2. On this interpretation, by the way is a metatextual Conjunct
in pre-clausal position. It has scope over all that follows (your late stock being spent,
here are ten peeces towards a supply). It is relatively subjective in that it expresses the
speaker’s stance-to-text, downplaying the importance of the offer.

In many cases, SP/W uses by the way meaning ‘in passing’ to represent them-
selves as taking the stance that D2 is less important than D1 and is only partially
relevant to it when in fact the content of D2 is salient information, as in (6a) and
especially (6b). Narrators sometimes comment explicitly on the ‘as if’, falsely casual,
‘suddenly-came-to-mind’ meanings associated with by the way, as in (8). The back-
ground of (8b) is that the narrator has gone to breakfast in a café with the intention
of finding out about a TV monitor that has been rumored to be suspicious and turns
out to be used to spy on customers.

(8) a. Afterbidding good morning by way of farewell, he walked to the door, when
suddenly turning, as if the thought had just struck him, he observed - “By
the way, if anybody should happen to notice that I had called on you, I
have no objections to your saying I had a talk with you about that case of
Fanning’s” (1856 Adams, The lost hunter [COHA])
b. When I paid for my breakfast I half turned away, then turned back casually.
“Oh, by the way,” I said. “Where’s this wall TV place?” “This what?” she
said. “You know;” I said. “Color TV like a picture you hang on a wall” All
the color faded from her face. Her eyes went past me, staring. I turned in
the direction she was staring, and on the wall above the plateglass front of

the cafe was a picture.
(1959 Graham, The Gallery [COHA; Traugott 2020b: 9]

Over time, association of by the way with partial relevance and casual delivery of
D2 enabled interpretation of the DSM as an index of the interpersonal hedging
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function. In using the term “hedge” here, I draw on the concept of a hedge as
a discourse strategy that “attenuates ... the full force of the speech act” (Fraser
2010: 16; see also Caffi 2013: 257 on mitigation as an “attenuation strategy rooted
in metapragmatic awareness”). An elaborate narrative description of the how the
potential to use hedging by the way is conceptualized is given in (9):

» «

(9) “Imight try to find something for you in my business” “It’s very nice to hear,
Sir)” Jeft said, embarrassedly. “T'll remember it” “By the way,” Oliver said, as
though it would have been impolite to get to the main question too soon and
he was casting about, looking for subjects of conversation, “that girl of yours

you talked about the day I met you...” (1956 Shaw, Lucy Brown [COHA])

Use of by the way as a mitigating hedge on up-coming text that might be thought
to be face-threatening is a case of intersubjectification. I will return to this topic
in Chapter 11.

(10a) illustrates use of by the way to introduce an overt directive to do some-
thing, in this case take piano lessons that the addressee is not interested in. In (10b)
itis used to shift topic and as if casually introduce a question (where does this fellow
Umbholtz hang out?), followed by an indirect directive to investigate Umholtz. In
both cases, by the way attenuates the illocutionary force of D2:

(10) a. Verry still played. “Her talent is wonderful,” said father, taking the cigar
from his mouth. “By the way, you must take lessons in Milford; I wish you
would learn to sing”” I acquiesced, but I had no wish to learn to play.

(1862 Stoddard, The Morgesons [COHA)

b. Think you can get any of this stuff back?” “T hope so. By the way, where

does this fellow Umbholtz, the fabricator of spurious Whitneyville Walker
Colts, hang out? I believe he ought to be looked into.”

(1953 Piper, Murder in the gunroom [COHA])

This kind of hedging use is exploited in dramas at the turn of the 20thC, as in (11).

(11) a. CECIL GRAHAM. Hallo, Tuppy! Hear you're going to be married again;
thought you were tired of that game.
LORD AUGUSTUS. You're excessively trivial, my dear boy, excessively
trivial!
CECIL GRAHAM. By the way, Tuppy, which is it? Have you been twice
married and once divorced, or twice divorced and once married? I say
you've been twice divorced and once married. It seems so much more
probable.
LORD AUGUSTUS. I have a very bad memory. I really don’t remember
which. [[Moves away R.]

(1892 Wilde, Lady Windemere’s Fan [CLMET3_0_260])
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b. RICHARD: So I hear you are married, Pastor, and that your wife has a
most ungodly allowance of good looks. ... [discussion of the propriety of
saying this in front of her]... All the same, Pastor, I respect you more than
I did before. By the way, did I hear, or did I not, that our late lamented
Uncle Peter, though unmarried, was a father?

UNCLE TITUS: He had only one irregular child, sir.
(1897 Shaw, The devil’s disciple [CLMET3_1_3_269;
Traugott 2020a: 127; In press: 150)

Cecil Graham in (11a) is a troublemaker. “Tuppy” is Lord Augustus, who is clearly
put out by Graham’s topic of conversation and particularly by the question intro-
duced by by the way (he gives an evasive answer and moves away). (11b) is striking
for the multilayered, elaborate hedge. First there is explicit alleging of respect in
I respect you more than I did before, then by the way, followed by fake prevarication
did I hear, or did I not? 1

The false hedging use of by the way is by hypothesis the source of the fairly
recent development of an aggressive use of by the way, especially in combination
with Oh. In examples like (12), by the way and often by implication the quoted their
person user of it, is mocked and disapproved of.

(12) Now, what does it say to the entire world that you have a president who gets
off the phone with Erdogan of Turkey, and then sends out a tweet and it’s oh,
by the way, we're deserting these people who have put their lives on the line to
work with us in fighting against some of the worst terrorists in the world.

(2019 ABC News [COCA])

This use will be discussed in Chapter 10.4 on combinations of DMs.

Another recent use of by the way that was noted in Schegloff and Sacks
(1973:319) is what they call a “misplacement marker”, as when one introduces
oneself or someone else at an abnormally, embarrassingly late point in a conversa-
tion (by the way, this is/I am X). It appears in texts in COHA around the 2000s.*®
This particular use of by the way is preferred post-clausally in fiction, as illustrated
in (13):

(13) My neighbor remained undaunted by my silence. “I'm Jane, by the way, Jane
Mansfield” She laughed, showing off her blinding teeth again.

(2006 Sutherland, The Red Hat Society’s queens

of Woodland Avenue [COHA])

48. The thirty year time lag between Schegloff and SacK’s observations about this use and its
representation in texts may be due to absence of conversational interaction in the corpora used.
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However, it is infrequent. In later decades, Oh, by the way my name is X is preferred,
with Oh. In COCA NEWS shows, when a new participant is introduced, by the way
has a different function. Here it does not implicate acknowledgement that the intro-
duction is abnormally timed. Rather, it signals a topic shift associated with turning
to a new participant in the show. In this case it is used pre-clausally, as in (14):

(14) We figured out the best way to take a beach photo. Okay. By the way, this is
Willy and Juan. (2015 NBC_Today Show [COCA])

To summarize this section, the main change to the micro-construction by the way
discussed above is:

(15) [[by the way]circadv < [‘along the route’]] >
[[by the way]conjunct <> [‘marks D2 as a digression’]]

This is a constructionalization as both form and meaning have changed. It occurred

around 1575. The most significant form change is CircAdv > Conjunct change.

There is also morphological change from the trimorphemic CircAdv phrase to a

chunked single monomorpheme. A modified phrase like by the long way as in by

the long way of their descent (1603), does not function as a DM, but as a CircAdv.
The chief contexts for the constructionalization are:

1. representation of talking en route; association of talk with the route by hypoth-
esis enabled association of the path with the metaphor of text as journey, and
development of the ‘in passing’ meaning,

2. representation of the talk as the main point of the contribution in D2; this
contributed to interpretation of the route as relatively unimportant.

In addition, two constructional changes were discussed:

a. ¢1650 use as a DM signaling that D2 presents a casual topic-shift; this change
was by hypothesis strengthened by association with non-restrictive relative
clauses which tend to be presented as casual and relatively unimportant add-ons,

b. ¢1850 by the way came to be used to pragmatically invoke mitigation of face-
threatening content in the upcoming D2.

Figure 8.1 is a partial constructional model of the changes (“morph” is short for
‘morphemic’, “b-g” for ‘background’, “nrRel” for ‘non-restrictive relative’, “repr” for
‘represented’, “digress” for ‘digressive’):
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By theway ¢1000-1800 context ¢1575-1800 context ¢1650-pres context c1850-pres
SYN: | | CircAdv Conjunct
MORPH: | | tri-morph mono-morph

PHON: | | /bi 03 wei/ /baidawei/

SEM: | | ‘along route’ along textual
b-g for route rel D2 face-
PRAG: || ‘motion’ talk ‘in passing’ clause repr as casual threat hedge
DF: || ‘spatial’ 1DSM: digress DM: topic shift

Figure 8.1 Partial model of the development of DM by the way

8.3 Three relatively unproductive markers of digression

As mentioned in Section 8.1, Mittwoch et al. (2002) list by the way, by the by, inci-
dentally and parentheti