CLIPP

Christiani Lehmanni inedita, publicanda, publicata

titulus

Preface

huius textus situs retis mundialis
http://www.christianlehmann.eu/publ/preface.pdf

dies manuscripti postremum modificati
28.06.2013

occasio orationis habitae

volumen publicationem continens
José Pinto de Lim&tudies on grammaticalization and
lexicalization Lisboa

annus publicationis
2013

paginae
4-7




Preface

Professor José Pinto de Lima is professor of GéaethGerman linguistics at the University
of Lisbon. The volume that | have the pleasure nwoduce here represents his almost
complete work on grammaticalization, with side gkes at lexicalization. These articles have
played an important role in introducing and estdblig grammaticalization as a field of
research in Portuguese linguistics. At the same,tiinto de Lima has published not only in
Portuguese, but also in English — something stile ramong linguists of his country, but
obviously necessary for the participation of Pouege linguistics in international scientific
communication.

The volume provides exemplary insights into conterapy research in
grammaticalization. Its object are three West Eeapplanguages, Portuguese, German and
English, which — given the state of the art in tHeiguistics and philology — fulfill all the
factual preconditions for in-depth structural aedhantic analyses. The changes investigated
all belong to the initial phase of a complete graticalization scale that leads down to
complete loss. The reason for the limitation tofitet phase is that changes belonging to the
final phase that would have happened during theudeated history of West European
languages and might thus be investigated with tethads applied here are few in number.
What we face, instead, is ongoing grammaticalinatcd formatives and morphological
constructions that started out as lexical items symactic constructions in the Middle Ages
and which — partly no doubt due to the retardinguence of the ruling grammatical and
lexical norm of the standard languages — have ebbging fully grammaticalized. However,
as this volume abundantly shows, a linguist hasnéheessary methods available to reveal
what is currently happening in the language.

The first chapter is devoted to adverbial clauseRartuguese. The development of the
modern use oémbora‘although’ as a subordinative conjunction out lé adverbiaem boa
hora ‘at a favorable time’ is pursued in the introdugtaarticle. It fulfills all of the
prototypical requirements of grammaticalization amalild well join the treasure of stock
examples. Pinto de Lima’s study is an exemplargispen description combining a thorough
historical and philological investigation with a ssgmatic diachronic analysis and a
theoretically based account in general terms. Aaddbes not forget that, on top of it all,
emborais subject to polygrammaticalization, since itcalseans ‘away’. In article #2, the
same kind of analysis used femborais applied tomal ‘no sooner’, which also develops
from an adverb to a conjunction. In contrast toftirener case, howevemal passes through
an intermediate stage in which it introduces onéhefclauses of a correlative construction.
Only on this basis is it then reinterpreted as hostinating conjunction. This case is
interesting for yet another reason: a temporal gnatical concept does not arise, as is so
often the case, from a spatial one, but insteaah faoquantitative one. The article devoted to
the expansion of the subjunctive mood with coneessbnjunctions in Portuguese takes up
where the first article leaves off. The author skowonvincingly how the subjunctive
obligatorily appearing in a subordinate clauseoticed byemboradevelops organically out
of the original construction of an independent assive clause, while the subjunctive more
recently obligatory in concessive clauses introdubg ainda quedevelops by pragmatic
strengthening of the original concessive condition@aning.

There follows a pair of articles devoted to theigdanastic future. In discussing the role of
metaphor and metonymy in grammaticalization, thet farticle offers the most thorough and
precise analysis of the grammaticalization of theglEh be-going-tofuture extant in the
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grammaticalization literature. Its result is thaither of the two semantic processes is
involved; instead, it is essentially an instanca@&hantic bleaching. | am pleased to note that
this study — first published in 1999 — is by 98%ngatiblé with my own analysis of the same
construction, published in the same year l(inguistische Berichtel80) in my review of
Gabriele Diewald’s book on grammaticalizationsltime that Pinto de Lima’s insight find its
way into the textbooks. The other member of this ppplies an analogous analysis to the
Portuguese future formed with ‘go’. And here, Pinto de Lima delivers a thorouggrpus
study, adducing evidence for each of the elemerdays of semantic change that separates
the original motioneumpurpose construction from the modern periphrdstigre. From the
beginnings of the documented history, the constindeatures the prepositian(ir a fazer
algo ‘go to do something’), just as in Spanish up tes ttlay. But at the same time, the
asyndetic constructioin fazer algo‘go do something’ already coexists with it and gbetely
ousts it during the ensuing centuries. It is intingy to note that in either modern language,
the motioneumpurpose construction and the periphrastic futaneelthe same structure, with
the preposition in Spanish, without it in Portugriéd/hile this may be taken as evidence that
the Portuguese construction is more grammaticalihad the Spanish one, it comes rather
unexpected if one considers that the periphrastioré is more grammaticalized than the
motion-cumpurpose construction.

Chapter Il is devoted to particles which develogits of subjectivity. The discourse
markerpois ‘well, okay’ is dubbed quite aptly ‘phatic markday Pinto de Lima. The element
went a long way from a Latin preposition via anexby a conjunction, a discourse marker, an
affirmative interjection up to a phatic marker cegying ‘I am following you’. The author
applies the usual criteria of grammaticalizationht® fate ofpoisand concludes that it may be
conceived as a case of grammaticalization. At émeestime, this is one of the very few extant
investigations on the origin of phatic markers. Diieer article describes the lexicalization of
the clausese calhar'if it fits’ into an epistemic adverb ‘maybe’. Thiadverb, at the same
time, undergoes host expansion and displays cesthar properties of grammaticalization.

The next set of articles again forms a coherenptelaboth as regards their subject
matter, viz. the grammaticalization of evidentiatlys, and as regards their object languages,
German and Portuguese compared. The first of thesscritbes the course that
grammaticalization of Germastheinen'seem’ has taken in comparison with its Portuguese
translation equivalermarecer A historical scrutiny for both verbs reveals théhough their
modern epistemic syntactic constructions resembtth ether to the extent possible, they
must have originated through different pathwayse Shbsequent article is dedicated to the
German and Portuguese verbs meaning ‘threatenthatave been grammaticalized to modal
verbs of epistemic meaning. Their developmentrigdly parallel, with some evidence for a
slightly more advanced stage of grammaticalizatib@ermandrohen The last article neatly
complements the preceding one. Here, instead, qlegtegameacar‘threaten’ is opposed to
its positive counterparprometer ‘promise’. Their course of grammaticalization ardely
parallel, and they end up forming a privative oppms of evidential modals. By methods
relying on text frequency, Pinto de Lima also sedse in assigning evidentiality in
Portuguese a place preceding modality and tensegpammaticalization scale.

! The difference of 2% is due to the fact that, eHibth of us argue that ttfUTURE component is already
present in the original construction, he assumasitlis due to a pragmatic inference, which shoakt ‘logical
inference’.
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The last chapter deals with two types of complexnstmctions which, by
grammaticalization, join existing paradigms. Thestfiarticle undertakes an analysis of the
five most frequent complex prepositions in modeundpean Portuguese in order to find out
to which extent they are grammaticalized. The difiees in their grammatical status are
shown to be gradual, with two of them approachhmg status of simple prepositions. In the
concluding article, finally, | had the pleasurectwoperate with José Pinto de Lima and Rute
Soares. Our aim was to show to what extent theteart®nver-se‘find oneself’ + participle
has already joined the Portuguese voice systerg.clogributed chiefly, but not exclusively,
the diachronic and semantic analysis. The artidighlights particularly the role of
paradigmaticization in the grammaticalization ofiplerastic constructions.

Several of the articles deal with modal and disseurategories. Since modality is by
definition concerned with the speaker’s relatiopsto what he says, and a discourse is
necessarily a speaker’s discourse, subjectificai@n expected ingredient of many semantic
developments described in this set. It is certaiobmpatible with grammaticalization.
However, it is not its essence. There is no suahgths a unified notion of ‘grammatical
meaning’ just as there is no unified notion of it meaning’. These concepts cannot be
defined in interlingual substantive terms, by chteazing them through the kinds of
semantic features or categories which constituidenthThat has, nevertheless, been tried by
various authors: Grammatical meaning has beenteal® relational. However, on the one
hand, there are grammatical morphemes whose meanimgj relational, such as gender and
number morphemes, which would only acquire a et function if they were taken up in
agreement. And on the other hand, many a lexicahmg is inherently relational, such as the
meanings of kinship terms or of spatial region$e®d have identified deixis as theprium
of grammatical meaning. And again, there are gratisalanorphemes whose meaning is not
deictic, such as, once more, gender and number heorps or, for variation, voice
morphemes; as well as there are lexical stems wimasaing is deictic, such as Portuguese
vir ‘come’ andtrazer ‘bring’. Yet others have said that grammatical meg is abstract.
There is some truth in this proposition, given thetmmatical meanings are so generic that
any attempt to determine the extension of the quisde question (in the sense that the set of
stallions is the extension of the concept ‘staljanust fail: they never have @enotatum
However, the same is true of many lexical concegitsting with ‘time’ and not ending with
‘pragmatics’. A fourth proposal is that grammatiosaning is ‘procedural’ in nature in that it
relates not to thdesignatunof what is conveyed but instead to the conveyased. That is,
again, true of many a grammatical meaning, but aisly not of all of them. It is true of
grammatical categories such as mood and defingendsch are at the service of mutual
understanding rather than characterizing diesignatumas such. But then there are other
grammatical meanings such as participant rolesnfageatient, experiencer etc.), local
relations (locative/essive, allative, ablative, |géve) or categories such as
stativity/dynamicity, durativity/telicity, which elrly structure the content of what is being
conveyed rather than its transmission. Languagdvia$asic functions, communication and
cognition. Categorizing the nature of grammaticalaming as ‘procedural’ is an attempt to
reduce language to its function in communicatiasften attempted in the history of our field,
but necessarily doomed to failure. Thus, it is @ugossible that many a process of
grammaticalization leads to grammatical meaningsliing deixis or, more specifically, the
relation to the speaker, or concerning the orgaioizeof discourse, or what else has been
brought forward in recent research on semanticamagmatic aspects of grammaticalization.
But none of all of this can be definitional. Grammmanot a kind of meaning, it cannot be
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characterized in semantic terms. Grammar is strectdot, of course, sheer formal, empty
structure, but meaningful structure. However, uaction is not to contribute some kind of
meaning to the message, but to structure it formamcation and cognition.

José Pinto de Lima’s interest lies chiefly in themantic and pragmatic aspects of
grammaticalization. However, he does not join ahthe four doctrines just mentioned — or
any other, for that matter — of the semantic ogpratic foundation of grammaticalization.
Instead, he analyzes and describes in precise tehatshappens to the meaning of an item or
a construction if it is grammaticalized. And unlilke lamentable majority of cognitive
linguists, he always keeps a keen eye on the foascts of the expressions that he studies,
bearing in mind that grammaticalization must beceived and diagnosed in structural terms.

As anybody may gather from this collection, Josétd’ide Lima displays a rare
combination of specializations: He is a philologita foreign language — German, in this
case — in the full sense of the word, which inctudet only familiarity with the language,
literature and social life of the speech commumtguestion, but naturally also the ability to
speak the language fluently, which is always a bafgs for its scientific analysis. Secondly,
he can compare this language with his native lagguand a couple of other European
languages he knows. This allows him a look frorsioigt on his native language, something
still relatively rare in Portuguese linguistics.ifty, he combines the synchronic with the
diachronic perspective. For the latter, he doescoofine his analysis to generalizations of
diachronic typology, but takes on himself the taslkconcrete historical work on the corpora
of the languages in question. Fourthly, he combimssstructural and diachronic semantic
analyses with up-to-date approaches from langudmjespphy and pragmatics. This rare
combination of approaches is brought to bear omeatgvariety of topics and makes for
stimulating reading. This volume represents a cdelgance in grammaticalization studies.



