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In this paper, we utilize negative polarity tag questions in order to assess to
what extent discourse-pragmatic variables are susceptible to language
contact induced changes. Based on a comparison of forms and functions of
negative tags in the varieties spoken by Portuguese-Spanish bilinguals in a
community on the Uruguayan-Brazilian border with the one spoken by
monolinguals in the Uruguayan capital, we aimed at assessing to what
extent any differences in this variable behavior may be affected by contact
with Portuguese. Our results indicate that, despite the high permeability of
discourse-pragmatic features in contact situations attested in the literature
and the presumed tendency for cognate languages to converge, the forms
and functions of negative tags in bilingual Spanish did not radically differ
from the monolingual variety. We found, instead, an intricate pattern of
convergences and divergences that challenges the presupposed assumptions
about extreme permeability of cognate discourse pragmatic systems in
contact.
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1. Introduction

There is plenty of evidence by now that discourse-pragmatic features can be
extremely permeable and susceptible to borrowing in bilingual discourse (Dajko
and Carmichael 2014; Myers-Scotton and Jake 1995, among others). This counters
the generalization that only content words such as nouns, verbs, and adjectives
are likely to be borrowed in contact situations. By framing discourse organization
as opposed to participating in sentence formation, discourse-pragmatic features
may be expected to be highly permeable since they can be freely incorporated
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in the discourse structure of other languages by bracketing units of talk. This
permeability is hypothesized to be even more robust in situations in which cog-
nate languages are in prolonged contact, since it is expected that congruent struc-
tures and lexical similarities facilitate borrowing behavior (Muysken 2000). In
this study, we aim at testing this assumption by analyzing the use of a specific
discourse-pragmatic feature, negative polarity tag questions, among bilinguals in
two cognate languages, Spanish and Portuguese. In doing so, we compare the use
of negative tags in Spanish among bilinguals from Rivera, a Uruguayan town near
the Brazilian border, with their use among monolingual Spanish speakers from
the Uruguayan capital, Montevideo. In addition, we compare the use of negative
tags in the Spanish and Portuguese varieties used by the same bilinguals. Our main
goal is to assess the extent to which the negative tag system in bilingual Spanish
diverges from its monolingual counterpart due to contact with Portuguese.

Examples that illustrate the “pragmatic detachability” (Matras 1998) of
discourse-pragmatic features in language contact situations are abundant, as seen
in the incorporation of English discourse markers in U.S. Spanish (Aaron 2004;
Torres 2002; Torres and Potowksi 2008), in U.S. French (Dajko and Carmichael
2014), in U.S. German (Fuller 2001; Salmons 1990), and in Canadian French
(Mougeon and Beniak 1991; Sankoff et al. 1997). The high permeability of
discourse-pragmatic features in language contact situations may lead to the incor-
poration of borrowed discourse markers that result in the displacement of native
ones (Dajko and Carmichael 2014; Salmons 1990), or they may be added to the
recipient language’s repertoire in order to fulfill discourse functions not fulfilled
by native discourse markers, as seen by Hlavac (2006) in his study of English-
Croatian bilinguals in Australia. In fact, discourse-pragmatic features are so highly
permeable that they may even enter monolingual speech, as seen in the English-
originated pliis in Finnish (Peterson and Vaattovaara 2014), Spanish bueno in
Gaucho Portuguese in Southern Brazil (Leite and Martins 2006), and the well
documented widespread use of English ‘OK’ in so many languages.

“Pragmatic borrowing” (Andersen 2014) in situations of prolonged language
contact may lead to the diachronic convergence of systems of discourse-pragmatic
features, as seen in U.S. German by Salmons (1990). From a synchronic view-
point, Matras (2000) claims that systems may completely “fuse” and result in a
“wholesale, class-specific nonseparation of the systems” (Matras 2000,512). Such a
fusion is triggered by bilinguals’ need to reduce the cognitive load by eliminating
language-specific options resulting in unintentional bilingual “slips” (Matras
2000, 519). Interestingly, while it is well known that content words are usually
borrowed from the majority language and incorporated into the minority lan-
guage, the pragmatic detachability of discourse-pragmatic features allows for fre-
quent incorporation of minority language particles into the recipient majority
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language as well. This pattern is illustrated by several examples presented by Lim
and Ansaldo’s (2016) careful examination of the incorporation of particles from
several Sinitic substrates (Mandarim, Cantonese, Bazzar Nakat, and Hokkien)
into Asian English varieties, leading them to conclude that discourse particles
are widespread features of contact-induced change in contact varieties in general
(Lim and Anasaldo 2016, 110).

The analysis of discourse-pragmatic features to examine language contact-
induced changes in the speech of Spanish-Portuguese bilinguals on the
Uruguayan-Brazilian border can contribute to the scholarship on this language
contact situation. While some scholars claim that structural similarities between
Spanish and Portuguese can lead to congruent lexicalization and the creation of
a new, Spanish/Portuguese mixed code in these border communities that renders
the separation of languages impossible (Lipski 2006, 2009; Marín 2001; Sturza
2004), others have argued from a variationist perspective that both Spanish and
Portuguese coexist in a situation of diglossic bilingualism. Although lexical bor-
rowings are frequent in both languages, their phonological and morphsyntactic
structures remain separate. For example, multiple analyses of Uruguayan Por-
tuguese spoken by bilinguals point to strong continuities between this dialect and
Brazilian Portuguese as opposed to convergence towards Spanish (Carvalho 2003,
2004, 2016; Carvalho and Bessett 2015; Castañeda-Molla 2011; Córdoba 2017;
Meirelles 2009; Pacheco 2017), presenting evidence against the idea that systems
will converge in situations of prolonged contact between cognate languages. The
Spanish variety spoken by bilinguals on the border has been studied as well from
a variationist view point by Waltermire (2006) and Carvalho (2006, 2010) who
show no evidence that border Spanish significantly diverges from the variety spo-
ken by monolinguals in the Uruguayan capital of Montevideo. By showing clear
similarities between border varieties and their monolingual counterparts, these
studies also show a lack of convergence due to the independence of linguistic sys-
tems despite prolonged contact.

To our knowledge, discourse-pragmatic features have not been studied in
these bilingual communities, thus presenting a test bed for the exploration of the
effects of language contact on these pragmatic systems. In this paper, we utilize
one type of discourse-pragmatic variable, namely negative polarity tag questions,
in order to assess to what extent discourse-pragmatic variables are susceptible
to language contact induced-changes among Spanish-Portuguese bilinguals in
Uruguay. Based on a detailed comparison of the forms and functions of nega-
tive tags in the Spanish variety spoken by Portuguese-Spanish bilinguals with the
one spoken by Spanish monolinguals, we aim at assessing to what extent any dif-
ferences in this variable behavior may be affected by contact with Portuguese.
To complement our assessment, we include an analysis of the forms and func-
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tions of negative tags in the Portuguese variety spoken by the same Spanish-
Portuguese bilinguals. Our findings demonstrate that despite the high permeabil-
ity of discourse-pragmatic features in contact situations attested in the literature,
the pre-contact similarities between Spanish and Portuguese, and the presumed
tendency for cognate languages to converge, the forms of negative polarity tag
questions in bilingual Spanish did not radically differ from the forms in the mono-
lingual variety spoken in the Uruguayan capital, with a few exceptions, indicating
an intricate pattern of convergences and divergences that challenge the presup-
posed assumptions about extreme permeability of cognate discourse-pragmatic
systems in contact.

2. The community

The long-term coexistence of Spanish and Portuguese in bilingual communities in
northern Uruguay presents an opportunity to assess the effects of contact between
cognate languages’ repertoires of discourse-pragmatic features. Spanish and Por-
tuguese have coexisted in a somewhat diglossic situation in several communities
in northern Uruguay, along the border with Brazil. Historically, Portuguese was
the language of settlers in the region until the end of the nineteenth century, when
national borders were demarcated and the Uruguayan government implemented
several nation-building initiatives in the Uruguayan territory. Spanish-only lan-
guage policies were then implemented through the opening of several Spanish-
speaking schools and public offices along the border, and Spanish-Portuguese
bilingualism gradually became a reality that prevails to today in border towns
such as Rivera, Artiga, and Aceguá and their surrounding communities
(Elizaincín 1995). In these communities, Spanish is the prestigious language pre-
ferred in public domains, while Portuguese is the minority language usually used
in in-group situations. Studies that have investigated the social stratification of
language choice have indicated that while Spanish is prevalent in middle-class
households, Portuguese is favored by lower socio-economic groups. In general,
these communities are considered cases where societal Spanish-Portuguese bilin-
gualism is widespread, where both languages are usually used on a daily basis
(Carvalho 2003, 2016; Behares 1984; Elizaincín et al. 1987; Waltermire 2011).

The bilingual data for this study was collected by Carvalho in Rivera, a border
town adjacent to its twin city of Santana do Livramento, Brazil (Figure 1). The
border is open and pedestrians and drivers may cross the avenue that separates
the countries freely and undocumented. A town of approximately 80,000 inhab-
itants, Rivera is the capital of a province whose main economic activity is cattle.
With daily buses to the Uruguayan capital of Montevideo, located 500 kilometers
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south, several border dwellers maintain contact with monolingual Spanish speak-
ers from the capital during their visits for business, school, or pleasure. Due to
their proximity to Brazil and frequent visits to Santana do Livramento for shop-
ping or to visit with friends and relatives, contact with monolingual Brazilian Por-
tuguese is also very intense. Added to steady exposure to national media from
both Brazil and Uruguay television channels, Riverans are in daily contact with
monolingual varieties of both Spanish and Portuguese, while maintaining their
border dialects.

Figure 1. Map of Rivera and Montevideo

3. Negative polarity tag questions as a discourse-pragmatic feature in
Spanish and Portuguese

Tag questions have been studied in several languages, including Spanish
(Domínguez Mujica 2005; García Vizcaíno 2005; Gómez-González 2014;
Ocampo 2013; Rodríguez-Muñoz 2009), Portuguese (Ferreira 1981; Gómez-
González 2014; Gorski and Freitag 2006; Silva and Macedo 1992), Italian
(Tomaselli and Gatt 2015), and Mandarin (Gao 2013), among others. Negative
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polarity tag questions consist of an anchor in the declarative, interrogative, expla-
native or imperative mood, followed by a tag in an interrogative form with neg-
ative polarity. In a cross-linguistic comparative study, Gómez-González (2014, 95)
illustrates negative polarity tag questions in English, Spanish, and Portuguese
showing highly similar structures (Figure 2)

Anchor Tag Language
Es suficiente, ¿no? Spanish
É suficiente, não é? Portuguese
That’s enough, isn’t it? English

Figure 2. Negative polarity tag questions in Spanish, Portuguese, and English (adapted
from Gómez-González 2014)

While tags usually show reverse polarity, as illustrated in Figure 2, tags that pre-
serve the same polarity as the anchor are also possible, although not as common.
Canonical interrogative tags typically maintain the subject of the anchor, but
other tags are invariant. Among invariant tags, one commonly finds both positive
and negative polarity forms in both Spanish (¿verdad? ‘true?’and ¿no?’’no?’) and
Portuguese (viu? ‘’did you see it’? and né? ‘innit?’).

The negative tag system in Portuguese presents structural differences from
its Spanish counterpart. In European Portuguese, Ferreira (1981) distinguishes
between a non-reduced invariant form não é? or a “negator + é” tag, from a vari-
ant “negator + V” tag in which the V stands for any verb in the anchor. In Brazilian
Portuguese, a reduced invariant tag, né?, has been documented in addition to the
non-reduced invariant form não é? that is found in European Portuguese. In de
Oliveira e Silva and Macedo’s (1992) study of discourse markers in Rio de Janeiro,
the authors found that né, a reduced combination between não (‘no’) and é (‘is’),
was by far the most frequent discourse marker. The use of né? in Brazilian Por-
tuguese may be similar to the innovative use of use of innit in some varieties of
British English, which originated from the canonical tag question isn’t it? (Ander-
son 2001; Pichler 2013, 2016). This reduced variant is believed to be advancing
among younger people in these varieties and is found not only in the right periph-
ery of the sentence, the canonical position, but also in the right periphery of main
clause anchors (Anderson 2001; Pichler 2016). Although there is no diachronic
data available for the development of canonical tags in Portuguese that culmi-
nated in the use of reduced né? through phonetic attrition as it is the case with
English innit (Pichler 2013), the forms of negative polarity tag questions in both
English and Portuguese present clear parallels, as illustrated in Figure 3. While the
reduced form né? in Brazilian Portuguese presents obvious similarities with innit?
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in English, no monolingual varieties of Spanish have been reported to show a par-
allel development.

Negator+ anchor V Negator+ to be Reduced form
Ele escreve, não escreve? Ele escreve, não é? Ele escreve, né?
He writes, doesn’t he? He writes, isn’t it? He writes, innit?

Figure 3. Reduced forms of negative polarity tag questions in Portuguese and English

In addition to the forms of negative tag questions, their functions in discourse
have also been analyzed. In a comparative study of tag questions in Spanish, Por-
tuguese, and English, Gómez-González (2014) analyzes discourse functions of
both positive and negative polarity tag questions by classifying them as addressee-
centered, speaker-centered, and exchange-centered. Addressee-centered tag ques-
tions involve seeking information or confirmation from an interlocutor or mit-
igating a request to get an addressee to do something. Speaker-centered tags
express a positive or negative stance of the speaker towards what they are saying,
and exchange-centered tags are used to facilitate or align an exchange between
interlocutors. Pichler (2013) found similar functions of negative polarity tag ques-
tions in English. Instead of classifying tags as addressee-centered, speaker-
centered, and exchange-centered, Pichler (2013) categorizes the functions of neg-
ative polarity tag questions in British English as conducive if they intend to elicit
a response from the interlocutor, or non-conducive if they do not intend to elicit
a response. Similar to Gómez-Gonzalez’s (2014) category of addressee-centered
tags, conducive negative polarity tag questions according to Pichler (2013) can be
used to seek the involvement of an interlocutor (involvement inducer) or to seek
information (epistemic marker). Corresponding to Gómez-González’s (2014) cat-
egories of speaker-centered and exchange-centered tags, non-conducive negative
polarity tag questions according to Pichler (2013) can be used to express an atti-
tude or stance towards an utterance (attitudinal stance marker), to signal align-
ment between interlocutors (alignment signal), or to mitigate (mitigation device).
Crucially, Pichler (2013) provides evidence that non-conducive negative polarity
tag questions are a later development than conducive negative polarity tag ques-
tions and this semantic bleaching corresponds with the reduction of form, as seen
in the use of the reduced form ‘innit?’

Freitag (2008) explains a similar developmental process in Brazilian Por-
tuguese in which addressee-centered markers that intend to elicit a response
from an interlocutor develop new interpersonal and even textual or rhythm-
making functions (2–3). Importantly, Freitag (2008) classifies the reduced tag né
in Brazilian Portuguese in this last category, since it is free of referential mean-
ing, extremely frequent in discourse, and is usually used to “keep and maintain
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the rhythm of the speaker’s turn” (3). Thus, the reduced form né? in Brazilian
Portuguese shows evidence of semantic bleaching, increased frequency, and pho-
netic attrition when compared to canonical non-reduced negative tags, all steps
towards grammaticalization, and similar to what has been found for the develop-
ment of English ‘innit?’ (Andersen 2001; Pichler 2013, 2016).

Although Spanish does not present a reduced form from a canonical negative
tag, the invariant use of ¿no? has also been found to fulfill a similar discourse
device function of bracketing units of talk similar to né in Brazilian Portuguese. In
a qualitative study of the functions of the non-interrogative no in Mexican Span-
ish, Vásquez Carranza (2017) finds a few uses of a discourse-oriented ¿no?. Similar
to né?, this ¿no? does not intend to elicit a response from an interlocutor but is
used to structure or organize talk. Although the author offers a few examples that
illustrate the use of ¿no? to fulfill a discourse device function, the frequency of this
function in Spanish is not clear due to the lack of quantitative analysis.

In summary, we highlight two important differences between Spanish and
Portuguese in the use of negative tags. First, while Portuguese presents both
canonical “negator + V” forms and reduced forms that originated from the “nega-
tor + é”, Spanish presents a much more reduced system comprised solely of the
isolated and invariant ¿no? particle for negative polarity tags. To our knowledge,
the only use of the invariant “negator + es” (¿no es?) in Spanish was found in
northern Uruguay and attributed to Portuguese influence (Elizaincín 1995). Sec-
ondly, in terms of function, while né in Brazilian Portuguese mainly fulfills a
non-conducive discourse device function that brackets units of discourse (Freitag
2008), there is no quantitative study available in Spanish that points to such a pref-
erence for ¿no?.

The contrast in both form and function of negative polarity tag questions in
Spanish and Portuguese allows for the exploration of the permeability of nega-
tive polarity tag systems among bilinguals. Here we ask, first, whether the negative
polarity tag question system in Spanish found among monolingual Spanish speak-
ers from the Uruguayan capital, Montevideo, deviates from the one found among
Portuguese-Spanish bilinguals due to language contact. We then ask whether any
deviation could be explained by patterns found in the Portuguese variety spo-
ken by the same bilinguals. The ultimate goal of this study is to test whether the
use of negative polarity tag questions substantiates the assumption of discourse-
pragmatic features’ high permeability in language contact situations, especially
between cognate systems, or if the systems remain independent, despite long term
contact. We will first look at forms of negative polarity tag questions in both Span-
ish and Portuguese, since we will need to first establish the variants’ underly-
ing structural similarities and differences (Pichler 2010, 590). Once the forms are
defined, the functions fulfilled by these forms are analyzed and compared. The
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analysis of the functions fulfilled by negative tags in monolingual Spanish will
set the basis for comparison with the variety spoken by bilinguals and fulfill the
need to assess the extent that these forms fulfill conducive and non-conducive
functions. By comparing the distribution of both forms and functions of negative
polarity tag in Spanish and Portuguese, we hope to shed light on the permeability
of cognate discourse-pragmatic systems in prolonged contact.

4. Method

When assessing the permeability of languages in contact, it is important to subject
similar data sets of different languages to the same analysis (Poplack and Levey
2010; Tagliamonte 2013). The bilingual corpus includes a set of interviews in
Spanish and a set of interviews in Portuguese with the same speakers. These inter-
views followed the traditional format of a sociolinguistic interview and lasted
approximately one hour. After collecting demographic information from the par-
ticipants, the interviewer brought up topics that would elicit spontaneous talk.
The participants were contacted through a friend of a friend (snow ball tech-
nique), and approached first in Spanish, the national language preferred among
strangers. After the interview in Spanish took place, the interviewer asked per-
mission to come back another time to continue the conversation. Having estab-
lished a relationship with the participants, the second interview was carried out
in Portuguese, the language preferred among acquaintances. The interviewer was
bilingual and fluent in the local dialects. Both interviews were recorded and later
transcribed in their entirety. All speakers were raised bilingual by bilingual fam-
ilies, used both languages in their everyday lives, and presented no difficulties in
carrying out an hour-long conversation in either language.

Because discourse-pragmatic variation has “extreme context-sensitivity”, it is
fundamental for comparisons to be carried out between similar genres in order
to assure “cross-corpora comparability and generalizability” since several factors,
including role of interlocutors and discourse type, may impact on the frequency
and function of discourse-pragmatic features (Pichler 2010, 585). We follow Pich-
ler’s suggestion that these problems can be remediated if similar corpora are com-
pared (586), and compared 18 sociolinguistic interviews with Spanish-Portuguese
bilinguals from Rivera with 18 sociolinguistic interviews with Spanish-speaking
monolinguals from Montevideo. The monolingual corpus was extracted from
the PRESEEA (http://preseea.linguas.net/), while the interviews in Spanish with
bilinguals were extracted from a large corpus of interviews conducted in Rivera
by Carvalho. Both corpora present similar sociolinguistic stratification regarding
sex and age groups.
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Table 1. Rivera and Montevideo corpora including sex and age groups
Spanish-Portuguese bilinguals from
Rivera, Uruguay

Spanish monolinguals from
Montevideo, Uruguay

Sex 9 women and 9 men 9 women and 9 men

Group 1, 16–29: 6 Group 2, 30–49: 6

Group 3, 50+: 6 Group 1, 16–29: 5

Age
groups

Group 2, 30–49: 5 Group 3, 50+: 8

230 tokens of negative polarity tag questions were extracted from the Montevideo
corpus and compared to 362 tokens used by Spanish-Portuguese bilinguals in
Rivera during their interviews in Spanish. In addition, negative polarity tag ques-
tions in Portuguese used by the same participants were analyzed as well, based
on 382 tokens. Once the tokens were extracted, their forms and functions were
analyzed and compared across these three data sets. First, we identified and
quantified all the possible variants of this variable in these three varieties. The
Montevideo corpus was analyzed so that the bilingual dialect could be compared
to what Poplack and Levey (2010) call an “appropriate reference.” Once the source
dialect was examined and compared with the bilingual variety, we turned our
attention to the inventory of negative polarity tag questions in Uruguayan Por-
tuguese to compare and contrast the two pragmatic systems that coexist in the
community and assess the influence that they may have on each other.1

5. Analysis

5.1 Forms of negative polarity tag questions

All of the forms of negative polarity tag questions in Montevideo Spanish and
Rivera Spanish were identified and extracted from the three corpora for analysis.
Results are shown in Table 2.

As seen in Table 2, in Montevideo Spanish, the non-contact variety, the only
form of negative polarity tag questions was ¿no? (100%), confirming Gómez-
González’s (2014) results that showed the use of ¿no? as the only invariant negative
polarity tag question in monolingual Spanish. In border Spanish, the contact vari-
ety, ¿no? was also the overwhelmingly preferred variant (87.8%). However, unlike
the monolingual variety, other forms of negative polarity tag questions in Rivera
Spanish included a direct borrowing of né? from Portuguese (5.5%), followed by

1. Since no corpus of Sourthern Brazilian Portuguese is available, it is not possible to extend
this comparison to include a monolingual variety of Portuguese.
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Table 2. Forms of negative polarity tag questions in Spanish among Spanish
monolinguals in Montevideo and among Spanish-Portuguese bilinguals in Rivera
Border Spanish forms Total

¿no? 318/362 (87.8%)

né? 20/362 (5.5%)

¿no es? 15/362 (4.1%)

¿no é?  3/362 (0.8%)

não é?  2/362 (0.6%)

¿no es así?  2/362 (0.6%)

¿no fue?  1/362 (0.3%)

¿no ves?  1/362 (0.3%)

Total 362/362 (100%)

Montevideo Spanish Forms Total

¿no? 230/230 (100%)

¿no es? (4.1%), a calque from the Portuguese tag não é?. Alternative forms were
used scarcely as well (¿no é?, não é?, ¿no fue?, etc.), but accounted for for less than
3% of the data.

Since inter-individual variation is commonly found in the use of discourse
markers in general (Sankoff et al. 1997, among others) and in the use of tag ques-
tions in particular (Ferreira 1981), it is important to consider individual behavior
behind the frequency of the forms. Table 3 illustrates the distribution of the forms
of negative polarity tag questions in Spanish across individuals in Rivera.
The distribution of these forms in Table 3 clearly shows that the only negative
polarity tag question that is used by everyone during the interview in Spanish
is the canonical ¿no?. The second form that is used by several individuals is
the calque ¿no es? from Portuguese não é? (8 individuals out of 18, or 40.4%
of the sample). Although ¿no es? was more widespread among participants, it
only accounted for 4.1% (15/362) of negative polarity tag questions in the corpus.
Slightly more frequent than this calque was the use of the direct borrowing form
Portuguese né?; however, this form was only used in Spanish by three partici-
pants. One participant in the corpus (Participant E) produced 18 of the 20 tokens.
All of the other forms were used only once or twice by no more than 5 partici-
pants. Taken together, these results show that in terms of the forms of negative
polarity tag questions, the Spanish of these bilinguals highly coincides with the
patterns found in Montevideo. The calque ¿no es? may constitute a feature of
the community grammar that departs from the monolingual norm, as previously
claimed by Elizaincín (1995). All of the other forms are scarce and should be con-
sidered idiosyncratic.

The permeability of tag questions 473



Table 3. Forms of negative polarity tag questions in Border Spanish among Spanish-
Portuguese bilinguals in Rivera (per participant)

Participant

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R Total

¿no? 11 4 1 27 19 1 4 3 16 25 70 32 39 1 12 40 5 9 318/
362

(87.8%)

né?  0 0 0  1 18 0 0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0 1 0 20/362
(5.5%)

¿no
es?

 1 0 0  1  1 1 0 0  0  2  2  0  2 0  4  1 0 0 15/362
(4.1%)

¿no
é?

 0 0 0  0  1 0 0 0  0  1  0  0  0 0  1  0 0 0  3/362
(0.8%)

não
é?

 0 0 0  0  2 0 0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0 0 0  2/362
(0.6%)

¿no
es
así?

 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0  2  0 0 0  2/362
(0.6%)

¿no
fue?

 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0  1  0 0 0  1/362
(0.3%)

¿no
ves?

 0 0 0  0  1 0 0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0 0 0  1/362
(0.3%)

Total 12 4 1 29 42 1 4 3 16 28 72 32 41 1 20 41 6 9 362/
362

(100%)

In order to assess the extent to which the bilingual behavior found in the dif-
ferential use of negative tag question forms in Spanish is due to direct influence
of Portuguese, it is important to look at the use of this variable by the same bilin-
guals in Portuguese. This information is presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Forms of negative tag questions in Border Portuguese among Spanish-
Portuguese bilinguals in Rivera
Forms Total

né? 182/382 (47.6%)

não? 126/382 (33.0%)

não é?  51/382 (13.4%)

¿no? 23/382 (6.0%)

Total 382/382 (100%)
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In Uruguayan Portuguese, né? was the most frequent negative polarity tag ques-
tion (47.6%;), a tendency also documented in previous studies of Brazilian Por-
tuguese (i.e. Gorski and Freitag 2006). Other negative polarity tag questions in
the corpus included não? (33.0%; 126/382) and não é? (13.4%; 51/382), which both
coincide with the Portuguese monolingual norm. The only contact-induced form
found in Portuguese was the use of a direct borrowing from Spanish, ¿no? (6.0%;
23/382).

Let’s now turn to individual behavior in the use of negative polarity tag
questions in Portuguese in Table 5 in order to see if the use of Spanish ¿no? in
Uruguayan Portuguese is widespread or idiosyncratic.

Table 5. Forms of negative polarity tag questions in Border Portuguese among Spanish-
Portuguese bilinguals in Rivera (per participant)

Participant

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R Total

né?  4  9 3 10 48 3 3 11 0  5 30  6 18 2  4 12 14 0 182/
382

(47.6%)

não?  8  3 0 14  0 3 3 11 2 12 19  7 19 0  6 18  0 1 126/
382

(33.0%)

não
é?

 2  0 0  3  1 0 0  0 0  3  1  3  6 0  7 23  0 2  51/
382

(13.4%)

¿no?  1  1 0  3  0 3 0  0 0  2  3  1  2 2  2  2  0 1 23/382
(6.0%)

Total 15 13 3 30 49 9 6 22 2 22 53 17 45 4 19 55 14 4 382/
382

(100%)

The results in Table 5 show that while né? is the only form that is used by all indi-
viduals, mirroring closely the Brazilian Portuguese system. All of the other forms
are also used by the majority of the participants, including the borrowing of Span-
ish ¿no?, used by 12 out of 18 participants. This suggests that the use of Spanish
¿no? in Uruguayan Portuguese is more generalized across participants than the
borrowing of Portuguese né? in Rivera Spanish, as illustrated in Figure 5. This
discrepancy follows the tendency among minority language speakers to incorpo-
rate borrowings from the majority language in general, and discourse makers in
particular, as found in multiple studies (Brody 1987; Flores-Ferrán 2014; Salmons
1990; Torres 2002; Torres and Potowski 2008). In Rivera, it is also the case that
while Spanish, the majority language, lends ¿no? to Portuguese, the minority lan-
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guage, in general, the borrowing of Portuguese né? in Spanish is much more lim-
ited and idiosyncratic, as shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4. Non-generalized borrowing of né? in border Spanish and generalized
borrowing of ¿no? in border Portuguese in Rivera

In summary, there are strong continuities between Rivera Spanish and Monte-
video Spanish in terms of the forms of negative polarity tag questions. Contact
with Portuguese is only seen in the few but generalized instances of ¿no es?, a
calque from Portuguese não é?. The use of discursive calques in bilingual situ-
ations was also detected by Sankoff et al. (1997), who found generalized use of
French ‘comme’, a calque from English ‘like’, among French-English bilinguals in
Canada. The presence of the direct borrowing of né? from Portuguese in the inter-
views in Spanish was also detected but much less generalized and only present
in the speech of three participants, despite its massive presence in the Portuguese
speech of the same bilinguals. The Portuguese variety spoken by bilinguals also
showed similarities towards Brazilian Portuguese, with the exception of the use of
¿no?, a discourse marker directly borrowed from Spanish, the majority language,
resembling what has been found, for example, in the use of the English discourse
marker ‘so’ in by Spanish-English bilinguals in the United States (Aaron 2004).
Therefore, we find very little evidence of the pragmatic borrowing (Andersen
2014) of the forms of negative polarity tag questions in a situation of intense lan-
guage contact. Distinct from several previous studies of discourse-pragmatic fea-
tures, there is no evidence of the convergence of forms from two linguistic systems
(Dajko and Carmichael 2014; de Rooij 2000; Hlavac 2006; Maschler 2009; Matras
1998, 2000).
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5.2 Functions of negative polarity tag questions

After analyzing the forms of negative polarity tag questions in border Spanish
and comparing them to the monolingual variety of Spanish in Uruguay and to
Uruguayan Portuguese, we turn to the analysis of the discourse functions. Our
question here is if the tag question system of the Spanish variety spoken by bilin-
guals compares to the one spoken by monolinguals in Montevideo. Since the neg-
ative tag né? in Brazilian Portuguese is used mainly as a discourse device that is
highly non-conducive and is related more to structuring discourse rather than
seeking to elicit a response from an interlocutor (Gorski and Freitag 2006), we ask
if any divergence from the Spanish monolingual variety, if found, can be attrib-
uted to Portuguese influence.

In addition to the discourse device function, our analysis includes six other
discourse functions identified for negative polarity tag questions in Pichler’s
(2013) variationist analysis of negative polarity tag questions in British English:
involvement inducer, epistemic marker, attitudinal stance marker, alignment sig-
nal, and mitigation. We have chosen Pichler’s (2013) classification of functions
because our similar methodologies, especially our focus solely on negative polar-
ity tag questions, permit cross-linguistic comparisons. Moreover, similar func-
tions have been documented for tag questions in both Spanish and Portuguese
by Gómez-González (2014). Following Pichler (2013), the functions of negative
polarity tag questions were further classified as conducive, if they elicited or
intended to elicit a response from the interlocutor, or non-conducive, if they did
not intend to elicit a response. Non-conducive functions allow negative polarity
tag questions to be used to mitigate what was said, bring focus to what was said,
or only bracket discourse as seen with the discourse device function.

5.2.1 The involvement inducer function
The involvement inducer function “seeks corroboration of propositions” and
“secures addressees’ involvement in discourse” (Pichler 2013, 270). In (1), the par-
ticipant uses the negative polarity tag question ¿no? to seek corroboration that the
two sides of the border are similar but not the same. This function is conducive
because it elicits a response from the interlocutor.

(1) I: Parecida pero no igual. Porque ellos tienen la manera de ellos y nos tenemos
la nuestra, ¿no? Ellos se copian mucho la manera de ser, ¿no? A mi manera de
pensar, ¿no?

(Rivera, 12A)E: Claro, claro. Es lo que quiero saber, tú manera de pensar
I: Similar but not the same. Because they have their own way and we have our
own, no? They copy our way of being a lot, no? In my way of thinking, no?
E: Of course, of course. This is what I want to know, your way of thinking.
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5.2.2 The epistemic marker function
The epistemic marker function “signals speakers’ uncertainty” regarding preced-
ing propositions and “seeks verification” (Pichler 2013, 269). In (2), the participant
uses ¿no? to signal uncertainty about the name of the city on the other side of the
bridge. This function is also conducive because it elicits a response.

(2) I: Tá el puente. Hay otro puente internacional ahí. Del otro lado es Cuareina,
¿no?

(Rivera, 58A)E: No sé
I: The bridge is there. There is another international bridge there. On the
other side is Cuareina, no?
E: I don’t know

5.2.3 The mitigation device
The mitigation device function “mitigates face-threat of dismissals, disagree-
ments, and ironic or sarcastic remarks” (Pichler 2013, 269). This function can
be conducive or non-conducive. In (3), the participant uses ¿no? to mitigate his
remark that he reads very little. In this case, the mitigation device function is con-
ducive because it elicits a response.

(3) E: ¿Y te gusta leer el diario?
I: Leo muy poco. No compro el diario. Es un defecto mío, ¿no?
E: Defecto. Y cuando lees el diario, lees el diario uruguayo,brasileño o norteño?

(Rivera 8A)E: And do you like to read the newspaper?
I: I read very little. I don’t buy the newspaper. It a personal defect of mine, no?
E: defect. And when you read the newspaper, do you read the Uruguayan,
Brazilian, or Northern newspaper?

5.2.4 The attitudinal stance
The attitudinal stance marker function “foregrounds and emphasizes preceding
propositions” (Pichler 2013, 270). In (4), ¿no? emphasizes the participant’s preced-
ing opinion that it is good to speak Spanish and Portuguese well. This function is
non-conducive because it does not elicit a response from the interlocutor.

(4) Digo. Es lindo, es bueno saber hablar el castellano bien y el portugués, ¿no? Es
(Rivera, 16A)lindo saber otro idioma.

I say. It is beautiful, It is good to know Spanish well and Portuguese, no? It is
good to know another language.
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5.2.5 The alignment signal
The alignment signal function “signals alignment with previous speakers and
involvement in interaction” (Pichler 2013, 269), as shown in (5). This function is
also non-conducive because it does not elicit a response.

(5) I: Dijeron “Bueno, XXX, nosotros esperamos tu contestación. Éste. Es lamenta-
ble. Nosotros vemos muchas cualidades dentro de ti, muchas. Muchas cuali-
dades. Pero nosotros no te podemos decir lo que tenés que hacer. Vos tenés que
tomar una decisión. Éste. Solo.
E: Solo, claro.

(Rivera, 53A)I: Solo, ¿no? Por voluntad propia.
I: They said: “Well, XXX, we wait your answer. This is lamentable. We see
many qualities in you, many. Many qualities. But we cannot tell you what you
have to do. You have to make a decision. On your own.
E: On your own, of course.
I: On my own, no? Willingly.

5.2.6 The discursive device
Lastly, the discursive device function brackets elements of discourse (Gorski and
Freitag 2006), as shown in (6). This function is also non-conducive because it
does not elicit a response, and it is the function that shows the most advanced
stage of grammaticalization, since any connection with the interlocutor is
bleached and the particle is completely orientated towards textual organization.

(6) Y yo juntamente con ellos aprendí a trabajar con los demás. No digo que me
acostumbré porque fue un momento muy corto, ¿no? Pero me agarré como un
costumbre, ¿no? A trabajar y hacer algo por los demás, ¿no? Y siempre me gustó

(Rivera, 53A)esa vida, siempre me gustó
And I along with them learned how to work with the others. I’m not saying
that I got used to it because it was a very short time, no? But it became a habit,
no? To work and do something for others, no? And I always liked that life, I
always liked it.

In summary, the conducive functions include the epistemic marker and involve-
ment inducer while the non-conducive functions include the attitudinal stance
marker, alignment signal, and discursive device functions. The mitigation device
function can be either conducive or non-conducive, depending on if it is used to
elicit a response. After classifying the negative polarity tag questions in the present
corpora according to the six functions previously outlined, these functions were
analyzed quantitatively. The functions of negative polarity tag questions in border
Spanish, the contact variety, are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6. Functions of negative polarity tag questions in Border Spanish among Spanish-
Portuguese bilinguals in Rivera

Function Total

Involvement inducer  60/366 (16.4%)

Epistemic marker  22/366 (10.4%)

Mitigation device  2/366 (0.5%)
Conducive functions

Total  84/366 (23.0%)

Attitudinal stance marker 164/366 (44.8%)

Discursive device 108/366 (29.5%)

Mitigation device  8/366 (4.7%)

Alignment signal  2/366 (0.5%)

Non-conducive functions

Total 282/366 (77.0%)

In border Spanish, non-conducive functions are strongly favored over conducive
functions, with 77.0% of negative polarity tag questions used to fulfill non-
conducive functions. In the conducive category, the most frequently fulfilled
function is involvement inducer, followed by the epistemic marker. In the non-
conducive category, the most frequent fulfilled function was the attitudinal stance
marker, followed by the discursive device. Following the premises of comparative
sociolinguistics (Poplack and Levey 2010; Tagliamonte 2013), we now turn to
results of the same analysis applied to the monolingual corpus, presented in
Table 7.

Table 7. Functions of negative polarity tag questions in Spanish among Spanish
monolinguals in Montevideo

Function Total

Involvement inducer 108/237 (45.6%)

Epistemic marker   2/237 (0.08%)

Mitigation device   2/237 (0.08%)
Conducive functions

Total 112/237 (47.3%)

Attitudinal stance marker  70/237 (29.5%)

Alignment signal  36/237 (15.2%)

Discursive device 11/237 (4.6%)

Mitigation device  8/237 (3.4%)

Non-conducive functions

Total 125/237 (52.7%)

In the non-contact variety of Spanish in Montevideo, there is approximately an
even distribution between conducive and non-conducive functions, with 52.7% of
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negative polarity tag questions used to fulfill non-conducive functions and 47.3%
tags that fulfill functions that are conducive. The function within the conducive
category that is preferred by far is the involvement inducer, followed by only 4
tokens that fulfill the other functions. The functions within the non-conducive
category are more diverse. First, the attitudinal stance marker is favored, followed
by the alignment signal. Both functions account for the vast majority of non-
conducive realizations. The discourse device and mitigation device function
appear rarely, accounting for 4.6% and 3.4% of the data, respectively.

When comparing the functions of negative polarity tag questions in the con-
tact and non-contact varieties of Spanish, we see an important distinction. Diverg-
ing from the non-contact variety in Montevideo, non-conducive functions are
strongly favored over conducive functions in the contact variety, with 77.0%
of negative polarity tag questions fulfilling a non-conducive function in Rivera
Spanish. Within the conducive category, negative polarity tag questions in the
contact variety in Rivera show the same distribution found in the non-contact
variety in Montevideo, with the great majority of the tokens fulfilling the involve-
ment inducer function. Within the non-conducive category, however, while the
most frequent function in both varieties is the attitudinal stance marker, the
second most frequent function in the contact variety in Rivera is the discourse
device. This function accounts for nearly 30% of negative polarity tag questions
among bilinguals in Rivera (as opposed to only 4.6% of negative polarity tag
questions among monolinguals in Montevideo). Since conducivity is viewed as
an important factor in the grammaticalization of negative polarity tag questions,
these results suggest that negative polarity tag questions may not only be some-
what more advanced in terms of grammaticalization in the Spanish spoken by
bilinguals, but that this innovation may have been brought to the dialect through
the discourse device function, the one found in the Brazilian Portuguese né?.

In order to attest the possibility that the higher use of non-conducive func-
tions of negative tags in border Spanish could have been influenced by Por-
tuguese, it is essential to analyze the functions of this pragmatic marker in the
Portuguese spoken by these bilinguals so that we can understand the negative tag
system in the language that has the potential to influence their Spanish. Recall
that Freitag’s (2008) study of discourse markers in Brazilian Portuguese pointed
to a tendency of the tag né? to be very frequent (which was attested to be the case
in Uruguayan Portuguese as well), and to be used mostly as a discourse device,
a non-conducive function. We turn to the analysis of functions of the tags in
Uruguayan Portuguese to verify, first, if this dialect shows the same patterns found
in Brazilian Portuguese by Freitag (2008), and second, if it can help us understand
the discrepancy found between Rivera Spanish and Montevideo Spanish. Table 8
presents the functions of negative polarity tag questions in Rivera Portuguese.
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Table 8. Functions of negative polarity tag questions in Border Portuguese among
Spanish-Portuguese bilinguals in Rivera

Function Total

Involvement inducer 40/498 (8.0%)

Epistemic marker 30/498 (6.0%)

Mitigation device  8/498 (1.6%)
Conducive functions

Total  78/498 (15.7%)

Attitudinal stance marker 229/498 (46.0%)

Discursive device 122/498 (24.5%)

Mitigation device  54/498 (10.8%)

Alignment signal 15/498 (3.0%)

Non-conducive functions

Total 420/498 (84.3%)

It is clear from the results displayed on Table 8 that non-conducive functions are
even more strongly favored over conducive functions (84.3%) in the Portuguese
variety spoken by Spanish-Portuguese bilinguals in Rivera, significantly more
than Montevideo Spanish (47.3%) and also more than border Spanish (77%).

Taking all three varieties together, while the most frequently fulfilled function
in Montevideo Spanish is the involvement inducer function, the attitudinal stance
function is the most frequent in both Rivera Spanish and Rivera Portuguese.
Kimps, Davidse and Cornillie (2014) remark that only a minority (20%) of tag
questions in their study about English tags are used as “real information seeking
questions” (75). This was also the case in the present study, in which the epistemic
marker function accounted for only 10% of negative polarity tag questions in bor-
der Spanish, 6% in border Portuguese, and less than 1% in Montevideo Spanish.

Interestingly, and probably due to pre-contact typological coincidence, the
conducive functions fulfilled by the negative tags in Portuguese are distributed in
the same order as the one attested for both bilingual and monolingual Spanish
varieties: involvement inducer, epistemic marker, and mitigation device, as shown
in Figure 5.

Turning to the non-conducive functions, we see the same order for border
Spanish and border Portuguese (attitudinal stance marker, discourse device, mit-
igation device, and alignment signal), but the alignment signal function ranks
second after the attitudinal stance marker instead of the discourse device in Mon-
tevideo Spanish, as shown in Figure 6.

The fact that the discourse device function follows the attitudinal stance
marker function in both Rivera Spanish and Rivera Portuguese, but is relatively
infrequent in Montevideo Spanish, brings evidence to the fact that this non-
conducive function found to be common in Brazilian Portuguese (Freitag 2008),
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Figure 5. Continuities of conducive functions in Montevideo Spanish, border Spanish,
and border Portuguese

Figure 6. Non-conducive functions in Montevideo Spanish, border Spanish and border
Portuguese

is frequently fulfilled in border Spanish, presenting an important difference from
the monolingual counterpart spoken in Montevideo.

In order to confirm that tag questions are in general more non-conducive
in border Portuguese than border Spanish, mirroring the Brazilian Portuguese
system, and that tag questions in border Spanish are more non-conducive than
Montevideo Spanish due to the influence of the Portuguese system, we fit a gen-
eralized linear mixed-effects model with non-conducivity as the criterion and lin-
guistic variety (border Spanish, border Portuguese, Montevideo Spanish) as the
fixed effect. No factors other than linguistic variety were included in the analy-
sis, as the sample was too small to be representative of social sub-groups. Since
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non-conducivity is categorical, the error term was binomially distributed with a
logit linking function. Participants were given random intercepts. We tested for a
main effect of community via nested model comparisons. All models were fit in R
(R Core Team 2013) using the lme4 package (Bates, Mächler, Bolker and Walker
2015). Goodness-of-fit was assessed using marginal and conditional R2. Marginal
R2 (R2m) excludes the random effects structure and conditional R2 (R2c) includes
them. There was a main effect of linguistic variety (χ2(2)= 23.68; p <0.001), sug-
gesting that there is indeed a difference among the three varieties regarding
conducivity. The data was best fit when including the random effects structure
(R2c= 0.20). Delving further into the output of this model, we find that negative
polarity tag questions in border Portuguese and border Spanish are more likely to
be non-conducive than in Montevideo Spanish. The log odds of a non-conducive
tag question were 1.57 +/− 0.33 standard errors (z= 4.73, p <0.001) higher in bor-
der Portuguese than in Montevideo Spanish (a difference of approximately 34%).
The same was true for border Portuguese (β =0.99, SE= 0.33, z =2.96, p< 0.004),
which had roughly 75% non-conducive tag questions. In addition, negative polar-
ity tag questions in border Portuguese are more likely to be non-conducive than
border Spanish. Our model found a difference of −0.58 +/− 0.19 standard errors
(z =−3.09, p< 0.003) in the log odds of using a non-conducive tag question (a
decrease from approximately 82% to 75%). As shown in Figure 7, the percent of
non-conducive negative polarity tag questions increases across varieties. While
Montevideo Spanish shows the least tendency to use negative polarity tag ques-
tions with non-conducive functions, followed by Rivera Spanish, Rivera Por-
tuguese shows the highest use of tags with non-conducive functions.

Montevideo Spanish Border Spanish Border Portuguese
  conducive     >         > non-conducive

Since non-conducivity is seen as a later stage in the development of negative
polarity tag questions (Freitag 2008; Pichler 2013), it is possible that these three
linguistic varieties may be at three different stages in the trajectory of negative
polarity tags, from least non-conducivity in monolingual Spanish to most non-
conducivity in border Portuguese on the other extreme, while border Spanish
is placed on the middle stage of this continuum. These different rates represent
synchronic snapshots of the tendency seen in the use of Brazilian Portuguese né
(Freitag 2008) and English innit (Pichler 2016) towards non-conducive uses of
negative polarity tag questions.

The fact that Spanish-Portuguese bilinguals, compared with Spanish mono-
linguals, favor non-conducive functions over conducive functions, demonstrates
that although border Spanish has not converged with Portuguese, it clearly shows
a different behavior from its monolingual counterpart. This provides evidence for
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Figure 7. Percent non-conducivity of tag questions in Montevideo Spanish, border
Spanish, and border Portuguese

a certain permeability of discourse systems and the pragmatic borrowing of func-
tion (Andersen 2014). The transfer of function without form has also been doc-
umented by several studies of equivalents of like in English in other languages
(Hlavac 2006; Kern 2014; Maschler 2009; Sankoff et al. 1997) and Zavala’s (2001)
study of the transfer of the discourse functions of the particle -mi in Quechua
to pues in Spanish among Spanish-Quechua bilinguals in Peru. Although these
results attest to a contact-induced tendency, they do not provide evidence for a
generalized permeability of discourse systems, as claimed by Matras (1998, 2000).

6. Conclusion

Both similarities and differences in the use of negative tags between these lan-
guages in contact were found among these bilingual participants. In terms of
forms, while the overwhelming presence of ¿no? in bilingual Spanish presents a
strong continuity with the monolingual dialect spoken in Montevideo, the infre-
quent but generalized use of ¿no es?, a calque from Portuguese, diverges from
other Spanish monolingual norms. We further analyzed the use of negative tags
in the Portuguese spoken by bilinguals. Although the generalized presence of neg-
ative tag né? adds evidence to previous claims that Uruguayan Portuguese and
Brazilian Portuguese are closely related (Carvalho 2016), the presence of ¿no? as
a direct borrowing from Spanish once again shows a tendency for minority lan-
guages to incorporate discourse-pragmatic features from the majority language.
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Although the borrowing from Spanish ¿no? was common in Uruguayan Por-
tuguese and no es?, a calque from Portuguese was common in border Spanish,
our analysis of both varieties does not provide evidence for the long-term replace-
ment of an entire system found in Matras’ work (2000,514). A comparison of
the functions of negative polarity tag questions between the Spanish spoken
in Montevideo among monolinguals and in Rivera among Spanish-Portuguese
bilingual showed a significant difference since bilinguals tended to use negative
tags to fulfill non-conducive functions more often than monolinguals, a behavior
hypothesized to have been influenced by contact with Portuguese. However, the
significant difference found between the Spanish and Portuguese dialects spoken
in Rivera shows that even though the tendency to use non-conducive negative
polarity tag questions in border Portuguese may have influenced border Spanish
(thus diverging it from its monolingual counterpart), these border varieties have
not converged into a single system because of the significant difference found
between them. Overall, these results suggest that even when cognate languages
are in contact, discourse-pragmatic systems do not necessarily converge.

Studies of language contact outside of the field of language variation and
change tend to exaggerate the effect of contact on dialects spoken by bilinguals,
leading to the perception that contact-induced language changes are inevitable.
In fact, Poplack, Zentz and Dion (2012,247) point out that “convergence is such
a foregone conclusion of language contact that its very absence requires expla-
nation”. As explained in our description of Rivera, speakers of Uruguayan Por-
tuguese are constantly interacting with monolinguals of both Brazilian Portuguese
and Southern Uruguayan Spanish. Carvalho (2014) suggests that urban border
communities in Uruguay underwent rapid urbanization in the last part of the last
century, which, in addition to the massive presence of monolingual urban vari-
eties spoken in the media, has provided bilinguals with monolingual models, and
more importantly, with a set of urban values that foments attitudes and ideologies
that favor the diglossic separation of languages. In more general terms, the cur-
rent analysis provides evidence that when bilingual dialects are compared with
an appropriate reference following a variationist approach, preconceived assump-
tions of hybridization may be dismissed (Poplack and Levey 2010, 401).

In the future, it will be important to explore possible relationships between
forms of negative polarity tag questions and their discourse functions, in line
with Pichler’s (2010) suggestion to “include function as a parameter in the quan-
titative analysis and investigate whether functional variation and change impact
on the distribution of variants” (590). The expansion of both corpora could also
add apparent time data to detect a possible change in progress towards a more
non-conducive use of negative tags in both Spanish and Portuguese spoken in
Rivera. Following Pichler (2016), it will also be important to determine to what
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extent non-conducive functions are found in non-canonical positions outside of
the right periphery in order to assess to what extent the reduced form né? in Por-
tuguese mirrors the path found for innit? in English. For now, by delimiting the
variable according to its structural similarity, it was possible to (1) see that only a
few forms are somewhat permeable, and to (2) capture an array of functions that
are fulfilled by these forms, which revealed synchronic variation that is consistent
with different diachronic stages toward the negative tag development across com-
munities. We hope to have shed light on the subtleties of assessing the permeabil-
ity of discourse-pragmatic features in language contact situations, and show that
the assumed permeability of discourse-pragmatic features between cognate sys-
tems in intense, prolonged contact has not been attested in function or form.
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