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Dear Readers,   

Welcome to the very first 

issue of SPiLL! We are 

delighted to release this first 

edition of the Short Papers in 

Language and Linguistics 

Cardiff University postgraduate 

e-journal. It is packed full of 

exciting short research papers 

and blog-style pieces; 

showcasing original linguistics 
research at various stages of 

completion, and providing 

some excellent advice and tips 

for those embarking upon their 

PhD journeys. We really hope 

you enjoy, question and 

wonder at all the great work 

going on here at Cardiff.   

This e-journal began its 

journey during a socially 

distanced coffee after the 

initial Covid-19 lockdown 

began to ease. Like everyone 

else, we were missing the 

hustle and bustle of the John 

Percival corridors and 

postgraduate offices. The 

opportunities to swivel round 
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 on your chair and ask that 

question, brain storm that idea 

or ask for that piece of advice 

had suddenly gone. As we all 
know, postgraduate research is 

quite the rollercoaster of an 

experience—we need these 

opportunities to ask, chat, 

(whinge), and discuss.  

This year, perhaps more 

than ever, has highlighted the 

importance of reaching out, 

connecting with one another 

and discussing what we're up 

to. This postgraduate e-journal 

hopes to provide a space for 

those missing opportunities and 

conversations. It also hopes to 

connect postgraduates beyond 

the school of ENCAP. This 

issue contains papers from 

postgraduate colleagues in the 

Schools of Welsh and MLANG 

and our hope is that as this e-

journal continues to grow, the 

list of schools from which 

students have submitted grows 

too. Please help us to continue 

spreading the word and 

encourage colleagues from 

across the university to get in 

touch and submit short papers. 

In our opinion, there is no such 

thing as ‘too much’ language and 

linguistics—we want to showcase 

as much research as possible!   

As the e-journal continues to 

develop, we also hope to hold 

online discussions, share ‘in-the-

spotlight’ research interviews, 

video snippets and ‘in-question-

with’ author highlights. Be sure 

to keep your eye on our Twitter 

page (@SPiLL_Cardiff) to stay 

up-to-date with all our plans. 

Please contact us at 

mailto:spill@cardiff.ac.uk if you 

have any questions, ideas, 

feedback etc. Any and all 

thoughts very welcome! Our 

next Call for Papers will be 

released in January, ready for the 

release of issue 2 in the spring. 

We all know how time flies and 

it is never too early to start 

thinking about these things…so 

get thinking, get writing and get 

sending us your work!    

Finally, we would like to say a 

huge thank you to Dr Gerard 

O’Grady who has supported this 

idea from the very beginning. Your 

words of encouragement gave us 

the confidence to embark on this 

journey. Thank you also to Dr 

Becky Munford who offered huge 

support with advertising and 

spreading the word about the e-

journal as it first began. And, of 

course, a huge thank you to all 

those whose papers feature in this 

first issue, all those who have 

emailed, tweeted, messaged and 

spoken words of encouragement 

about this e-journal. We really 

hope it fills in a few of the missing 

gaps and provides a space to ask 

and answer those, ‘so if you were 

me, how would you….?’ questions.   

We really hope you enjoy. Happy 

reading!  

 

Ellen Bristow and Katharine Young 

Co-founders and editors of SPiLL 

https://twitter.com/SPiLL_Cardiff
mailto:spill@cardiff.ac.uk
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After you have decided which areas 

of speech or language you want to 

investigate, you then have to decide 

who is going to supply you with 

examples of it. Operationalization is 

the process of setting criteria against 

which participants can be included or 

excluded in a project. The word 

‘operationalization’ has connotations 

of a stringent scientific process in 

which fuzzy concepts such as ‘new 

speakers’ can be tightened up in 

order to subject certain individuals to 

empirical linguistic enquiry. 

Empiricism is what Linguistics is all 

about and the end goal is often to use 

the data we have gleaned from a 

particular sample in order to conduct 

inferential statistics about the wider 

population. Even if statistics are not 

involved in our research, we still 

want to use our data to say 

something about the wider 

population. But how can we be 

confident in making statements 

about the listening comprehension 

skills of ‘Dutch learners of Spanish 

as a third language’ or the attitudes 

of ‘North Walians to colloquial 

Southern Welsh expressions’ if 

we’re not confident about how we 

have operationalised these speaker 

types?  

 

 

 

Let us begin with an example of an 

erroneous operationalization from 

Sociology. The Three Wales Model 

(Balsom 1985) divides Wales into 

three geographically distinct parts on 

the basis of national identity, party 

political allegiance and language. In 

‘British Wales’, we have people who 

identify as British, are monolingually 

English-speaking and vote for 

unionist parties. In ‘Welsh Wales’, 

we have Welsh-identifying, 

monolingually English-speaking 

people who generally vote for 

socialist parties. In Y Fro Gymraeg 

(or Welsh Heartland), Welsh is the 

default community language, people 

identify as Welsh only and typically 

support Plaid Cymru. Balsom and 

his colleagues interviewed people 

via questionnaires and the 

respondents’ potential replies seem 

simple given the root of the 

questions: British-identifying? Speak 

Welsh? Plaid Cymru or not? Except 

these are not the questions asked. 

The operationalization of ‘Welsh 

speaker’ is particularly problematic. 

Scully & Jones (2012:659) highlight 

that Balsom’s preparatory research 

for the model (Balsom et al. 1983) in 

fact measured Welsh-speaking 

ability indirectly via means of a 

cultural attachment scale. This 

means that ‘Welsh speaker’ was 

operationalized using an additive 

scale which included the following 

variables:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The problems with the scale are 

numerous and manifest; the scale 

probably says more about the 

personal prejudices of the 

researchers than is does about 

language. Whilst such an 

operationalization may give us 

information about language use or 

perhaps be an interesting cultural 

operationalization of Welsh 

speakers, it is not a purposeful 

linguistic operationalization of the 

speaker type ‘Welsh speaker’. I 

cannot determine whether you speak 

a language by asking you if you are a 

religious non-conformist or if you 

live in a certain place.  

However, this does not necessarily 

mean that we can always 

comfortably reject a priori certain 

criteria from our operationalizations. 

In the field of second language 

acquisition, we know that the factors 

influencing accent, for example, are 

numerous and potentially infinite: 

The operationalization headache  
Jack Pulman-Slater (School of Welsh.  

Cardiff University/Bristol University, AHRC) 

Keywords: Speaker type, 

operationalization, 

participants, data, research 

design 
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age of onset, length of residency in a 

foreign country, personal/ 

professional motivation, degree of 

concern for accent improvement, 

typological fit between first and 

second language to name but a few 

(see Piske et al. 2001 for an 

overview). Balsom et al. (1983) 

selected criteria that were simply 

irrelevant, but our problem in 

linguistics is that because language is 

a biological, cognitive and social 

phenomenon the list of criteria is 

extensive.   

However, it must be borne in mind 

that our goal is to generate an 

acceptable operationalization for our 

research and not for all research. 

Consider the notion of a ‘bilingual 

speaker’. This term has numerous 

potential definitions based on 

various parameters including age, 

chronology of acquisition, 

proficiency, language status and 

many more besides. These 

parameters create different types of 

bilinguals: compound, diagonal, 

functional, horizontal, symmetrical, 

vertical- the list goes on (Thomas & 

Webb-Davies 2017:16). When 

researching bilingualism, the 

operationalization required is that 

which is most pertinent and 

applicable to your individual 

research context. For example, 

Mooney (2017) examines phonetic 

transfer in French-Occitan bilinguals 

in Béarn (France) who he defines as 

speakers whose first language is 

Occitan and who learned French 

through emersion education from 6 

years of age onwards. This research 

does not tell us about phonetic 

transfer in all bilinguals, instead it 

informs our understanding of this 

phenomenon through a very specific 

operationalization of this term.   

Is the word ‘operationalization’ at 

best a bit of a red herring and at 

worst a mendacious piece of 

academic jargon? It depends what 

our expectations are. We need to 

avoid the attempt to strive for an 

operationalization that is infallible 

and allows us to speak with absolute 

certainty about the population at 

large. No operationalization in 

language research can do this. 

However, we have to generate some 

criteria by which to include or 

exclude participants otherwise 

language research would be a 

disorganised and meaningless free-

for-all. But we ought to append our 

operationalizations with large 

warning labels and understand that 

they are only one of several 

serviceable possible options.   

If you are worried that the 

operationalization you have set is too 

stringent or too wide in scope or 

includes possibly ambiguous criteria, 

then good! It probably is too 

specific, or too unspecific – but so is 

everyone else’s! We can wrestle with 

these operationalizations until the 

bovine homecoming, because we 

will never create an entirely 

purposeful and scientifically 

infallible set of criteria within 

language research. Acknowledge the 

manifest strengths and potential 

weakness of your 

operationalizations, whether they are 

theoretical or were forced by the 

demands of conducting research 

during a global pandemic and 

government restrictions. Then write 

yourself a note and then save it for 

the viva.     
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With many sub-areas of study 

existing within the linguistics field, a 

number of cross-area interfaces have 

lent themselves to extensive study. 

One such interface lies at the 

intersection between syntax, 

information structure and prosody, 

and is associated with what are 

described as ‘information-packaging 

constructions’ (Huddleston & 

Pullum 2002). In my research, I 

focus on the case of it-clefts by 

investigating the interplay between 

their syntactically- and prosodically-

coded meanings. Broadly speaking, 

this study is an attempt to elucidate 

how speakers manage information 

flow in spoken discourse.  

The bi-clausal syntax of clefts, i.e. 

(1a), has traditionally been described 

as allowing the foregrounding of the 

post-verbal element in the matrix 

clause while backgrounding the 

information in the cleft-relative 

clause (Jespersen 1937; Huddleston 

& Pullum 2002: 1416-7). 

(1a) It’s their credibility 

that’s in question. (LLC)  

(1b) Their credibility is in 

question.  

 

 

 

 

 

As information-packaging 

constructions, their information 

structure differs from that of their 

non-cleft counterpart, whose 

information is not presented in a 

complex sentence but in a simple 

one as in (1b). From a prosodic 

viewpoint, most studies argue that 

the clefted constituent generally 

carries either the unique information 

focus coded by a nuclear accent 

(Clark & Haviland 1977), or the 

main information focus marked by 

the ‘strongest’ of several nuclei 

(Prince 1978; Declerck 1984). Some 

authors even describe clefts as 

primarily construing focalisation 

(Givón 2001; Lambrecht 2001). 

However, a number of studies (see 

Delin 1990; Collins 2006; Kimps 

2016) have challenged this 

systematic mapping by showing that 

the clefted constituent is not always 

new and/or in focus. What is at issue 

is thus the relation between the 

system of focus as part of 

information structure and the 

distribution of information.  

Different approaches to the notion of 

focus exist in the literature. In the 

Hallidayan (1967) functional 

tradition, focus-marking in English is 

linked to intonation (Tench 1996), 

and information focus is associated 

with the element selected as the most 

salient new information of the 

information unit. What is presented 

as recoverable and  

non-recoverable is a rhetorically 

motivated speaker choice and does 

not necessarily correlate with what 

has or has not been mentioned before 

(Halliday & Matthiessen 2014: 118). 

With Halliday’s definition of 

information focus, clefts are 

predicted to show a variety of focus 

assignments. In a different approach 

found in accounts such as 

Lambrecht’s (2001), focus is not 

treated as a property of a given 

constituent but as a relation between 

that constituent and the proposition it 

is a part of. For Lambrecht (2001), 

the syntax of clefts construes the 

clefted element as the unambiguous 

argument focus necessarily requiring 

an accent and the cleft relative clause 

as the presupposed topic typically 

containing unaccented discourse-old 

information. These different 

approaches to focus make different 

predictions about the occurrence and 

interpretation of nuclear accents in 

clefts.  

The goal of my research is twofold. 

Relying on a combination of 

auditory and instrumental analysis of 

238 tokens of specificational it-clefts 

extracted from the London-Lund 

Corpus (LLC) (Svartvik 1990), I aim 

at (i) revisiting the notion of focus by 

providing a corpus-based account of 

its prosodic coding in relation with 

the distribution of information and 

(ii) clarifying the type of interplay 

there exists between the different 

components of the three-way 

interface by providing empirical 

evidence against any straightforward 

systematic mapping.  

The analysis of prosodic foci shows 

that five patterns can be 

distinguished based on the presence 

and location of information foci. Full 

clefts typically exhibit a focal-focal 

pattern in which both the clefted 

A note on the study of linguistic 

interfaces: the case of clefts and 

the syntax-information 

structure-prosody interface1 

Charlotte Bourgoin (KU Leuven/Cardiff University)  

Keywords: clefts; prosody; 

information structure; 

linguistic interface; English 

language 
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constituent and the cleft-relative 

clause carry one or more tonic 

syllables, but information focus may 

in some cases be absent in one or the 

other. When both carry foci, the 

analysis of the pitch excursion of 

each prosodic focus reveals that a 

hierarchy can be set up. In 87% of 

the tokens analysed, tonic syllables 

have a higher pitch on the clefted 

element than on an element of the 

cleft-relative clause. This is 

exemplified in figure 1 where the 

high (H*) accent on the clefted 

constituent James has a larger pitch 

excursion size than the low (L*) 

accent on gets in the cleft-relative 

clause.  

This shows that although both parts 

of clefts may carry an information 

focus, the clefted constituent still 

tends to have a relatively stronger 

information focus. The two strategies 

generally attributed to clefts in the 

highlighting of the clefted 

constituent, i.e. syntactic and 

prosodic, are thus not systematically 

co-dependent. The analysis of 

discourse-familiarity reveals that the 

presence of a nuclear accent in the 

clefted constituent does not always 

correlate with discourse newness of 

that element. No straightforward 

relation can therefore be set up 

between discourse-newness and 

presence of prosodic focus.  

As far as secondary accents are 

concerned, the presence of an onset 

in the tone unit of the clefted 

constituent is found in some cases to 

serve pragmatic purposes linked to 

the typical discursive functions of 

specificational clefts (O’Grady, 

2014). While the high onset (marked 

by a caret) on not in (2) adds to the 

contrastive focus on the clefted 

constituent, the one on only in (3) 

makes overt the exhaustiveness 

implicature already triggered by 

grammatical form.    

2) it’s ^not phil\ologists# you want 

to c\onvince# (LLC)  

3) it’s ^only when they turn f\acing 

us# that you get the the \underside# 

full \on as it were# (LLC)  

Overall, this study provides further 

argumentation against analysing cleft 

syntax as solely construing 

focalisation. Instead, I show that a 

clear distinction should be made 

between the syntactically-coded 

highlighting of the clefted 

constituent, and focus-marking in the 

whole cleft construction as signalled 

by the prosodically-coded 

information structure. Cleft 

constructions illustrate how speakers 

balance their grammatical and 

prosodic choices in real-time in 

pursuit of their communicative and 

interactional goals.  
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Introduction, theoretical 

framework, gap in 

research 

Superdiversity and globalisation 

have led to the European capitals to 

grow exponentially. By 2035 a 

quarter of Helsinki citizens will 

speak a first language other than the 

official languages of the country. 

Cardiff is equally diverse: it has the 

highest population share (13%) of 

non-UK born residents in Wales. 

According to the latest census of 

2011 just over 8% of Cardiff citizens 

announced speaking a main language 

other than the official languages of 

the country: English or Welsh. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

My thesis looks at fourteen case 

study families in the linguistically 

diverse, officially bilingual capital 

city areas of Helsinki and Cardiff. 

The two cities are compared because 

of similarity in terms of having 

visible foreign language speakers, 

minority language populations and 

substantial government minority 

language support. However, they 

have different approaches to 

minority language promotion, 

foreign language learning, and 

heritage language support. In 

Finland, several initiatives help 

develop multilingual children's 

language repertoire such as free 

home language instruction, Swedish 

or Finnish as a second language 

tuition, and early start of modern 

foreign languages at age seven. On 

the other hand, the Welsh 

Government strategies (e.g. Iaith 

Pawb 2003, A Living Language: A 

Language for Living 2012, Welsh 

Medium Education Strategy 2010) 

have led to a sharp rise in Welsh 

speakers. The most recent—

Cymraeg 2050—aims to increase the 

number of Welsh speakers back to 

one million by 2050. Therefore, 

comparison in the two areas is 

warranted to investigate the possible 

influence of language policy on the 

families' language transmission. 

The multidisciplinary theoretical 

framework of my thesis combines 

insights from family language policy 

(King et al. 2008; Schwartz and 

Moin 2012; Curdt-Christiansen 

2013; Smith-Christmas 2015) and 

language socialisation (used by 

several researchers, e.g. Barnes 

2011; De Houwer 2015; Kheirkhah 

and Cekaite 2015; Guardado 2018). 

Each framework stresses the 

importance of the child which is why 

a central part of the data is obtained 

from interviewing children. 

There are few studies that have 

looked at multilingual children's 

perspective or multilingual families' 

experiences overall. As far as I am 

aware, there is no trilingual 

transmission research in contexts 

with a community majority and 

minority language. Despite a small 

number of previous studies on 

transmission among trilingual 

families there is very little work 

which focuses on the factors which 

influence language transmission, 

parents' language strategies, or 

children’s perceptions of their 

multilinguality. Therefore, this thesis 

will add to our knowledge in an 

emerging field of multilingualism 

and fill a gap in family language 

policy, language socialisation, and 

childhood bilingualism literature. 

 

A comparative study of 

trilingual families in Helsinki 

and Cardiff areas: 

intergenerational language 

transmission experiences, 

influential factors for 

development of minority 

languages and children's 

perspectives 
Kaisa Pankakoski (School of Welsh, Cardiff 

University) 
 

Keywords: multilingualism, 

family language policy, 

bilingualism, early language 

acquisition, trilingualism 
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Research questions  

The study aims to answer the 

following questions: 

1. What are parents’ self-reported 

experiences of raising trilingual 

children and how are these 

experiences shaped by 

sociocultural factors in Helsinki 

and Cardiff? 

 

2. What are the children's 

perceptions of their identity, 

multilinguality and acquisition of 

their languages? 

Research methods and 

analysis   

A cross-cultural, comparative 

multiple-case study design was used. 

First, parents of the case study 

families and extended family 

members filled in an online 

questionnaire. Between 2017 and 

2019 I conducted audio-recorded 

semi-structured interviews in seven 

Welsh and seven Finnish family 

homes with parents, and children 

aged 4-12. Each person could choose 

to be interviewed in English, 

Finnish, Swedish, Welsh, Spanish or 

French. Finally, I carried out audio 

or video recorded observations to 

examine how the languages work 

within the family environment. 

The case study families in the capital 

city areas of Helsinki and Cardiff 

were limited to those: 

a) where at least one child aged 

4-12 regularly used and was 

exposed to three languages 

b) out of the three languages 

two were official languages of 

the country (Swedish, Finnish, 

or Welsh, English); the 

children had also acquired an 

additional language or 

languages 

c) who had lived in Wales 

or Finland for at least one 

year 

After transcribing the 25.5 hours of 

multilingual interviews, I coded and 

analysed the data using NVivo 

software. The reflexive thematic 

analysis (Braun 2006), was chosen to 

keep a close link to the research 

questions and relevant literature 

reviewed in two literature reviews. 

The data from parents’ interviews 

includes six main themes: Family 

circumstances; Parental language 

ideologies and motives to pursue 

multilingualism; Family language 

strategies; External factors affecting 

transmission; Description of 

linguistic behaviour and 

development of the children; and 

Experiences of raising trilingual 

children. 

The study follows the ethics 

guidelines set by Cardiff University 

School of Welsh Research Ethics 

Procedures. Ethical approval was 

granted in March 2017. 
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To set the scene: I’m working on my 

final analysis chapter, feeling like 

I’m on the home strait with the PhD, 

when I realise that the mixed effects 

models I’ve used before won’t work 

with this linguistic feature. I’m 

looking at realisations of /t/ at the 

end of a small set of high-frequency 

words like that, but, at, which can be 

pronounced in Cardiff English as [t], 

[ʔ], a voiced ‘tap’ [ɾ] or [ɹ], or even 

elided completely. That’s 4+ levels 

for a categorical variable, while 

GLMMs (generalised linear mixed 

models) only work with binary 

variables. So now what?  

After much googling and reading of 

various forums to verify that there 

are no ways to do GLMMs with 

multinomial dependent variables, I 

started to look into Bayesian 

statistics. I’ve long wanted an excuse 

to delve into what I jokingly call the 

quantum of stats, so this seemed 

perfect timing … apart from the fact 

that I’m rapidly approaching my 

deadline and this would require an 

awful lot of extra learning.   

Thankfully, the stats community who 

use R have a lot of resources online, 

so I thought I could at least have a 

look. I even came across a recent 

linguistics paper by Laurel 

MacKenzie using the MCMCglmm 

 

 

 

 

package in R for GLMMs with 

Markov chain Monte Carlo methods, 

so I thought I’d give it a go. But it 

was like whack-a-mole – solving one 

error message would just reveal 

another one.  

Ok. What about another package? 

Brms was highly recommended, but 

has a much more complex group of 

dependencies – in particular ‘stan’, 

which I just couldn’t get to 

‘compile’. After a couple of days of 

googling and troubleshooting, I 

decided to just start from scratch – 

uninstall and reinstall R, and try it all 

again. I’m not sure if it was this, or 

the ‘Getting Started’ github page I 

finally came  

 

 

 

across, but the practice model I ran 

based on this tutorial worked! 

Despite taking hours to run on my 

little old laptop.   

In the meantime, Laurel Mackenzie 

had replied to my request for help 

after very kindly looking over my 

data and code and correcting some 

issues. I retried MCMCglmm – it 

worked! I then tried running brms on 

my own data – it worked! And I got 

this cool graph which neatly shows 

how the glottal [ʔ] and [t] have 

basically replaced each other over 

time (and Cardiff English ‘CE’ 

variants peaking then reducing). 

Please ignore the very large credible 

intervals though!  

When Should You Give Up? Or, Failed 

Forays into Bayesian Statistics 
Rowan Campbell, (ENCAP, Cardiff University, ESRC) 
 

Keywords: Bayesian statistics, 

mixed effects models, R, 

sociolinguistics, method 

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/frai.2020.00058/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/frai.2020.00058/full
https://github.com/stan-dev/rstan/wiki/RStan-Getting-Started
https://www.rensvandeschoot.com/tutorials/brms/
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But then I ran into the next problem: 

how do I make sure my models are 

valid, and how do I present the data 

from them? Unlike frequentist 

models which estimate a single 

coefficient for each factor, Bayesian 

or MCMC models run thousands of 

iterations and provide the average of 

these. One way of showing model 

accuracy, used in MacKenzie’s 

paper, is the confusion matrix. This 

is honestly as confusing as the title 

suggests. I stared and stared at it, and 

whenever I thought understanding 

was just on the edge of my 

consciousness, it slipped away. I’ve 

since read a useful explainer and it’s 

actually fairly clear once you know 

what’s going on, but maybe a name 

other than ‘confusion matrix’ would 

be more user-friendly to begin with!  

So, I embarked on more tutorials 

trying to work out how to put my 

MCMC predictions into a confusion 

matrix… and my brain gave up. I 

was lacking too much of the nuts and 

bolts R knowledge to make sense of 

how to do this – it’s probably as 

simple as turning the model output 

into an array, but I’m just not 

confident doing basic data wrangling 

in R (despite my supervisor’s 

recommendation of this great book, 

R for Data Science!). Also, most 

tutorials seemed to be for continuous 

variables, and there was just too 

much new knowledge and different 

contexts for me to get my head 

around, so after two weeks I decided 

it was time to call it quits.   

Conclusion: there are still more 

people I could reach out to and more 

things I could try, but in the interests 

of getting this thing finished, it’s 

time to cut my losses and say 

goodbye to the Bayesian models 😞. 

The ‘sunken cost’ fallacy is 

something I think is particularly 

pertinent to doing research – we run 

into problems and obstacles at every 

stage, and it’s so difficult to gauge 

which avenues will be fruitful and 

which won’t. If we continue on one 

particular route, we have to keep 

solving each problem we come 

across – but there’s no guarantee that 

we can overcome the problem after 

that (or at any rate, that we can solve 

it in a timely manner). I think that 

leaving Bayesian behind is the first 

time I have managed to do this in the 

PhD – a previous example of this 

type of ‘problem after problem’ 

situation was when I was trying to 

install FAVE to automate the 

extraction of vowel frequencies from 

my interview data. I kept going with 

this and eventually got there, but it 

cost me a lot of time. If I were earlier 

in the PhD, would I keep going with 

Bayesian? Probably: the problems 

are definitely not insurmountable, 

but I think it’s a sign of growth to let 

it go now and remember that the best 

PhD is a finished PhD.  

Secondary conclusion: uninstalling 

and reinstalling R is always a good 

shout!   

 

https://www.dataschool.io/simple-guide-to-confusion-matrix-terminology/
https://r4ds.had.co.nz/
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A short introduction to 

Spanglish 

Language contact can cause 

linguistic conflict, linguistic 

interference, and over time, lead to 

language substitution and the 

appearance of new languages. In the 

United States, the contact between 

English and Spanish has resulted in 

the emergence of the linguistic 

phenomenon, Spanglish. As the 

name indicates, Spanglish is an 

intermix of Spanish and English; the 

term ‘espanglish’ (the Spanish 

translation of ‘Spanglish’) was 

coined in the late 1940s by Puerto 

Rican poet, Salvador Tío (Betti & 

Enghels 2018, p.351). Despite the 

fact that these languages first 

converged when Britain colonised 

the Americas in the early 

seventeenth century, it is difficult to 

determine with precision when 

Spanglish emerged (Stavans, 2003, 

p.38). In addition to being a 

communicative practice, Spanglish is 

a true demonstration of 

multiculturalism and, for many 

Latinos, a form of identity (Betti & 

Enghels 2018, p.352). Presently, 

there is a dearth of rules associated 

with Spanglish, and thus it manifests 

in different forms. Consequently, 

‘Spanglish’ is currently a catch-all 

term used to describe the acts of  

 

 

combining English and Spanish in a 

given speech or text. 

Although a bicultural and bilingual 

society is not uncommon, Spanglish 

has sparked greater controversy than 

most other languages in contact 

(Montes-Alcalá 2009, p. 97). Some 

argue that it attests to the richness of 

Spanish, whereas language purists 

(prescriptivists) argue that it is a sign 

of linguistic ignorance and pollutes 

the dominant language in the United 

States, English (Sayer 2008 p.96). 

Further, scholars debate its origin, its 

place in society and popular culture, 

and remarkably, its linguistic 

features and how to accurately 

define/label the phenomenon (see, 

for instance, Stavans 2003; Otheguy 

and Stern 2010; Fuller 2013). 

However, linguistic research is still 

considerably scant, given that 

Spanglish is not a new phenomenon 

and the fact that the United States 

has the second-largest Spanish-

speaking population in the world; it 

is home to 41 million native Spanish 

speakers, which is 13 percent of the 

population of the United States, and 

12 million additional bilingual 

Spanish speakers (López & 

Gonzalez-Barrera 2013). 

Working towards a 

definition and a 

standard variety of 

Spanglish 

Hancock (cited in Stavans 2003, p.5) 

states that Spanglish is very hard to 

define; Stavans (2003, p.5) on the 

other hand, argues that it is not 

impossible to define, but that people 

are simply not willing to define it. 

Spanglish has been referred to as a 

pidgin, that is, a simplified form of a 

language used for communication 

between individuals who do not 

share a common language (Muysken 

& Smith, 1994); Lipski (2008, p.69), 

however, argues that Spanglish does 

not fit this description as it is no less 

complex than a language. 

Ardila (2005), on the other hand, 

considers Spanglish to be an 

Anglicised Spanish dialect. 

However, some versions of 

Spanglish consist of a higher level of 

English than Spanish, which 

contradicts this definition. Generally, 

a dialect is a relatively accurate 

definition as Spanglish emerged in a 

geographical location in which 

settlers developed a form of 

language mixing in order to 

effectively communicate in a highly 

bicultural society. Nevertheless, it is 

unlike a dialect with regard to the 

fact that, although subject to change, 

a dialect is a relatively stable variety 

of a language which one can learn, 

whereas Spanglish currently lacks a 

consistent structure and thus cannot 

be learned. 

Interestingly, Lipski (2008, pp.223-

224) does not attempt to pinpoint 

one definite version of Spanglish, 

but instead categorises three 

different levels which depend on 

one’s level of bilingualism: the first 

requires minimal fluency in the 

second language and instead consists 

of borrowings to suit the 

phonological system of the second 

language; the second requires a high 

level of bilingual proficiency, loan 

translations (or calques), and a 

syntactic structure which results in a 

Defining Spanglish 
Monique McClymont, (ENCAP, Cardiff 

University) 

Keywords: Spanish, English, 

Spanglish, code-switching, 

bilingualism 
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high convergence between the 

languages; the third involves fluent 

bilinguals who can switch between 

the languages with ease in a single 

conversation or text. 

A typical example of a loanword that 

can be used at the first and second 

levels is ‘jangear’, derived from ‘to 

hang out’ in English (Stavans 2003, 

p.152). This word is phonetically 

English whilst consisting of a regular 

Spanish verb suffix, -ear. Further, 

the letter ‘h’ in Spanish is silent and 

so the use of the letter ‘j’ creates a 

sound in Spanish which is similar to 

the sound of the letter ‘h’ in English. 

Additional examples of lexical 

borrowings are located in the first 

and only Spanglish dictionary, 

Spanglish: The Making of a New 

American Language, by Professor 

Ilan Stavans (2003). Included in this 

dictionary are words, termed ‘hybrid 

words’ by Stavans, which combine 

both languages and which are 

principally phonetically and 

orthography English words with 

Spanish grammar. Examples of 

hybrid words include ‘flirteo’, which 

means ‘to flirt’ and ‘flodiar’, also 

spelled ‘flodear’ or ‘fludear’, which 

means ‘to flood’ (Stavans 2003, 

p.124). This dictionary (which 

includes approximately 6,000 words) 

follows a rule structure and is the 

first evidence of a consistent 

Spanglish variety. 

In relation to Lipski’s third version 

of Spanglish, this level involves 

code-switching, which occurs when 

a word or phrase in one language is 

substituted for a word or phrase in 

another. There are two types of code-

switching: intersentential code-

switching involves switching 

between sentences and 

intrasentential code-switching 

involves switching within a single 

sentence, which is more elaborate 

and complex as proficiency in both 

languages is necessary in order to 

avoid violating the grammatical 

structure or either language (Montes-

Alcalá, 2000, p.219). However, 

intrasentential code-switching may 

not always represent the complexity 

of Spanglish; in the command 

“Dame una hamburguesa sin lettuce 

por favor” (Heredia & Attarriba, 

2001, p.164), for example, an 

English word is incorporated into a 

Spanish sentence, which exemplifies 

a Spanish dialect with loanwords and 

does not demonstrate a complex 

form of Spanglish, although it meets 

the criteria for an example of 

Spanglish and intrasentential code-

switching nonetheless. Overall, 

Spanglish cannot accurately be 

described as a pidgin or a dialect but 

rather a code used by bilingual 

speakers which can manifest in many 

forms. 

The Future of Spanglish 

Notwithstanding Spanglish’s 

notoriety for corrupting Spanish and 

English (Sayer 2008, p.96), the 

vitality of it persists in the streets and 

across various types of media (Betti 

& Enghels 2018, p.351). Variations 

of Spanglish appear in the television 

series Ugly Betty and Dora the 

Explorer, and popular Hollywood 

films including Madagascar and 

Happy Feet, among other forms of 

broadcasting. Spanglish is gaining 

increased recognition as a result of 

the platform offered by the media, a 

platform that is paving the way for 

standard Spanglish (Stavans 2014). 

According to Betti and Enghels 

(2018, p.352), however, “the streets 

will always be one step ahead”, 

which renders it difficult for scholars 

to standardise and conceptualise 

Spanglish. Although the future of the 

phenomenon cannot be accurately 

determined, over time, it may 

stabilise and develop into a new 

hybrid language, as was the case 

with Yiddish (Sayer 2008, p.99). 

Indeed, its continuous evolvement 

and further linguistic research may 

grant Spanglish a linguistically 

recognised definition and consistent 

structure. 
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Cardiff has a growing number of 

Welsh-medium Schools across the 

city, and the number of Welsh 

speakers in the city is increasing 

from census to census. The variety of 

Welsh spoken in Cardiff has not yet 

been documented or studied 

linguistically, and my research, 

which was undertaken in a Welsh-

medium secondary school in the city 

(YUGC), aims to record Cardiff 

Welsh as a variety of Welsh for the 

first time. This paper aims present 

results on the Cardiff Welsh rounded 

close back vowel /u(:)/.  

Cardiff English has been researched 

more extensively, however, and 

different research has studied the 

Cardiff English rounded close back 

vowel. Coupland (1988, p.26) noted 

that they were ‘noteworthy for their 

lack of diphthongization and 

centralization when realized 

phonetically’, while Collins and 

Mees (1990, p.94) specify that 

‘goose is also closer, somewhat 

advanced from back’. Therefore, 

both studies mention some degree of 

fronting from back in the Cardiff 

English rounded close back vowel. 

 

 

 

 

 

In other varieties of English, 

GOOSE-fronting has become a 

supralocal feature. GOOSE-fronting 

is where the /u:/ vowel is produced 

with the tongue at a more advanced 

position towards the front of the 

mouth than was traditional.  

In this paper, I will answer the 

following research questions: firstly, 

does fronting occur in the 

corresponding Welsh rounded close 

back vowel? And secondly, what 

linguistic and social factors affect the 

rounded close back vowels in Cardiff 

Welsh?   

There were four parts to my 

methodology, firstly I undertook a 6-

week period of ethnographic 

observation, to identify the social 

structures of the classroom. It also 

prepared the students for the 

sociolinguistic interview, as the 

students became acclimatised to my 

presence and to engaging with me as 

a researcher. Questionnaires were 

completed by the whole class for 

demographic information, and to 

identify my interview sample. 

Finally, the main methodological 

resource for collecting data was the 

sociolinguistic interview. I 

conducted 24 semi-structured 

interviews following a module of 

conversation structure (Labov 1973). 

The sociolinguistic interviews 

contained an interview designed to 

elicit every day speech, and a words 

list task to elicit more formal 

registers.  

In regards to the acoustic 

methodology, all formants were 

measured with a script (Stanley 

2017) in Praat (Boersma & Weenink 

2020). Vowels were normalised to 

identify any outliers. The formants 

were also normalised, to eliminate 

any biological differences between 

boys and girls. Formants were 

normalised via the NORM suite 

website with the Watt & Fabricius 

(2003) method. The formants were 

exported to excel, where I coded for 

different linguistic and social 

factors. After coding, the tokens 

were capped at 10 tokens per word 

per speaker.   

Social and linguistic factors were 

coded for in the factor-by-factor 

analyses. ANOVAs and T Tests 

tested for statistical significance. 

Next, I’ll present some results from 

the factor-by-factor analyses.  

The first factor presented is 

community of practice. There are 9 

communities of practice in the 

research, Bechgyn Meme Chat, 

Meme Chat Boys; Cassie; Geeks; 

Merched Chwaraeon, Sporty Girls, 

Merched Cymraeg, Welsh Girls; 

Merched Normal, Normal Girls; 

Merched Poblogaidd, Popular Girls; 

Merched Rhun, Rhun’s Girls and 

Sbarteiniaid, the Sbarteiniaid. The 

names were mostly what the students 

called the groups, but some were 

created by me. 

 

The Cardiff Welsh rounded 

close back vowel /u(:)/ 
Ianto Gruffydd (School of Welsh, Cardiff 

University, Coleg Cymraeg Cenedlaethol) 
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We can observe from Figure 1 that 

there’s variation between the 

different communities of practice. 

The Merched Chwaraeon and the 

Merched Normal lead with the most 

fronted /u(:)/ vowels and highest 

mean F2, while Merched Rhun and 

Bechgyn Meme Chat, produced a 

considerably lower mean F2, An 

ANOVA test found Community of 

practice to be a statistically 

significant factor with p < 0.001.  

The next social factor presented is 

Gender. Females often lead 

linguistic change or linguistic 

variation, and even though there are 

studies where males have done so 

(Baranowski 2017), it is typical that 

females lead in close back rounded 

vowel fronting (Kerswill 2005; 

Flynn 2012). Figure 2 shows that the 

same can be said for the Cardiff 

Welsh rounded close back vowel, as 

the girls recorded a more fronted 

/u(:)/ vowel, with a mean F2 of 1.26, 

whilst the boys produced a mean F2  

 

 

of 1.16; .10 less than the girls. An 

ANOVA test indicated that this 

factor was statistically significant (p 

< 0.001).  

  

Figure 3 shows preceding phonetic 

environment effect on the Welsh 

rounded close back vowel. GOOSE 

vowel research typically displays a 

fronting order of palatals > coronals 

> non-coronals > sonorants. Here we 

see a different order, with palatals 

conditioning the most fronting, 

producing a mean F2 of 1.34, 

followed by sonorants producing a 

mean F2 of 1.21, followed by 

coronals producing a mean F2 of 

1.18, and non-coronals condition the 

least fronting with a mean F2 of 

0.89. Therefore, the inhibiting effect 

of a preceding sonorant does not 

occur in Welsh as it does in English 

in regards to the rounded close back 

vowel. An ANOVA test indicated 

that preceding phonetic environment 

is statistically significant p < 0.001.  

The final factor analysis considers 

task effect. The sociolinguistic 

interview was divided into two tasks, 

Figure 1: Community of Practice 

Figure 2: Gender 
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the interview task itself in which I 

attempted to elicit the most everyday 

type speech possible by the students, 

and the words list, where I attempted 

to elicit formal registers of the 

students’ speech. Figure 4 displays 

the difference between both tasks. 

The Interview task produced a higher 

mean F2 of 1.27, compared to the 

Words List which produced a mean 

F2 1.03. This indicates that a 

fronting round close back vowel is 

part of everyday speech for the 

students. An ANOVA test indicated 

that task was statistically significant. 

To conclude, and to answer my 

research questions, a fronted rounded 

close back vowel is common in 

YUGC Cardiff Welsh and part of 

everyday speech, as shown in the 

Task analysis above. Community of 

Practice and Gender are two social 

factors that affect the Cardiff Welsh 

rounded close back vowel. As is 

often typical in language variation 

and change, female speakers are 

more likely to produce more fronted 

rounded close back vowel. Preceding 

phonetic environment is a linguistic 

factor that affects the Cardiff Welsh 

rounded close back vowel, and does 

so with a different fronting order to 

English: palatals > sonorants > 

coronals > non-coronals.  
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Introduction 

The Covid-19 pandemic and its 

ensuing social restrictions have 

impacted many researchers’ work 

over the course of 2020. My PhD 

data collection has been no different, 

although I’m lucky enough that 

changes have been relatively minor 

due to a significant portion of my 

project being reliant on collecting 

corpus data from existing sources, 

rather than live fieldwork.
i
 In this 

short paper I will detail my main 

corpus collection method as an 

indicative guide for anyone who may 

be considering corpus methods for 

the first time following their own 

disrupted research pathways.  

My research requires two related and 

specialised corpora of promotional 

texts, pertaining to circus 

performance in the UK between 1 

February 2019 and 31 January 2020. 

The first comprises show reviews 

(n=705), and is the main focus of 

this paper. The second will comprise 

publicity blurbs for the productions 

represented in the review corpus 

(and is therefore dependent on the 

contents of the first corpus).
ii
 What 

follows is a step-by-step explanation 

of my process so far, and an 

invitation to join our regular online  

 

 

 

Corpus Linguistics Reading and 

Training group for anyone interested 

in finding out whether corpus 

methods could aid their own 

research. 

Circus Review Corpus 

(CircRC20) 

The corpus was collected using a 

snowball sampling method, which is 

a way of accessing ‘hidden’ 

examples from a known population 

(Johnson, 2014). Unknown 

publications and productions were 

identified from a known population 

of specialist circus review 

publications, using a multiphase 

online search technique, until 

examples were exhausted. An Excel 

spreadsheet (Figure 1) was created to 

capture the publication and 

production titles, and to record the 

number of corresponding review 

texts. This collection process took 

the form of three phases, cycled in a 

repeating pattern ABCB-ABCB: 

Phase A - Search by Production 

1. Production titles were collected 

initially from all the combined UK 

reviews published during the 

collection period by two specialist 

seed publications, The Circus Diaries 

and King Pole.
iii
 In subsequent 

cycles, new production titles 

revealed by Phase C were identified 

from the spreadsheet and used. 

 

2. Each production title in turn was 

entered into the Google search 
engine alongside the word ‘review’. 

If these search terms produced 

several unrelated items on the first 

page of results, they were 

supplemented with the performing 

company name and/or venue to 

narrow down the results to those 

relevant. 

  
3. Each search was considered 

complete when three consecutive 

pages of results yielded no further 

hits for collection. 

Phase B – Collection of files 

1. 1. Each ‘hit’ was opened, and the 

body text of the review was copied 

and saved as a plain text file 

(headlines and standfirst text, which 

are conventionally written by an 

editor rather than the review author, 

were omitted).  

2.  

3. 2. XML tags were added to the plain 

text file to assign an ID reference 

and to record metadata that will later 

be used for analysis (Kavanagh, 

2019), identifying the production 

name, author name, publication 

name, publication date, performance 

venue and performance city.
iv
 If the 

review included a star rating or 

additional ‘verdict’, tags were also 

added to record these (Figure 2). 

Phase C - Search by Publication 

1. Publication titles were collected 

from the new spreadsheet entries 

made during Phase A. 

 

2. The website of each publication 

was accessed.
v
 In most cases, it was 

possible to browse a chronological 

list of reviews for the time period 

and identify the circus productions 

for collection.
vi
 On websites where 

Collecting Linguistic Data in a 

Pandemic – A Corpus Method 
Katharine Kavanagh (ENCAP,  

Cardiff University, ESRC) 
 

Keywords: Corpus Linguistics, Data 

Collection, Research Methods, 

Data Tagging, CADS 
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no such chronological list was 

available, a search was made on the 

site for each of the following terms: 

circus, cirque, acrobatic.  

The ultimate application of this 

corpus collection will be an analysis 

of the linguistic representation of 

circus in public promotional texts, 

and its impact on the stakeholder 

groups of audience members and 

circus professionals, as part of a 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Corpus-Assisted Discourse Studies 

methodology (Partington, 2008) that 

also draws on Critical Discourse 

Analysis (Fairclough, 1995). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Footnotes 

i
  A planned element of field 

interviews was due to be 

conducted at Glastonbury Festival 

of Contemporary Performing Arts 

(most commonly known as 

Glastonbury Festival) in June 

2020, which is now postponed 

until 2021. This rescheduling 

necessitated a re-ordering of my 

planned data collection procedure 

to prioritise online corpus 

collection during lockdown and 

beyond. 

ii 
 Promotional texts can be 

distinguished as ‘interested’ and 

‘disinterested’ genres, namely 

marketing blurbs and reviews 

(Shaw, 2009) 

iii
  The reviews from the two seed 

publications do not themselves 

form part of the corpus. This is 

because King Pole is only 

available to paid members of the 

Circus Friends Association fan 

club, and therefore is not 

considered public media. On the 

other hand, whilst The Circus 

Diaries is a freely available online 

platform, the majority of reviews 

on the site were written by me, 

and the remainder were edited by 

me. Moreover, the purpose of the 

platform is to break the standard 

mould of circus reviews and 

deliberately pursue new ways of 

discussing circus art, which 

would skew the data towards my 

preferences rather than reflect the 

broader field. Additionally, the 

number of reviews contained in 

each of the two reference 

Figure 2: Sample of a tagged review file 

Figure 1:Excerpt from data collection spreadsheet 
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publications was considerably 

higher than in the next most 

prolific publication. (King Pole 

n=37, The Circus Diaries n=53. 

Next most prolific publication 

n=26. Mean reviews per 

publication in corpus = 3.09) 

iv
  The original url of the review 

was also included, as this may be 

a useful source of data for other 

investigators in the future. 

v
  In a handful of cases, this 

required a free trial subscription 

that was subsequently cancelled.  

vi
  For the purposes of this 

research, a circus production was 

defined as any production that 

self-identifies as circus (or has 

been identified as circus in other 

reviews). Theatre productions 

that use the concept of circus 

solely as a setting or design 

aesthetic were excluded. 
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Hello everyone!   

 My name is Elisa Ramírez Pérez and I am PhD student at 

ENCAP about to start my 3rd year. As some of you may 

know, my project falls under the field of English historical 

linguistics, since I am researching two copies of the Holy 

Gospels originally written in Latin but which were given 

Old English glosses (interlinear translations) in the 10th 

century. Some of you may be familiar with these 

manuscripts, as they are quite famous: the Lindisfarne 

Gospels and the Rushworth Gospels, housed at the 

British Library and Bodleian Library, respectively. These 

Old English glosses were mainly written in the late 

Northumbrian dialect, although some sections were 

glossed in the Old Mercian dialect. My project is, 

however, interested in the late Northumbrian sections, 

because previous scholarly research had revealed that the 

late Northumbrian dialect was much more advanced 

from a morphological viewpoint than any other 10th 

century Old English dialect. I started researching this 

dialect for my MPhil thesis, for which I focused on 

Matthew’s Gospel in both manuscripts. The focus of my 

MPhil thesis was the morphological status of weak verbs 

(equivalent to regular verbs in Modern English) in these 

two texts. Since my MPhil thesis revealed that these 

verbs were indeed more morphologically simplified in the 

Northumbrian texts than in texts written in other Old 

English dialects, I decided to continue this avenue of 

research for my PhD. And this decision led me to Cardiff 

University, since there was no better supervisor for me 

than Dr Sara Pons-Sanz.  

I know many of you know Dr Pons-Sanz, and therefore 

many of you also know how wonderful she is on all 

possible levels. The reasons I wanted to work with Sara 

are both academic and personal. Not only is she an 

expert in the Northumbrian dialect (among other topics), 

it was also thanks to her that I fell in love with historical 

linguistics 7 years ago, while I was an undergraduate 

student at the University of Westminster, where she 

used to teach before moving to Cardiff. Sara has been 

such an important person in my (academic) life (and by 

this I mean since I was a rather lost undergraduate 

student), I have come this far thanks to her fantastic and 

inspirational teaching, honest and sound advice, and 

constant encouragement and kindness. Again, I know 

many of you have had similar experiences with her.   

My PhD journey at Cardiff (and Bristol) has been fantastic 

thus far. The first thing I welcomed when starting at 

ENCAP was how friendly and helpful people were. I had 

had quite a different experience during my MPhil, so it 

felt comfortable and unthreatening to be around other 

research students at Cardiff. One of my main regrets 

thus far has been not being able to develop more 

relationships and friendships with my fellow PhD students 

at ENCAP. For most of my PhD I have been living either 

in London or Bristol, so I did not spend much time in 

Cardiff where I could get to know other students and 

socialise. The times I have been in Cardiff, I have been 

barely able to socialise because of academic pressures, 

teaching times, and so on. This has meant that my PhD 

journey has been quite solitary thus far, in the sense that 

I have not had much time or opportunity to share time 

and experiences with other PhD students. Solitary but 

never lonely! Anyone who has seen me around knows 

that I am quite sociable and open, and like to talk (maybe 

too much!) with people. But academic priorities rule (and 

time lost in commuting does not help), therefore I have 

not had much opportunity to socialise with you, which I 

regret. I am trying to become more effective when 

working, and make time for socialising, now that it is 

possible to be in touch online!  

Before finishing off, I would like to share one more 

aspect of my development as a researcher which is 

perhaps helpful to new PhD students. I remember while I 

was doing my MPhil (which lasted 9 months) I looked 

forward to my PhD hoping that I would have lots of time 

and opportunities to learn more about the topic I was so 

passionate about. While it is true that I have now had 

PhD blog 
Elisa Ramírez Pérez (ENCAP,  

Cardiff University/Bristol University) 



21 | SP i  LL  

 

 

 

much more time to read books and articles than I had in 

my limited time during the MPhil, it is also true that time 

flies. I sometimes cannot believe I am about to start my 

final year of PhD, and while I have made progress and 

have acquired new skills and competences in these last 

two years, I still have the feeling I have not learnt enough, 

and have not become as good a researcher as I thought I 

would. Expectations are good and bad. They drive you to 

become a better ‘you’, but they can also be 

psychologically draining if you do not meet them in the 

end. I am still trying to strike a happy balance in terms of 

what I expect of myself. Talking to friends, supervisors 

and even my internal reviewer about my expectations, 

successes, failures and fears has helped me greatly to 

manage my expectations and goals. If you feel 

comfortable sharing these with other people (especially 

people who have been in your shoes before), I would 

encourage you to do so. We are really fortunate to have 

great people at ENCAP, not only from an academic point 

of view, but also from a human one, so I suggest you 

make the most of it!   

This is all from me for the time being! I hope we can 

‘meet’ in the next few months, whether online or in 

person.   

All the very best for your PhDs,  

Elisa  

ps/ And now the best of this blog entry: pictures from 

the two beautiful manuscripts I am working with: the 

Lindisfarne Gospels and the Rushworth Gospels. Enjoy! 

  

< Chi-rho page, Lindisfarne Gospels, f.29.r: 

http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=cotton_ms_

nero_d_iv_fs001r 

Marcus miniature, Lindisfarne Gospels, f.93.v: > 

http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=cotton_ms_

nero_d_iv_fs001r  

 

http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=cotton_ms_nero_d_iv_fs001r
http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=cotton_ms_nero_d_iv_fs001r
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< Latin text with interlinear, Old English glosses, Lindisfarne 

Gospels, f.139.v: 

http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=cotton_ms_

nero_d_iv_fs001r 

 

John miniature, Rushworth Gospels, f.126.v: 

https://digital2.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/objects/a89f4ed5-d4e7-

4d80-9966-1f4e4a3c8b82/  

 

< Latin text, interlinear Old English glosses, Rushworth 

Gospels, f.006.v: 

https://digital2.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/objects/a89f4ed5-d4e7-

4d80-9966-1f4e4a3c8b82/ 

 

 

http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=cotton_ms_nero_d_iv_fs001r
http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=cotton_ms_nero_d_iv_fs001r
https://digital2.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/objects/a89f4ed5-d4e7-4d80-9966-1f4e4a3c8b82/
https://digital2.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/objects/a89f4ed5-d4e7-4d80-9966-1f4e4a3c8b82/

