
The English Society of Japan

NII-Electronic Library Service

The  EnglishSociety  of  Japan

 Laurel J. Brinton and  Elizabeth Closs Ti augott,
       Lexiczatication ana  Language Cthange

Cambridge: Cambridge  University Press, 2oos.  xii +  2o7  pp･

Reviewed by AKIMOTO  Minoji, Aoyama  Gakuin University

i. Introduction

  Problems of  lexicalization were  rather  minor  ones  when  grammaticalization
began to  emerge  on  the  scene  of  historical !inguistics in the  ig8o's.  

'Ihis

 state  is well

illustrated when  we  compare  the  Grammaticalization versions  written  by Hopper  and

Zraugott in igg3  and  2oo3  respectively  In the  former version,  only  halfa page (i.gg3:
n7)  is devoted to  lexicaiization with  examptes  of  ap (prep 

->
 verb),  and  tlv  and  tu

(pronouns) 
m-'

 tinzen  and  tutayer  (verbs), as  counterexamples  to  unidirectionalj,ty  in

grammaticalization. The  new  version  (zoo3), on  the  other  hand, devotes more  pages
(i.33-3s) to  lexicatization problems relating  to  such  notions  as  

`degrammaticalization;

`exaptation'

 and  
`univerbation.'

  In recent  years, h.owever, lexicalization has been discussed extensively  in Moreno

Cabrera (igg8), Wischer (2ooo), Campbell (zooi), Brinton (2oo2), Lehmann (2ooz)
and  Himmelmann  (2oo4).

2. 0utline of  the  book

  lt is in this  context  that  lexicalization needs  clarification  in relation  to

grammaticalization. How  far has Brinton's and  Ti7augott's book, Lexicahaation and
Language tharrge (2oos) clarified  these  relations  and  related  problems? This book  is

organized  as  follows.

  Chapter  i,  Theoretical contexts  for the  study  of  Iexicalization and

grammaticalization, sets  the  scene  for the  discussions on  various  facets ofIexicalization

and  grammaticalization in the  fbllowing chapters.  Concepts  of  the  lexicon are

accounted  for in various  terms.  Distinctions between lexical and  grammatical caregories
are  discussed particularly in reiation  to  the  word  classes  (or parts oF  speech),  which

differ from language to Ianguage. Common  concepts  derived from typological  and

cognitive  generalities regarding  lex;/.ca} and  grammatical ciasses  are  non-discreteness,

gradience and  continuum  oF  productivity: Also lexicalization and  grammaticalization
are  introduced both from synchronic  and  diachronic prospectives, and  these  concepts

are  taken  for discussion in the  fo11owing chaPters.

  Chapter 2, Lexicalization: definitions and  viewpoints,  exarnines  the  diverse ways  ,in

which  lexicalization has been understood  in the  literature. According to the  authors,

the  fo11owing broad definitions can  be found:

                                 [ 226  ]

NII-Electronic  



The English Society of Japan

NII-Electronic Library Service

The  EnglishSociety  of  Japan

Reviews 2Z7

(a) ordinaryprocessofwordformation,

(b) processes of  fusion resulting  in a  decrease ,{n compositionality3

(c) processes ofseparation  resulting  in an  increase in autonomy

  In (a), Brinton and  Tiraugott discuss compounding,  d.erivation, conversion,

clipping  and  ellipsis,  blending, back fbrmation, initialismlacronym,  coinage  or

root  creation,  and  metalinguistic  citation.  They also introduce various  opinions  on

insdtutionalization, sometimes  regarded  as  a precursor oflexicajization.

  In (b), they  argue  again  about  various  phenomena  in terms  of  lexicalization as

fusion, such  as syntagm  >  lexeme, complex  >  simple  lexeme, demorphologizati'on and

phonogenesis, idiomatization and  demotivation.

  The  (c) processes seem  to  be opposite  to  those  in (b). They  are  often  called

`degrammaticalization.'

 Those processes are  mostly  cencerned  with  the shift  of  an  aMx

into an  independent  item, such  as  the  genitive -s, and  the  use  of  isne as  a noun.

  Chapter 3, Views on  the  relation  of  lexicalization to grammaticalization, discusses
similarities  and  differences between lexicalization and  grammaticalization. Both

lexicalization and  grammaticalization may  involve fusion, whose  examples  are,  however,
variously  conceptuaiized  by difflerent researchers.  Complex  prepositions, such  as  in case

ofand en  tap cVf multi-word  verbs,  such  as  tztrn mp andface  ap to, composite  predicates,
such  as ldfee action  and  mafee  use  qf and  phrasal discourse marlcers,  such  as  I thinfe and

yknow,  are  taken  up  fbr discussion as  examples  of  fusion and  coalescence  treated  either

as  lexicalization or  grammaticalization.

  Unidirectionality is also  dbserved both in lexicalization and  grammaticalization.
Some  linguists (Ramat igg2,  fbr instance) argue  that  lexicalizatlon is the  reversal

oF  grammaticalization, which  is called  degrammaticalization, that  is a  shjft  from a

grammatical item  to  an  independent  item. ?articular difficulty with  fusion is the

status  ef  infiection and  derivation. A  general tendency  of  grammaticalization is:

phrase >  compound  >  derivation > inflection (86). This cline  is convincing  in that

synchronicalIM  the structure  ofwords  is 
`base

 +  derivarion +  inflection' (e.g. kind +  -ness

+  --es). Inflection does not  interfere with  the meaning,  that is, it is more  grammatical
than  derivation. On  the  other  hand, derivation is sometimes  more  concerned  with

some  aspectual  types,  such  as iterative and  continuative  than  inflection. Another

example  is: 
`keep

 -ing!keep  on  Hing;  which,  by the  waM  is claimed  to be a  type  of

degrammaticalization by Viin der Auwera  (2ooz:･ z4-2s).  According  to the  OED  (s.za
keep, v.  4o.b.; si.), 

`keep

 -ing'  appears  in i7g4,  and  
`keep

 on  Ning'  appears  in i8s6.

Both  express  progressive aspect,  but the  latter type reinforces  the  aspect  by means  ofon,

whlch  is again  more  derivationally involved. Ihis shows  rhat  grammatical properties,
such  as  aspect,  are  not  aiwa>rs  represented  by inflection onlM  T[his view  is supported  if

we  consider  the  development of  phrasal yerbs  from the  prefixed item attached  to the

verb  to a  detached particle foilowing the  verb,  expressing  more  abstract  and  aspectual
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meanings  (cf Hiltunen i983:  g2"io2)･

  Chapter 4, 
tlbward

 an  integrated approach  to texicalization and  grarnmaticalization,
examines  various  problems  of  lexicalization and  grammaticalization. As  basic
assumptions  of  lexlcalization and  grammaticalization, Brlnton  and  Tiraugott allow

fbr constructions,  gradience and  degrees of  productivity. Their model  assumes  that

phonology, syntax  and  semantics  are  linked. These correlarions  of  categories  along

continua  are  sutnmarized  as follows <g2):

Level Continuum

Lexicon

Category

Syntax

Semantics

Morphology

Lexical

OpenlMajor

Free

Contentful

Nonproductivesemiproductive

Grammatical

Closed/Minor

Obligatory

Furictional

Productive

lhey postulate a  cline  of  grammaticalibr and  lexicalityas foIIows (g3-94):

GI  =G2.G3

 -

LI .h=L3-

periphrases, e.g.  be going to

semi-bound  forms like function words  and  clitics, e.g. mzast, 
'U

aflixes  such  as  derivational morphology  that  changes  the  grammatical  class  of

the  stem;  most  especially  inflectional morphology  including zero  inflection.

particularly fixed phrases, e.g. fose sigvbt of
complex  semi-ldiosyncratic  forms, e.g. uzahaLmpy
simplexes  and  maximally  unanalyzable  idiosyncratic forms, e.g.  desfe, over-

the-hiU

  Tb obtain  a  coherent  view  of  lexicalization and  grammaticalization, they  propose
their  revised  definitions ofrexicalization  and  grammaticalization as  fo11ows (g6 -gg):

Lexjcalization is the  change  whereby  in certain  linguistic contexts  speakers  use  a

syntactic  construction  or  word  formation as  a  new  contentfuI  form with  formal
and  semantic  properties that  are  not  completely  derivable or  predictable from
the  constituents  of  the  construction  or  the  word  formation pattern. Over  time

there  may  be further loss of  internal constituency  and  the item may  become  rnore
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lexical.
Grammaticalization is the change  whereby  in certain  linguistic centexrs  speakers

use  parts ofa  construction  wirh  a grammatical function. Over time  the resulting

grammatical item may  become more  grammatical by acguiring  more  grammatical
functions and  expanding  its host-classes.

  After examining  a  variety  of  properties attributable  to  lexicalization and

grammaticalization, Brinton  and  Tlaugott summarize  degrees of  parallelism between
lexicalization and  grammaticalization as fbllows (iio). They  see  the  notion  of

gradience and  gradualness as central  to  the  integrated model  ofIexicalization  and

grammaticatization.

'fable

 4･4

Lexicalization Grammaticali'zation

a

b

c

d

c

f

g

h

i

j
k

l

Gradualness

Unidirectionality

Fusion

Coalescence

Demotivation

Metaphorizationlmetonymization

Decategorialization

Bleaching

Subjectification

Productivity

Frequency

Tiypological generality

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+
[+'characteristic

 of  
`'"';not

 characteristic  of

  We  could  add  some  other  properties to kble  4.4 (iio), such  as  fossMzation,
semantic  opacity  and  reanalysis  which  are  all common  to  lexicalization and

grammaticaiization. Seen in this way  both processes are  very  similar,  but still  separate
in view  eflexical  and  grammatical items derived and  adopted  through  these  processes.

  Chapter s, Case studies,  examines  some  case  studies  fi'om the  history of  English
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which  illustrate problematic/gra'y areas  between lexicalization and  grammaticalization.
They  are:  (D the  development  of  present participles, (ii) multi-word  verbs,  (iii)
composite  predicates, (iv) adverbs  fbrmed with  -ly, and  (vi discourse markers.

(i) The present particles represented  in the  form ofVendeLing  have developed

   various  functions, roughly  split  into three  types:
   a. he +  -iag  

->
 grammaticalization

   b. present participial Adj (e.g. pleasing, revolving)  
->

 lexicalization

   c. present participial Prep/Conjldegree Adv (e.g. considering,  saving;  piping,･

     passing) -  short-lived  case  of  grammaticallzation
(ii) Multi-word verbs  treated  in this  bool< are  phrasal verbs  and  prepositional
   verbs.  The  fbrmer type,  since  the  particle expresses  aspect,  is a  case  of

   grammaticalization, and  the  latter is a case  of  lexicalization, where  the

   functional replacement  ofprefixed  verbs  by prepositional verbs  takes  place.

(iii) Composite predicates are  divided into the  fo11owing two  rypes:

       lose sight  oftype 
p->

 lexicalization

       ge've a ravbbnse  type 
->

 grammaticalization
(iv) Adverbs are  a heterogeneous class, a kind of  refi:tse bag into which  a  variety

   of  i{ems are  thrown.  The ending  -ly can  be regarded  either  as derivation or

   inflection depending on  criteria. Brinton's and  T}raugott's conclusion  is that  -ly

   is becoming grammaticatized, and  individual adverbs  formed with  it have a

   tendency  to  grammaticalize (i32).
(v) After examifiing  opinions  regarding  discourse markers  either  as  uses

   of  lexicalization or  grammaticalization, the  authors  conclude  that  the

   development ofdiscourse  markers  is a  process of  grammaticalization.

  Chapter 6,

questlons:

Conclusion and  research  questions, includes the  fo11owing research

(a) Possible andimpossible  changes

(b) Tiransitions from one  category  to another

(c) TYpologicalshifts
(d) Discourse types

(e) Languagecontact

(al raises  the  question whether  a  particular change  in aflllx is from derivation to

   inHection or  vice  versa.  For exampie,  adverbial  -ij, can  be considered  either  as

   derivational or  inflectional.

(b) assumes  a  model  ofgrammar  which  pay attention  to  gradience and  gradualness.
(c) adctresses  to which  extent  any  particular instance  of  lexicalization or
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   grammaticalization is harmonic with  or  analogical  to  an  ongoing  larger change,

   and  to what  extent  sets  ofsuch  changes  may  trigger  it.

(d) suggests  possibilities of  lexicalization and  grammaticalization being studied  jn

   the  context  of  text  rypes now  availabie.

(e) alludes  to  the  role  played by Latin and  French throughout ME  and  EModE  in

   the  contribution  to the  morphsyntax  and  semantics  of  English, and  briefly to

   pidgins and  creoles  for the  study  of  borrowed lexicon and  the  development of

   word  formation s[rategies.

3- Discussion

  Fischer (2oo7: 2z7-2g)  criticizes  Brinton and  Ttaugott fbr the  distinct{on
between lexicalization and  grammaticalization, saying  that they  are  on  the  difllerent
leve]s on  which  the  processes take  place (z28). One  property which  distinguishes

grammaticalization from lexicalization is 
`decategorialization;

 which  happens with
changes  on  the  more  abstract  token/type  level, and  is naturally  bound up  with  other

properties, such  as 
[bleaching,'

 
`subjectification,'

 
`frequency'

 and  
`productivj,ty.'

 
lt[hat

 is,

these  difflerences depend on  the basic tokenlrype  level that  the  process starts  out  from
and  not  on  any  difflerences within  the  processes themseives'(Fischer  226-27).  ]JVhile  I

understand  Fischer's assertion  that  the  strict division between grammatical and  lexical is

not  possible, I cannot  see  much  difference between Fischer's and  Brinton and  Tfaugott's

opinions,  if examined  in detail. It seems  to  me,  however, that  considering  various

linguistic phenomena, the  distinction between lexicalization and  grarnmaticalization is
valid  and  necessary  Let us  get into some  problems with  their  discussions.

  In their  case  studies,  Brinton and  Ti:augott discuss `composite

 predicates.' They
divide compesite  predicates into the 

`givelhave/take'

 type and  the  
`lose

 sight  of'  type,

concluding  that  the  former type is a  case  of  grammaticalization, and  the  latter a case

of  lexicalization in view  of  their respective  properties-productiveness and  semantic-

pragmatic richness  in the  f6rmer type,  and  non-productivity  in the  latter. There are,

however, some  problems with  this  treatment.  TlrLe first problem is what  to include as

composite  predicates. The 
`lose

 sight  of'  type  is usually  not  a  composite  predicate.
Quirk et al. (ig8s: is3o)  call it a phrasal lexicalization. If this type  is regarded  as a

composite  predicate, we  will  include many  others,  such  as  setfire  to, take  adi,anuage

ofand give rise  te. One  syntactic  difllerence is that  in the  composite  predicates a

preposition is optional,  but in the  phrases set.X7re  to and  give rise  to the  prepositions
are  obligatory  Also in terms  of  non-compositionalitM  these  phrases are  more  non-

compositional  than  the  
[givelhave/take7

 type. Tb consider  the  composite  predicates
including the  

`lose
 sight  of'  type as  cases  either  of  lexicalization or  grammaticalization

would  not  be appropriate  when  we  consider  such  prototypical cases  as  todoy

(lexicalization), and  the  development of  the  auxiliary  verbs  (grammaticalization). As
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a  matter  of  fact, there is gradience between these  phrases and  composite  predicates in

terms  ofsemantic  opacity3  frequency and  productivity. 1ake 
ttake'-composite

 predicates
for instance. Such examples  as telee an  interast in and  idfee delight in can  be considered
as  composite  predicates, while  tafee adeantzage  ofand tzake afanay  to cannet.  From  the

viewpoint  of  frequency, mke  advantage  ofis most  freqttent, and  then  ldke an  intenest

in, tzalee delig1,t in and  tafee afan{l),  to in this  order  of  frequency based on  the  British

National Corpus. What  these  instances tell us  is thar  there  is no  clear-cut  distinction
between lexicalization and  gramrnaticalization even  within  the  category  of  composite

predicates depending on  whlch  criteria  to use.

  Brinton and  Traugott consider  discourse markers  (or comment  clauses)  as  beionging

to grammaticalization, because the  development of  discourse markers  is characterized
by decategorialization which  is not  characteristic  oflexicaiization.  Hopper  (iggi:
22)  defines decategorialization as 

`C[f]orms

 undergoing  grammaticalization tend  to

lose or  neutralize  the  morphological  markers  and  syntactic  privileges characteristic

of  the  full categQries  Noun  and  Verb, and  to assume  attributes  characteristic  of

secondary  categories  such  as Adjective, Participle, Preposition, etc." Since the  function

of  discourse markers  is similar  to that  of  adverbs,  the  process of  development is

grammaticaiization. But at  the  same  time,  these  markers  are  highly fixed and  very

much  idiornaticized keeping more  independent  status  than  grammatical items. On  the

whole,  comment  clauses  distinct from discourse markers  are  nearer  to the  lexlcalization

pole than  the  grammaticalization pole.

  On  pages 74-76, Brinton and  Ti:augott argue  abQut  periphrastic expressions
in relation  to  grammaricalization. The  hisrory of  subjunctives  seerns  to  call

unidirectionality  into question. It is generally assumed  that  the  inflectional endings  -e

and  -en  in OE  have been replaced  by the modal  auxiliaries,  such  as mzast  and  shouid

periphrastic expressions.  Ifwe  adopt  ihe  periphrasis first, reduction  second  principle,
this change  will  be a  counterexample  to  unidirectionality.  But what  makes  this problem
more  complicated  is the  appearance  of  the  so-called  American subjunctive  (Overgaard
iggs),  where  th,e ending  of  a verb  is inflectional-zero, such  as  I insist that the C'ouncil
recozasider  its decisions. Ifwe consider  this pattern as the  deletien of  a  modal  auxiliarM

e.g.  shoiiid]  this will  be a  reduction,  but tense-zero  stili remains  problematic (for further
discussion, see  Visser ig66:  843--47). Z[hus, this  process seems  cyclic:

    inflection -  periphrasis 
-->

 inflection-zero

If this  is a  grammaticalization process, how  can  this cyclicality  be accounted  for?

  There are  some  typological  errors.  In the  middle  of  page io7,  
"since

 it the
mechanism..."  should  be 

[`since

 it is the  mechanism...."  On  the  same  page, (point f)

should  be (point g). And  finaliy on  page i3i,  they  give lafee afancyfor,  but shouldn't
this be utke afanay  to?

  Overal1, Brinton and  Ti:augott have done a  tremendous  job of  explicating  a  jungle
ofproblems  relating  to lexicalization and  grammaticalization hitherto unexplored.  This
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book is both theoretical  arid  empirical  in that  many  examples  and  data are  presented
and  examined,  and  therefore  can  be recommended  to  both linguists and  philologists.
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