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In this paper, I will explore how the framework of  Construction Morphology (Booij 2010), 

which is essentially synchronic, can be fruitfully applied to the diachronic analysis of both 

grammaticalization and degrammaticalization of bound morphemes. Much research in (de-

)grammaticalization of bound morphemes has been mainly concerned with formal and 

semantic changes in the (de)grammaticalizing morpheme, whereas a construction-based 

approach not only considers the larger constructional context, but also the effects on higher-

level schemas in the constructional network (Trousdale & Norde 2013).  

Following Booij (2010:15) I will assume that the minimal linguistic sign is the word, which 

implies that bound morphemes, which are both morphologically and semantically bound to 

the morphological schema they appear in, are no constructions, that is, no independent 

pairings of form and meaning. From a diachronic perspective, this means that 

grammaticalization of bound morphemes involves the loss of a construction, whereas some 

cases of degrammaticalization involve the emergence of a construction. After a brief outline 

of a Diachronic Construction Morphology framework, I will review some cases of 

(de)grammaticalization of various types bound morphemes, given in (1)-(3).  

(1) the rise of intensifying prefixoids, i.e. morphemes that occur as independent 

morphemes but have a different meaning when bound (Hüning & Booij 2014, Norde 

& Van Goethem 2014). Example: Swedish jättestor ‘big as a giant’ > ‘very big’, host 

class expansion to other adjectives, e.g. jättetrevlig ‘very nice’, jätteliten ‘very small’ 

(Norde & Van Goethem 2014) 

(2) the rise of the suffixed definite article in the Scandinavian languages, from a 

demonstrative pronoun (h)inn ‘this’, via a clitic stage at which both the noun and the 

enclitic article were inflected for gender, number and case (Larm 1936, Stroh-Wollin 

2008). 

(3) the loss of the Swedish case system and the degrammaticalization of 

MASC/NEUT.GE.SG –s and MASC.SG.NOM –er (Norde 2001, Norde & Trousdale ms.) 

It will be argued that clitics and affixoids play an essential role in the development of 

inflectional and derivational affixes respectively. This ties in with well-known 

grammaticalization clines, but it is the constructional approach that offers an account of it (cf. 

also Fried 2010). If we consider the rise (and consequently: the fall) of constructions as the 

result of a series of neo-analyses affecting form and meaning aspects of a construction (as in 

Traugott & Trousdale 2013), it follows that we need morpheme types where, initially, only 

form has changed (as in the case of clitics) or meaning (as in the case of affixoids). 

 

References 

Booij, Geert. 2010. Construction Morphology. Oxford: OUP. 



Fried, Mirjam. 2010. Grammaticalization and lexicalization effects in participial morphology. 

A Construction Grammar approach to language change. Van linden, An, Jean-Christphe 

Verstraete & Kristin Davidse (eds) Formal evidence in grammaticalization research, 191-223. 

Amsterdam / Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Hüning, Matthias & Geert Booij. 2014. From compounding to derivation. Folia Linguistica 

48(2): 579-604. 

Larm, Karl. 1936. Den bestämda artikeln i äldre fornsvenska. En historisk-syntaktisk studie. 

Stockholm: Bonniers. 

Norde, Muriel. 2001. Deflexion as a counterdirectional factor in grammatical change. 

In: Language Sciences 23:2-3, 231-264. 

Norde, Muriel & Graeme Trousdale. ms. Exaptation from the perspective of 

construction morphology. Submitted. 

Stroh-Wollin, Ulla. 2008. On the development of definite markers in Scandinavian. Working 

Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 83: 1-25. 

Traugott, Elizabeth & Graeme Trousdale. 2013. Constructionalization and constructional 

changes. Oxford: OUP. 

Trousdale, Graeme & Muriel Norde. 2013. Degrammaticalization and 

constructionalization: two case studies. Language Sciences 36, 32-46. 


