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This paper is concerned with identifying what role, if any, grammaticalization 
has in a theory of diachronic construction grammar (DCxG). While studies 
involving the creation of and change to grammatical forms have had a central 
role to play in testing hypotheses associated with DCxG, it is not clear whether 
any of the current characterizations of grammaticalization accurately capture 
how new grammatical constructions (in the CxG sense of the word) are created. 
In particular, there are at least three areas where it seems that CxG and 
grammaticalization are incompatible. These three areas constitute the three 
main parts of the talk, as follows. 
 

a. The status of morphemes. In construction morphology (e.g. Booij 
2010) morphemes are not constructions; the minimal constructional 
unit is the word. Many models of grammaticalization, by contrast, 
appear to assume a morpheme-based model of morphology.  

b. Inheritance networks. In construction grammar (e.g. Croft 2001, 
Goldberg 2006) constructions are related in a taxonomic network, in 
which different properties of constructions may be inherited from 
multiple parents. While work on grammaticalization often makes 
reference to parameters operating at different linguistic levels (e.g. 
Lehmann 1985), the nature of multiple inheritance and its role in 
shaping constructional networks poses problems for traditional 
grammaticalization clines. 

c.  Schemas with slots. Many constructions involve a pattern with one or 
more fixed elements combined with one or more slots. This appears to 
hold true for contentful, procedural and intermediate constructions 
(Hilpert 2013, Traugott and Trousdale 2013), and as such the creation 
of new schemas cannot be associated simply with grammaticalization. 

 
The conclusion drawn is that grammaticalization as a kind of language change is 
not compatible with core principles of DCxG. Croft (2001: 364) sees Radical 
Construction Grammar as a syntactic theory, and as such “is a theory of the 
representation of grammatical knowledge in the mind”. DCxG is concerned with 
how speakers reconfigure those representations over time; it is a theory of how 
mental representations of constructions change. It is suggested that 
grammaticalization seeks to answer rather different questions and that the two 
research traditions might develop along parallel but independent paths.  
 
 


