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While the comparative method is concerned with regularities in phonological
change, grammaticalization theory deals with regularities of grammatical
change. In an A–Z format, this book summarizes the most salient generaliza-
tions that have been made on the unidirectional change of grammatical forms
and constructions. The product of ten years of research, World Lexicon of
Grammaticalization provides the reader with the tools to discover how differ-
ent grammatical meanings can be related to one another in a principled way,
how such issues as polysemy and heterosemy are dealt with, and why certain
linguistic forms have simultaneous lexical and grammatical functions. It covers
several hundred grammaticalization processes, in each case offering definitions
of lexical concepts, suitable examples from a variety of languages, and refer-
ences to the relevant research literature; appendixes organized by source and
target concepts allow for flexible use. The findings delineated in the book are
relevant to students of language across theoretical boundaries.
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Over the course of the last three decades, a wealth of data has been pub-
lished on the origin and development of grammatical forms. The main
purpose of the present work is to make this wealth accessible to a wider
readership. To this end, over  processes relating to the evolution of
grammatical categories are discussed, using data from roughly  differ-
ent languages. (See Appendix  for a list of languages figuring in this book.)

The readership we have in mind for this book includes first of all lin-
guists. Grammaticalization theory, which is the framework adopted here
(see §.), is concerned with language use across space and time; hence
the findings presented may be of help for diachronic reconstruction,
especially in areas where other tools available to the historical linguist,
such as the comparative method and internal reconstruction, do not yield
appropriate results. The descriptive linguist will find information, for
example, on how and why different grammatical meanings can be related
to one another in a principled way (i.e., on how to deal with issues like
polysemy and heterosemy), on why there are some regular correspon-
dences between grammatical forms and the meanings expressed by them,
or on why certain linguistic forms have simultaneously lexical and 
grammatical functions. Anthropologists, sociologists, and psychologists
may discover that the kind of human behavior held responsible for the
evolution of grammatical forms is not all that different from the kind 
of behavior they observe in their own fields of study.

What distinguishes this work from relevant monographs on gram-
maticalization theory (e.g., Lehmann ; Heine and Reh ; Heine,
Claudi, and Hünnemeyer ; Traugott and Heine a, b; Hopper
and Traugott ; Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca ; Pagliuca ;
Heine b; Ramat and Hopper ) is its conception as a reference
work. Accordingly, an attempt was made to collect many data from as
many different languages as possible and to avoid theoretical biases – as
far as this is possible and feasible.



Introduction





. Grammaticalization Theory

Grammaticalization is defined as the development from lexical to gram-
matical forms and from grammatical to even more grammatical forms.
Since the development of grammatical forms is not independent of the
constructions to which they belong, the study of grammaticalization is
also concerned with constructions and with even larger discourse 
segments.

In accordance with this definition, grammaticalization theory is 
concerned with the genesis and development of grammatical forms. Its
primary goal is to describe how grammatical forms and constructions
arise and develop through space and time, and to explain why they are
structured the way they are. Technically, grammaticalization involves
four main interrelated mechanisms.

(a) desemanticization (or “semantic bleaching”) – loss in meaning
content,

(b) extension (or context generalization) – use in new contexts,
(c) decategorialization – loss in morphosyntactic properties character-

istic of lexical or other less grammaticalized forms, and
(d) erosion (or “phonetic reduction”) – loss in phonetic substance.

While three of these mechanisms involve a loss in properties, there are
also gains. In the same way that linguistic items undergoing grammati-
calization lose in semantic, morphosyntactic, and phonetic substance,
they also gain in properties characteristic of their uses in new contexts.
Grammaticalization requires specific contexts to take place, and it can be,
and has been, described as a product of context-induced reinterpretation.
Accordingly, context is a crucial factor in shaping the structure of gram-
matical forms – to the extent that they may express meanings that cannot
immediately be derived from their respective source forms.

It has been argued that grammaticalization is not a distinct process,
since the four mechanisms can be observed to be at work also in other
kinds of linguistic change (Newmeyer : ff.). There are a couple
of reasons why we think that such a position is not justified. First, the
main task of grammaticalization theory is to explain why grammatical
forms and constructions are structured the way they are, and these four

    

 The term “grammatical forms,” or “grams,” roughly corresponds to what is also referred to as
“functional categories.”

 Newmeyer (: ) raises doubts about whether we are really dealing with a theory here, and
he rightly observes that much of the relevant literature on this subject is not very helpful on
deciding this issue.

 Newmeyer (: ) refers to desemanticization as “appropriate semantic change,” to decate-
gorialization as “downgrading analysis,” and to erosion as “phonetic reduction.”



mechanisms, as opposed to many other conceivable mechanisms, have
been found to be relevant to achieve such explanations. Thus, irrespec-
tive of how one wishes to define a “distinct process,” one is led to con-
clude that these mechanisms are part of one and the same explanatory
framework.

Second, grammaticalization, as conceived here, is above all a seman-
tic process. This process is context dependent, and grammaticalization
can therefore be described in terms of context-induced reinterpretation.
Not every reinterpretation leads to the rise of grammatical meanings.
Rather, it is only when forms for concrete (e.g., lexical) meanings are used
to also express more abstract (grammatical) meanings that grammatical
forms emerge; for example, when a form used for a visible object (e.g.,
the body part ‘back’) is used also to refer to a nonvisible item (the spatial
notion ‘behind’), or a form used for an action (‘go to’) is used also to
refer to a grammatical notion (future tense). On account of its specific
directionality, context-induced reinterpretation has been described in
terms of metaphorical transfer, leading, for example, from the domain of
concrete objects to that of space, from space to time, from (“real-world”)
space to discourse space, and so on.

Desemanticization thus results from the use of forms for concrete
meanings that are reinterpreted in specific contexts as more abstract,
grammatical meanings. Having acquired grammatical meanings, these
forms tend to become increasingly divergent from their old uses: they lose
in categorial properties characteristic of their old uses, hence undergoing
decategorialization, and they tend to be used more frequently, to become
more predictable in their occurrence, and, consequently, to lose in pho-
netic substance. Thus, the four mechanisms are not independent of one
another; rather, desemanticization precedes and is immediately respon-
sible for decategorialization and erosion. There are a few cases where 
it has not yet been possible to establish that decategorialization really 
followed desemanticization in time, and we do not wish to exclude the
possibility that in such cases the two may have occurred simultaneously.
However, such cases appear to be exceptional: new grammatical mean-
ings arise, and it usually takes quite some time before any corresponding
morphological, syntactic, and/or phonetic changes can be observed. In
many languages, prepositions unambiguously serving a grammatical
function still have the morphosyntactic structure of their earlier uses as
adverbial phrases (cf. English by means of, in front of, with respect to) or
verbal phrases (cf. Chinese ZAI ‘(to be) at’; Alain Peyraube, personal com-
munication), and tense or aspect auxiliaries may still behave mor-
phosyntactically largely like lexical verbs even if they have lost their lexical
semantics and serve exclusively as functional categories (cf. English be

 



going to, used to, keep (doing), etc.). To conclude, there is evidence to
suggest that grammaticalization can be defined as a distinct process.

It is sometimes assumed that grammaticalization invariably involves
lexical categories; that is, that it is confined to the development from
lexical to grammatical forms. This view tends to ignore that such cases
account for only part of what falls under the rubric of grammaticaliza-
tion. Equally commonly, as we will see in the course of this work, items
already part of the inventory of grammatical forms give rise to more
strongly grammaticalized items. Prepositions often develop into con-
junctions, temporal conjunctions tend to give rise to causal or concessive
conjunctions, demonstrative determiners develop into definite articles or
relative clause markers, verbal perfect inflections may become past tense
markers, and so forth – all developments that take place within the
domain of functional categories. Such developments are distinguished
mainly from developments involving lexical categories by the difficulty
of identifying and reconstructing them.

Grammaticalization is a unidirectional process; that is, it leads from
less grammatical to more grammatical forms and constructions. However,
this process is not without exceptions: a number of examples contradict-
ing the unidirectionality principle have been found (see, e.g., Joseph 
and Janda ; Campbell ; Ramat ; Frajzyngier ; and 
especially Newmeyer : ff.). Yet, as acknowledged by most of the
scholars who have identified exceptional cases, such examples are few
compared to the large number of cases that conform to the principle

(cf. Haspelmath , : ). Furthermore, they can frequently be
accounted for with reference to alternative forces, and finally, no instances
of “complete reversals of grammaticalization” have been discovered so far
(cf. Newmeyer : ).

Grammaticalization begins with concrete, lexical forms and construc-
tions and ideally ends in zero – that is, grammatical forms increasingly

    

 Cf., e.g., Harris and Campbell (: ), who summarize this situation thus: “there is a strong
tendency for grammaticalization to proceed in one direction, though it is not strictly unidirec-
tional.” Similarly, Joseph and Janda (: –) observe that cases of demorphologization, a
process that would contradict the unidirectionality principle, are rare and not seldom contro-
versial. Finally, Newmeyer (: –, ) observes that cases conforming to the unidirec-
tionality principle (“downgradings”) “have occurred at least ten times as often as upgradings,”
and he concludes, “I suspect that, for whatever reason, there is a general directionality to the
semantic changes observed in grammaticalization” (emphasis in original).

 Such forces may be morphophonological or morphosyntactic in nature, but they may as well
relate to specific sociocultural factors. Burridge () discusses an example of reversed direc-
tionality in Pennsylvania German, where a modal auxiliary developed into a lexical verb, wotte
‘wish’. As Burridge shows, one factor contributing to this development can be found in the 
particular Mennonite religious principles held by the speakers of Pennsylvania German.



lose in semantic and phonetic content and, in the end, they may be
replaced by new forms; grammaticalization has therefore been described
as a cyclical process (Givón a; Heine and Reh ). While there is
some evidence to support this assumption, we have to be aware that, first,
a grammaticalization process can stop at any point of development and,
second, “worn-out” grammatical forms are not necessarily replaced by
new forms. Thus, the metaphor of a grammatical cycle, though useful in
certain cases, should not be generalized since it often does not apply for
some reason or other.

In a number of works, grammaticalization is described as a process
that involves the reanalysis of grammatical categories. Other authors
have argued that there is no necessary relationship between gram-
maticalization and reanalysis (see especially Haspelmath ). In fact,
reanalysis has been defined in a number of different ways (cf. Langacker
; Heine and Reh ; Harris and Campbell : –; Haspelmath
; Newmeyer : –). Whether grammaticalization involves
reanalysis has turned out to be essentially a theory-dependent issue. To
avoid any further confusion on this issue, we prefer to exclude “reanaly-
sis” from our terminology of grammaticalization theory.

. Problems

Grammaticalization is a complex subject matter; it relates in much 
the same way to diachronic and synchronic linguistics as to semantics,
syntax, and morphology, and it is rooted in cognition and pragmatics.
Obviously, an endeavor such as that found here is an ambitious one – one
that has to take care of a wide range of problems. In this section we deal
with the most serious of these problems in turn.

The findings presented in this work are meant to highlight processes
of human behavior that can be observed across cultures; yet, these find-
ings are based on data from hardly more than one-tenth of the world’s
languages. One may therefore wonder what justification there is to call
this work a “world lexicon.” Our main reason is this: underlying human
behavior there appears to be a strategy of linguistic processing whereby
more abstract functions are expressed in terms of forms for concrete con-
cepts. We expect, for example, that in some unknown language there are

 

 Givón (a: ) proposed the unidirectional cycle in (i), where the end point (Zero) marks
the beginning of a new cycle again leading from Discourse to Zero:
(i) Discourse > Syntax > Morphology > Morphophonemics > Zero.

 Newmeyer (: ), for example, argues, “The standard definition of grammaticalization
incorporates the notion of reanalysis; no definition that does not do so seems particularly useful.”



ways of expressing temporal concepts in terms of spatial ones, spatial
relations in terms of forms for concrete concepts (such as body parts or
salient landmarks), aspectual contours of events in terms of forms for
actions and motions, or functions concerning the organization of texts
in terms of linguistic forms for spatial or temporal deixis. Languages
differ considerably in the way and the extent to which this strategy has
given rise to grammaticalized constructions; nevertheless, we expect the
effects of this strategy to be essentially the same across languages, includ-
ing languages that are still undocumented.

Throughout this work we are concerned with the relation between two
kinds of concepts, which we refer to as the “source” and “target” entities
of grammaticalization. We convey the impression in this account that
there is always a unidirectional development leading from one distinct
entity to another entity. But this is not only a simplified account; it is also
at variance with much of what we have argued for elsewhere, namely that,
rather than being a development in discrete steps, grammaticalization
must be described as a continuous or, more precisely, as a chainlike 
development (Heine ). To achieve the goal of having a treatment of
grammaticalization processes in the form of a lexicon, we were forced to
reduce continuous, chainlike structures to two salient uses of forms, viz.,
source and target uses.

Most of the over  grammaticalization processes discussed in this
book are based on fairly reliable reconstruction work, but in some cases
the evidence available is not yet satisfactory. We have pointed out such
cases under the relevant entry.

A number of developments leading to the evolution of grammatical
categories do not involve linguistic units like words or morphemes (Heine
; Bybee et al. ; Bisang a); rather, they concern more complex
conceptual entities, such as phrases, whole propositions, or even larger
constructions. For example, the temporal conjunction taátenu ‘then’ of
Kxoe, a Central Khoisan language of Namibia, is historically a clause
meaning ‘when it is like that’ (see ()).

() ta- á- te- nu xaváná //é kúùn-à- tè . . . .
be:thus---when again :: go- -

‘Then we went again. . . .’

A much better known example concerns the evolution of aspect and tense
categories, where two or more different linguistic forms may simultane-
ously be involved: an auxiliary (e.g., be or have), a nonfinite marker (e.g.,
an infinitival, participial, or gerundival marker), and perhaps also a 
locative marker. Tense and aspect constructions in a number of lan-
guages worldwide not uncommonly involve three distinct morphological 
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elements, the English future marker be going to being a paradigm
example. Another European example is the Latin verb habere ‘to have’,
which in the Romance languages has given rise to perfect markers on the
one hand and to future markers on the other. What accounts for this
divergent development? The verb habere was not itself grammaticalized;
rather grammaticalization involved entire periphrastic constructions,
or event schemata: the construction habere + perfect passive participle
gave rise to perfect expressions, while habere + infinitive periphrasis was
responsible for the development of future constructions. In a lexicon
project like the present one, such propositional structures had to be
reduced to the salient segments of the constructions concerned, such as
the habere-markers figuring in the expression of future tenses in Romance
languages.

A related problem that we encountered concerns what one may call
“complex grammaticalization”: a more complex linguistic structure can
assume a grammatical function without involving the grammaticaliza-
tion of any particular item figuring in this structure. Take () again: which
of the various items figuring in the Kxoe word taátenu should be held
responsible for the relevant grammaticalization? The most obvious
answer would be that, rather than any particular item, the structure as a
whole is responsible. In a treatment of the kind attempted here, however,
which rests on the assumption that there is essentially a one-to-one cor-
respondence between source and target, such an answer is not entirely
satisfactory. What exactly should the lexicon entry be that takes care of
this grammaticalization? Or take the following example: one widespread
way of developing expressions for the grammatical concept of a com-
parative of inequality is to juxtapose two propositions that are in a polar
contrast – one expresses the standard of comparison and the other the
comparative notion. This opposition may be either antonymic, as in (),
or marked by the distinction of positive versus negative, as in ().

Cayapo (Stassen : )
() Gan ga prik, bubanne ba i pri.

you you big but I I small
‘You are bigger than I am.’

Abipon (Stassen : )
() Negetink chik naâ, oagan nihirenak la naâ.

dog not bad yet tiger already bad
‘A tiger is more ferocious (lit.: ‘bad’) than a dog.’

What is grammaticalized in such constructions is not a specific element
but rather some propositional relation, viz., be big versus be small, or be
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bad versus not be bad. In a treatment like this book, which is concerned
with segmentable linguistic forms, functions expressed by means of prag-
matic or syntactic relations between forms without involving morpho-
logical segments of necessity had to be excluded.

The sentence in () raises another question: At which point can we say
that grammaticalization has been concluded? Can we really say that ()
and () are suggestive of a completed process of grammaticalization, or
do they merely represent contextually induced interpretations that are
irrelevant for the grammatical structures of the languages concerned? A
number of tests have been proposed in grammaticalization theory to deal
with this question; frequently, however, the information available on a
given language is not sufficient to allow for a successful application of
these tests. In such cases we have decided to adopt the solution proposed
by the author(s) dealing with that language.

In some cases we decided to rely on comparative findings to determine
whether a grammaticalization process has been concluded. For example,
one of our entries has the form  > , according to which
the cardinal numeral for ‘one’ may grammaticalize to indefinite articles.
Now, it has been argued, for languages like English (a(n)) or German
(ein), for example, that the two, numeral and indefinite article, are the
same, their difference being due to contextual or other factors; that is,
that the relevant entry is not an instance of grammaticalization. That the
two meanings are in fact different is suggested by comparative observa-
tions. Thus, there are languages where a given linguistic item serves as 
an indefinite marker but not as a numeral, and, conversely, there are 
many languages where a given item denotes the numeral ‘one’ but not
indefinite reference. We take such observations as evidence that  and
 are in fact different concepts, even if in some languages the
same or a similar word is used for both.

Another problem concerns the directionality of grammaticalization
and how to achieve historical reconstruction. How do we know that
 is historically derived from  rather than the other way
around? In this case, there is diachronic evidence to give an answer: in
some languages, including a number of European ones, there is a marker
that is used for both the numeral ‘one’ and the indefinite article, and by
using historical records it is possible to establish that at some earlier stage
in the development of these languages the item only served as the
numeral expression before its use was extended to also designate indefi-
nite reference. Now, since grammaticalization is essentially unidirec-
tional, we are led to assume that in languages where no historical records
are available the evolution was the same.

    



Even in the absence of historical documents it is possible to recon-
struct directionality of change by using the mechanisms sketched in 
the preceding section. For example, decategorialization has the effect that
the element concerned loses in morphosyntactic properties characteristic
of its less grammaticalized (e.g., lexical) source, such as the ability to 
take modifiers or inflections, and it shifts from a category having many
members (e.g., an open class) to a category having only few members (a
closed class). Erosion again means that that element tends to become
shorter and/or phonetically less complex, to lose the ability to receive dis-
tinct stress or tone, and so on. Thus, if we find two different uses of a
given element, or two etymologically related elements, where one shows
the effects of decategorialization and erosion whereas the other does not,
then we can argue that the latter is less grammaticalized and then recon-
struct a directionality from the latter to the former, rather than the other
way around. Even if we had no previous knowledge of the history of
English we could nonetheless establish that the indefinite article a(n) is
a later development form of the numeral one, rather than the reverse,
since the article exhibits a number of effects of decategorialization and
erosion while the numeral does not. In this text we use this kind of evi-
dence for reconstruction in addition to any kind of historical evidence
that may be available.

Grammaticalization does not occur in a vacuum, and other forces also
shape the evolution of grammatical forms, language contact being one.
The rise of a new grammatical expression may be the result of gram-
maticalization, but it may also be due to the influence of another lan-
guage. The question of whether, or to what extent, a given development
is from language-internal as opposed to language-external factors can fre-
quently not be answered satisfactorily. Recent studies suggest that both
are often simultaneously involved.

These observations led us to the question of whether any restriction
in the kind of linguistic transmission should be imposed when selecting
the data to present in this volume. For example, should instances of
grammaticalization that clearly occurred due to borrowing be excluded?
Should we separate such cases from instances of grammaticalization that
have to do with continuous transmission within a given language?

A perhaps related issue concerns pidgins and creoles, which are a gold
mine for students of grammaticalization, and throughout the s a
wealth of publications appeared demonstrating the relevance of gram-
maticalization theory to the study of these languages (see especially Baker
and Syea ). With the rise of pidgins and creoles, the question again
arises as to whether we are dealing with “natural” forms of transmission
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and, if yes, whether grammaticalization processes behave the same way
whether they have taken place, for example, between earlier and later
forms of British English or between British English and Krio CE or Tok
Pisin PE. The policy adopted here is to take all these kinds of data 
into account, at least as far as they are in accordance with principles of
grammaticalization observed in “natural” language transmission. More
recent research suggests that grammaticalization in pidgins and creoles
does not behave essentially differently from that found in other lan-
guages. The reader is in a position to identify instances of borrowing or
pidginization, or creolization, on the basis of the exemplification pro-
vided in this book.

The terminology used to refer to grammatical categories differs from
one author to another and from one language to another. Although we
have tried to standardize terms, in many cases, this turned out to be
impossible because of insufficient information. It is therefore to be
expected that, in accordance with the conventions adopted by the rele-
vant authors, one and the same grammatical function may be referred 
to by entirely different labels, both within a given language and across
languages.

The quality of the data provided in this work crucially depends on the
kind of information contained in the published sources that we were able
to consult. Frequently it turned out that the information was not satis-
factory. For example, when dealing with a verb as the source for a certain
grammatical category, it is not enough to consider the lexical semantics
of that verb; which grammaticalization it undergoes may depend entirely
on its valency. In Southern Sotho, a Bantu language of Lesotho and South
Africa, we find, among others, instances of grammaticalization like those
presented in ().

Southern Sotho (Bantu, Niger-Congo; Doke and Mofokeng [] )
() Verbal source Grammatical form

-ea ‘go (to)’ -ea- immediate future tense
-tla ‘come (to)’ -tla- future tense
-tsoa ‘come from’ -tsoa- immediate past tense

These examples suggest that it is not the deictic semantics of ‘come’ or
‘go’ that can be held responsible for the particular functions the result-

    

 Pidgin (P) and creole (C) examples are marked by adding abbreviated labels after the language
name. For example, “CE” stands for “English-based creole” (see Abbreviations). Note that the
classification underlying this usage is a crude one, since terms like “English-based,”“Portuguese-
based,” etc. are not unproblematic, and the boundary between pidgins and creole languages is
not seldom fuzzy.



ing grammatical categories assume; rather, it is the kind of complements
they take that determines their path of grammaticalization. If the verb
takes an allative/goal complement, as in the case of Southern Sotho -ea
and -tla, then the resulting function is future; if the verb takes an abla-
tive/source complement, as in the case of -tsoa, then the result is a perfect
or near past category (see Bybee, Pagliuca, and Perkins ). Unfortu-
nately, most published sources that we were able to consult do not
provide information of this kind. Due to such factors, our documenta-
tion must remain fragmentary in many cases.

This book is based on hypotheses on diachronic development. In a
number of cases, these hypotheses have been adopted from the sources
cited, but in others they were not contained in the relevant sources. For
example, if in a given grammar the author states that the adverb ‘behind’
is “homophonous” with or “resembles” the noun ‘back’, or “may be his-
torically related” to the noun ‘back’, then the assumption made here on
the basis of a larger corpus of cross-linguistic data is that we are dealing
with an instance of the grammaticalization of a body part noun to a loca-
tive adverb. The reader is therefore reminded that a given author whose
work is cited as evidence for some reconstruction is not necessarily to be
held responsible for the relevant reconstruction, such responsibility being
entirely ours.

Perhaps the most crucial problem we were confronted with concerns
directionality. As some recent works suggest, there are exceptions to the
unidirectionality principle, and we certainly do not exclude the possi-
bility that some of the reconstructions presented allow for an alternative
analysis. Still, such cases are likely to be statistically insignificant: the tense
markers listed in () can be assumed to be derived from verbs of motion,
while we know of no language where there is compelling evidence that a
verb meaning ‘go’ or ‘come’ is historically derived from a tense marker.
Yet, the question of directionality is one that needs more attention in
future work on grammaticalization.

This lexicon differs in a number of ways from Heine et al. ().
Above all, whereas the discussion in Heine et al. () was concerned
with both the meaning and the morphosyntax of linguistic forms, we
confine ourselves here to the analysis of grammatical “concepts.” Accord-
ingly, no reference is made to the word or morpheme status of the items
undergoing grammaticalization, unless there are specific reasons to do so.

All instances of conceptual shift are illustrated with examples from dif-
ferent languages whenever appropriate data were available. In a number

 
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(see Newmeyer  for a detailed discussion).



of cases, however, such data could not be found, and we had to rely on
hypotheses put forward by other authors. In such cases, the reader is
referred to the bibliographical references added for further information.

Another problem we were constantly confronted with was the follow-
ing: how many examples should be adduced to illustrate a given instance
of grammaticalization? There was no problem in cases where only a
handful or even fewer examples were found for a certain path of gram-
maticalization. But for the many cases where the number of possible
examples turned out to be exceedingly high, we adopted the policy of
reducing exemplification to cases that illustrate both the genetic and areal
distribution and the contextual diversity associated with the relevant
grammaticalization process. Accordingly, the examples presented here do
not necessarily reflect the entire mass of evidence that we were able to
assemble. Nevertheless, in the vast majority of cases the amount of exem-
plification presented immediately correlates with the present state of our
knowledge; that is, a grammaticalization process that is amply docu-
mented tends to receive a more extensive treatment than one where only
a handful of examples have been found so far.

We noted earlier in this chapter that in recent years quite a number of
studies have appeared reporting on new processes of grammaticalization
(see especially Heine et al. ). However, the data presented in this
volume constitute but a fraction of all instances of presumed or actual
grammaticalization that we were confronted with. There were two
reasons for reducing the vast amount of reported processes. First, to
strengthen the hypothesis that we are really dealing with cross-linguistic
regularities of grammatical evolution, we concentrated on cases where
examples from more than one language family were available, even if in
the end we decided to also include a number of less widespread instances
of grammaticalization whenever there were specific reasons to do so.
Second, we eliminated those cases where we were not convinced that 
the data allowed for fairly reliable reconstruction work. Not all of the
processes that have been proposed in the course of the last three decades
are substantiated by appropriate empirical evidence. In fact, deciding on
whether there is “appropriate empirical evidence” turned out to be one
of the major problems we faced when working on this volume.

Finally, we were also confronted with a problem that most lexicogra-
phers are confronted with: the closer one gets to completing a lexicon the
more one tends to become convinced that one is dealing with an open-
ended project and that one is still far from having exhausted the subject
matter. But this problem is perhaps even more serious here than in con-
ventional works on lexicography since grammaticalization is a young and
rapidly expanding field of research. The reader should therefore be aware
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that what is covered in this book might represent merely the tip of the
iceberg of what future generations of researchers might discover on this
phenomenon.

. Conventions

For a better understanding of the Source-Target lexicon, the following
conventions should be borne in mind:

(a) Entries contain two kinds of information. The first consists of
data from different languages, especially from languages that, to 
our knowledge, are genetically “unrelated.” The second concerns 
our analysis of this information, that is, our classification and
diachronic interpretation of these data. To distinguish these two, all
information relating to the latter is printed in small capital letters.
Items printed in small capitals each stand for a cluster of closely
related meanings (or functions) that we assume to be suggestive of
a cross-culturally relatively stable concept. The term “concept” is
used as a pre-theoretical notion; no claim is made, for example, that
the concepts presented are semantic primitives of any kind or that
the label used to refer to a particular concept is suggestive of a pro-
totypical manifestation of that concept.

(b) To save space, the concept labels are kept as short as possible. Thus,
instead of writing “ablative case marker,” or “ablative gram,” we
simply use the label “.”

(c) Details on the cluster of meanings subsumed under the relevant
concept label are provided in parentheses whenever this was felt to
be desirable; this parenthetical information is maximally of three
kinds. First, it may contain the concept that taxonomically includes
the one preceding the parentheses. For example, the concept 

has the gloss ‘body part’ following it in parentheses, or  has
‘numeral’ added in parentheses. Such parenthetical information 
is presented in the index of grammatical concepts in Chapter .
Whenever concepts are involved that do not figure in this index –
that is, when lexical concepts are involved – this information is
added in the main text (e.g.,  (body part)). Second, typical
glosses are provided that one might expect to figure in English
expressions for the given concept. Third, wherever necessary, these
glosses are followed by further descriptive details on the relevant
concept.

(d) At the end of an entry, there may be more general comments relat-
ing to the nature of the grammaticalization process in question.
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(e) In the course of our work we were confronted with a number of
orthographical issues and problems. As far as this was feasible, we
rendered linguistic data in their original form, typically in the stan-
dard form used for the language (at least as far as the standard form
is based on Roman script). For example, as one might expect, we
are using the tilde to mark nasalized vowels (or consonants). There
are, however, regional conventions that we also had to take into
account. In Nama (of the Khoisan family), nasalized vowels are not
marked by a tilde but rather by a circumflex (accent mark: Ÿ); in
the standard orthography of Kikuyu and Kamba there is again a
tilde, but it does not mark nasalization but rather open vowels.

(f) Wherever possible we present examples with interlinear glosses.
Those printed in parentheses stand for glosses (and in a few cases
also translations) that are not in the original examples; for these 
we take full responsibility. In some cases there were no glosses in
the original nor were we able to find appropriate glosses ourselves.
We nonetheless decided to include such examples, hoping that the
reader interested in more details will consult the bibliographical 
references cited.

(g) Our goal is to illustrate all examples with text material, where one
text piece, marked by (a), would present the source use and a second
text piece, marked by (b), the target use of the item. In most cases,
however, no appropriate text material was available, and we had to
be satisfied with presenting sentence examples or phrases, or with
simply providing a target use without a corresponding source use.
We hope that such inconsistency, which is inherent in comparative
projects such as this one, is not an obstacle to the use of this work.
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The following list is a classification of the grammatical concepts (or func-
tions) figuring in this work, where the term concept is used in a pre-
theoretical sense. Since we will be dealing with concepts, terms such as
 or  stand for semantic-functional, rather
than morphological or syntactic, categories. No attempt is made here to
trace a boundary between “grammatical concepts” and nongrammatical
or “lexical concepts.” If one finds concepts such as  or ,
for example, which one might not be inclined to treat as grammatical
concepts, then we simply wish to say that these items exhibit more gram-
matical properties, or fewer lexical properties, than the concepts from
which they are historically derived. Such properties relate in particular 
to the productivity, applicability to various contexts, and syntactic and
paradigmatic status of the items. For example, grammatical forms are
closed-class items, and whenever we found that a given concept is regu-
larly derived from some closed-class item we decided to consider it a can-
didate for inclusion. Both  and  have the numeral  as
one of their historical sources, and although numerals have a fairly large
membership in some languages, they normally can be described as
closed-class paradigms; hence we decided to tentatively include items
such as these two in our treatment.

Furthermore, the characterizations and taxonomic labels that we
propose are not intended to be definitions of the concepts; rather, they
are meant to assist the reader in narrowing down the range of meanings
that a given grammatical marker may convey (see, e.g., Bybee et al. 
for more details); in a number of cases, such characterizations consist of
nothing but English translational equivalents – a procedure that certainly
is far from satisfactory.



Grammatical Concepts Used in This Work



 We wish to express our gratitude to Beth Levin for many critical comments on the terms pre-
sented in this chapter.



In addition to the concept label, the reader will find additional labels
in parentheses referring to taxonomically superordinate, more inclusive
categories. Since a given concept may belong to more than one more
inclusive category, more than one term may appear in parentheses. For
example, the entry  (, ) stands for a concept ,
which belongs to the concepts used for introducing nominal participants
(); at the same time, it is also part of the more inclusive category of
 concepts. Rather than reflecting a taxonomy of grammatical con-
cepts, this parenthetical information is simply meant to provide more
information on the uses of the primary concept. Yet, there will be cases
where the reader may be puzzled as to the exact meaning of a given
concept label; in such cases, we refer to the language data presented in
the Source-Target lexicon (Chapter ), where more information on the
use of these labels can be found.

Many of the terms presented here are used by other authors to refer
to somewhat different, or even to entirely different, concepts. Wherever
we are aware of such contrasting uses we point them out in footnotes. It
is unlikely, however, that we are aware of all the terminological conven-
tions that exist, and we apologize to the reader for any inconvenience that
may result from our terminological choices.

Concept Label Approximate Gloss and Descriptive Notes

 (, ‘(away) from’; also ‘from above/below/inside’;
) marker introducing a spatial participant;

direction from
 (, ‘from’, ‘since’; marker introducing a temporal 

) (source) participant
  (, ‘according to’; marker introducing a nominal 

) or clausal participant
 (, ) ‘across’; marker introducing a locative 

participant
 ‘plus’, ‘and’; marker introducing a quantifying 

participant
 ‘but’, ‘however’, ‘nevertheless’; marker 

() introducing an adversative participant
 () ‘later than’, ‘after’; marker introducing a 

temporal participant

    

 Beth Levin (personal communication) points out that there are alternative uses of the term
“adversative.”
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 () e.g., ‘by’; marker for a participant that
instigates or performs the action described 
by the main verb

 marker of grammatical agreement, i.e., of the 
person, number, gender, or class, typically 
on the verb

 () ‘to’; marker introducing an allative/directional 
participant; direction toward

 ‘already’; focus particle or marker
 ‘also’, ‘too’, ‘as well’; marker modifying nouns 

and other categories
- ‘and’; noun phrase-conjoining marker

()
- () ‘and’; clause-conjoining marker
 ‘motion thither’; marker for a movement away 

from the speaker or deictic center; itive. Cf.


Anterior see 

Antibenefactive see 

 marker that typically reduces the valence of a 
verb by one participant, which as a rule is 
the agent

 (, ‘round about’, ‘round and round’; marker 
) introducing a locative participant

 () ‘almost, nearly’; marker for an action or event 
that was on the verge of taking place but 
did not take place. Cf. 

 (, ‘before’, ‘earlier’; marker introducing a 
) temporal participant

 () ‘behind’, ‘back’, ‘in back of ’, ‘after’; marker 
introducing a locative participant;
“backterior”

 () ‘for’, ‘for the benefit of ’; marker introducing a 
participant indicating that the action of the 
main verb is for the benefit or on behalf of
someone else. Cf. 

    

 According to Haspelmath (: ), an anticausative “denotes a spontaneous process without
an implied agent, while the basic verb denotes a transitive action.” Anticausative markers, which
are not infrequently referred to as intransitivizing elements or intransitivizers, differ from pas-
sives in that no agent is implied.
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 (, ) ‘beside’, ‘at the side of ’; marker introducing a 
locative participant

 marker used for introducing a nominal (or 
pronominal) participant

 ‘cause to be’, ‘cause to do’; a marker for an 
agent that brings about the action or state it 
describes

 (, ‘because of ’, ‘since’, ‘on account of ’, ‘therefore’;
) marker introducing a participant of cause 

or reason
 ( ‘it is certain that’; marker used by the speaker 

) to emphasize that the proposition is true
 () indicates that an event stops but not 

necessarily that it is completed. Cf.


-- ‘become’, ‘turn into’; inchoative, ingressive. Cf.


 classificatory particle; a general term referring 
to the specific system of formatives that 
consists of quantifiers, repeaters, and noun 
classifiers proper (cf. Senft : )

 () ‘(together) with’; marker introducing a 
comitative participant

 () gender category that includes feminine and 
masculine, possibly also other concepts. Cf.


 () ‘than’; marker of standard in comparative
constructions of inequality. See also
 

 ‘that’; marker introducing complement clauses
()

 () indicates that something is done thoroughly
and to completion. Cf. 

 (, ‘about’, ‘concerning’; marker introducing a 
) nominal or clausal participant

 ‘despite the fact that’, ‘even though’; marker 
() introducing a concessive participant

 ‘if ’; marker of conditional protasis
()

 e.g., ‘and’, ‘accordingly’, ‘but’, etc.; marker used
for conjoining clauses; clause connective,
sentence connective

    
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 ‘and then’, ‘thereafter’; narrative discourse 
() marker

 () ‘be doing’, ‘keep on doing’; marker for an event
that is in progress at reference time; this
term combines the notions of both
progressive and durative aspects

 ‘be’; predicate marker used in propositions of
the type ‘X is (a) Y’; identifying copula,
classifying copula. See also ; 



 () ‘to’; marker for – typically – a human
recipient; indirect object

 ‘the’; definite article; nominal determiner
 ‘this/these’, ‘that/those’; nominal determiner
 () is concerned with necessity or possibility of

acts performed by morally responsible
agents; see ; 

 ‘smaller than normal’
 () ‘far away’; deictic marker for spatial distance.

Cf. 

 () ‘down’, ‘below’, ‘under’, ‘underneath’; marker
used to introduce a locative participant

 () marker for a number unit consisting of no
more and no less than two items

Durative see 

 () ‘earlier’, ‘before’, ‘ago’; temporal marker
 () ‘stop doing’; see also 

 ‘too’, as in too much, too big, etc. Cf.


 marker expressing emphasis or contrast
Emphatic reflexive see -

 () is concerned with the speaker’s knowledge and
beliefs about the state of affairs expressed in
the utterance; see ; ;


    

 With the term , we are referring to a range of different predicative notions, including
identification, classification, specification, and characterization (see Hengeveld ). Excluded
are existential copulas (see ) and locative copulas (see  ).

 Deontic modality has also been called “agent-oriented modality” (see, e.g., Bybee et al. ) or
“root modality” (Coates ).

 Note that this term is used in quite a different sense in the literature on case marking, where it
refers to the notion ‘out of ’.
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 ‘as . . . as’; comparative marker of equality;
 comparison of equality

  ‘be’, as in John is a teacher; predicate 
marker

 marker introducing the agent argument of a
transitive verb in ergative languages

 ‘even’; scalar focus particle
 marker used by the speaker to indicate the

source of the information on which a given
assertion is based. The term is generally
used to describe devices indicating
perceptual evidence (both direct and
indirect) and devices indicating evidence
that is obtained from someone else.

, marker adding the following nuance of
 meaning to a given utterance: ‘I have

evidence that it happened, and I infer that it
must have happened.’

 e.g., ‘hi there!’
 ‘we excluding you’; a distinction made within

(>)  -, which excludes the
hearer/addressee. Cf. 

 ‘there is [X]’, ‘[X] exists’
 ‘female’; marker used as a nominal modifier to

refer to female participants
 () ‘(the) first’; ordinal numeral
 (-) ‘I’, ‘we’; first person pronoun
 () ‘at first’, ‘to begin with’
 marker used in sentences that focus on some

participant, typically presenting that
participant as new information

 marker indicating that an event takes place 
() frequently, i.e., neither once nor habitually

 (, ) ‘in front of ’, ‘before’; marker introducing a
locative participant; “fronterior”

 () ‘will’, ‘shall’; indicates that the speaker predicts
an event to occur after the moment of speech

    

  includes what Hengeveld () refers to as existence and reality.  markers are typ-
ically one-argument predicates (e.g., There is coffee); however, they can also have two partici-
pants (e.g., roughly, There is coffee for you), which differ drastically from one-participant markers
in their grammaticalization behavior.
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,  () indicates that the speaker predicts an event to
occur very soon after the moment of
speech; near future, immediate future

 () ‘do habitually’; marker for an event occurring
habitually or usually, repeated on different
occasions

 marker of honorific reference
 marker used by the speaker to encourage or

incite someone to action
 see , ; , 

 marker used to indicate that an event is viewed 
() as unbounded temporally. Cf. 

 marker for an agent that is suppressed but still
understood

 () ‘in’, ‘inside’, ‘within’; marker introducing a
locative participant; interior

 () ‘in’, within’, ‘during’; marker introducing a
temporal participant

 () ‘start doing’, ‘begin doing’; inceptive,
ingressive

Inchoative see --

 ‘we including you’; a distinction made within
(>)  -, which includes the
hearer/addressee; cf. 

 ‘a, an’; indefinite article; nominal determiner
  ‘something’, ‘someone’, etc.
Ingressive see --

 (, ‘instead of ’; marker introducing a nominal or 
) clausal participant; replacive

 () ‘with’, ‘by means of ’; marker used to present a
participant as an instrument

 ‘very’, ‘extremely’
- ‘-self ’, as in The king himself, The king did it

himself; emphatic reflexive, intensifier,
identifier

 ‘to intend to’
Interrogative see -, -

 () ‘do repeatedly’; repetitive; marker indicating
that an action is repeated

 () ‘be late (be delayed)’
 () ‘then’, ‘thereafter’, ‘afterwards’, ‘later’
 marker introducing a locative participant

    
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  ‘be at’, ‘be somewhere’; predicate marker used
in propositions of the type ‘X is (located) at
Y’

 marker used in indirect quotes referring to the
person being quoted; designating a
particular category of anaphoric pronouns,
personal and possessive, which refer to the
author of a discourse or to a participant
whose thoughts are reported

 ‘male’; marker used as a nominal modifier to
refer to male participants

 () ‘to the detriment of ’; marker for a participant
indicating that the action of the main verb
is to the detriment of someone else;
antibenefactive. Cf. 

 (, marker introducing a manner participant
)

 () ‘from’, ‘with’; marker for a participant typically
indicating the material from which an
object is made

 marker indicating that the patient of the action
is implicated as contributing to the action
in some way

 marker used for utterances reporting
information that is new or surprising to the
speaker regardless of whether the
information source is first- or secondhand

 ‘not’, ‘no’; marker of negation
,  ‘there is not/no’
 () a gender category that is neither feminine nor

masculine. Cf. 

 ‘the next’, ‘the following’
 ‘no’; interjection

    

 Kemmer (: ) observes, “The semantic middle is a coherent but relatively diffuse category
that comprises a set of loosely linked semantic sub-domains centering roughly around the direct
reflexive.” It remains unclear whether we are really dealing with a distinct functional notion (Beth
Levin, personal communication); we are including it tentatively on account of the discussion in
Kemmer .

 Here we accept the standpoint taken by DeLancey  that the mirative represents a category
of its own. This view is radically different from the one presented in Lazard , where the mira-
tive is treated as one of the three “values” of a more abstract category of “mediative,” the other
two values being hearsay and inference.
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  ‘no longer’
  ‘not yet’
NP-and see 

Object marker see 

 ( ‘have to’, ‘should’, ‘must’; the agent is presented 
) as being obliged to perform the action of

the main verb
 marker indexing a change in the subject;

switch reference
 () ‘one’; cardinal numeral
 ‘alone’, ‘merely’, ‘just’
 the proposition represents the speaker’s will
 () ‘or’; alternative marker, conjoining noun

phrases or clauses
 ‘another’, ‘other’
 () ‘out’, ‘outside’
 () marker introducing a participant expressing

the notion ‘a part of ’ or ‘partly affected’
 a marker indicating that the action is viewed

from the perspective of the recipient or
patient of the verb, while the agent is
suppressed or demoted

 () indicates that an event occurs before the
moment of speech

,  () an event that occurred immediately before the
moment of speech; recent past, near past,
immediate past

 (, ) ‘through’, ‘via’; marker introducing a locative
participant; path marker

 () marker for a participant that is the undergoer
of the action denoted by the verb; direct
object

 () marker indicating that a past event is relevant
to the situation at reference time; anterior

 () marker used to indicate that an event is 
viewed as bounded temporally. Cf.


 ( ‘be allowed to’; the agent is allowed to do the 
) action of the main verb

    

 Our term “perfect” corresponds to what Bybee et al. () call the “anterior.”
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- () personal pronoun, pronominal marker. See
also ; ; 

 () plural marker, typically on nouns
- ‘of ’; marker of attributive (nominal)

possession; genitive case, associative,
connective, nominal possessive. (For
description of term, see Heine a.)

- ‘X belongs to Y’, ‘X is Y’s’; predicative
possession, marker of belong-constructions.
(For description of term, see Heine a.)

- ‘have’, ‘own’; predicative possession, marker of
possessive have-constructions. (For
description of term, see Heine a.)

 ( ‘it is possible that’; marker expressing that the 
) speaker indicates that the situation

described in the proposition is possibly true
 () marker indicating an event is occurring

simultaneously with the moment of speech
 ‘it is likely that’; with such markers, the speaker 

( indicates that the situation described in the 
) proposition is probably true

Progressive see 

 ‘don’t do!’; negative imperative
 a marker standing for a noun or noun phrase
- semantically empty predicate marker standing

for other verbs in certain contexts; e.g., do
as in do jogging

 () ‘nearby’, ‘close to’; deictic marker for spatial
proximity. Cf. 

 () ‘be about to’, i.e., ‘be on the verge of doing’. Cf.


 (, ‘in order to’, ‘so that’; a marker introducing the 
) purpose of an action

- marker of polar (yes-no) questions
- ‘who?’, ‘what?’, etc.; marker of word questions
 a marker introducing direct speech
 ‘each other’; a marker indicating that 

() participants act upon each other

    

 Note that this term is also used in some other ways; here it refers exclusively to an aspectual
notion (see Heine b).
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 () ‘self ’, as in I saw myself in the mirror; the
patient is the same entity as the agent (i.e.,
the two have identical reference)

 ‘who’, ‘which’, ‘that’; marker introducing 
() relative clauses

Repetitive see 

 () ‘having reached a new state’. Cf. --


S-and see 

S-question see 

 ‘(the) same’, ‘identical’
 (-) ‘you’, ‘you all’; second person pronoun
 () ‘by the side of ’, ‘on the side of ’; marker

introducing a locative participant
 (, ‘like’, ‘as if ’, ‘thus’; marker of simile or 

) similarity participants; similative
 (, ‘since (the time when)’; marker introducing 

, ) temporal participants
 (, ‘since, as, because’; marker introducing a 

) causal participant
 () marker restricting the reference (of a noun) to

a single entity
 () ‘some’; approximative marker
 () marker introducing a spatial/locative

participant
 ‘still’; focus particle or marker
 marker introducing adverbial clauses

()
 ‘manage to do’, ‘succeed in doing’
 ‘(the) most’; marker for ‘a position on top of

or over’. Cf. 

 marker introducing a temporal participant
Terminative see 

 () ‘then’, ‘afterwards’, ‘later’
 () ‘there’; deictic marker of distal location. Cf.



 (-) ‘he’, ‘she’, ‘it’, ‘they’; third person pronoun

    

  is also used in other senses; here we use it exclusively as a term for a verbal aspect.
Conceivably,  and (>) -- can be grouped together.

 While ‘succeed’ is typically encoded as a lexical item, some languages appear to treat it as a func-
tional category.
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 ‘together’
 marker transforming an intransitive verb into a

transitive one
 () marker for a number unit consisting of no

more and no less than three items
 () ‘two’; cardinal numeral
 (, ‘until’, ‘up to’; marker introducing a temporal 

, ) participant
 () ‘up’, ‘on’, ‘above’, ‘over’; marker introducing a

locative participant; “superior”
 ‘motion hither’, ‘motion towards’; marker for a

movement toward the speaker or deictic
center; ventive. Cf. 

VP-and see 

W-question see 

    



A

‘Abandon’ see 

 > () 
This is a well-researched instance of grammaticalization (see, e.g., Traugott
: –; Kytö ; Bybee et al. : ; Bybee et al. : –; Table .).
Old Chinese (de ‘to obtain’ >) de ability marker > permissive marker. Ex.

Middle Chinese (tenth century ..; Zutangji //; quoted from 
Sun : )
(a) hai jie pan de xu-kong bu?

still explain judge possible empty 

‘Can (you) still tell what emptiness is?’

Middle Chinese (tenth century ..; Zutangji //; quoted from 
Sun : )
(b) ni de ru men ye.

you possible enter door 

‘You may enter the door (to join).’

Archaic Chinese neng ‘be able’, ‘be capable’ > marker of possibility and per-
mission (Alain Peyraube, personal communication). English may have started
out with a meaning of physical ability or power and has come to be used to
report permission (Bybee et al. : ). German können ‘to be able’ > ‘to be
allowed to’. Ex.

German
(a) Ich kann Auto fahr- en.

I can car drive-

‘I know how to drive.’



Source–Target Lexicon



 Concerning the meaning of grammatical concepts, see the list of grammatical concepts in
Chapter .


