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Introduction
The diachronic development of discourse markerenofinvolves a process of ‘(in-
ter)subijectification’ (cf. Traugott & Dasher 200®hanasiado, Canakis & Cornillie 2006), a
shift from meanings pertaining to the characterrabf the objective world to meanings in-
volving the expression of personal attitudes ofdpeaker (subjectification) to meanings con-
cerned with the interaction between speaker antehéze., intersubjectivity).

However, it is less obvious that the semantic geaof discourse markers also involves
a structural type of diachronic change: ‘grammatieéion’ (cf. Onodera 2000; Brinton 2002;
Gunthner & Mutz 2006).

Resear ch question
This paper discusses the relation between (intgj@stification and grammaticalization in the
area of causal discourse markers, focussing ofotlegving questions:

1. How do (inter)subjectification and grammaticalipatiinteract in the diachronic devel-
opment of discourse markers?
2. What is a suitable method to study their interaxio

M ethodology
We will start with the second question, and disdass different comparative methods (see
Table 1) that, together, provide converging evigetocanswer the first question.

Table 1. Methodologies for grammaticalizaton resiear

same texts different texts

same period (1) analyses of present-day trans(@) comparison of present-day spoken
tion corpora and written language

different periods |(2) analyses of Bible translation®) analyses of various texts from dif-
from different periods ferent periods

Methods 1 and 3 give insight into the semantiadBedf the discourse particles and show what
the relevant linguistic alternatives are. MethogHws diachronic change “in progress”;
methods 2 and 4 show actual semantic and/or stalaiachronic changes.

Results
Prior and ongoing studies on the Dutch causal adiveswant, omdat andaangezien and the
French causalsar, parce que andpuisque indicate that:

. method 1 may bring to light phenomena of “overscifjeation” together with under-
use of word order variation (cangezien vs. puisque, Degand 2004);

. method 2 should reveal whether “translation eqentd” (both semantically and struc-
turally) remain stable in diachrony;

. method 3 has shown thedr andparce que show divergent semantic profiles in written
(Degand & Pander Maat 2003), but not in spoken,deith a strong subjectificaton of
parce que (Simon & Degand 2007)want andomdat show divergent semantic profiles
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both in writing and in speech, witkant being more subjective thaimdat (Spoorenret
al. in press);

. method 4 revealed thatrce que shows a clear subijectification line in diachrodata,
while car remains relatively stable throughout the centuiiBEgand & Fagard 2007); in
Dutch the diachronic data show a fairly stable sgrogrofile for both connectives, not
straightforwardly supporting the subjectificatiogplothesis of discourse markers, but
supporting the grammaticalizaton of objective megrfor the V-late position (Evers-
Vermeul 2005).

Confronting the results of these different methodas applied to the same set of discourse
markers should help us determine the contributiogach of them when trying to disentangle
the relationship between (inter)subjectificationl gnammaticalization.
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