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In this introduction to the workshop, we present an overview of what we consider to be cen-
tral issues in the intersection of research on synchronic gradience and diachronic change, and 
how this intersection is relevant to our understanding of factors said to be involved in gram-
maticalization, e.g. reanalysis, analogy, gradualness and drift. We also consider the relation-
ship between gradualness and emergent constructions in the process of grammaticalization. 
Our introduction is concerned with three main questions that workshop presenters will ad-
dress in more detail. We propose a few answers of our own to start discussion. 
 
Q1. How are we to understand the intersection between synchronic gradience and grammati-
calization, and how should both micro- and macro-changes be accounted for? 
We propose it is necessary to distinguish the motivation for a change (it may be analogy but 
not reanalysis) and the mechanisms by which a change is implemented (reanalysis and analo-
gization). Developing Fischer’s (2007) argument, we suggest that analogization is an impor-
tant mechanism in grammaticalization; developing Kiparsky’s (Forthc.) argument, we also 
suggest that analogization is a type of micro-reanalysis. Micro-changes are discrete, and give 
the appearance of gradually implemented change, but gradualness is not a separate mecha-
nism. Likewise, drift is not a distinct mechanism, but is associated with frequency (see further 
Bybee 2003). Gradually implemented changes may give rise to synchronic gradience. 
 
Q2. Does grammaticalization need reanalysis and analogy/extension, or can we replace such 
mechanisms of change by focusing on gradualness and drift, as Haspelmath (1998) has ar-
gued? 
We propose that both reanalysis and analogy have a role to play in grammaticalization, but 
neither these, nor any other mechanism (or motivation), is identifiable with, coextensive with, 
or unique to grammaticalization. Since gradualness is not, in our analysis, a distinct type of 
change, we are left with drift, which we consider a central factor in grammaticalization, given 
the link between grammaticalization and frequency. 
 
Q3. What insights do grammaticalization and constructionalization offer for assessing the va-
lidity of Aarts’s (2007) claims regarding the distinction between subsective and intersective 
gradience? 
We argue there is no historical evidence to justify claims that intersective gradience “has 
sharp boundaries” while subsective gradience does not, or that intersective is less common 
than subsective gradience: all grammaticalization clines are instances of intersective gradi-
ence. We suggest that many emergent constructions display characteristics associated with 
grammaticalization and that emergent constructions involve the following stages. At Stage 1 a 
construct changes meaning, while the form remains constant (stage 1a involves pragmatic in-
ferencing, and stage 1b, semantic change) – cf. de Smet (2007) on the dissociation of a con-
struct from its more schematic parent construction during drift. Stage 2 may involve the form 
of the construct undergoing analogization/reanalysis (but in some cases when a new construc-
tion emerges, e.g. clefts in English, there is reanalysis only). In stage 3, the earlier form may 
be lost. This hypothesis puts semantic change as primary in constructional emergence. 


