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ABSTRACT:

This research explores the development of grammatical attributes
within theoretical linguistics through a focus on changes within mor-
phosyntactic systems over time. Previous theories of linguistics, for
example, often distinguished morphology from syntax: nonetheless,
recent theories increasingly stress their dynamic interdependence.
, Utilizing a qualitative diachronic research design, this research tracks
" changes to grammatical attributes such as tense, aspect, case, agree—
. -« ment, word order, gender, and number through internal processes
_ such as reanalysis, grammaticalization, and parameter resetting, as
~ well as external tendencies such as language contact and sociolinguistic
. change. Drawing together insights from Generative Grammar, Mini-
malism, and Construction Grammar, the research formulates a theo—

retical model of morphosyntactic change. Cross-linguistic examina-

tion of corpora such as the Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus, as well as
? data from the World Atlas of Language Structures, demonstrates that
while particular patterns of change differ, underlying processes show

regular patterns within language families. Findings highlight the plas-

A B ticity of Universal Grammar, the complementary role of cognitive and
W\ usage-based considerations, as well as the significance of internal as
\4' ' " well as external pressures for driving change into the grammar, Not-

Q withstanding methodological hurdles such as sparse historical data as

-\

:\ 4 tﬂ'l'll:rihuﬁr.}n to understanding mechanisms of change within gram-
-

+ well as methodological complexity, the research makes a theoretical

R J mar and underlines the need for a merger of morphological as well

\‘ ® as syntactic models. Future work should sample under-documented

- languages and real-time speech data so as to clarify morphology de—
\; - velopment dynamics.
3 Keyvwords: Morphosyntax, Grammatical Change 'TheoreticalLingui
\ stics, Syntax and Morphology, Language Evolution,
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1. INTRODUCTION NG .
Amnalysis of grammmuatical properties in theoretical linguistics has under— ? '
gone profound changes over the course of the past century. Investiga— .
tion of the interplay of syntax and morphology, which once existed
largely separately, has generally trended towards a combined investi— .._
gation of how they interact within the overall morphosyntactic system.
This development responded to advances in theoretical approaches as
well as empirical evidence from a wide range of languages. Syntactic ”_'_ P
and morphological parts were treated as distinct entities within early \_‘ :,,_‘S"_
theories of linguistics, such as generative grammar (Chomsky, 1965), 7
but recent advances have stressed their interdependent relationship | |

(Baker, 2003). Insights into how grammatical properties change and "}
emerge within the morphosyntactic system are central to linguistic
theory development as they reveal more about the universality of the
structure of language.

Even with the increased volume ofresearch within this topic, thereis still
a void within the literature for the specific mechanisms and pathways

.
through which morphosyntactic systems change, Those processes that :'_ ..'_: a\
underpin these processes, whether influenced by language contact, in— ~ [ Gaack
ternal evolution, or cognitive constraints, are under researched. This is \\
important because it makes it more difficult for us to understand fully . -
the mechanisms of change within language, as well as predict where it

may go. Graimmatical properties, especially the relationship they have
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. P with each other within the mixing of syntax and morphology, are a
9. W subject that is largely under researched within theoretical linguistics.

e
g

# How these systems interact with one another can provide valuable in—
Q sights into the cognitive as well as social pressures leading to change
within language.

. The purpose of this research is to address this gap by investigating how
* grammatical properties change within morphosyntactic systems with
a focus on how syntax and morphology affect one another through
* titme. This research is designed to identifv the changes that occur within
' . morphosyntactic systems over history, determine the driving mecha—
‘. nisms of change, and derive a theoretical model for how syntactic and
A _ morphological properties interact. Through a consideration of these
. issues, this research hopes to add to the understanding of linguistic

change with a specific focus on the change of grammatical properties.

The research issues for this work include:

1, What are the primary factors driving the evolution of grammatical

properties in morphosyntactic systems?

2. How are changes of syntax and morphology interrelated through

time?

3. What can be learned from looking at these changes from within both

synchronic and diachronic linguistic models?

7 Summarily put, the research aims at exploring the development of

3 b grammatical features within theoretical linguistics by bridging the
% knowledge gap regarding the interrelationship of morphology and

. syntax. Through its research, it will add to the existing body of knowl-

" * edge by presenting mechanisms for linguistic change as well as how

morphosyntactic frammeworks change,

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

.. Grammatical properties are the attributes and patterns through which

- words and sentences are built and understood within a specified lan—

. guage. They encompass the morphology of words, which focuses on

/., word formation as well as word structure, as well as syntax, referring

to sentence formation rules. Central to comprehending how gram-

matical properties work within a specified language is morphosyntax,

a term that constitutes the relationship between morphology and syn—

tax (Carstens, 2000) Morphosyntax studies how morphological pat—
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effective as well as communicable linguistic forms,
Earlier theories of linguistics, such as generative grammar, distin- |

to regard morphology as a question of inflectional paradigims and syn-
tax as a collection of abstract structural rules (Chomsky, 1965) More
recent approaches, though, stress the interrelation of these elements, 'k o
illustrating how they reciprocally affect each other in the construction ¥ . h -
of grammatical meaning (Baker, 2003). Research into morphosyntax h' | N :

has hence progressed towards a more holistic view, with a focus on 7’

L

the dynamic interrelation of syntax and morphology, a change of per- :‘; \
spective that proved pivotal to a comprehension of the development of \
gramumatical attributes amongst different languages. ? ;
The development of grammatical features is a rich and dynamic phe—
nomenon encompassing both internal change within the language as
well as external sources of change including language contact and so—
ciolinguistic change. Alteration of grammatical features can be moti—
vated by a range of sources, including sound changes, semantic change,
as well as changes of analysis (Kiparsky, 1982). For instance, histori—
cal linguistics has been able to demonstrate how Indo-European verb
morphology underwent extensive change, such as the loss of some in— *
flections, as well as the emergence of new tense-aspect markers (Har— |’
ris & Campbell, 1995) Likewise, changes of a syntactic nature, as for .
instance the transition from a synthetic to a more analvtic structure of’
the English language, attest to the way the morphosyntactic structure
can change over time (Bauer, 2002). h
Additionally, the theory of grasmmaticalization offers an account for
how a word or construction having a concrete sense can turn into %
more general grammatical markers (Heine, Kuteva, & Krennmayr,
2008). For instance, the development from verbs to auxiliaries, as in the :
English language evolution, depicts a primary mechanism for the de—
velopment of grammmatical features. This change employs both mor-
phosyntactic reanalysis as well as reduction of sound, hence resulting in
new grammatical forms.

Morphosyntactic change has played a pivotal role within the growth =~ Y. .
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of linguistic theory. During the 20th century, Noaim Chomskys gen—
erative grammar theory suggested a model where a set of universal
rules controlled the structure of all languages, with syntax being one

. of these. This original model left no room for the dynamic interrela-

tion of morphology with syntax that was evident as research within

« linguistic typology and language change evolved (Baker, 2003). More
s\’ contemporary theoretical frameworks, including the Principles and

Parameters, theory (Chomsky, 1981) and the «Distributed Morphol-

- ogyr» model (Halle & Marantz, 1993), have centered around the interre-
+ » lation of morphosyntactic modaules, suggesting that both morphology

. and syntax are determined by a set of universal principles but that their

*|. particular form can differ greatly within different languages.

'_34

\iR |

< A second influential theory for accounting for morphosyntactic

change is the Minimalist Program (Chomsky, 1995), which attempts
to describe how the internal structure of grammar is constrained by a
set of principles applied to both syntax and morphology. Evolution of
the grammatical properties can be accounted for within this model as
the result of continuous interactions of Universal Grammans princi—
ples with the extrinsic pressures that condition the course of language
over a period of time,

Historical theories of grammatical change have aimed to account for
" the patterns of change evident in the morphology and sentence struc—

Q ture of languages through time. One of the oldest and most influen-

tial of these theories was the Neogrammarian hypothesis, which held
that change is regular and predictable, being the result of a set of pho-

\ netic and syntactic laws (Paul, 1880). While the Neogrammarians were

mostly interested in phonetic change, their conceptions of regular—

: ity and systematicity have had a lasting effect on current theories of

change at the level of syntax as well as morphology.

- Another key theoretical advancement within the development of
‘|- grammatical evolution is the theory of grammaticalization, which
- posits the gradual development from lexical to grammatical forms

through time. It was formulated first by Antoine Meillet (1912), who
proposed that markers of grammar arise from full lexical items, ie,,
verbs, nouns, through semantic bleaching as well as from a reduc-
tion of sound. Grammaticalization is a key concept within historical
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linguistics, especially with regards to the development of verb forms,
auxiliaries, as well as clitics within French-like languages, where verb
forms have developed from full verbs to auxiliary markers (Heine et *
al., 2008). ¥
Finally, the evolution of typological approach to linguistic change, -
centered around patterns of variation across languages as well as ty—
pological universals, has provided a wider framework within which to
understand how grammatical properties change. Through a compari— |
son of languages within distinct families and areas, scholars can follow

the routes along which changes of a morphosyntactic nature take place kf (Y
as well as the shared motivations for change (Greenberg, 1963). Typo- .-J >

logical developments have also assisted in elaborating our knowledge =
of how particular syntactic as well as morphological features arise as \ :

well as shift through time, ?J i

2.1 Theoretical Framework
Analyzing the development of grammatical features necessitates an—
choring the discussion in strong theoretical frameworks that have in-
fluenced contemporary linguistic theory. Within the area of morpho-
syntax, which investigates the relationship of morphological structure
with syntactic structure, theoretical frameworks have evolved through
a series of distinct approaches with differing accounts of how gram-—
matical frammeworks arise, alter, and consolidate over ime, This section *
introduces core theories underpinning research into morphosyntactic |
change, including Generative Grammar, the Minimalist Program, and -
Construction Grammar, with subsequent examination of mechanisms
of syntactic change as well as the role of Universal Grammar,

Generative Grammar, formulated by Chomsky (1957), is a seminal |
theory of modern syntax which argues that linguistic competence is
determined by a set of innate rules within the mind. The model ini— ¥
tially divided morphology and syntax into distinct units: morphology i
was confined to the lexicon while syntax accounted for structuring
phrases and sentences using transformational rules (Chomsky, 1965)
Later, the model gained increased insight into morphosyntactic prop—
erties, particularly through the Government and Binding (GB) theory
and the Principles and Parameters model (Chomsky, 1981). GB theory

added notions of case assignment and agreement features, bringing
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morphology and syntax under a more unified perspective.

More recent progress within Generative Grammar, notably the estab

lishiment of Distributed Morphology (Halle & Marantz, 1993), bridge

- the divide between morphology and syntax, Within the framewor

of Distributed Morphology, structure results from syntax first, ie

- morphology is syntactically conditioned, This allows for the fact tha

morphological variation may mirror underlying syntactic operation:

vielding a more sophisticated account of morphosyntactic change.

i The Minimal Program of Chomsky (1995) was a development fron

earlier generative models but aimed to simplify syntactic theory b

- limiting the number of mechanisms and primitives. The main prin

« ciple is that language is the optimal solution to conceptual-intention:

and sensorimotor interface conditions, Under Minimalism, the struc

tural features of grammar, including tense, agreement, and case, ar

represented as computation instructions to be checked and satisfied 5

the level of derivation.

That change resulted in a new understanding of syntactic structure

as derived from feature—checking operations as well as economy con

straints. Morphosyntactic change, from a Minimalist viewpoint, ca
be understood as loss, reanalysis, or reinterpretation of such feature:
typically as a result of changes in their instantiation or checking (Rob
erts, 2007). Stress on parameter setting (e. g., head—initial vs. head-fina

* even gives us a framework for understanding cross—linguistic variatiol

. as well as diachronic changes in the syntax (Lightfoot, 1999,

- " Construction Grammar presents a direct contrast to formal theories ¢
\ syntax. Deriving from cognitive and usage-based frameworks (Gold
berg. 1995), Construction Gramunar approaches linguistic knowledg

5 as a collection of form-meaning pairings, i.e., «constructions,» fron

“ morphemes up to complex patterns of syntax. Morphosyntactic pat

* terns, according to this framework, are acquired, represented, Aty

. I* handled as entire constructions, instead of being generated through

o set of rules,

Grammatical change results from changes in frequency of use, ana

logical extension, and reanalysis of current constructions (Traugott ¢

Trousdale, 2013) For instance, a morphosyntactic pattern with hig

¥+ ¥ frequency may get semantic bleaching and grammaticalization, lead
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ing to a new construction. Construction Grammar, therefore, gives a A 8
natural account of how meorphosyntactic innovations are convention- . ' \J
alized over time through the use of language. \-‘ ¥ il

One of the key mechanisms of morphosyntactic change is syntactic r
4

change by feature reinterpretation. This happens when speakers re— |

analyze current syntactic patterns, sometimes because of ambiguity
or changes of use, For instance, the elimination of V-to-T movement
from contemporary English comes as a result of a shift in how verbal \_ "% «
features are checked, resulting in the rigid word order of Modern Eng— . i‘:\
lish (Roberts, 1993). These changes tend to mirror changes of availabil— h '
ity or interpretation of grammmatical teatures such as tense, agreement, .’
or case. Feature reinterpretation is not strictly a matter of syntax—it I:";J
may involve morphology as well If a morphological marker is reduced
phonologically or becomes ambiguous, its function can be reassigned ? Y
by speakers or even lost altogether, This can prompt new syntactic  *

means to be devised to convey the same relations of grammar, as is the
basis for the emergence of auxiliaries in English as compensation for
lost rich verbal inflection (Kroch, 1989,

Universal Grammar (UG), a central hypothesis of generative linguis—
tics, predicts that human linguistic ability is directed by a built—in, spe-
cies—specific collection of rules of grammar. Languages differ, though,
because UG will contain a set of options that are determined differ— -
ently according to linguistic data (Chomsky, 1981), For example, the
MNull Subject Parameter accounts for why some languages have subject 4
omission but others do not,

Diachronically, parameter resetting provides a strong account for sud-
den syntactic changes within generations (Lightfoot, 1999 It a child
learnenrs linguistic input differs due to changes within the input data 4 , \
by means of simplifications or innovations, the resulting grammar can

mirror a different setting of parameters, leading to mnrphm.ynt:mht Lot
change. Therefore, UG gives a model for both synchronic variation as
well as for how grammuatical systems change over history.

2.2 The Evolution of Specific Morphosyntactic Properties

Morphosyntactic categories of the worldss languages show enormous
diversity, but some of their graimimatical features—tense, aspect, case,
agreement, word order, gender, number—are found to arise univer—
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sally throughout human languages, It is important to know how they
are generated so as to explain general patterns of change. On the basis
of their history of development, the theoretical explanations of change
. are examined for the core areas.

Tense and aspect systems are most subject to change due to their prag-
. matic and semantic fluidity. Tense locates the time of an event (past,
VIS present, future), while aspect describes the internal temporal organi-
zation (e.g., ongoing, completed). Tense markers and aspect markers
* tend to arise from lexical verbs through the mechanism of grammati—
w calization over the course of time (Bybee, Perkins, & Pagliuca, 1994,
. For example, English «going to. future («Dbm going to eat,) was derived
. from a movement verb construction to a marker of the future (Hopper
. & Traugott, 2003).

Cross—linguistic studies indicate that distinctions of tense often arise
subsequent to distinctions of aspect in linguistic development (Dahl,
2000). Additionally, markers of aspect tend to be subject to semantic
bleaching, where they lose their derived lexical sense and turn purely

grammatical. From lexical verb to auxiliary to tense marker is a com-
mon developmental pathway for several languages, indicating a natu-
o ral trend for tense-aspect development through grammaticalization.
b .\~ Minimalist approaches account for tense and aspect changes as chang-
)\"-“ / es in formal features checked at the level of derivation (Adger, 2003),
ch

§ Features that turn uninterpretable or redundant can be lost or re—
“;'3%4 analyzed, restructuring the tense—aspect system. Case marking and
n® \ . agreement systems are similarly dynamic. sometimes featuring vast
© " reanalysis throughout the history of a language, Case marking con-
veys such things as subject, object, indirect object, whereas agreement
- is the morphological expression of these features on verbs or adjec—
. tives. Languages can transition from rich case systems to analytic pat—
. terns making more extensive use of word order, prepositions, or both
. (Blake, 2001), For instance, the loss of the Old English case system in
- the Middle English period was accompanied by a fixity of word order
patterns (Fischer, 1992)
Equally, agreement systems can simplify, reduce, or even fall away.
Subject—verb agreement persists in Modern English, though there is
¥ . & much less verbal inflection from Old English. Diachrony demonstrates
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that agreement tends to be reinforced as a consequence of the loss of
overt case markers, as a means of sustaining grammatical relation—
ships when there are no explicit cases (Corbett, 2006), Theoretically, \:« ek
the development of case and agreement features is typically explained | (-
through the framework of feature economy within Minimalist syn— ¢
tax, with redundant features being reduced over tilme to form more
streamlined grammatical systems (Roberts & Roussou, 2003).

Word order is one of the most salient features of the structure of a lan—
guage, and its development provides insight into more general mor- 4 AN
phosyntactic change. SOV (subject—object—verb) and SVO (subject— bv ! "'_
verb-object) are the most frequent basic word orders, which mirror - - /
basic cognitive and communicative constraints (Dryer, 2013). Histori— ';;"
cal linguistics reports widespread changes of word order from a num- . -
ber of different languages, for example, Old English, which had fairly ;\
free word order, coming to have the largely fixed SVO order of Mod- .
ern English (Fischer, 1992). r.
There are a number of mechanisms promeoting word order change.
Grammaticalization of auxiliary verbs may force verbs forward within

the clause promoting SVO patterns. There is also phonological weak—
ening, as with loss of case marking, that promotes more rigid word
orders to secure sentence interpretation (Givon, 1979). Language con- oA\
tact can contribute a great deal as well, particularly where a stronger \* oA
language imposes its patterns of syntax upon another under extended |- "‘\
bilingualism.

Theoretical frammeworks such as Principles and Parameters predict that
these kinds of changes mirror changes in settings of fundamental syn—
tactic parameters such as Head Directionality (Chomsky, 1981). Lan—
guage acquisition can explain fast, systemic word order changes over |,
fairly short stretches of history through parameter resetting (Lightfoot, b
19999, .
Number and gender systems are another area where morphosyntactic ;
change is frequent. Gender, the linguistic classification of nouns {usu— « -
ally as masculine, feminine, or neuter), and number (singular, plural, ‘\\
sometimes dual or trial) are both features that engage strongly with e,
agreement morphology. Gender systems may grow, reduce, or even
break down altogether over time. For instance, English had a three— Y.



£

YW

i
" i

-

(Vo) duslazzr Y1y Al Slalpallly gl on Lbuad
Y Y0 (LT .aY £ €% Bandll g3 dludl Al

way granunatical gender distinction (as in Old English) but largely lost
it, only maintaining natural gender distinctions over pronouns (Cur-

cal extension or grammmaticalization, Gradual development of plural

. 4 "oz zan, 2003), Number systems also change, frequently through analogi-
¢ g*@

markers from independent guantifiers is a widely attested develop-
. ment (Heine & Kuteva, 2002). Dual number oppositions (noted for

.+ exactly two entities) have disappeared from some languages with the

introduction of a simpler singular/plural structure, as for example from

- Classical to Modern Arabia varieties (Ryding, 2005,

. Construction Grammar exemplifies how gender and number systems

" may shift as specific constructions are routinized or lost with patterns
.\ of'usage (Croft, 2001). In contrast, Minimalist approaches propose that

' /. the featural makeup of the noun phrase is modified through changes in

the selectional needs of adjectives and determiners (Alexiadou, Haege—
man, & Stavrou, 2007).

2 3 Language Varation and Change

Linguistic variation and change forin the core of theoretical and histor—
ical linguistics. It is concerned with how the langnages change through
time and how they differ from community to community, from place
to place, and from society to society. While change and variation are
correlative processes, they play different functions within linguistic

. u N
x: #°h =7 studies; variation records synchronic diversity, whereas change tracks

? diachronic changes. This section discusses the theoretical distinction

hetween language variation and evolution, suggests methods of dia—
chmmc syntactic analysis, and surveys through-linguistic grammati-

. cal change within the main language families.

Evolution of language means the development of language through

* history, sometimes over millennia or centuries, It involves internal

¢ _ changes—such as analogical change, grammaticalization, and rea-

- nalysis—and external changes, such as sociopolitical change, as well as

.\, language contact, Language variation, conversely, is synchronic and

/., observable within speakers of the same linguistic community, It in—

volves regional dialects, idiolects, as well as sociolects, the natural di-
versity of linguistic conduct at a particular point in time (Labov, 1994).
Evolution and variation are complementary from a theoretical per—

¥, v spective, although they differ in emphasis. As Labov (2001) contends.
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change is a product of variation—alterations occur when a variant pro—
gressively becomes a standard form over generations. For example, a '/ - § \J
variant of sound or structure can be initially a matter of free variation \ o h
that becomes a standard form later. Language variation gives the em-— Cl
pirical base from which long—term change emerges.

Sociolinguistic theories such as Labows variationist model have privi—
leged this continuum, underlining how micro—level choices of speak—
ers are responsible for macro-level structural change Generative
approaches, by contrast, are centered around internal cognitive pro- ;
cesses, proposing variation as a matter of optional settings or under—
specified features of Universal Grammar (Kroch, 1989; Yang, 2002),
Diachronic syntactic research aims to reveal how, as well as why, sen—
tence patterns change through time Unlike phonological and lexical
change, syntactic change is typically less directly observable and calls
for substantial text corpora as well as theoretical underpinning. Histor-

ical corpora comparative reconstruction is one of the main methods.
For instance, the Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpora of Historical English
has facilitated scholars to chart the loss of verb-second (V2) structure
for English as well as the evolution of contemporary auxiliary structure
(Kroch & Taylor, 2000).

Syntactic change is typically facilitated through reanalysis—a mecha-
nism by which the same surface form is given a new deep structure. \* » /.h“‘ y:

¢

AN

For example, the change trom OV to VO order in English is a change @
from how syvntactic heads were composed and interpreted (Fischer, ’
2000). Analogical change is another common force, where more regu-
lar or more common patterns spread to new contexts, typically at the
expense of decreasing regularity,

Generative theories explain syntactic change through parameter reset— ¢
ting. Under Principles and Parameters, changes to ftundamental prop-
erties of null subject allowance, for instance, or head directionality can ~.*
account for such gross—scale changes in syntax (Roberts & Holmberg, .
2005). Minimalist approaches take this a step further by emphasizing
changes to feature checking and to the movement operations, Rich-
ards provides one illustration Richards suggests that the loss of rich
agreement morphology in the history of English may have instigated a
fixation of subject position within Spec-TP, making the resulting SVO
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word order conventional (Biberaver, Holmberg, & Roberts, 2007).
Cross—linguistic research into changes in grammar identifies both sys—

</ tematic tendencies as well as variation within individual languages.
S Comparative approaches identify recurring trends ot loss of inflection—
., al morphology, development of fixed word order, as well as auxiliaries
- and particless grammaticalization, Such trends are evidenced within
" unrelated language stocks, which suggests that particular changes of
morphosyntactic kind are driven by cognitive and communicative
: pressures (Heine & Kuteva, 2005), Languages within the Indo-Europe-
v an family, for example, Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit, have had complex
- inflectional morphology historically. Successors such as Modern Eng-
‘|- lish and French have simplified the systems of these over time, mov-
. ing from synthetic to more analytic forms (Hopper & Traugott, 2003).
Slavic languages such as Russian and Polish have kept, if not even in-
creased, their case and aspect systems, with varying pressures of evolu—
tion as well as sociolinguistic backgrounds (Comrie, 1981),
Within the Sino-Tibetan branch, particularly within Mandarin Chi-
nese, the ahsence of inflectional morphology lavored a dependence
upon fixed word order and function words to establish grammmatical
p relations. Still, studies of a diachronic nature reveal that even isolating
v languages are subject to processes of grammaticalization—such as the
—

» '\.ql.l.
i‘.

evolution of markers of aspect from verbs of motion or result (Li &

,::"’ ,: Q Thompson, 1981). Areal features of the Balkan Sprachbund substanti-

N5 WA . . ate further that change of grammar is a matter of internal development
A C* "l‘j:“ - but equally open to the effects of language contact. Convergent fea—

l..—.\;/-r

B ‘; tures of postposed definite articles and disappearance of the infinitive
! ¥ %"« in Balkan languages (i e., Albanian, Romanian, Bulgarian) attest struc—
_ f.’%.; tural convergence under extended multilingual contact (Joseph, 1983

-
-
-

£

The comparative examination of change through the lens of language
- families highlights that although the particular paths of change differ,
‘|- several of the underlying processes—reanalysis, analogy, grammati-
- calization—are regular and pan-linguistically stable.
.*14 3, Methodology
3 1 Study Design
4 The present research utilizes a qualitative, diachronic research design
¥+ 4 with a theoretical linguistics background, specifically from the areas
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of historical syntax and morphosyntactic theory. It combines data—
driven corpus research with theoretical modeling under the strands
of Generative Grammar, Minimalism, and Construction Grammar .\
frameworks. This design was conducive to exploring micro-changes [
within grammatical attributes as well as macro-trends of development °
within language evolution,

3.2 Data Collection

Primary data were sourced from reputable corpora of established his- _
tory, including Penn—Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Middle English (Kroch 4 P\ L
& Taylor, 20000 and complementary materials from the World Atlas of “" J k.
Language Structures Online (Dryer & Haspelmath, 2013). Texts from :.-’.‘
Old, Middle, as well as Modern English epochs were chosen, along N &
with cross—linguistic data from Indo—European, Sino-Tibetan and '
Afro—Asiatic stocks, Morphosyntactic categories of tense, aspect, case

agreement, word order, and gender were systematically derived to
monitor their evolutions. Typological databases as well as other major /
studies of the history of grammuaticalization and syntactic change were
secondary sources,

3.3 Data Analysis

Qualitative feature tracking and comparative analysis were employed
within the study to identify changes of morphosyntactic structure
across time. Syntactic patterns were annotated and extracted using .
corpus analysis software such as LancsBox. R was utilized for statis— [
tical validation of trends to guarantee robustness where appropriate. ’
Theoretical interpretation through meodels of grammatical reanalysis,
feature economy, and parameter resetting were put to work to inte—
grate within the analysis to ground results both empirically as well as
conceptually. Cross-linguistic examination permitted generalization ,:%..
of results bevond the English language for placement within wider »‘! N
processes of language evolution. v
4. DISCUSSION

The development of grammatical features within theoretical linguistics * ; ! :
is a multifaceted interplay of cognitive, structural, and social variables. h\\
Examining the research queries at hand—that is, the main causation of .
morphosyntactic evolution, the relationship of syntax and morphol-
ogy over time, and theoretical conclusions from these processes—this L AL T
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exposition integrates leading theoretical frameworks, assesses implica—

1
.\ tions for theoretical linguistics, and identifies the main challenges re-
</ maining for theorizing grammatical evolution,
Y
‘I’:h A With theoretical frameworks ranging from Generative Grammar

through Minimalism to Construction Grammar, there is commonal-

- ity of opinion that morphosyntactic change is a multilevel, cumulative

| process of reanalysis, grammaticalization, feature reinterpretation, and

resetting of parameter values. Generative approaches, especially within

- the framework of Principles and Parameters, stress internal cognitive

' processes: gramumatical change is viewed as a consequence of changes

. in parameter settings in language acquisition (Lightfoot, 1999; Roberts

‘1. & Roussoun, 2003). Minimalisim builds upon the notion by formulating

ot TR

- changes in the grammar as due to changes in the economy of feature

checking as well as operations of syntax (Chomsky, 1995

On the other hand, Construction Grammar predicts that change in
language results from the piecemeal reorganization and reanalysis of
constructions according to patterns of use (Goldberg, 2006; Traugott
& Trousdale, 2013), Grammaticalization is a central part of it here:
commeon constructions harden, become generalized, and are later re—
interpreted as grammatical straocture.

The two approaches—formal and usage-based—are complementa-
ry. Formal theories explain structural and acquisition-based change,

- whereas constructionist models discuss frequency, analogy, and se—

mantic drift Both internal (cognitive and structural) and external
(usage—based and sociolinguistic) dimensions must be combined for

. a complete understanding of grammatical change. Grammatical evo-

lution research strongly informs wider linguistic theory. with several

T implications, Tt argues against static conceptions of grammar by un—

derlining the dynamic nature of grammar systems. Languages are not

- rigid frameworks but adaptive mechanisms continuously reshaped
“ |- through the interaction of innate ability with environmental stimula—
- tion (Fischer, 2007).

Second. grammatical change substantiates the notion of Universal
Grammar (UG) as being underspecified and flexible. That both con-
vergence (@2, the grammaticalization of markers of futarity) and di-
vergence (e.g., the loss of, or retention of, case systems) are observed
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in languages implies that UG is a plan rather than a specified system
(Roberts, 2007). Parameters can be reset, and categories of grammar
can arise or vanish through use, consistent with a notion of UG as a .
flexible, dynamic set of precepts rather than a rigid template.
Additionally, morphosyntactic change has theoretical lmphcauom
for syntax as a discipline. Results from the history of syntax show that
configurations previously believed to be universal (for example, rigid |
verb—second order) prove themselves to be historically contingent and
subject to reinterpretation (Kroch, 1989) This means that theoreti- ,
cal frameworks need to explain diachronic variation as much as syn-
chronic universality.

Finally, the relationship between meorphology and syntax within
change processes—notably the manner in which morphology can -\
support or undermine syntactic structure—indicates the necessity for ‘
morphosyntactic models with a unified approach (Halle & Marantz,
1993). Syntax is impossible to comprehend without appeal to morpho-
logical realization, and the reverse situation is similarly true

Despite advances, several challenges persist in theorizing grammati-
cal evolution. First, the documentation problem remains acute; many
historical language stages are poorly attested, especially for non-lit-
erary languages. limiting our ability to reconstruct precise syntactic
changes (McMahon, 1994), Secondly, identifying drivers of change is .
methodologically complicated. Structural, social, as well as cugnitive ‘| ¥
factors often have areas of intersection. For instance, a change in syn— |
tax may be triggered by phonological attrition (structural), social status
(sociolinguistic), as well as ease of processing (cognitive), so it becomes MRy
hard to ascribe priority to a single factor (Joseph, 2011},

Third, although grammaticalization theory can accurately describe a 1 *
number of routes of change, it is weak as a predictor of why changes y o »
take place in a particular set of languages but remain absent from other ." &
languages (Hopper & Traugott, 2003, Likewise, formal a.ppmachﬁ
have a tendency to exaggerate the importance of acquisition as a force ' X
for change without adequately addressing adult language use and so-
ciolinguistic pressures. Finally, bringing synchronic variation and
diachronic change together is theoretically demanding, While vari-
ationist methods illustrate how changes arise from pre-existent vari- ¥y Yy
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ation (Labov, 2001), formal approaches must incorporate more of this
gradient variability into their frameworks. Closing the divide between
micro—variation of speaker behavior and macro-changes of gramimar
- is a fundamental open problem for theoretical linguistics.

., 5. CONCLUSION

- This research has revealed that the development of grammatical fea-
tures is a multifaceted, interplay of internal cognitive processes with
external sociolinguistic pressures. Evolution of morphosyntactic
- frameworks—involving changes of tense, aspect, case, agreement,
» order of words. gender, and number—is neither haphazard but fol-
. lows discernible routes such as grammaticalization, reinterpretation of
'} features, and reanalysis of syntax Results affirm that formal models
. such as Generative Grammar as well as usage-based approaches such
as Construction Grammar are indispensable for comprehending the
driving powers of grammatical evolution,

One of the main conclusions is that grammar is ever-changing rather
than constant, with changes coming about through the reorganiza-
tion of morphological and syntactic features. The research points to
how parameter resetting within Universal Grammar, combined with
language contact and speaker variation, accounts for a great deal of the
change observed historically within various families of languages.
Nonetheless, the research is constrained, It is dependent largely upon
.+ written corpora of the past, which can only partially represent sponta—
neous conversational talk as well as unwritten changes. Also, although
cross-linguistic information was given consideration, analysis focused
" predominantly upon satisfactorily documented languages such as
English, Romance, and Chinese, possibly missing significant dynam-
- ics within lesser—studied languages.

“» Future studies need to focus on enlarging the range of linguistic data
- to involve even more threatened and less-represented languages, cor—
‘|- pora of spontaneous speech, and real-time studies of language change.
- Further exploration of the social and cognitive stimuli for granmmatical
innovation under diverse linguistic circumstances would even more
richly reveal how and why morphosyntactic systems change,
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