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1. Introduction

1.1. General introduction
Neologisms are like casting show winners. A minority of them become estab-
lished singers, some are one-hit wonders and others almost instantaneously dis-
appear into oblivion. The commercial framework of TV shows, gigs and record 
deals provides a supportive context for initially and instantaneously acquiring 
a high degree of popularity. As soon as the winner and runners-up have been 
crowned, however, attention quickly dwindles and independent careers take off 
or do not take off. Some winners might still score a hit with their finale song be-
fore vanishing from the public stage, others do manage to outlive the initial hype. 
Occasionally, a contestant does not even have to win to embark on a successful 
career. There does not seem to exist a recipe for success, nor a foolproof system 
that predicts who will make it and who will not. After all, many pop- and rock-
stars do not even need a casting show to become famous. In language, similar 
processes continuously take place. Of the many new words that enter the English 
language at a given point in time, some just happen to blend into it almost unno-
ticedly, whereas others stand out, receive a good deal of attention as ephemeral 
fashion words only to disappear after the hype has settled down. Although the 
following study is not intended to develop a linguistically-programmed crys-
tal ball that would prophesy which novel words will become established in the 
English language, the underlying question is the same as for the casting show 
winners: which factors determine or influence, and to what degree, whether a 
novel formation diffuses through the speech community and possibly becomes a 
permanent addition to the language?

Prior to discussing the scope and aims of the present work in 1.2, it is necessary 
to briefly sketch the etymological origin and development of the word neologism, 
because it is partially responsible for the vagueness with which it is applied in 
linguistics (see 2.1.1) and its study in the realm of lexicography rather than in 
more theoretically-oriented branches, leaving the central question in the previous 
paragraph largely unanswered. Thus, simply put, a neologism is a new word, from 
Greek neo- ‘new’ and logos ‘word’. Following this definition, neologisms as sources 
of lexical enrichment are intrinsic parts of dynamic language use and develop-
ment, both from a synchronic and diachronic perspective. Perhaps surprisingly, 
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the word neology and its subsequently emerging lexical family did not appear in 
English until the Enlightenment in the 18th century as a borrowing from French 
(cf. Clauzure 2003: 208)1. In French, the interest in neologisms had been awakened 
earlier by the Pléiade poets in the 16th century, who claimed that the more words 
a language has, the more perfect it becomes and therefore introduced many novel 
formations and borrowings in their works and the language at large (cf. Alaoui 
2003: 150-156). Not until the 18th century, however, did the concept gain a strong 
foothold in the French language and become lexicalized as néologique in 1725 
(when the Dictionnaire néologique appeared as the first of many new word col-
lections to reflect technological developments and political ideas), néologisme in 
1734 and néologie in 1759 (cf. Alaoui 2003: 163-172). In English, the first use of 
neological in 1754, borrowed from French, is attributed to Lord Chesterfield, who 
envisioned a dictionary for the elite, “a genteel neological dictionary, containing 
those polite […] words and phrases, commonly used by the beau monde” (quoted 
in Clauzure 2003: 208). Such dictionaries of hard words had already existed since 
the 17th century, for instance, Robert Cawdrey’s Table Alphabeticall from 1604, 
but were concerned with borrowings from Latin, Greek etc., which were of course 
new in English, rather than novel English coinages per se.

Towards the end of the 18th century, possibly influenced by a similar devel-
opment in French, neological acquired a second, slightly more negative sense 
(cf.  Clauzure 2003: 209), as illustrated by another quote by Lord Chesterfield 
(in Clauzure 2003: 208): “the affected, the refined, the neological, or new and 
fashionable style, are at present too much in vogue in Paris”. Such objections 
fit the general spirit of 18th century England, in which language purity and re-
form were high on the agenda (cf. Baugh and Cable 2002: 274-288). Although 
Clauzure (cf. 2003: 218) claims that the same negative connotation affects neo-
logism, again transferred from French (cf.  Sablayrolles 2000: 55), on the basis 
of the quotations or illustrations in dictionaries, not all of the examples from 
the Oxford English Dictionary (OED) support this claim2. Moreover, neologism 
seems to have entered the English earlier than assumed. Clauzure mentions 1800 
or afterwards (cf. 2003: 208, 211), but the OED lists an attestation from 17723.

1 For a review of the development of the concept in French, see Sablayrolles (2000: 
22ff.). 

2 See for instance “Since that day neologisms have fertilised the barrenness of our 
Saxon” from 1841 and “The class which, to use a modern neologism, ‘formulates’ the 
ideas [etc.]” from 1875 (cf. OED entry for neologism).

3 “Observations on this Neologism‥. I thought indeed I was intirely [sic] done with 
this Canon when I came to the explication of the last word Hecaterogenosem.”, Jean 
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In view of its origins in a time when the language was seen as in need of pro-
tection from, rather than embellishment with, instances of lexical innovation, 
it is not astonishing that “[t]he history of English lexicography begins with the 
study of neology”, as remarked by John Algeo, neologist pur sang (1993: 281) 
and neology has remained somewhat neglected in theoretical linguistics. He 
lists an impressive chronology of dictionaries, word lists and popular books 
devoted to neologisms from Cawdrey’s 1604 publication until the end of the 
20th century (cf. 1993: 282-282). In recent years, these print records have been 
and are being supplemented with online collections such as the periodical 
Word trends and new words blog from the OED4, MacMillan’s Open Diction-
ary and BuzzWord column5, Webster’s New Words and Slang section of their 
Open Dictionary6 and various private word-watching websites among which 
Paul McFedries’ WordSpy7 and Michael Quinion’s World Wide Words8 are the 
most acclaimed.

In spite of a common interest in neologisms, lexicographers, word spies and 
neolinguists have different goals and work within different theoretical paradigms. 
Whereas lexicographers continually face the difficult challenge of collecting new 
words and deciding which ones to include in their dictionaries, neolophilical 
word-watchers simply amass novel coinages, predominantly conspicuous vogue 
words that frequently turn out to be one-hit wonders, and provide a rudimentary 
profile of meaning and use. Neolinguists occupy an intermediate position. In 
addition to tracking new words, they are profoundly interested in their linguis-
tic behavior and relation to other linguistic phenomena, which necessarily tran-
scends a mere description of form and meaning. However, since their concerns 
are purely theoretical in nature, they do not need to evaluate the linguistic and 
extralinguistic durability in order to justify inclusion in dictionaries. Neverthe-
less, the question of why certain words become established and others become 
obsolete periodically arises here too. Partly due to the fact that neologisms have 
seemed to belong in the realm of lexicography and partly due to the lack of 

Nicolas Jouin de Sauseuil. 1772. An analysis of the French orthography or The true 
principles of the French pronunciation, exhibited in several easy schemes and tables 
(cf. OED entry for neologism).

4 blog.oxforddictionaries.com/category/word-trends-and-new-words/. 
5 macmillandictionary.com/. 
6 nws.merriam-webster.com/opendictionary/. 
7 wordspy.com.
8 worldwidewords.org. 

http://blog.oxforddictionaries.com/category/word-trends-and-new-words/
http://macmillandictionary.com/
http://nws.merriam-webster.com/opendictionary/
http://wordspy.com
http://worldwidewords.org
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adequate empirical tools, this question has largely remained unanswered9. Crys-
tal even claims that “there is never any way of telling which neologisms will stay 
and which will go” (1995: 132). Rather than taking this statement at face value, 
in the present study, I will provide a tentative answer to the unanswered ques-
tion by empirically investigating several linguistic and extralinguistic factors that 
affect the conventionalization process, i.e. the process by means of which neolo-
gisms become established in the language and the speech community, to varying 
degrees.

1.2. Research questions
In view of the importance of language as a communication device in everyday 
human interaction, the need for new words arises perpetually “as they are re-
quired” (Aitchison 1991: 118). Most conspicuously, this need emerges when new 
objects or concepts are introduced in society or when objects or concepts change 
and their original names have become inept (cf. Aitchison 1991: 118). The social 
need is frequently intertwined with a semantic need in the language, i.e. to fill 
a lexical gap (cf. Bauer 1983: 43; Aitchison 1994: 158; Kjellmer 2000: 221). The 
coinage of new words is not necessarily motivated by naming requirements in 
society. Stylistic concerns or the need to be succinct play a role too, particu-
larly in formal and creative writing (cf. Bauer 1983: 43; Aitchison 1994: 158). 
Thus, one major German bookseller praised their new recommendations as “un-
putdownable books”10. ‘Unputdownable’ can hardly be characterized as a new 
concept and it is doubtful whether this particular lexical gap needs to be filled. 
Rather, unputdownable condenses an entire syntactic phrase (‘difficult/hard/ 
impossible to put down’) into one novel coinage, which saves space and catches 
the attention of the reader. Often, however, speakers create novel words with less 

9 In her unpublished PhD dissertation Boulanger (1997) approaches the matter of 
establishment of neologisms from a similar perspective, which differs from the one 
adopted in one important aspect. She investigates the potential influence of a selection 
of linguistic and social factors post facto and measures the success of establishment 
of a new word as inclusion in a general-purpose reference dictionary at one point in 
time rather than longitudinally tracking the diffusion through the speech community 
in terms of frequency of occurrence. Since dictionary inclusion is a slightly artificial 
criterion for establishment, based on the decisions of editors and lexicographic com-
mittees and not always accurately reflects the actual state of establishment, I have 
adopted a dynamic, process-based approach and refrain from statements of success 
or failure of neologisms. 

10 From the Hugendubel magazine Büchermenschen (February-March 2012: 22). 
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conscious effort because they cannot instantaneously recall the established word 
in a conversation or because the lexicon does not provide an adequate expres-
sion (cf. Bauer 1983: 43). These instances of conversational need are individual, 
small-scale innovations that typically quickly disappear or remain restricted to 
the vocabulary of the conversation partners.

Despite the ubiquity of new word coinage processes, their products predomi-
nantly make transient appearances. Algeo observed that 58% of the new words 
collected in the Britannica Book of the Year between 1944 and 1976 were not 
rewarded with a dictionary entry, which represents evidence of their non-estab-
lishment or obsolescence (cf. 1993: 281, 283). Whereas he focused on a classifi-
catory description of the extinct words and offers socio-functional explanations 
for their “desuetude” (Algeo 1993: 281) or death, other authors have concen-
trated on their birth and suggested several diffusion-inhibiting or -promoting 
factors. Unfortunately, many of these claims have never been investigated em-
pirically, nor systematically, for instance, only with regard to a small selection 
of neologisms and restricted to specific genres (see 2.1 for an overview). The 
present work presents a large-scale, usage-based approach to these claims and 
attempts to provide a solid scientific basis for studying the diffusion of English 
neologisms.

In his entertaining book Predicting New Words, for instance, Allan Metcalf 
proposes to assess the failure or success rate of neologisms according to the 
“FUDGE factors” (2002: 152). He says that “the success or failure of new words 
is not entirely random. Some factors evidently make for success, while others 
hinder it.” (2002: 149). His FUDGE collection consists of linguistic and extralin-
guistic components. In his opinion, “unobtrusiveness” (2002: 155) is particularly 
significant (cf. 2002: 144, 167, 185); new words should “fl[y] under the radar” 
and “camouflage[…]” themselves, because “[o]ur minds are inclined to reject 
a conspicuous new word; it has to blend into the familiar landscape (or word-
scape) before we can let it in” (2002: 156). In linguistic terms, this means that a 
novel lexeme should be phonologically, morphologically, semantically and or-
thographically consistent with established patterns in English (cf. Kjellmer 2000: 
206, 208-21611). Moreover, it should be formally and functionally-semantically 
unambiguous, because of the requirements of successful communication. Since 
new words are by definition not or at best minimally familiar to the reader or 

11 Although Kjellmer is not concerned with the establishment of new words, but with 
the probability that they might be coined in their particular form with their particular 
meaning, I assume that formal acceptability is not only a requirement for a word to be 
created, but also for it to become conventionalized. 
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hearer, the intentions of the writer or speaker can only be transferred unprob-
lematically if the meaning is straightforward, i.e. not competing with other 
senses that are equally new. As a corollary of the unobtrusiveness factor, neo-
logisms stand a better chance of becoming conventionalized when they are not 
the topic of metalinguistic discourse (cf.  Metcalf 2002: 185). Metalinguistic 
discourse involves readers or writers, speakers or hearers commenting on the 
coinage, existence, emergence or formal shape of a neologism or providing ex-
planations and definitions, e.g. I thought “bromance”12 was a very clever term, the 
first time I heard it13. These instances are commentarial-evaluative meta-uses; 
the word itself becomes the center of attention, but is not used with a new class 
of referents as in objectlinguistic use in the example Is this gay or bromance? I’m 
confused:(?, introducing a passage on an instance of a complicated intense male 
friendship14. Although initially, diffusion might be promoted by metalinguistic 
usage, reflected in an increase in frequency, it is debatable whether such metalin-
guistic discourse will also propel the active-objectlinguistic use of the neo logism 
forward15. The unobtrusiveness criterion yields the two following negative hypo-
theses to be presently investigated:

•	 H1:	Semantic	ambiguity,	and/or
•	 H2:		Dominant	or	disproportionally	high	use	in	metalinguistic	mode	inhibits	

conventionalization.

From a socio-pragmatic perspective, a positive influence is to be expected when 
the neologism is used in more formal types of sources like newspapers and large 
Internet portals, because they guarantee a large readership that in turn can dif-
fuse the neologism further in ever expanding circles (cf.  Kjellmer 2000: 224-
225; Fischer 1998: 16; Schmid 2011a: 75, Paradowski and Jonak 2012: 56). Since 
new words spread through individuals’ speech and writing, the size and social 
structure of the audience plays an important role in the potential diffusion pro-
cess. Moreover, new words appearing in newspapers tend to be coined by profes-
sionals or prestigious persons. As Kjellmer notes, many newspapers and media 

12 “Intimate and affectionate friendship between men; a relationship between two men 
which is characterized by this” (from OED entry for bromance, entered in June 2013).

13 Facebook page of Upworthy, Sept 12, 2013, facebook.com/Upworthy/posts/ 
628073293900199. 

14 Yahoo answers, unknown date, answers.yahoo.com/question/index?qid=2011071608
3501AABOFsO.

15 In Schmid (cf. 2011: 75) metalinguistic discourse is assumed to have a positive effect 
on the conventionalization. 

http://facebook.com/Upworthy/posts/628073293900199
http://answers.yahoo.com/question/index?qid=20110716083501AABOFsO
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broadcasters have special experts that invent new words for new concepts and 
supervise the use of these in the publications (cf.  2000: 224). Whenever such 
a word appears, the authority or prestige of the coiner and/or user appeals to 
the reader-speaker and enhances its adoption into the lexicon of the individuals 
(cf. Bauer 1983: 43; Aitchison 1994: 157). Chesley (2011), for instance, found out 
that the degree of knowledge of AAVE hip hop vocabulary is determined by the 
degree of popularity of the artists. A special case in point is provided by the many 
websites with Bushisms and Palinisms, where people collect the idiosyncratic 
uses or coinages of these politicians in a mocking way. These social and socio-
pragmatic aspects result in the following hypotheses:

•	 H3:	A	first	or	frequent	use	in	more	formal	types	of	source	and/or
•	 H4:		The	 authority	 or	 prominence	 of	 the	 coiner	 and	 first	 users	 promotes	

conventionalization.

The fifth hypothesis to be investigated is motivated by extralinguistic recep-
tion concerns. When a new word appears in a language, not only its structural, 
i.e. phonological, orthographical and semantic attractiveness is gauged, but 
also its usefulness for communicative purposes. This phenomenon has been 
studied in linguistics as “nameworthiness” (Downing 1979: 838; cf.  “useful-
ness” in Aitchison 1994: 157) from the perspective of the concept or “semantic 
need” (Kjellmer 2000: 221) from the perspective of the coiner. Thus, when a 
novel formation fills a lexical gap or denotes a nameworthy concept, it stands 
a better chance of becoming conventionalized, because its linguistic exist-
ence meets a communicative demand that has arisen in discourse and soci-
ety (cf. Kastovsky 1982: 159; Große and Neubert 1982: 13; Lipka 1992: 110; 
Kjellmer 2000: 221-224; Schmid 2011a: 75)16. These assumptions underlie the 
following hypothesis:

•	 H5:		The	nameworthiness	of	the	represented	concept	or	its	salience	in	society	
promotes conventionalization.

The final factor of influence that will be investigated is the existence of colloca-
tional syntagmatic networks in which the neologism is embedded. I assume that 
these collocational patterns function as cotextual anchoring points (cf. Baayen 

16 Metcalf on the other hand acknowledges the durability of the concept as a promoting 
factor, but claims, in his rather programmatical chapter “The myth of gaps” (2002: 
63-77), that “[w]hether a new word survives does not depend on whether it fills a per-
ceived gap in our vocabulary, and not even on whether it is useful, since the landfill of 
discarded new coinages has an ample supply of useful terms.” (2002: 76-77).
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and Neijt 1997: 569; Renouf and Bauer 2000) on which the neologism draws 
for its semantic-pragmatic interpretation and which help to reduce the possible 
ambiguity (see H1). In addition, the frequent recurrence of such syntagmatic 
pairs will foster their joint storage and thus facilitate subsequent retrieval from 
memory (cf. Schmid 2003: 250-255). Both aspects are presumed to have a posi-
tive effect on the conventionalization process, because they reduce some of the 
complexity involved in the comprehension and cognitive processing of novel 
lexemes (see section 2.2 for more detail).

•	 H6:		The	early	development	of	syntagmatic	 lexical	networks,	represented	by	
collocations in the present study, promotes conventionalization.

Related to the question of how collocations influence the diffusion process is the 
question of how such syntagmatic lexical networks emerge. Since they provide 
vital cotextual support, it can be assumed that the neologism will benefit from an 
early emergence. However, since collocations are by definition recurrent combi-
nation of adjacent lexemes, they should develop gradually by means of increas-
ing co-occurring frequency. These questions are addressed in chapter 5.

So far I have used conventionalization and diffusion interchangeably. As will 
be discussed in chapter 2, however, conventionalization refers to the dynamic 
socio-pragmatic process by means of which a linguistic innovation becomes es-
tablished in the language and the speech community. Although Ferguson uses 
the term conventionalization slightly differently to myself, his statement is in-
triguing (1994: 15-16):

Of the various fundamental and mysterious processes involved in the use of human 
language, one of the most fundamental and most mysterious is the process of conven-
tionalization, that is, the process by which members of a community somehow come to 
share the sound-meaning pairings that constitute their means of verbal communication, 
in spite of the fact that no two speakers speak exactly the same way and the shared lan-
guage keeps changing.

In order to investigate these “mysterious” issues, a novel theoretical framework 
has recently emerged, the entrenchment-and-conventionalization model (Schmid 
2014), bringing together the cognitive-linguistic and the socio-pragmatic plane. 
Of the several sub-processes that are posited, diffusion belongs to the socio-prag-
matic ones and forms the focus of the present study. In sum, diffusion denotes 
the dynamic spread of novel formations across the language and its speakers; it is 
therefore as much a socio-cognitive as a linguistic process, affecting both society 
and the language. The need to mesh these aspects has already been recognized, 
as illustrated by a statement by Große and Neubert, who argue that “the language 
system and the system of society are interrelated to each other in multifarious 
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ways” (1982: 5, my translation)17. With regard to diffusion and establishment 
they attribute the most significant influence to the social context and the com-
municative event (cf. 1982: 7), reflected by hypotheses 3, 4 and 5 in the present 
study. The final question I will address is concerned with the different stages 
in the conventionalization process, metonymically representing diffusion, that 
neologisms can undergo.

The material for the present analysis consists of data extracted from the In-
ternet between October 200918 and January 2011. The decision to use the Inter-
net for the present study was motivated by three important factors. Firstly, the 
Internet contains an unparalleled wealth of easily accessible linguistic material. 
Whereas previous studies on neologisms were restricted to specific genres such 
as newspapers or fiction, often for practical reasons, the current project aims to 
transcend these restrictions and includes a wide variety of text types and topics. 
Secondly, the Internet serves as the prime source of innovation in many respects. 
As Gleick pointedly remarks, “the Internet is transforming the language simply 
by transmitting information differently” (2006: 12). The proliferation of techno-
logical innovations not only in cyberspace but also with regard to telecommu-
nications and communication in general is accompanied by the proliferation of 
linguistic innovations supplementing the English lexicon with many new terms 
(cf. Gleick 2006: 8, 12; Hargraves 2007: 139). Moreover, cyberspace also highly 
values innovativeness and creativity, additionally motivating the creative use of 
novel linguistic behavior (cf. Rumšiené 2006: 116). Hargraves comments on the 
role of the Internet in society as follows: “There is no innovation in English to-
day that isn’t in some way mirrored on the Internet” (2007: 139). Lastly, the Web 
not only acts as a source of innovation, but also as a powerful vehicle for its 
diffusion, because Internet users are much less constrained by adherence to the 
linguistic norms than ‘real’ users (cf. Rumšiené 2006: 116). In addition, diffusion 
is also propelled forward by the ease and speed with which information is passed 
around in the multifarious digital networks users form part of (cf. 4.2.2 and 4.3). 
Cyberspace therefore provides an excellent source for studying the diffusion 

17 “Sprachsystem und Gesellschaftssystem sind einander nicht isomorph, hängen 
aber in mehrfach vermittelter Weise miteinander zusammen.” (Große and Neubert 
1982: 5). 

18 The NeoCrawler tool with which the data were culled from the Internet became op-
erational in October 2009; this date does not represent the earliest occurrence of all 
the neologisms under investigation. As mentioned in 3.2. the first query for each neo-
logism was retroactive in order to include occurrences before the neologism’s inclu-
sion in the NeoCrawler database.
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of linguistic innovation, because it is the prime medium of innovation and its 
propagation in the 21st century and also relatively uncomplicated and cheap to 
access.

In order to be able to use the Internet as a linguistic data pond a custom- 
tailored webcrawler was built by Susanne Grandmontagne, Hans-Jörg Schmid 
and me at the Ludwig-Maximilians-University Munich. The NeoCrawler 
scoured the Web in weekly intervals to retrieve and process occurrences of all 
of the 44 neologisms selected for the study. Each of these pages was then manu-
ally classified according to a set of socio-pragmatic features with the purpose of 
compiling a social and linguistic profile of the neologism under consideration. 
These usage-based profiles served as the basis for the statistical model supplying 
quantitative evidence for the degree to which each of the selected factors influ-
ences the diffusion process. The study thus relies on data reflecting changes in 
real time and provides an innovative in-vitro perspective on lexical change in 
the fastest growing and changing medium that the Internet is. Although the use 
of the Internet as a data source for linguistic study is not entirely problematic, as 
discussed in chapter 3, it offers a unique way to closely observe language innova-
tion and change. As I will show, the use of state-of-the-art technology propels 
linguistic research forward and sheds light on processes previously out of reach 
such as fast and immediate lexical innovation, which in turn supplements the 
existing theoretical frameworks with more detailed insights.

1.3. Outline
In the next chapter I will provide a detailed discussion of the nature of neolo-
gisms and their establishment process, first within the traditional framework of 
structural linguistics and lexicography (section 2.1). I will focus on their not un-
problematic definition in 2.1.1, the theoretical aspects of lexicalization and insti-
tutionalization in 2.1.2 and discuss two empirical studies that have investigated 
the latter in 2.1.3. In section 2.2 cognitive-linguistic aspects of neologisms are 
presented. Three of these aspects, co(n)text (2.2.1), exposure (2.2.2) and trans-
parency (2.2.3) are highlighted, because of their importance during comprehen-
sion and lexical retrieval. The theoretical chapter concludes with an introduction 
to the conventionalization process in 2.3.

Chapter 3 is devoted to the innovative methodology with which the neolo-
gisms under consideration have been collected and monitored on the Internet. 
Since the use of the Internet in linguistics is currently hotly debated, this chap-
ter starts with an overview of general problems pertaining to this issue in 3.1.1 
and presents technological tools and methods that make the Web accessible to 
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linguistic research in sections 3.1.2 and 3.1.3. In 3.2 I will introduce a new tool 
that was developed for the present purpose, the NeoCrawler. The NeoCrawler 
consists of two compatible components: the Discoverer, responsible for detecting 
novel formations in online language (3.2.1) and the Observer (in section 3.2.2), 
which is in charge of periodically crawling the Internet and downloading novel 
instances of the neologisms. The Observer is furthermore equipped with an in-
tegrated socio-pragmatic classification system that enables an in-depth investi-
gation of the abovementioned hypotheses 2, 3 and 4. This classification system 
is presented in detail in 3.3.2. In 3.3.1 I discuss the selection criteria for the 44 
neologisms under consideration. The methodological chapter concludes with a 
note on the operationalization of the nameworthiness factor, which was tested in 
a small-scale experiment (3.3.3).

The results of the present study are discussed in chapter 4. The first research 
question, concerned with the stages in conventionalization processes observed 
for the neologisms in the sample, is answered in section  4.1 and shows that 
four different stages were found: non-conventionalization (4.1.1), transitional 
conventionalization (4.1.2), recurrent semi-conventionalization (4.1.3) and ad-
vanced conventionalization (4.1.4). I should like to point out that the assigned 
stages along the conventionalization reflect the developments observed until 
January 2011 and might not present the actual status at the time of publication. 
In 4.2 I discuss the influence of the various factors discussed above with the help 
of a generalized binomial regression model.

The final chapter presents the results obtained regarding the emergence of 
syntagmatic lexical networks. A brief theoretical overview of the concept of col-
location in 5.1 is followed by a detailed discussion of two routes of emergence, 
gradual development in 5.2.1 and instantaneous emergence in 5.2.2. Other syn-
tagmatic patterns of variable strength are discussed in 5.2.3. The last section, 5.3, 
is concerned with the linguistic origin of the collocates, discussed in the light of 
their function as cotextual anchoring points, and concludes with a note on their 
role during conventionalization. A conclusion, summarizing the main findings, 
is found in chapter 6.


